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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON W.C. 20548 

B-125045 

The Honorable Morris K. Udall 
Chairman, Committee on Interior 

and Insular Affairs 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Your May 24, 1979, letter requested two reports dealing 
with Federal programs to identify, protect, and recover# arche- 
ological resources. Our first report entitled "Uncertainties 
Over Federal Requirements For Archeological Preservation At 
New Melones Dam In California" (CED-80-29) was issued on 
December 21, 1979. 

This report discusses problems with Federal archeological 
programs and recommends ways to improve their efficiency, econ- 
omy, and effectiveness. We also included the potential impact 
of the National Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
(Public Law 96-515) on our findings, conclusions, and reconmen- 
dations. 

As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce 
its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this 
report until 10 days from the date of the report. At that 
time we will send copies to the Director, Office of Management 
and Budget; the heads of the departments or agencies involved; 
and other interested parties. 

Sincerely yours, 
. 

ud 
. 

Acting Comptroller General 
of the United States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL"S REPORT ARE AGENCIES DOING ENOUGH 
TO THE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE OR TOO MUCH FOR ARCHEOLOGICAL 
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS PRESERVATION? GUIDANCE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES NEEDED 

DIGEST ----u- 

The National Archeology Program, which costs 
about $100 million a year, is not working 
well. The Department of the Interior must 
provide better leadership and direction to 
Federal agencies and States. Without better 
guidance, some Federal agencies could spend 
billions of dollars over the next 10 to 30 
years for archeological surveys, many of 
which may not be necessary, while other 
agencies may not do enough to identify and 
protect archeological sites, 

Interior has not established good criteria 
) for agencies to use in determining whether 

identified sites are important to the na- 
tional heritage nor has it provided guid- 
ance on the extent to which archeological 
resources must be recovered, recorded, or 
preserved to comply with Federal laws and 
regulations. This has resulted in project 
delays, increased costs, and general con- 
fusion over what is required to identify 
sites, determine their significance, and 
protect their resources. 

Over the years, the Congress has enacted sev- 
eral laws protecting archeological resources 
and making Federal agencies responsible for 
identifying archeological sites that may 
be affected by Federal actions; deter- 
mining the significance of the resources; 
and recovering., recording, or preserving 
them. 

Recently the Congress passed the National 
Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
(Public Law 96-515) to provide additional 
guidance and clarification to the National 
Preservation Program. The amendments give 
the Secretary of the Interior, under certain 
conditions, the authority (1) to waive the 
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l-percent limitation on the use of project 
funds to defray the costs of data recovery, 
(2) increase the role of State historic preser- 
vation programs, and (3) clarify Federal agency 
responsibilities under Executive Order 11593. 

Interior is responsible for coordinating 
Federal and State archeological programs 
and establishing criteria used to determine 
whether an archeological site is significant 
enough to list on the National Register of 
Historic Places-- a listing of all historical 
properties important to this country's heritage. 

In 1978 and 1979, 22 Federal departments and 
agencies were involved in the archeological 
preservation program. GAO reviewed the programs 
of eight agencies whose activities had potential 
major impacts on archeological sites, the opera- 
tions of five State historic preservation offices, 
and the program management of the Heritage Conser- 
vation and Recreation Service and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. On February 19, 
1981, the Secretary of the Interior by Order 3060 
abolished the Heritage Conservation and Recrea- 
tion Service as a separate entity of Interior 
and transferred and consolidated its major 
functions back to the National Park Service under 
the supervision of the Assistant Secretary of Fish 
and Wildlife and Parks. (See pp- 7 to 8.) 

IDENTIFYING ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Federal departments and agencies interpret their 
responsibility for identifying archeological 
resources differently. Some agencies take the 
position that they are required by Executive order 
to survey all Federal lands to identify archeological 
resources. This practice could be very costly--from 
$388 million to about $3.9 billion--depending on 
whether Federal agencies survey all Government owned 
lands or survey. lands on a sample basis. Other agen- 
cies, however, take a more conservative approach by 
making field surveys only in areas which may be 
affected by land-disturbing activities. (See 
PP* 11 to 13.) 

Federal agencies rarely coordinate archeolo- 
gical overview studies made to document research 
about the kinds of archeolagical properties that 
may be encountered in a project area. Coordination 
of these studies by Interior can avoid duplication 
and save money, Wee pp+ 13 to 16.) 
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The Federal Highway Administration, the Bureau 
of Land Management, and the Water and Power Re- 
sources Service are doing a good job of requiring 
grantees, permittees, and licensees to do archeo- 
logical surveys and af monitoring their compliance. 
Prior to April 1980 the Army Corps of Engineers did 
not have an acceptable program. It had adopted the 
position that neither the Corps nor private permit 
applicants were responsible for archeological sur- 
veys. In April 1980 the Corps changed its position 
to require permittees to conduct surveys limited to 
permit areas affected by land-disturbing activities 
when the District Engineer determines it is appro- 
priate. Until recently, the Soil Conservation 
Service did not make any surveys. The Departments 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the 
Interior differ over the scope of HUD's respon- 
sibility to make surveys to identify archeological 
sites in HUD-assisted housing projects. (See 
PP. 16 to 18.) 

#The Forest Service which has adequate procedures 
does not always comply with requirements to make 
surveys and monitor land-altering activities to 
assure that archeological sites are not adversely 
affected. (See pp- 19 to 21.) 

Interior could resolve much of the confusion over 
archeological identification surveys by finalizing 
its January 1977 regulations which provide specific 
guidance on what procedures to follow. Interior 
officials cite lack of staff as the reason the draft 
regulations have not been finalized. 

Some agencies do not believe that Interior has the 
rulemaking authority to require them to conduct 
surveys to identify archeological resources. Interior 
needs to seek an amendment to the Archeological and 
Historic Preservatian Act clarifying its rulemaking 
authority. ISee ppe 18 to 19.) 

DETERMINING ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SIGNIFICANCE 

Interior's criteria for determining an archeological 
site's significance are very broad. Agencies criticize 
them because almost any site can be justified as sig- 
nificant. However, because of the many constantly 
changing research questions on regional and local cul- 
tures, Interior would have great difficulty developing 
nationwide criteria covering each site's State and 
local significance. 

On the other hand, if States prepared annual preserva- 
tion plans outlining the importance of research ques- 
tions to various cultures, State historic preservation 
offices could help Federal agencies determine which 
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properties have State and local significance and 
are eligible for listing on the National Register. 
State preservation plans have been required for 
States to receive historic preservation grant funds. 
(See pp. 23 to 34.) 

State historic preservation offices, however, 
generally do not have usable statewide archeo- 
logical preservation plans because Interior has 
not provided adequate criteria nor encouraged 
States to develop them. States therefore are 
unable to help Federal agencies determine whether 
Government projects affect significant archeolo- 
gical properties. Interior should encourage State 
historic preservation offices to play a greater 
role in determining which archeological properties 
have State and local significance and are eligible 
for the National Register. 

DETERMINING HOW MUCH ARCHEOLOGICAL 
DATA SHOULD BE RECOVERED 

Archeological data recovery practices differ among 
Federal agencies, and in some cases the work may 
not be needed. While some agencies limit archeo- 
logical excavation to project areas, others require 
Federal permittees and grantees to excavate sites 
well outside those areas. The latter could lead 
to excessive costs. Neither Interior nor the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation have 
provided the leadership required to effectively 
coordinate Federal archeological recover efforts. 
(See pp. 35 to 38.) 

The Corps and Interior differ in their interpreta- 
tion of the l-percent of project cost limitation 
provided by law. The Corps says the 1 percent 
includes charges for initial archeological survey 
work, while Interior says that the 1 percent does 
not include initial survey work which should be 
charged against funds appropriated for the environ- 
mental planning process. For small projects, 
1 percent is often not enough to do the required 
archeological salvage work. During the time it 
takes Interior to get funds appropriated for the 
salvage work, projects are delayed, often signi- 
ficantly increasing construction costs. (See 19. 
38 to 40.) 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
is not receiving complete information from 
agencies justifying the proposed level of 
archeological excavations. Responding to GAO's 
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report on the New Melones Dam (CED-80-29, Dec. 21, 
1979)r the Executive Director said that the Council 
is currently working on review procedures to cor- 
rect the problem of funding unnecessary archeological 
work. 

The Council should continue these efforts and require 
Federal agencies to define specific significant 
research questions to be addressed in data recovery 
in order to justify archeological excavation costs. 
(See pp. 40 to 43 and 52.) It should also require 
agencies to establish peer review panels on large 
and controversial projects to attain a consistently 
high level of professional performance and to avoid 
duplication of effort and delays. (See pp. 43 to 45 
and 52.) 

Implementation of an effective archeological recovery 
program is also hampered by lack of information on 
program costs and accomplishments. As a result, 
Interior cannot provide meaningful reports to the 
Congress on the scope and effectiveness of Federal 
programs. (See pp- 45 to 51.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO makes a number of recommendations to Interior, 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and 
other Federal agencies for improving the administra- 
tion and operations of the National Archeology 
Program. GAO recommendations appear on pp. 21, 22, 
33, 34, 51, and 52. 

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS 

Seven Federal agencies and four State historic pre- 
servation offices commented on GAO's report. All 
agreed with the thrust of the report and most agreed 
with GAO's conclusions and recommendations. In 

'instances where there were disagreements or confusion 
concerning GAO's facts, conclusions, and recommenda- 
tions, GAO made corrections or added clarifying 
language where warranted. Agency and State comments 
and GAO's evaluation are contained in appendixes II 
through XII. (,See pp. 57 to 100.) 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

People have a seemingly endless desire to understand 
the world and their place in it. They want to know who 
they are and how and why they got here. The science of 
archeology has evolved to help people learn about the social 
interactions of past cultures that led to civilization as 
we know it. Archeology, involving those artifacts usually 
hidden beneath the earth's surfacer is a complex, data- 
gathering science. 

Although man has inhabited North America for perhaps 
27,000 years, recorded history began only with the arrival 
of European explorers in the 15th century A.D. Moreover, 
written histories may be very selective, focusing only on 
the most important persons and happenings of the day. Arche- 
ological studies offer a candid, supplemental or alternative 
glimpse of the daily lives of people who left few, if any, 
written records. The artifacts from campsites and settle- 
ments form a revealing archeological record of the way people 
lived, how they adapted to their environment, and the kinds 
of things they valued. By studying earlier cultures, we 
may come to learn more about ourselves as human beings. 

Archeological sites are a vital part of our cultural 
heritage; their destruction irreversibly diminishes our 
knowledge of the past. The Congress has recognized the need 
to preserve and protect the archeological resources of the 
United States and over the years has enacted several laws, 
beginning with the Antiquities Act of 1906 (Public Law 
59-209) l The Congress made Federal agencies responsible and 
accountable for any potential impact their actions may hdve 
on archeological, cultural, and historical resources. 

The enactment of the Archeological and Historic Preser- 
vation Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-291) was a major event. 
This act made the Secretary of the Interior responsible for 
coordinating and administering a nationwide archeological pre- 
servation program and.authorized Federal construction agencies 
to use program funds for archeological studies. 

MAJOR LEGISLATION AFFECTING 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Antiquities Act of 1906 provides for the protection 
of all antiquities and monuments on Federal lands. The legal 
base for this protection was considerably strengthened by 
the Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (Public 
Law 96-95). 

1 



The Historic Sites Act of 1935 (Public Law 74-292) 
established a policy of preserving historical resources of 
national significance for public use and inspiration. The 
act gave the Secretary of the Interior the authority to 
survey, document, evaluate, acquire, and preserve archeo- 
logical and historical sites throughout the country. 

The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-523) 
gave Interior major responsibility for preserving archeologi- 
cal data that might be lost through Federal dam construction. 
The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 
(Public Law 93-291) amended and significantly expanded the 
scope of the 1960 Act by requiring preservation of archeo- 
logical data affected as a result of any Federal or federally 
related land modification activities. The act made the Secre- 
tary responsible for coordinating and administering a nation- 
wide program for the recovery, protection, and preservation 
of scientific, prehistoric, historic, and archeological data 
which would otherwise be damaged or destroyed through Federal 
action. This act, referred to as the Moss-Bennett Act, for 
the first time authorized up to 1 percent of cost to be trans- 
ferred to the Secretary for preserving archeological data on 
Federal construction projects, other than dam construction, 

In the period between enactment of the 1960 Act and its 
expansion, the Congress enacted the National Historic Preser- 
vation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665). This act established 
an Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); authorized 
matching grants to States to survey, plan, acquire, enhance, 
and preserve properties on the National Register of Historic 
Places (now expanded to include properties of State and local 
significance); and provided a basis for establishing State 
historical preservation offices. The act's section 106 re- 
quires Federal agencies to "take into account" the effect of 
their projects on historical and archeological resources and 
give ACHP the opportunity to comment on such effects. 

In addition to these mandates, Federal agencies must 
also consider the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(Public Law 91-190), which requires Federal agencies to 
assess the environmental aspects of major Federal actions, 
including their effect on cultural resources. 

Executive 0rde.r 11593 

This orderp dated May 13, 1991, is designed to ensure 
that Federal actions record,, preserve, and maintain archeo- 
logical, historical, OK cultural resources on Federal lands. 

The order expanded upon the responsibilities of Federal 
agencies regarding the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 e It specifically required the heads of all Federal 
agencies by July 1, 1973, to locate8 inventory, and nominate 
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to the Secretary of the Interior all sites, buildings, dis- 
tricts, and objects under their jurisdiction or control that 
appeared to qualify for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places. It also required the Secretary of the Interior 
to develop the criteria and procedures for Federal agencies to 
use in the reviews and nominations stipulated above. 

National Historic Preservation 
Act Amendments of 1980 

Only recently, the Congress passed the National Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 (Public Law 96-515) to 
provide additional guidance and clarification to the National 
Historical Preservation Program. The Congress gave the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, under certain conditions, the authority to 
(1) waive the l-percent limitation on the use of project funds to 
defray the costs of data recovery, (2) increase the role of State 
Historic Preservation Offices in the administration of the 
National Historic Preservation Program, and (3) clarify Federal 
agency responsibilities under Executive Order 11593. 

ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Until 1978, the National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior, through its Office of Archeology and Historic 
Preservation was the Federal focal point for the program of 
identifying and preserving archeological and historical 
sites. In January 1978 the Secretary transferred most of 
these responsibilities to the newly created Heritage Conser- 
vation and Recreation Service (HCRS). On February 19, 1981, 
the Secretary of th e Interior by Order 3060 abolished HCRS 
as a separate entity of Interior and transferred and con- 
solidated the major functions of HCRS back to the National 
Park Service under the supervision of the Assistant Secretary 
of Fish and Wildlife and Parks. Until such time as the trans- 
fer is consummated and the lines of authority become known, 
HCRS as used in this report will mean that organization within 
Interior that is responsible to serve as the Federal focal 
point for identifying and preserving archeological and 
historical sites. 

HCRS, with the cooperation of other Federal agencies, 
States, and the private sector, directs and coordinates a 
nationwide effort to protect significant archeological and 
historical artifacts threatened by federally sponsored or 
assisted projects. It administers a matching Historic Pre- 
servation Fund grants-in-aid program to preserve the his- 
torical, architectural, archeological, and cultural proper- 
ties of the United States. HCRS maintains the National 
Register of Historic Places, which is designed eventually to 
be a major planning tool with respect to historic properties 
in the Nation that are significant enough to require the 
Federal Government's attention. 
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When a Federal agency’s undertaking affects a signifi- 
cant resource on, or eligible to be included on, the National 
Register, ACHP must be given an opportunity to comment on the 
proposed project. ACHP is an independent Federal agency 
within the executive branch. It has 29 members, 15 of whom 
represent Federal agencies whose activities affect historical 
and cultural properties. &/ The remaining members represent 
the non-Federal sector. 

Each State and territory has a historic preservation 
officer who plays a key role in the program. The preser- 
vation officer uses historic preservation matching grant- 
in-aid funds to (1) conduct comprehensive statewide historic 
surveys, (2) prepare preservation plans, and (3) preserve 
specific properties. In complying with the statutes, 
Federal agencies must consult and involve the State historic 
preservation officer when identifying and developing plans 
to protect significant properties. 

Federal agencies are required by law and Executive order 
to consider the effect their actions will have on historic 
and archeological properties and to take the necessary mea- 
sures to identify, preserve, and protect them. In 1979, 22 
Federal agencies identified 2,310 archeological sites and re- 
quested Interior to determine their eligibility for the 
National Register, 

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROGRAM PROCESS 

Federal agencies are required by statute to begin the 
historical and archeological preservation review process in 
the early stages of planning for a construction project. 
The process has four major steps: ( 1) identifying histor i- 
cal and archeological properties within the project area, (2) 
determining the resource’s significance, ( 3) consulting to 
develop plans to avoid or mitigate adverse effects, and (4) 
implementing the selected plan, which may include archeologi- 
cal preservation, protection, and recovery. 

Identifying historical and 
archeological properties 

Federal agencies are required by legislation and Execu- 
t.ive order to locate and identify all historical and archeo- 
logical properties that’may be affected by federally funded 
projects or are located on federally owned land. In addition, 
each State, as a requirement for receiving Federal grants, must 
develop dynamic, comprehensive, statewide preservation plans, 

&/The National Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
reduced ACHP’s membership from 29 to 19, 7 of whom will 
come from the Federal sector. 
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If the planning process reveals no way to avoid dam- 
aging or destroying an archeological property and finds that 
recovery of artifacts and scientific information is in the 
public interest, the agency may use its authority under the 
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act to undertake 
archeological excavations. The agency may contract for this 
work directly or may request the Secretary of the Interior 
to assume responsibility for the archeological investigations 
on a cost-reimbursable basis. It may transfer to the Secre- 
tary up to 1 percent L/ of the authorized project appropria- 
tions or request the use of discretionary funds appropriated 
to the Secretary for this purpose. 

When significant archeological sites are threatened by 
issuance of a Federal permit or license, or in other federally 
assisted projectsiwhere Federal project funds are not other- 
wise available or tthe permittee or licensee is unable to fund 
surveys or data recovery, the Secretary may elect to fund data 
recovery. How well Federal agencies are doing in deciding 
on how much data recovery is enough, is discussed in chapter 
4. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, asked us to examine how well United States archeolo- 
gical resources are being protected by law. His principal 
interest was in knowing how well the archeological statutes 
are working, where the problems are, and what some possible 
solutions may be to revamp the laws, or administration of 
them, so that archeological resources are adequately pro- 
tected. 

The chairman asked that we initially concentrate our 
review on the New Melones Dam controversy in California. 
On December 21, 1979, we issued a report to the chairman 
entitled "Uncertainties Bver Federal Requirements for Arche- 
ological Preservation at New Melones Dam in California" 
(CED-80-29). 

For our overall review, we identified 22 Federal 
departments and agencies whose activities in 1978 and 1979 
resulted in the Interior making determinations of eligibility 

L/The National Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
now authorizes Federal agencies, with the Secretary's concur- 
rence and after notifying 'the cognizant Senate and House 
committees, to waive the l-percent limitation where, for 
example, rich concentrations of historical materials will 
be destroyed or where project costs are not commensurate 
with the mitigation efforts needed. 
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for potentially significant archeological sites. In consul- 
tation with the committee staff, we selected for detailed 
review eight agencies whose activities had potential major 
impacts on archeological sites. We examined reports, documents, 
regulations, and case files and interviewed officials at the 
following agencies: 

Department of Housing and Urban Development: 
Headquarters; the Atlanta, Georgia, regional 
and area offices; and selected Community 
Development Block Grant and housing loan 
programs in Georgia. 

Department of Transportation: 
Headquarters; Federal Highway Administration 
district offices in California and Georgia; 
and State Departments of Transportation in 
Georgia and California. 

Department of the Army: 
Corps of Engineers-- 

Headquarters; South Pacific Division; and 
Sacramento and San Francisco, California, 
district offices. 

Department of the Interior: 
Bureau of Land Management-- 

Headquarters; State offices in Colorado 
and New Mexico; district offices in 
Craig, Colorado, and Albuquerque, New 
Mexico; and the area office in Durango, 
Colorado. 

Water and Power Resources Service-- 
Headquarters; the Cortex and DurangO 

Project Offices in Colorado; and the 
Delores Canyon Project in Colorado, 

Department of Agriculture: 
Forest Service-- 

Headquarters and regional offices and 
national forests in California. 

Soil Conservation Service-- 
Headquarters and State offices in 
Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Colorado. 



Environmental Protection Agency: 
Headquarters; San Francisco Regional Office; 
the State Water Resource Control Board in 
California; the Georgia State Natural Resources' 
Environmental Protection Division and the Water 
Quality Control Board. 

We also reviewed HCRS's regulations, policies, proce- 
dures, and practices. This included reviewing the 

--operations of the Interagency Archeological Ser- 
vices Division at headquarters and in field 
offices in Atlanta, Denver, and San Francisco; 

--process used to determine eligibility and to nominate 
properties for inclusion on the National Register: 
and 

--policies, procedures, and practices for award- 
ing grants to States for historical and arche- 
ological programs. 

We also reviewed ACHP's operations at headquarters and 
the Denver field office and operations of five State 
historic preservation offices in California, Nevada, Colorado, 
New Mexico, and Georgia. 

Our review approach was to select eight Federal agencies 
whose programs and projects had high land-altering impacts. 
We reviewed each agency's archeological policies, procedures, 
and practices to determine whether they were in accordance with 
requirements of archeological preservation legislation. In 
those instances where agencies delegated historical and archeolo- 
gical program compliance to Federal-aid grantees, we examined 
agency controls and grantee program implementation. we reviewed 
85 projects to determine how well the agencies were com- 
plying with their archeological preservation responsibilities. 
The projects were selected after our reviews of agency and 
grantee files and initial talks with program officials because 
they demonstrated the effects of inconsistent agency actions 
with respect to archeological site identification (see ch. 2), 
determinations of significance (see ch. 3, and data recovery 
(see ch. 4). 

Dr. Charles R. McGimsey, III, Director, Arkansas Archeo- 
logical Surveyl University of Arkansas, assisted us in our 
review by commenting on our draft report and evaluating 
selected ACHP memorandums of agreement with Federal agencies, 
(For the evaluation see app. I pp. 53-56.) 
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HANDLING AGENCY COMMENTS 

Comments were obtained on the draft of this report from 
seven Federal agencies and four State historic preservation 
offices. All agreed with the thrust of the report and most 
agreed with our conclusions and recommendations. In those 
instances where there were disagreements or confusion concern- 
ing our facts, conclusions, and recommendations, we made cor- 
rections or added clarifying lanquage to the report where 
warranted. Appendixes II through XII contain agencies' com- 
ments and our response. 
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CHAPTER 2 -c-l--"-^ 

IDENTIFYING ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

CONFUSION AND DISAGREEMENT AMONG FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Confusion and disagreement exist among Federal agencies 
on what should be done to locate and identify historic and 
archeological resources on Federal lands and in areas affected 
by Federal projects. 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Water and 
Power Resources Service take the position that they are re- 
quired by Executive order to survey all Federal lands to 
identify archeological resources. This practice could cost 
BLM up to $2 billion 'and the Water and Power Resources Service 
up to $41 million. The Army Corps of Engineers and the Forest 
Service, Department of Agriculture, however, take a more con- 
servative approach in view of costs and technological advances 
by making field surveys only in areas which may be affected 
by land-disturbing activities. The middle road between these 
extremes is to conduct background research and field inspec- 
tions of sample tracts to make reliable predictions about the 
kinds and locations of archeological sites present. Such over- 
view studies can allow an agency to eliminate from further 
consideration areas that are unlikely to contain anything of 
value and better focus its field surveys and evaluations, 

Federal agencies and State historic preservation offices 
rarely coordinate archeological overview studies and as a 
result separate, potentially duplicate overviews are being done. 
Interior needs to exercise its authority to coordinate Federal 
archeological survey activities and promote joint State and 
interagency overview studies. Such studies can result in cost 
savings and improved preservation planning. 

A review of procedures and specific projects showed that 
the Federal Highway Administration, the Water and Power Re- 
sources Service, and BLM are doing a good job of requiring 
grantees, permittees, and licensees to do archeological sur- 
veys and in monitoring their compliance. Prior to April 1980 
the Corps did not have an acceptable program; it had adopted 
the position that neither the Corps nor private permit appli- 
cants were responsible for archeological surveys, In April 
1980 the Corps changed its position to require surveys in 
appropriate cases which are limited to permit areas affected 
by land-disturbing activities. Until recentlyp the Soil Con- 
servation Service (SCS) did not perform archeological identi- 
fication surveys. SCS drafted regulations after the adminis- 
tration emphasized preservation programs. The Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) takes the position 
that it finds no basis in law or regulation whereby it is 
responsible for searching for unknown archeological sites. 
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Further, although the Forest Service has adequate pro- 
cedures, it does not always comply with requirements to 
conduct surveys and to monitor land-disturbing activities 
to assure that archeological sites are not adversely affected. 

Interior could resolve much of the confusion among Federal 
agencies concerning archeological surveys by finalizing its 
January 1977 regulations which provide specific guidance on 
procedures to be followed in identifying archeological resources. 
Interior officials cite a lack of staff as the reason the draft 
regulations have not been finalized. Bowever, Interior does not 
expect final rules to solve all controversies. Some agencies, 
including HUD and the Corps, do not believe Interior has the 
authority to require other agencies to conduct surveys to iden- 
tify archeological resources, Interior needs to clarify its 
rulemaking authority. Interior also needs to finalize its 
archeological identification regulations, which other agencies 
are expected to follow. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL SURVEYS OF FEDERAL 
LANDS SHOULD BE DONE ONLY IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH LAND-USE PLANNING 

Although Executive Order 11593 required Federal agencies 
to survey by 1973 all Federal lands to identify cultural 
resources that should be protected, the surveys have never 
been completed. The order requires Interior to coordinate 
Federal efforts and to develop criteria and procedures for 
agencies to use in making these surveys. However, Interior 
has never issued formal guidance or effectively coordinated 
Federal efforts. 

Lacking Interior's guidance, Federal agencies have developed 
differing interpretations of their responsibilities for identify- 
ing archeological resources under their control. BLM and the 
Water and Power Resources Service interpret the order as requir- 
ing detailed surveys of all 775 million acres of Government- 
owned land. If carried out, this requirement would cost the 
American taxpayer from about $388 million to $3.9 billion, depend- 
ing on whether Federal agencies survey all Government-owned lands 
or survey lands on a sample basis. l/ Two other agencies, the 
Corps and the Forest Service, are requiring archeological field 
surveys only in areas which may be affected by land-disturbing 

l-/During our review archeological cost data was not readily 
available nor centralized; therefore, the above estimated 
cost range was based upon the average survey contract costs 
that were experienced by several agencies on a local basis, 
This average was then used to estimate the total survey cost 
for Government-owned lands. 
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activities. This approach appears to be more apprapriate in vje;d 
of the huge sums of money-- from about $388 million to potenl;:ii.aI J'>? 
about $3.9 billion-- needed to survey all Federal lands. I/ 
Further, technological advances in archeology, such as rqgmote 
sensing, could lead to cost savings or improved surveys in the 
future. 

BLM has surveyed less that 10 percent of the 480 mil.Xion 
acres of public lands for which it is administratively resporn-~ 
sible. Its chief archeologist estimated that if BLM's 120 cu'i.-,~ 
tural resource specialists devoted full time to these surveys, j~h 
would take 112 years to complete the inventory. This would not. 
include time fdr such other work as preparing National Register 
nominations, developing cultural resource management plans, or 
implementing protective measures. He estimated the total cost 
of in-house surveys of all BLM lands at over $322 million. 

For planning purposes, BLM has three classes of surveys: 
class I is a literary search on the background of a given area; 
class II is a physical inspection and survey of portions of a 
large area to estimate the likelihood of the existence of pot.rn~ 
tially significant sites; and class III is a complete survey oE 
a specific area to identify all observable archeological si.tes, 
Class I and II surveys are generally done under contract, whil,f:: 
class III surveys are performed on project sites by either BLM 
personnel or grantees, lessees, and permittees and operator5J. 
BLM estimates that class I surveys will be completed in late 
1981 and class II surveys in about 30 years. 

All of class I and II surveys in the Colorado distrj,ct 
office are presently done under contract. Using the distr ict ' c:. 
average contract cost of $4.50 per acre for class I and I I 
surveys, surveying the remaining 90 percent of all BLM lands 
could cost from $194 million using a lo-percent survey sample ,:.o 
about $2 billion if all land is surveyed on a 100~~percent basi::,, 

The Water and Power Resources Service has surveyed :iess tiaar-i 
10,000 of the 7.5 million acres under its control, I t s p r i c.1 1‘ i. "I"" 
ties are to complete inventories and data recovery on ongoing 
projects and to plan for necessary inventories and data 

&/This potential cost relates only to surveys to identify thy 
location of archeological sites and not survey work to as~~sr; 
the significance of a site to determine the need for data I"c"' 
covery. The Corps maintains that site identification is ~o~n3,y 
the tip of the iceberg and that our estimated costs would ksc 
considerably exceeded if survey work to assess site signir! 
cance were included. 
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1”’ ,p f-’ (: ] v,,,7’ ,z;, c >, x"'y ior: future projects, Tt plans to do surveys as time 
c.iild l.“i’1:OUr’CE?S become available. Its chief archeologist esti- 
Ii. ,lII 8. F' ;!r; / I. wiJI. take about 10 years to do all the surveys. 

'Il.'kirt::e completed Water and Power Resources Services inven- 
1.~11: .i es have been done under contracts. Inventory costs ranged 
~~OSII $~U,liasS: to about $15.00 an acre, averaging about $5.50. 
!;':;ii~q i.t.s ~$5~50 average survey cost per acre, surveying the 
n~~~~nn~:~'i~~:inq 7,490,OOO acres under Service control could cost from 
$d',j rrli37,ion using a lo--percent survey sample to about $41 mil- 
‘1 i (‘)I’{ .inii all land is surveyed on a loo-percent basis. 

s'iic! k'oreot Service's and the Corps' policy is to fulfill 
t.hc ~!rrV.lr.:,nt of the Executive order by requiring archeological 
i: i I;:" 1; I(% n';:_~r!veys only in areas which will be affected by land- 
1.5 :i s 1;. 1.1 r.' i:, :E n y a c t i Y i t i e s e The Corps' Environmental Planner Said 

t er #,, / t b f? 'C ;"i u s t? t.he July 1973 deadline has expired and no specifi.c 
lua~l:~~r~::/ is available for the workl it considers the Executive 
'[;I I ("1 C"> y:" L 'i.r.593 requirement to be out of date and not in effect. I./ 

~'~~Rcri.or needs to instruct Federal agencies that because of 
i:~:iql~ Nc:r.ri~ks and changing archeological survey technologies, sur- 
'3,i (1 ')I :':; 11, r::l x9 noi, be necessary on all Federal lands when no land- 
i: H :i 51 ! 1:: r I., :E II $4 CI a xige r impends and should be done only in conjunction 
VIV:~ \ I! .I 8r~~v'~d-"~i$e =,l.anning or when the operation of existing pro:jects 
I~III~:I~~~' 'i:k~~.~.(.~at,i-!n xesources or on a sampling basis as part of overview 
z:~i:.incl.i <:>I: f-or general planning purposes. TO effect these changes, 
Ill ri 1 (1' 1: i rr1 r sbeuld propose to the Office of Management and Budget 
{ c IF i.p ) F" F v i s i an s t: Q axe cut i ve Or de r 11 5 9 3 , 

,771 ,ti:~~r:~~.nci!~ I r?f:cr ior is responsible for coordinating agencies' 
:.ir i,~!npo'I/ t:vy j,cil;Il act:ivities, 1 it has not promoted joint State an'd 
.i !;I 1 {I y'rsqpra(Jy ~cbverview studies, Federal and State agencies rarely 
3 r t b c':~'r:~i~:~~ilrat: i,ng archeological overviews which document the kinds 
Cli” 1”; iHoric:al and archeological properties that may be encountered, 
11 c 1 Ah, I I 1~" r‘ :', 1.1 I. t". # they are proceeding with separate, potentially dupl.i.- 
; ‘,:I+ <‘. f. h i d’ i”‘) 1” c. cm; * For’ example * the Forest Service archeologist at 

/ ,(I ‘1’1; 1, tl / ;:i \:‘lC 1. ar::y ;ionfusion # the Congress through the recent1.y 
fb I"'! ,'I- I' :I I < 1* 1 Nc>I:"iorral. Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
I I I i.113 47 .i1. ~t:'Icar that Federal agencies have a continuing respon-m 
s :i h i I :i i:, y to locate I inventory, and nominate to the Secretary 
('81'" I:ir~:: :~nI..erior al.1 properties under the agency's ownership or ~" 
,;:" 7 Jl r'l ( II (I: j 01at appear to qualify for inclusion on the National 
1 i 1:" ':l' :I" : '1 I: Q I' N mweve s J we believe the Executive order's survey 
1 : I ,,I "Ii I r: r 1 j, T<Y FTJ F4 c 42 n b I-i me t #I with 2,ess costs, if our recommendation 

~ ,',!(, 1 ("18 ! I,, 88" i 1,') '/ ,?"8 ;1^3 ,,, [P;;E:'e F': 22.) 
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California's Sierra National Forest expressed concern about the 
separate overviews being performed in the same general area. At 
least four different Federal and State agencies have performed 
or are planning to perform such overview studies. NPS prepared 
an overview study for Yosemite National Park, which is adjacent 
to Sierra National Forest, the overview addresses the same Native 
American cultures. BLM is performing an overview covering the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains which encompasses not only Sierra Na- 
tional Forest but also several other national forests. Both 
Sierra National Forest and the California Historic Preservation 
Office are also planning to perform overview studies which again 
will deal with the same cultures. 

Archeologists from all four agencies agree that overlapping 
overviews are a problem and that the archeologists have been re- 
miss in not coordinating such studies. The Sierra National Forest 
archeologist said that no one is taking the lead to avoid duplica- 
tion through a joint interagency overview study of the entire 
geographic area. The BLM archeologist working on the Sierra 
Nevada overview said that there is virtually no formal coordina- 
tion between agencies and, as a result, overview studies become 
reiterations of basic data contained in each agency's files. He 
added that individual agency overviews fail to reflect an appre- 
ciation of real cultural boundaries, which almost always extend 
beyond any one agency's lands. The NPS archeologist said that 
individual agency overviews often are developed primarily from 
data contained in the agency's files and thus deal with only 
part of the data base which exists on past cultures inhabiting 
an area. He said that he supports joint interagency overviews to 
formulate comprehensive plans and research designs dealing with 
a given culture rather than a geographic boundary. 

Forest Service regional archeologists in the Montana, Utah, 
and California regions all said there is a lack of coordination of 
overview studies between agencies in their regions. Coordination 
between agencies is at best only informal. The consensus of the 
archeologists we contacted was that land managers have generally 
not sponsored joint interagency efforts because of existing de- 
mands on staff time and funds. Land managers agreed with this 
statement. 

Savings can be realized by coordinating overview studies. 
For example, to avoid duplication of overview studies on 
neighboring lands administered by two agencies, BLM's New Mexico 
and Arizona State Offices began in fiscal year 1979 to cooperate 
with the Forest Service in planning, funding, and conducting 
overviews. under a cooperative agreement, the number of over- 
views planned for New Mexico and Arizona will be reduced from 
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23 individual Forest Service or BLM overviews to 14 joint inter- 
agency overviews. BLM estimated that this approach will save 
$225,000 in overview costs in the New Mexico/Arizona region 
alone m As a result, BLM’s Associate Director recently in- 
structed each State director to investigate the possibility of 
preparing joint overviews and, where appropriate, develop re- 
gional agreements for cost sharing as soon as practical. Since 
the overviews will enable BLM and the Forest Service to focus 
their survey evaluation and data recovery programs more sharply, 
the long-range savings should be much greater. 

The joint archeological overviews being developed by the 
Forest Service and BLM are intended to bring together current 
knowledge on a region’s culture and provide baseline informa- 
tion on which to plan future actions. The overviews also are 
to establish a framework for evaluation and significance deter- 
minations. Although the State historic preservation offices 
were not part of the cooperative agreement, BLM hopes to involve 
both the States and other Federal agencies besides the Forest 
Service e BLM believes that cooperative overview studies can 
result in benefits such as 

--providing background data needed for planning I 

--providing coverage of an entire State or cultural 
region rather than piecemeal coverage of individual 
national forests or BLM districts, 

--contributing to a State plan necessary for making 
reasonable determinations of significance and for 
setting site-importance priorities, 

--saving money by eliminating duplication of efforts 
by various Federal and State agencies, and 

--providing a basis for interagency cooperation on 
other historical and archeological opportunities t 

While the Forest Service and BLM are coordinating their 
archeolagical overview efforts in New Mexico and Arizona, they 
are not now doing so in other States. 

Interior needs to exercise its leadership role provided 
by Executive Order 115931 the National Historic Preservation 
Act p and the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act and 
establish procedures to coordinate archeological overviews 
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and State historic preservation plans to continue the dollar 
savings experienced by some Federal agencies. Until Interior 
does this, Federal agencies and States will probably continue 
to perform separate and overlapping overviews in some areas. 

AGENCY PRACTICES IN IDENTIFYING 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES VARY WIDELY 

Archeological resources that may be destroyed by Federal 
projects are not always identified because Federal agencies’ 
practices in identifying archeological properties vary. While 
some agencies we reviewed have adequate procedures for iden- 
tifying archeological resources early in project planning 
stages, other agencies do not always make archeological 
surveys. 

The agencies we reviewed varied widely in considering 
their projects’ impacts on archeological resources. A review 
of procedures and projects showed that grantees, permittees, 
and licensees on Federal Highway Administration, Water and 
Power Resources Service, and BLM projects generally do archeo- 
logical surveys, and the agencies effectively monitor program 
compliance. Depending on staff availability, Service and BLM 
staffs perform archeological identification surveys on small 
projects or where a hardship would be imposed on a small 
private concern. 

EPA delegates archeological survey responsibilities to 
State agencies, but monitors compliance only on an exception or 
problem basis. EPA’s Georgia and California grantees that we 
reviewed conducted literature searches and professional archeo- 
logical field investigations as required on wastewater treatment 
projects. 

SCS until recently did not require archeological identi- 
fication surveys. The Department of Agriculture’s Acting 
Associate Director, Office of Environmental Quality, however, 
told us that SCS is beginning to play a greater role in identify- 
ing archeological resources. He said that SCS drafted regulations 
after the administration emphasized preservation programs. scs 
draft regulations, now under internal review, generally require 
field offices to perform archeological investigations on land- 
altering projects receiving SCS assistance. These regula- 
tions, if implemented, should significantly improve the SCS’s 
archeological identification process. 

The Corps, in its permit program, generally does not 
require archeological surveys unless the State historic preser- 
vation officer or Interior can show definite evidence that an 
archeological site may exist in the project area, The Corps' 
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draft regulations require permittees to conduct identification 
surveys "in appropriate cases as detemined by the District 

Engineer." These "appropriate cases," however, are not defined, 
and both Interior and ACHP consider the draft regulations un- 
acceptable. The Corps is currently revising them. 

HUD does little to monitor or encourage archeological site 
identification. In its housing program, HUD maintains respon- 
sibility for complying with archeological preservation laws; 
however, it does not perform archeological investigations, and 
its practices are in conflict with State historic preservation 
offices, ACHP, and Interior. HUD delegates program responsibili-. 
ties to community development grant recipients. Its Atlanta 
Area Office had no information on whether community development 
grant recipients conducted archeological investigations. 

HUD does not require housing program applicants to conduct 
field surveys even when the State historic preservation office 
recommends them. It takes the position that it finds no basis 
in law or regulation whereby it is responsible for searching for 
unknown archeological sites, and unless the State historic pre- 
servation officer has a very specific basis for recommending a 
survey, it will not require the applicant to do one. 

We examined 10 cases in the housing program in which 
the Georgia Historic Preservation Office recommended that HUD 
conduct an archeological field survey. The Atlanta office did 
not have information on 5 of the 10 projects. For the other 
five, HUD had decided against doing a survey because it be- 
lieved the State historic preservation officer's recommendations 
were unfounded. 

An internal memorandum written by HUD's regional environ- 
mental officer gave the basis for its decision not to require 
surveys on these projects. Excerpts from the memorandum 
follow. 

"The SHPO's [State Historic Preservation Office] 
reasoning for requesting an archeological survey 
is unreasonable and unfounded. The SHPO has not 
provided any factual evidence to cause expenditure 
of public funds for such survey. Based on (1) this 
lack of concrete evidence by SHPO to support such 
survey; (2) a check of the National Register reveal- 
ing no eligible properties and (3) based on site 
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inspection by [a HUD] appraiser revealing nothing of 
cultural value, I feel compliance with 36 CFR 800 
has been met. Therefore, I recommend against having 
an archeological survey undertaken.” 

The ACHP and Interior do not believe that HUD is comply- 
ing with the intent of the archeological preservation legisla- 
tion and regulations. In an August 27, 1979, letter to Interior, 
HIJD’s Acting Deputy General Counsel stated that the National 
Historic Preservation Act and ACHP’s regulations require that 
only known or identified resources in a project area be consi- 
dered u In a November 5, 1979, letter, Interior disagreed with 
HUD’S position and pointed out that the term “eligible prop- 
er ty”’ as used in the regulations means properties that meet the 
National. Register criteria and is in no way limited to properties 
known to meet National Register criteria. On November 27, 1979, 
HcJD disagreed with Interior’s position and reiterated that it 
found no basis in law and regulations for Interior or the State 
historic preservation office to require it to conduct field 
surveys to prove the absence of archeological resources. 

ACHP also disagreed with HUD’s position on identifying 
cul.turaI. resoUr-CeS. In a January 21 I 1980 r letter to HUD, ACHP 
stated that: 

“* * * An interpretation that [the regulations require] 
HUD to prove the “non-existence’ of resources would be 
in errcr. It would be equally erroneous, however I to 
assume that HUD need not attempt identification unless 
something has al.ready been identified .‘I 

In light of the continuing dispute between HUD on the one 
hand and Interior and ACHP on the other, Interior, ACHP and HUD 
ei,ther together or separately should seek an Attorney Generals 
opinion concerning the extent to which AUD is required to make 
archeological surveys to determine whether archeological resources 
could he affected by federally assisted housing projects, 

REGULATIONS NEEDED FOR IDENTIFYING 
ARCHEOLBGICRL -RESOURCE§ -u----P 

To clear up diffG?rences in Federal agencies’ identification 
practices, Interior’s rulemaking authority needs to be clarified 
and final regulations promulgated on identifying archeological 
proper ties. Draft regulations were published in January 1977 
but were stilt.1 nst finalized as of May 1980. The Acting Chief 



of Interior's Interagency Archeological Services told us that 
the draft regulations have not been finalized because of staff- 
ing problems. The regulations set forth detailed procedures 
explaining how Federal agencies are to conduct surveys and inves- 
tigations to locate and identify archeological properties. 

Although Interior believes it has rulemaking authority, 
agencies have questioned its authority to publish regulations 
that are binding on their programs. Commenting on Interior's 
1977 proposed regulations, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
said: 

Interior does not have oversight responsibility nor 
authority to establish standards which must be 
adhered to. 

Likewise, the Corps said: 

rr* * * in issuing its guidance, the Department of 
Interior should concern itself with its coordina- 
tion responsibilities pursuant to the Act in 
question and should not attempt to provide guidance 
or interpretation concerning the responsibilities 
of other agencies * * *.” 

‘I* * * it is suggested that the proposed rules in 
their entirety be referred to as recommendations 
or recommended guidelines and not as requirements.” 

The Acting Chief of Interior's Interagency Archeological 
Services said that Interior believes it has rulemaking author- 
ity. He said that this authority is derived from (1) the 
coordination and reporting responsibilities given to the 
Secretary by the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act 
and (2) the general rulemaking authority for historic preser- 
vation provided the Secretary by the National Historic Sites 
Act of 1935. He also said, however, that he did not expect 
final rules to cure all of the problems and controversies in 
the archeology program. He said that agencies will continue 
to have such questions as when enough data recovery has oc- 
curred and whether Executive Order 11593 mandates surveys 
on all Federal lands. 

FOREST SERVICE 
EXPERIENCING PROBLEMS 

The Forest Service has a staff of about 100 full-time 
archeologists who are responsible for performing surveys on 
its lands. Forest Service archeologists, however, (1) are 
not doing surveys of all land-disturbing actions, (2) are 
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recording marginaL sites without meaningful surveya I ~m.d 
(3) are not monitoring timber cuts t.o assure that S~IIC:~IPO”’ 
logical sites are avoided, 

Forest Service regional archeologists in Montl”r.n;l a,nr1 
LJtalr estimate that only .50 percent and 25 percent <:,‘I. 1, t; ;jl;i <i 
a.cti,ans on national forests in their regions receive dr’cdl”‘ic 10 
I.ogical surveys. They say that they are not advi sed x;,‘F -iI ) 
land impact actions and in some cases do not have’ ~sI.A~!! :i r# Len i’ 
fads or staff to do the work. In California g mnanjr Cx;r:?Rf 

archeologists readily admit that they do not knot,r ttilr ~r:x”r-;~!ll 
of activities and projects affecting land. 

The appropriateness of the sites recorded by F’orer’i~ 
Service archeologists is also questionable, F cp r 6: g fi- 2; ,:.a y’ r,,7 i ,(” 1”) 
arcIleol.ogists in 1978 , for example r performed a 5,~iI-‘ve;~;,i i)i:, 

a California national forest scheduled for ti.mbor hi;l,rvc~;Y: “, 
TWQ “archeological sites” were identified and z; i, t (9 /I’ p {y’ c’) 1,’ ,P:; ,“i 
were prepared. One site consisted of a surface :4c~~a8c1.c’r ~.>i: 
obsidian flakes (stone chips left when making arrowheatl::‘4 1g 
and a second site contained a projectile point:.,. ‘$: j, i-) ‘PC” 1” il, “1” 
projectile point was located on a road and therefrrr~ si.~?~~jc+: 
to damage, the Forest Service archeologist removed ,;‘~ncll J1.ir.1 
the arrowhead in nearby brush, In a similar :;;iti~a2~~.om ( 1-i- 
archeol,ogist for another national forest viewed :::Nn~tl”~ .:. / 1 
occurrence as only marginally significant. “The wn;lt S?i’ :1 :“I .I #.I 
are gathered and the land cleared from furPh+r zrchco3 I*)I.~ 1’“;: I 
cmnsiderations, 



The Forest Service does not always effectively monitor 
archeological site avoidance. In 1979, for example, the Cali- 
fornia Historic Preservation Office advised the national for- 
ests archeologists to monitor site avoidance to ensure that 
sites are not destroyed during land-impacting projects. How- 
ever, only 1 of the 17 California national forests started to 
systematically monitor site avoidance on timber harvests, while 
the other 16 did not follow the State office's advice. The 
archeologist at the forest which started monitoring told us 
that significant site disturbance occurred on one of three 
timber harvests monitored to date. The disturbance involved 
three archeological sites which, the Forest Service archeologist 
noted, are located in one of the forest's most important areas 
for archeological research on prehistoric sites. These sites 
were partially destroyed by logging operations which included 
tree removal and tractor activity. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Some Federal agencies plan to make archeological surveys 
over the next 10 to 30 years on all their lands. If such sur- 
veys are made on all 775 million acres of federally owned land, 
it could cost from $388 million to about $3.9 billion. Because 
of the large sums of moneys involved and changing archeological 
survey technologies, surveys should be made on Federal lands 
only when land-disturbing danger impends or to develop archeo- 
logical overviews in conjunction with an agency's development of 
land-use plans. 

Interior has not exercised its coordination role to 
encourage joint archeological overviews by States and Federal 
agencies, Greater coordination can result in substantial 
savings through avoidance of overlapping studies. 

The archeological identification process is hampered by 
disagreement among Federal agencies over Interior's rulemaking 
authority. Interior needs to seek an amendment to the Archeo- 
logical and Historic Preservation Act clarifying its rulemaking 
authority to coordinate and administer the archeological pre- 
servation programs of Federal agencies. Interior also needs 
to finalize its archeological identification regulations, which 
other agencies are expected to follow. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Secretary of the Interior should 

---seek an amendment to the Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act clarifying Interior's rulemaking 
authority: 
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--propose to OMB revisions to Executive Order 11593 to 
state that Federal agencies are required to conduct 
archeological surveys on Federal lands only (1) when 
a land-disturbing activity is planned, (2) when the 
operation of existing projects may threaten resources, 
or (3) on a sampling basis as part of overview studies 
for general planning purposes; 

--establish formal coordination procedures among 
Federal and State agencies performing archeolo- 
gical overviews; and 

--finalize regulations setting forth detailed pro- 
cedures explaining how Federal agencies are to 
conduct surveys and investigations to locate and 
identify archeological properties. 

The Secretaries of HUD, Interior, and the ACHP either 
together or separately should seek the opinion of the Attorney 
General concerning the extent to whic:h HUD is required to make 
archeological surveys to determine ~t&~~~:ther archeological re- 
sources will be affected by federall;) ,iassisted housing projects. 

The Secretary of Agriculture sho~iZ,d require the Forest 
Service to improve its program for identifying archeological 
resources by 

--performing archeological surveys on Forest Service 
lands before timber harvests or other land-altering 
projects, 

--making sufficiently comprehensive surveys to pre- 
clude the need to resurvey the same lands for future 
projects, and 

--monitoring projects to verify that significant 
archeological sites are protected. 



CHAPTER 3 

STATES SHOULD PLAY A GREATER ROLE IN 

DETERMINING ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SIGNIFICANCE 

Once archeological sites are identified, Federal agencies 
need to know whether the discoveries are significant enough to 
spend money to protect them or recover the data they contain. 
To do this, Federal agencies consult with State historic pre- 
servation offices to determine whether their undertakings will 
affect properties eligible for the National Register. However, 
neither Interior nor State historic preservation offices are 
of much help to Federal agencies because they cannot ade- 
quately judge the importance of archeological properties. 

Interior's criteria for determining an archeological site's 
significance are very broad, and agencies criticize them because 
they believe under the criteria almost any archeological site 
can be justified as significant. However, Interior would have 
great difficulty developing criteria which would provide adequate 
guidance on each site's State and local significance. States 
could and should play a greater role in helping Federal agencies 
determine site significance. 

However, to provide such guidance, each State needs an 
organized approach to its archeological resources, that is, a 
plan. Such a plan, usually called a State historic preservation 
plan, is required by the National Historic Preservation Act, and 
is to be prepared in accordance with Interior standards. States 
generally do not have usable statewide historic preservation 
plans. They therefore are presently unable to help Federal agen- 
cies determine whether Federal undertakings affect significant 
archeological properties. Interior has not encouraged States to 
develop comprehensive preservation plans, which identify past 
archeological work done in the State, define research objectives, 
set criteria for establishing the importance of sites, and enable 
reliable predictions on the potential for finding sites in a 
project area. 

Once States prepare and Interior approves their preservation 
plans, State historic preservation offices could play a greater 
role in determining which archeological properties have State and 
local significance and are eligible for listing on the National 
Register. 

PROCEDURES NEED TO BE IMPROVED 

Federal agencies express doubt over whether some archeologi- 
cal properties are significant and worth spending Federal money 
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t:o protect. 'or recover data, Some say that almost any 
identified site can be called significant under Interior"s 
el,igibi'Iity criteria for listing sites on the National. 
neg i.s%er u 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 greatly 
expanded the archeological properties that Federal agencies 
are required to identify and consider in planning for preser- 
vation because the properties are included in or eligible for, 
the National Register* Previously, the National Register 
included only a few nationally significant properties. The 
31966 Act expanded the National Register to include properties 
with State and local significance. As shown in the chart 
below, most of the entries on the National Register in the 
past few years have been properties of State and local signi- 
ficance 6 

Entries on the National Register of Historic Places -.-___ 

State and local National Cumukati\Te 
Calcndaac year significance landmarks total ". l-l"---l.---"-l-" ,.-_ --I- -- -.--I_ 

1.9 7 4 2,151 87 2,238 

1975 1,987 95 4,320 

a.976 2,053 137 6,510 

:1 9 7 '7 1,516 46 8,072 

I.978 3,063 58 11,193 

Interior's criteria for determining whether a site is 
s:i~~ni.fica.nt enough to list on the National Register are based 
on sites that have State and local importance, possess site 
integrity , and 

'"(a) are associated with events that have made a 
signif icant contribution to the board patterns 
of our history; or 

(b) are associated with the lives of persons signi- 
ficant in our past; or 

(c) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period I or method of construction or that represent 
the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values r or that represent a significant and distin- 
quishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction; or 
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(d) have yielded, or may be likely to yield, 
information important in prehistory or 
history."' 

Most archeological sites are nominated under the criterion 
that they have yielded or are likely to yield information 
important in history or prehistory. As shown below, this cri- 
terion has raised several criticisms, 

--A Senior Service Archeologist, Water and Power 
Resources Service, said, "Given that criteria, 
there is no archeological site in the world that 
couldn't go on the National Register. Any site has 
a potential to yield information." 

--The former Director, Office of Review and 
Compliance, ACHP, said, "This language invites the 
interpretation that all archeological sites are 
eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places." 

--An Environmental Affairs Specialist, Office of 
Environment and Safety, Department of Transportation, 
said, I'* * * the National Register criteria needs over- 
hauling. In fact, the believability of the National 
Register is being seriously hampered by quality of 
sites, both historical and archeological, that are 
entered into the Register." 

--The Regional Archeologist of the Forest Service's 
Southwestern Region said, 'I* * * the requirement that 
the Secretary of the Interior must make all eligibil- 
ity determinations * * * results in delays and seems 
particularly unnecessary * * *. We doubt that the 
Secretary of the Interior has available in Washing- 
ton, B.C., a more qualified staff for assessing 
the archeology of the southwest than does the For- 
est Service and the SHPOs (State Historic Preser- 
vation Offices]." 

--The President,'Society for American Archeology, said, 
"Inasmuch as any site, no matter how miserable, is 
guaranteed to produce some information on the nation's 
past, we find ourselves with a system that tends to 
assign the same level of significance to all sites." 

Because of the many regional and local cultures and the 
many views of what is important to our country's heritage, it 
is impractical for Interior to design all-encompassing criteria 
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by which archeological sites can be centrally evaluated for 
State and local significance. It appears appropriate, 
therefore, for State historic preservation offices to play 
a greater role in helping Federal agencies determine which 
archeological properties have State and local significance 
and are eligible for listing on the National Register. 

STATES SHOULD SERVE AS THE FOCAL POINT 

The State historic preservation off ice should be the 
focal point for determining what archeological sites have 
State and local significance and should be listed on the Na- 
tional Register of, Historic Places. States should serve in 
this role only if they have developed comprehensive State 
historic preservation plans approved by Interior. Such plans 
are a legislative requirement for States to receive Historic 
Preservation Fund grants. 

States generally have not yet developed adequate preser- 
vation plans because Interior has not provided guidance and 
encouraged States to develop them. As a result, federally 
funded archeological protection efforts are now proceeding in 
an unsystematic manner with little assurance that anything 
other than redundant information on already well-known cultures 
will result from archeological salvage work. 

States need to develop archeoloqical 
preservation plans 

None of the five States we visited have adequate State 
historic preservation plans. The plans are out of date and 
not useful in addressing archeological significance. As a 
result, the States have little capability for performing 
adequate analyses of available data and cannot provide Federal 
agencies with data on the results of past archeological work 
such as 

--how many archeological sites of a given type have 
been previously identified, excavated, and protected; 

--what research questions pertaining to various cultures 
have previously been studied and resolved; or 

--what research questions should currently be given 
priority in order to understand the State’s past. 

Several studies recognize that State preservation plans 
are important and are the logical basis for defining site 
significance. Site significance should guide the extent of data 
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recovery and should be a measure of program cost effec- 
tiveness. In its fiscal year 1976 report to the Congress 
on archeological and historical data recovery programs, 
Interior reported that: 

"Only through the development of carefully 
conceived planning frameworks can another 
basic problem be attacked, i.e., to mea- 
sure program effectiveness under the 
Archeological and Historic Preservation 
Act. Ultimately, the primary measure 
of effectiveness is the difference be- 
tween what data need to be recovered and 
what data actual-are recovered in any 
given construction eject." 

* * * * * 

I'* * *over the long term many of the problems 
* * *are resolvable only with improvement of 
comprehensive historic preservation plann- 
ing strategies in each of the States * * *." 

Two ACHP reports also addressed the need for better plans to 
assess archeological site significance. A 1977 report noted that, 
under the present system, there is no reasonably objective way to 
set priorities when the funds available are inadequate, and that 
the point has already arrived at which the need exceeds the 
available funds. 

A 1978 report said that the State preservation plan is the 
logical framework for determining archeological significance and 
hence demonstrations of eligibility for the National Register. 
The report noted that current State plans are inadequate for 
assessing archeological significance. The report recommended 
that '* * * Interior * * * emphasize the absolute necessity for 
highly focused State planning programs in order to achieve an 
efficient preservation program.'" 

Interior needs to issue guidelines to States to ensure that 
they develop comprehensive, statewide, preservation plans and data 
bases. The 1966 National Historic Preservation Act authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to grant matching funds for the purpose 
of preparing comprehensive statewide historic surveys and plans, 
in accordance with criteria established by the Secretary. In 
April 1980, nearly 14 years after the act's passage, States do 
not have good preservation plans in place. The Chief, Division 
of State Plans and Grants, HCRS, told us that if, by chance, a 
State has a good plan, it is coincidental because the State itself 
has an interest in the project. 
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interior required States to submit preservation plans for 
the first 8 years of the National Historic Preservation Program. 
It abandoned the process because it was receiving plans of poor 
quality. Interior began another effort to establish adequate 
State preservation plan criteria in 1977, but again these 
efforts proved unsatisfactory in providing sufficient guidance 
and were abandoned e Presently, States prepare a basic list 
of prajects presented in an annual work plan, Their plan 
describes eligible activities for which Historic Preservation 
Fund grant assistance is requested. 

A HCRS task force recently developed a revised process for 
comprehensive I historic preservation planning. A document 
describing the new planning approach was distributed to State 
preservation officers in February 1980. Two pilot projects to 
implement the new State plan approach were awarded--one to 
Massachusetts for $36,000 and one to Arkansas for $10,000. HCRS 
has a goal of convincing 10 States to adopt the planning approach 
by fiscal year 1980. 

Interior also has not instructed States to develop system- 
atic I statewide I archeological surveys. None of the five States 
we visited were conducting such surveys because they lacked both 
standards and funds from Interior. 

Because of limited program funding, statewide archeological 
surveys may be unrealistic until States develop adequate state- 
wide preservation plans. States should use existing resources to 
concentrate on obtaining and analyzing past archeological data, 
preparing State preservation plans, assessing site significance, 
and coordinating Federal and private archeological surveys and 
data recovery operations. 

Instead of statewide surveys, State historic preservation 
offices in the five States we visited are presently relying on 
archeological surveys conducted primarily by Federal agencies. 
However I the information flow is often inadequate to enable the 
State offices to fulfill their intended role as the focal point 
for accumulating and synthesizing archeological data. For 
example I State office archeologists in both California and 
Nevada said that some agencies, such as the Forest Service, pro- 
vide only sporadic information on their archeological activities. 
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the agencies we reviewed frequently avoid archeological 
sites by relocating projects during the early planning stages, 
thus changing the area of the undertakings' potential envi ran- 
nrentsr1 impact. Avoidance in the early planning stages is L~TI 
acceptable Ifieans of preserving sites. Bowever p we noted s~?b*:;r;:~. 
cases in which agencies did not notify Interior and the St;GL.~! 
preservation office of the archeological site's presence,, 'l."h .'I r,: 
raises questions about how the sites will be protected agalr:~;i:. 
future undertakings in the area. It also raises the ~question 
of whether they were worth the trouble and cost of avoidance, 
since the sites were not evaluated for National Register 
eligibility. 

The Congress emphasized the importance of State planning 
in the 1976 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act 
by authorizing Interior to increase the Federal share of hi,s-mn~ 
toric preservation funding grants to a 'IO-percent Federal match 
against a 30-percent State match for developing State surveys 
a..nd plans e However, since the 1976 amendments, Interior kiss not 
made any 70 percent Federal share grants available to States, 

According to HCRS's Director, Interior has not used the? 
7l)-percent Federal match because it could result in a Power 
level of State funding for the total preservation grant prograx~r.,, 
Insteadi, Interi.or reserved 50 percent of the States' fiscal 
year 3.980 Historic Preservation Fund appropriation for use only 
in State survey and planning activities. 

This action resulted in shifting about $8,5 million from 
local restoration and preservation projects in the 1980 Histori.c,: 
Preservation Fund appropriation to State survey and planning 
activities, Some States like New York, Massachusetts, IIlJ.noi.s, 
and Texas were unable to provide matching funds, and as a result: 
their total preservation program for fiscal year 1980 was signi*"' 
ficantly reduced. Interior plans to drop the separate survey 
and planning allocation for fiscal year 1981, 

Although more funding was directed to State survey and plar!,*~ 
ning activities in fiscal year 1980, Interior did not instruct. 
States to use the increased funds to develop statewide archeo:i.~:~-- 
gical preservation plans. TWO of the five States we visited-"-- 
Nevada and Colorado--did not use any fiscal year 1980 survey 
and planning funds to develop preservation plans. 

Nevada _----- 

Nevada presently does not have a State preservation plan 
covering archeological resources and has deferred developing 
one because BLM is conducting archeological overviews on BE,,M 
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lands I which comprise approximately 69 percent of Nevada’s 
land. The Nevada Historic Preservation Office archeologist 
believes that BLM’s work will provide a good basis for 
developing a meaningful State historic preservation plan for 
the State’s archeological resources. 

The Nevada archeologist said that a good State plan is 
essential for meaningful archeological preservation decisions. 
He said that without a synthesis of the archeological work 
performed to date and established priorities for future re- 
search, all archeological sites tend to be viewed as signifi- 
cant until proven otherwise. Nevada’s data management retrieval 
system requires a manual search of archeological survey sum- 
mary records. About a year ago, the State office arranged 
with the State museum and the University of Nevada to have all 
known archeological surveys in Nevada summarized and filed. 
Nevada therefore can easily identify from State office records 
if a survey has been performed in a given area and if any arche- 
ological sites were identified. 

California 

The California Historic Preservation Office archeology 
staff characterize their State plan as out of date and not use- 
ful as a management tool. As a result, each archeological 
site record the State staff reviews for significance is eval- 
uated individually, with no overall context guiding decision- 
makers. According to the staff archeologist, each site becomes 
potentially significant and each reviewer develops different 
opinions, based on individual biases and personalities. As a 
step toward developing a meaningful State archeological plan, 
the State in 1979-80 budgeted $130,000 for 13 regional centers 
located at academic institutions or museums. These centers 
are to maintain a data base of new archeological work performed 
in their respective regions and develop archeological overviews. 

California is also working on a computerized archeological 
data management system because present manual record searches 
were very time consuming. The State has develop.ed a standard 
archeological site record for input into a computerized retri- 
eval system. The 13 regional archeological centers have been 
instructed to ensure that all new archeological work they receive 
is properly encoded for entry into a statewide data base once a 
computer becomes available. 

Georgia 

The Georgia Historic Preservation Office has been develop- 
ing a plan for several years, but the project has been a totally 
voluntary one by a task force of archeologists from various 
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State educational institutions. According to the State pre- 
servation officer, the volunteers have not had enough time 
to prepare the plan. The State archeologist said that when 
completed (estimated to be in 1982), the plan will help assess 
a site's level of significance. 

The Georgia Historic Preservation Office currently does 
not have an effective and efficient system to identify past 
archeological work and make reliable predictions to guide 
Federal agency surveys. The State, as part of its efforts to 
develop a preservation plan, is developing a computerized 
archeological site inventory system. However, that system is 
not complete and at the current rate of input will not be com- 
plete for several years. Meanwhile, most information on past 
archeological work has to be obtained by manually reviewing 
site files, the National Register, and other archeological pub- 
lications. Under this approach predictions on the potential 
of archeological sites are highly judgmental. 

New Mexico 

The New Mexico Historic Preservation Office does not have 
a State plan for archeology which includes enough information 
to judge the significance of individual archeological sites. 
However, the State has contracted for a report and analysis 
which will be the basis for developing a State cultural re- 
sources plan. 

New Mexico has a manual inventory of cultural resources, 
and recent work by NPS has shown that many known sites are not 
recorded in the system and that much of the data in the system 
is old and of questionable value. Recently the State began a 
program to automate the inventory. This effort, combined with 
requirements placed on contractors to report all survey data, 
should help make inventory more useful in judging the signifi- 
cance of individual sites and making predictions about the 
results of future surveys. 

Colorado 

The Colorado Historic Preservation Office has not published 
any formal State or regional research objectives for use in 
assessing significance. Officials said that they are too busy 
with compliance activities and day-to-day operations to develop 
them and just do not have the resources to put them together. 
Preservation office archeologists said that they rely on indi- 
vidual contract archeologists and the responsible Federal 
agencies to determine site significance. 

The Colorado Historic Preservation Office has an extensive 
inventory of archeology sites retrievable from a computer. 
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The State office has requested that all Federal agencies in- 
volved in archeological surveys in Colorado submit a standard 
site report form to the State office for computer input. Co- 
lorado has received good cooperation from all Federal agencies 
in the State. Upon request the State off ice provides agencies 
a computer printout listing of all known sites in a specific 
project area. The State office also maintains hard copy files 
on individual sites, including maps and detailed descriptions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Inter ior’s criteria for determining archeological site 
significance are very broad, and agencies criticize them 
because almost any site can be justified as significant. 
However, Interior would have great difficulty developing 
criteria which would provide adequate guidance on each 
site’s State and local significance. Therefore, States 
should play a greater role in helping Federal agencies 
determine site significance. 

However, the States generally do not have usable historic 
preservation plans and, therefore, cannot help Federal agencies 
determine whether Federal undertakings affect a significant 
archeological property. Interior has not encouraged States to 
develop comprehensive preservation plans which would (1) identify 
past archeological work done in the State, (2) define research 
objectives for data recovery, (3) set criteria for establishing 
the importance of sites, and (4) enable reliable predictions on 
the potential for finding sites in a project area. 

Following Interior’s approval of a State’s preservation 
plan, the State historic preservation office should be made 
responsible for determining which archeological properties 
have State and local significance and are eligible for the 
National Register. Agency determinations of significance 
and how much data recovery is enough should be based on the 
priorities that a State attaches to its resources in its 
preservation plan. 

The legislative requirement for States to conduct com- 
prehensive archeological surveys appears unrealistic for many 
States now because of the high costs of meeting this require- 
ment. None of the five States we visited conducted such surveys. 

A stronger Federal/State partnership in defining archeo- 
logical properties which have State and local significance 
could speed up and streamline the preservation paperwork 
process and 

--help Federal agencies assess the potential impacts 
of their projects on archeological sites in the 
early planning stages, 

32 



--el iminate unnecessary archeological survey work in 
areas previously found insignificant or uninhabited 
by early man, 

--=-help agencies determine the significance of an 
identified site, 

---define the priority of the research questions and 
the extent of mitigation work needed, and 

--eliminate unnecessary mitigation work for sites 
which yield repetitive and insignificant data. 

RECOMMENDATIONS --..el-----“.. 

Inter ior should encourage State historic preservation 
offices to play a greater role in determining which archeo- 
logical properties have State and local significance and 
are eligible for the Nat ional Register. To encourage States 
to expeditiously develop meaningful preservation plans to 
a s s e s s significance, the Secretary should: 

.--Allocate a par tion of Historic Preservation Fund 
grants for State preservation plan development 
and make available to States 70 percent Federal 
against 30 percent State matching grants to use 
in developing statewide plans based on criteria 
established by the Secretary in consultation with 
the various States, L/ 

lJThe objective of this recommendation is to get more funds to 
the” State level so that statewide plans could be formulated 
and implemented and serve as the focal point for determining 
sicjnificance q However I the President’s budget calls for re- 
cluci,tlg the historic preservation fund from $32 to $5 million 
in fiscal year 1982 which would cut off Federal funding of 
State historic preservation offices and greatly reduce their 
role in determining significance. This will seriously impede 
the Government’s program to determine archeological signifi- 
cance f because without adequate State plans and criteria almost 
any site can be justified as significant. The most likely 
result of this reduction is that the Government will probably 
spend millions more than it would save in trying to assess 
State and local significance, The effect of reduced funding 
levels to States can be best illustrated by the California 
SHPO” s response to chapter 3 of this report. He said, given 
the erratic arbitrary nature of changes in requirements, and 
HCRS’ funding levels and allocations, their office is most 
relucLar%t to embark on any long-range planning efforts. In 
factp he said, their effort for archeological planning has 
been effectively terminated due to lack of funding. 
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--Require States to submit adequate plans as a con- 
dition of receiving Historic Preservation funds. 

--#Issue guidelines for the appropriate and consis- 
tent development of State archeological data 
management capabilities, State archeolgical sur- 
veys, and determination of State and local site 
significance. 

Following Interior’s approval of a State’s preservation 
plan, the Secretary should make State historic preservation 
offices the focal point for determining whether archeologi- 
cal resources are significant enough to list on the Nation- 
al Register of Historic Places. L/ 

L/While our draft report was at the agencies for comment, 
the Congress enacted the National Historic Preservation Act 
Amendments of 1980; which mandate the actions called for by 
the recommendations in this chapter. However, we are 
leaving the chapter intact since it gives background as 
to why States should play a greater role and how the Fed- 
eral Government can help. We also believe chapter 3 is 
essential in order to understand archeological identifica- 
tion, determination of significance, mitigation, and 
implementation of the mitigation plan process, of which the 
State’s role is an integral part. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE CONTRO.VERSY ON HOW MUCH DATA RECOVERY 

IS ENOUGH NEEDS TO BE RESOLVED 

Federal agencies, States, ACHP, and archeologists cannot 
agree on how much data recovery is enough. As a result, no 
one knows whether Federal agencies are doing too much or too 
little and these controversies lead to increased project costs 
due to construction delays. Data recovery is the (1) scienti- 
fic retrieval and preservation of archeological and historical 
artifacts and information that would otherwise be lost and (2) 
study of these resources in their original context prior to 
removal. 

Archeological recovery practices differ among Federal 
agencies, and in some cases work may not be needed. Neither 
Interior nor the ACHP have provided the leadership required to 
effectively coordinate Federal archeological recovery efforts. 
For example, while some Federal agencies limit archeological 
excavation to project-direct impact areas, other agencies re- 
quire Federal permittees and grantees to incur possibly exces- 
sive costs by excavating sites well outside of project impact 
areas. Also, the ACHP Executive Director, responding to our 
report on the New Melones Dam, said that it is currently work- 
ing on establishing review procedures and cited two cases in 
which it recommended that Federal agencies not do over $4 mil- 
lion in archeological work because the work may not be necessary. 

Implementation of an effective archeological recovery 
program is also hampered by lack of information on program 
costs and accomplishments. As a result, Interior could not 
issue meaningful reports to the Congress on the scope and 
effectiveness of Federal archeological recovery efforts. 

FEDERAL ARCHEOLOGICAL DATA RECOVERY 
PROCEDURES NEED IMPROVEMENT 

Federal agencies do not have adequate procedures for 
determining how much archeological data should be recovered. 
In addition, neither Interior nor ACHP has exercised the 
necessary leadership to'guide Federal agencies in resolving 
disagreements over data recovery efforts. 

Archeological staff in each of the agencies we contacted 
expressed much concern over the subjective and disordered 
manner of determining how much data recovery is enough. HCRS's 
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Director also expressed these concerns when he told us in 
June J-980 that: 

““The program needs reform because we don’t know 
‘when enough is enough. ’ The program cannot 
withstand total public scrutiny including the 
public benefit for the public dollars expendedSR 

Two recent reports also highlight Federal agencies” 
prohll.ems of knowing how much data recovery is enough. A 
1979 HICK.5 report to the Water Policy Implementation Task 
Force stated: 

(1) A general lack of agreement exists on what 
constitutes adequate data recovery among 
the professional. archeology community, Federal 
agencies, and private constituency. 

( 2) Frequently the question of when has enough 
data recovery occurred is left as an open 
ended professional decision which invites 
opponents of a project to use archeological 
resources to further their special interest.s. 

(3) Interior’s basic position is sufficient re- 
covery occurs when all information that makes 
a site significant is recovered, but who makes 
this determination is unanswered. 

(4) Moss-Bennett implementing regulations are only 
proposed rules and, thus, inadequate o 

An ACHP archeology task force report in 1979 also 
commented on how much data recovery is enough. The task 
force found inconsistencies in agencies” archeological data 
recovery programs and procedures. To achieve adequate data 
recovery work at acceptable costs, the task force recommended 
that Interior establish quidelines for administering recovery 
activities and that agencies establish a peer review system 
to reduce poorly planned or redundant mitigation work. 

To resolve the question of how much data recovery is 
enough f both ACHP and Interior need to issue guidelines to 
coordinate an effective Federal archeological recovery pro- 
gram, An effective recovery program must begin with the 
development of adequate State historic preservation plans 
(see ch. 3) which put into perspective the importance 
of potential new information that can be learned from re- 
search results pI 
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Federal agencies are not consistently interpreting their 
archeological data recovery responsibilities. This is caused 
in part by the lack of effective leadership and guidance from 
I.nter ior e As a result, agencies differ in determining project 
impacts on archeological sites outside the project area and 
the amount of funds available for data recovery. 

,Impact of archeological sites 
outside the project area I--- 

Construction projects can have primary impacts on arche- 
ological sites within the construction area and secondary 
effects outside the construction area, for example, changing 
land-use patterns, stimulating vandalism, or erosion, etc, For 
the most part, the agencies we reviewed limited archeological 
data recovery to the primary impact areas of their projects. 
However r some agencies require surveys and data recovery 
work. in secondary effect areas, sometimes even when the se- 
condary effects may never occur s Interior has not clarified 
the limits in which archeological salvage work should be con- 
sidered * This has caused controversy among agencies, arche- 
ologists, and Federal project permittees and grantees. 

Some archeologists claim an agency’s limiting of arche- 
ological salvage to a project’s direct impact area can hamper 
archeological investigations. In a Federal Highway Admini- 
stration project in Georgia (the Dahlonega connector site), 
for example, archeological excavation was limited to the 
highway itself, which represented only about 25 percent of 
the total archeological site area. The principal investi- 
gator said that conclusions reached in the final recovery 
report were limited by the spatial constraints of the contract. 
He stated that: 

I$* * k while it is clear that [Federal Highway 
Administration] or any other contracting agency 
is primarily responsible for the direct impact 
area of a project,’ to restrict investigations 
to this zone may often be undesirable in terms 
of evaluation of the affected resource.” 

On the other hand, a broad interpretation of secondary 
impacts can cause Federal permittees and grantees to incur 
additional. and possibly excessive investigation costs. A 
private concern, for example, requested a BLM right-of-way 
to construct a 16-mile railroad spur, 6 miles of which 
crossed BLM lands. As a condition to obtain the right-of-way, 

37 



BLM required the company to perform archeological surveys 
and salvage at sites outside the project area. The arche- 
logical work cost the company over $300,000. 

BLM required the private company to excavate two sites 
which were outside the project right-of-way. An agency 
archeologist considered one site, located on BLM land, to 
be unstable with possible adverse effects caused by blasting 
during railroad construction, The archeologist considered 
the second site, located on private land, to be threatened 
by construction workers who might damage it. 

The impact of the project on the second site was ques- 
tionable, and the company may have incurred excessive archeo- 
logy costs. The sitetis accessible by road only by driving 
into the company's area through a gate guarded by a company 
employee. In addition, a three-strand, barbed-wire fence runs 
along each side of the right-of-way, and the site is located 
about 50 yards beyond the barbed-wire fence. BLM's district 
archeologist estimated that the company incurred costs of 
about $50,000 to excavate this site. 

In another case, the California Historic Preservation 
Office requested EPA grantees to perform historic surveys of 
several California towns as part of cultural resource com- 
pliance for wastewater treatment projects. Three EPA grantees, 
for example, in 1976 and 1977, completed historic resource 
surveys of three small California towns at the State historic 
preservation officer's suggestion. The surveys consisted of 
architectural descriptions of all buildings over 50 years old 
and histories of important families and individuals. The 
California State Water Resources Control Board archeologist con- 
sidered the surveys to be too broad because they covered the 
entire town instead of the portion affected by the water project. 
The State historic preservation office discontinued requesting 
these surveys in 1977. 

The amount of funds available 
for archeological data recovery 

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act authorizes 
transfer to Interior of archeological funding for Federal con- 
struction projects up to 1 percent of project cost. Interior 
views this requirement as limiting the amount of funds available 
for data recovery while the Corps says that the l-percent limit 
includes charges for initial archeological survey work. 
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Interior maintains that the l-percent limitation does 
not include the cost of initial survey work, which should be 
charged against funds appropriated for the environmental 
planning process. lJ 

This controversy over funding has resulted in agencies 
on the one hand referring projects to Interior for mitigation 
without transferring sufficient funds to cover the cost, and 
on the other hand, Interior is not seeking the funds it needs 
to mitigate the projects for which it is responsible. 

For most large projects, the l-percent limitation is 
sufficient for Interior to do the necessary salvage work; how- 
ever, it is not enough for salvage work on many small projects 
over $50,000. During the time it takes Interior to get funds 
appropriated for the salvage work, these projects are delayed, 
often resulting in significant construction cost escalation. 

SCS for example, routinely refers archeological 
discoveries to Interior, and the l-percent fund transfer on 
these generally small projects is often not enough to cover 
the excavation work. The following cases illustrate the ef- 
fects of construction delays on SCS projects. 

--In 1979 SCS referred two archeology site discoveries 
on the Brushy Peaceable Creek watershed project in 
Oklahoma to Interior. One percent of the project cost, 
or about $4,000, was available to Interior for the 
recovery work. SCS estimated, however, that $74,000 
was needed for the work. SCS officials estimate con- 
struction cost increased from $89,000 to $134,000 
as of June 1980 while waiting for Interior to fund the 
recovery work. 

l-/The National Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 
recognized this issue and provided discretionary guidance 
in that "identification, surveys, and evaluation carried 
out with respect to historic properties within project 
areas may be treated for purposes of any law or rule of 
law as planning costs 'of the project and not as costs of 
mitigation." Although the new amendments broadened the 
preservation activities an agency may pay for as planning 
costs, they are permissive and do not completely address 
the controversy over insufficient funding through the 
l-percent transfer clause of the Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act. Who is responsible for paying is still 
open to agency interpretation and controversyl and thou- 
sands of dollars will continue to be wasted due to con- 
struction delays until responsibility is specifically 
spelled out in the archeological salvage laws. 
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--In 1978 SCS referred two archeological site discoveries, 
affecting two different construction sites on the 
Waterfall-Guilford watershed in Oklahoma, to Interior 
and transferred 1 percent of the project costs, or about 
$4,000. Interior partially funded the project with 
about $25,000 in 1979 and is waiting for another $35,000 
in 1980 funds to complete the work. 

A SCS official estimated that a 2-year delay on this 
project increased construction costs at one site by an 
estimated $53,000 to $80,000. On the second site SCS 
received bids in June 1980 that were more than double 
the 1978 construction cost estimate of $178,000. 

SCS officials said that construction cost increases 
are caused by inflation and that SCS could incur addi- 
tional costs of 30 to 40 percent if the construction sites 
delayed by archeological work have to be rebid as small., 
single-construction contracts. 

ACHP SHOULD PLAY A 
STRONGER ROLE TO HELP RESOLVE 
THE DATA RECOVERY CONTROVERSY 

ACHP is not receiving complete information from agen- 
cies justifying the proposed level of archeological data 
recovery because Federal agencies do not know what is re- 
quired to adequately excavate a site. It needs to make rn~re 
critical reviews of agencies' data recovery plans and require 
specific information from the agencies' archeologists. I t 
also needs to work with Federal agencies to establish a pro- 
cess of peer review for large or controversial recovery proj 
ects to help resolve the continuing controversy on how much 
data recovery is necessary. 

ACHP's basic role is one of negotiation with agencies, 
Federal agencies are responsible for deciding the ultimate 
disposition of the archeological property, and they may elect 
to carry out, modify, or ignore ACHP's recommendations. ACHP 
staff, the State historic preservation officer, the agency, 
and by invitation, the Interagency Archeological Services L// 

h/The Interagency Archeological Services as part of HCRS is 
responsible for (1) directing and coordinating a nationwide 
effort in developing goals and objectives, policies, standards, 
guidelines, and procedures for all Federal agencies to follow 
in administering the Archeological and Historic Preservation 
Act of 1974 and (2) helping agencies to meet their respon- 
sibilities under Executive Order 11593. 
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explore methods by which the adverse effects of any agency's 
undertaking on an archeological resource can be avoided or 
minimized. 

The final plan to avoid the site or mitigate the adverse 
effects must be acceptable to all three parties. It is 
usually incorporated into a memorandum of agreement. In some 
cases, an expedited process may be used whereby the parties 
agree that the value of the site can be fully preserved 
through data recovery, so the project is held to have "no ad- 
verse effect" on the site provided data recovery is done. 

ACHP issued procedures in January 1974 to implement the 
Council's consultation role. It made certain revisions to 
the procedures in January 1979 when it issued regulations in 
response to the PresidentIs July 1978 Environmental Quality 
and Water Resources Management memorandum. The President's 
memorandum requires affected Federal agencies to develop 
and publish procedures counterpart to ACHP's regulations, 

In their consultations with ACHP, Federal agencies 
frequently do not inform ACHP of such information as 
(1.) why the research questions to be addressed through data 
recovery are sufficiently important to require public fund 
expenditures, (2) who will be responsible for overseeing the 
data recovery work and (3) what scientific work will be under- 
taken or successfully accomplished at each site and at what 
cost o 

Our consultant evaluated 10 recent memorandums of agree-- 
ment which we selected from the agencies reviewed against a 
list of 12 key points which he considered essential to an 
understanding of a proposed data recovery project. His evalu- 
ation confirmed the lack of agency justification of the extent 
of proposed data recovery. For a better understanding of our 
consultant's evaluation see appendix I. 

The consultant also cited a need for clarifying the roles 
of the memorandum of agreement and ACHP's no-adverse-effect 
procedure. Because most agencies are using the no-adverse- 
effect determination, he told us that 

Ir* * * many of the Memorandums of Agreement reviewed 
just as well could have been handled under the No Ad- 
verse Effect procedure. The most important point, I 
bel.ieve brought out by this review of Memorandums of 
Agreement has been that if the Memorandums of Agreement 
are as poor as these obviously are, then quite obviously 
the less formalized No Adverse Effect procedures must! 
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almost by definition, be even worsei which is going 
to lead to increasingly serious difficulties, The 
Advisory Council should issue guidelines requiring 
that the documentation forwarded to them for their 
45 day review under the No Adverse Effect procedure 
should be completely comparable to the adequate 
Memorandum of Agreement documentation outlined 
above. Only in this way will it be possible for 
projects to proceed smoothly with minimum delays 
and other complications and with maximum scientific 
and other appropriate results." 

Responding to our report on the New Melones Dam project, 
ACHP's Executive Director said in April 1980 that ACHP was 
currently working on establishing review procedures and tak- 
ing a more active and critical role in reviewing archeology 
proposals. He cited two cases which demonstrate the importance 
of critical ACHP reviews. 

In one case, ACHP recommended not doing an additional. 
$1.2 million archeology testing program proposed by the con- 
tract archeologist for a Federal highway project in California. 
It felt that the additional testing would be excessive and 
inappropriate in view of the minor effects the project would 
have on the site in question. In view of ACHP's advicen 
the Federal Highway Administration and the California Depart- 
ment of Transportation are currently considering a scaled down 
testing program for $400,000. 

In the second case, ACHP questioned extending a $3 mil- 
lion data recovery program at the Corps' Chief Joseph Reservoir 
in the State of Washington. It felt that the research design 
on which archeological salvage is based cannot show that the 
salvage will produce enough valuable information to justify the 
cost m ACHP also felt that the organization of the research 
design would almost quarantee cost overruns. 

ACHP's Director, Office of Cultural Resource Preservation, 
told us that in the future the ACHP will try to ensure that 
memorandums of agreement and concurrence in determinations of 
"'no adverse effect'" are based on understanding of the following: 

--What is the real importance of the research 
questions set forth in the data recovery 
plan? Why are these worth spending public 
money? 
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--Site-specific research plans (this review 
is now left up to the State historic pre- 
servation office). 

--Costs (this review is now left up to the 
agency). 

In fiscal year 1979 Federal agencies submitted 2,264 
cases for ACHP's review in which Federal projects affected 
National Register or eligible properties. Because of staffing 
shortages, ACHP was able to formally review only 53 percent 
of the projects, or 1,206 cases. Of the 1,206 cases, 265 
resulted in memorandums of agreement signed by the agency, 
the State historic preservation officer, and ACHP specifying 
what steps would be taken to avoid or reduce an adverse ef- 
fect on a National Register or eligible property. The other 
941 cases were determined by the agency and the State historic 
preservation officer to have no adverse effect on a National 
Register or eligible property. The 1,058 cases ACHP did not 
review were generally environmental impact statements in which 
the agency had not complied with ACHP procedures. In these 
cases, ACHP sent a form letter advising the agencies of their 
historic preservation responsibilities and the proper procedure 
for compliance. 

ACHP's Director, Office of Cultural Resource Preservation, 
told us that ACHP does not follow up on these cases because of 
a lack af staff. 

Peer review on large or 
controversial projects 

Federal agencies are responsible for monitoring and 
reporting on contractor performance. While ACHP and the State 
historic preservation officer review the proposed scope of 
data recovery contracts, they do not have enough staff to 
oversee the scientific accomplishments and compliance with 
the terms of the agreement. For large projects, such as the 
New Melones Dam, a wide range of situations and controversies 
can be encountered which cast doubt on the scientific validity 
of the archeological work and lead to duplication of effort 
and delays. 

As a way to attain a consistently high level of profes- 
sional performance in large archeology contracts, Federal 
agencies can use a peer review system. The peer review sys- 
tem is commonly used in conjunction with scientific grant 
programs. 

43 



In July 1979 Interior's Interagency Archeological Services 
completed a peer review feasibility study covering four pro- 
curement stages: (1) scope of work formulation, (2) propo- 
sal evaluation/technical evaluation, (3) project monitoring, 
and (4) report review. The Interagency Archeological Services 
considered the study to be very successful and is considering 
implementing peer review on projects over $100,000 to review 
the scope of work and the final report. It already has a peer 
review procedure in which technical evaluation committees 
evaluate contractor proposals. 

Controversies that arise over the significance of 
archeological sites, extent of adverse effect, and adequacy 
of data recovery can delay project construction and signifi- 
cantly increase costs. We reviewed several agency projects 
that experienced increased costs due to delays because of 
archeological controversies. Examples of controversies that 
might be resolved through professional peer review panels are 
discussed below. 

Federal Highway Administration --U.S. 101, Santa Clara, 
California --Project officials expect a minimum of 2 to 4 
months' delay in the award of a $22 million construction 
contract because of controversies in the scope of proposed 
archeology work. The California Department of Transportation's 
archeological contractor proposed a $1,164,000 excavation con- 
tract, while ACHP suggested mere recording and covering of the 
site as sufficient. 

Federal Highway Administration--Sonora Bypass, Califor- 
nia--Project officials cite a delay from December 1979 to date 
(May 1980) due in part to questions concerning archeological 
significance. Interior and the California Historic Preserva- 
tion Office maintain that more archeological and excavation 
work is needed to assess the significance of a flour mill site. 
The California Department of Transportation believes that the 
site is of marginal significance since there are eight similar 
flour mill sites from the same time period already in the 
California Inventory of Historic Resources. 

Federal Highway Administration--Interstate 15, California-- 
Project officials cite a 15-month delay in the award of a $22 
million contract, with annual additional cost of $3.2 million, 
because of archeological issues. Late discovery of Native 
American artifacts which were not identified in the initial 
survey led to a controversy between archeologists and the 
Native Americans over site excavation versus covering the arti- 
facts. The Federal Highway Administration, the California 
Department of Transportation, and ACHP agreed to cover the site 
rather than excavate. 
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Corps of Engineers - Permit Proqramr California--A non- 
profit corporation applying for a Corps permit said that it 
incurred additional mitigation expenses of $4,000 and 6 
staff-months and construction cost delays of $1 million 
because of questions on a site's significance. An archeo- 
logical study performed by the nonprofit corporation con- 
cluded that the proposed project site was not significant. 
The Corps and California Historic Preservation Office archeo- 
logists, however, disputed the study and considered the site 
eligible for the National Register. The nonprofit corpora- 
tion was concerned about the length of time involved in the 
archeological data recovery process and also doubted the 
site's historical significance. 

Environmental Protection Agency--Catoosa County Waste- 
water Treatment Project, Georgia--Project officials cited 
project delays of about 6 months because of a lack of under- 
standing of proper procedures to follow and inadequate com- 
munication. An EPA grantee archeologist identified a site 
known as the Federal Road and reported it to EPA and the 
Georgia State Historic Preservation Office. The grantee's 
work was stopped when the State historic preservation office 
urged EPA to do more survey work to verify the tentative 
identification. The grantee had assumed that EPA would 
verify the grantee's initial work. 

Federal High way Administration-- Dahlonega Connector 
Project, Georgia--A Georgia Department of Transportation 
project official estimated at least a 15-month delay in award- 
ing a construction contract because of confusion over archeolo- 
gical requirements. Project officials were reluctant to com- 
plete the lengthy U.S. Department of Transportation process 
dealing with site significance handled under the 1966 Depart- 
ment of Transportation Act and, therefore, realined the highway 
project to avoid the site. After discovering a way to work 
around the Department's requirements, Georgia officials decided 
to excavate the site, A series of coordination problems with 
ACHP and the Corps further delayed the project. 

BETTER INFORMATION NEEDED ON 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RECOVERY COSTS 
AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS . 

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 19'74 
directs the Secretary of the Interior to coordinate all 
Federal archeological survey and salvage work and to report 
annually to the Congress on the scope and effectiveness of 
the Federal Archeological Preservation Program, the projects 
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surveyed, and the costs and results provided. To date, the 
Secretary has been unable to report on the scope and effec- 
tiveness of the program because salvage reports have not pro- 
vided adequate data on costs and accomplishments. In addi- 
tion, Federal agencies do not always disseminate these 
archeological salvage reports. 

Archeological costs are not known 

Interior issued two annual r.epocts covering archeological 
and historical data recovery --one for fiscal year 1976 and one 
for fiscal years 1977 and 1978. In both reports, Interior 
acknowledged that the total impact of Federal construction 
activities on archeological resources was unknown and that 
it could not provide a meaningful statement on the level of 
need for the recovery of archeological and historic data by 
Federal agencies. 

The annual reports contain only fragmented information 
on the costs of agencies' archeology programs. For example, 
the latest report fails to mention NPS even though it is 
actively involved in archeological work. Archeological data 
recovery project costs totaling $20.8 million for fiscal 
year 1977 were reported for nine agencies as follows: 

Agency 
Number of 
projects cost 

(millions) 

Federal Highway Administration not given a/$15.4 

Corps of Engineers 57 3.0 

Interagency Archeological Services 26 1.4 

Tennessee Valley Authority 5 0.8 

Other agencies (note b) 

Total 

a/Estimated, 

9 0.2 - 

97 $20.8 

b/Includes the Departments of Commerce and Energy; the Veterans 
Administration; the Forest Service; and the Water and Power 
Resources Service. 

The $20 million archeology cost cited in Interior's an- 
nual report is significantly understated. Only nine agencies 
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reported archeological project costs to Interior, even though 
the National Register data shows that in 1979, 22 Federal 
agencies identified over 2,300 archeological sites. EPA, for 
example, which is not included on Interior's list, told us 
that its archeological expenditures have been steadily rising 
since 1974, when it spent only $71,000 for archeological 
work. EPA's latest cost estimate was about $4 million on 
archeological work in 1977. Also not included in the $20 mil- 
lion figure are survey costs to identify archeological sites; 
in-house agency archeology costs; project delays, relocations, 
and redesigns; and the costs passed on to others, such as 
lessees and grantees. 

ACHP estimated that total Federal archeology costs are 
about $100 million annually. Its Director, Office of Cultural 
Resource Preservation, estimates that the costs could be as 
high as $200 million when the costs Federal agencies pass 
on to grant recipients and others are considered., 

During the past 7 years, Federal archeological programs 
have grown rapidly. Before the 1974 Moss-Bennett Act, Fed- 
eral agencies were spending little or no money, outside of 
dam projects, on archeological salvage. Interior did most of 
the Government's archeological work. 

In 1973 BLM had four cultural resource specialists. 
In 1978 its cultural resources staff increased to 172, with 
112 full-time archeologists. Likewise, the Forest Service 
and the Water and Power Resources Service increased minimal 
1974 archeology staffs to about 100 and to 20 full-time 
archeologists, respectively, by 1980. 

The Corps gave us the following archeology cost and 
staff data for the past 5 years: 

Fiscal year 

Archeology 

costs 

(Millions) 

Staff 

1975 ' $4.9 30 

1976 5.4 30 

1977 7.0 68 

1978 10.5 65 

1979 14.1 79 
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State agencies that deal with Federal programs fre- 
quently employ archeologists, whereas 5 years ago staffing was 
minimal or nonexistent. The California Department of Transpor- 
tation, the grantee for the Federal Highway Administration, for 
example, employs 36 cultural resource specialists, including 10 
full-time and 18 part-time archeologists. The California Water 
Resources Control Board, the grantee for EPA, employs two full- 
time archeologists. 

Federal agencies cannot provide Interior with archeologi- 
cal cost data because their budget, accounting, and data 
management systems do not identify and isolate archeological 
program costs. The Corps, ELM, and Water and Power Resources 
Service are the only agencies we reviewed which generate re- 
ports on archeological program costs. 

The fact that Interior has not provided Federal agencies 
with definite reporting objectives and a standard reporting 
format has contributed to the absence of nationwide archeolo- 
gical data. Not until January 1980 did Interior develop a 
reporting format and contact the General Services Administration 
requesting a l-year interim interagency report number. This 
enabled Interior to officially ask other Federal agencies to 
provide information needed to compile the annual report. 

In April 1980 the Director, HCRS, asked 60 Federal depart- 
ments, agencies, and commissions to answer a three page ques- 
tiannaire on each of their archeological investigations made 
in fiscal year 1979. HCRS's Acting Deputy Chief, Interagency 
Archeological Services, said that this request for information 
was not very successful because as of September 9, 1980, eight 
agencies had not replied, many others had sent incomplete or 
estimated overall data, and several agencies simply said it 
was not possible to comply with the request. Within Interior, 
for example, NPS and the Bureau of Indian Affairs did not re- 
spond to the Director's request; and BLM said that in view of 
the thousands of permits, licenses, and leases it issues during 
any particular year, it did not have enough cultural resources 
staff or funds to compile the information. Several respondents, 
including HUD and EPA, said that they had no central reporting 
system, however, they were willing to consider some effective 
procedure in the future to supply Interior with the needed 
annual report material. 

Interior needs to continue its efforts to coordinate and 
report on the archeological work accomplished by each Federal 
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agency and to develop guidelines for establishing simple agency 
reporting systems which meet mutual reporting needs. 

Archeological program results 
are not known 

Federal agencies do not assess archeological program 
results or identify specifically what worthwhile research 
has been accomplished by their archeological projects. 
Agencies have not established consistent archeological re- 
porting requirements. As a result, both Interior and the 
agencies are hampered in identifying ways to improve pro- 
gram performance, and there is little assurance that 
appropriated funds are spent on worthwhile archeological 
projects. 

Responding to Interior's requests, three of the eight 
agencies we reviewed prepared reports on their archeological 
programs. In a report dated January 1979, the Federal High- 
way Administration presented an overview of their mitigation 
efforts and costs for the years 1956-1976. The Corps, and 
the Water and Power Resources Service prepared summary reports 
for fiscal year 1978. Howeverp these reports have not been 
prepared for fiscal years 1979 or 1980, and the 1978 re- 
ports contain only basic statistical information, such as the 
number of archeological studies and consultant contract costs. 
The reports did not evaluate program effectiveness nor in- 
clude what significant archeological sites were protected 
or what new scientific information was obtained. 

BLM recently instructed each of its offices to develop 
information for an annual report on inventories made, cul- 
tural resource protection and stabilization undertaken, com- 
pliance with section 106 of the National Historic Preserva- 
tion Act of 1966 (as amended), antiquities permits processed 
and monitored, and National Register eligibility requests and 
nominations. 

Because Federal agencies lack data on program costs 
and accomplishments, agency managers do not know whether 
archeological program expenditures are worthwhile or whether 
legislative requirements'are being complied with at lower 
organizational levels. Agencies also need program evaluation 
data to monitor and evaluate program performance. 

Archeological salvage reports 
are often not distributed 

Interior's January 1977 draft guidelines on archeological 
data recovery provide a central point to collect archeological 
reports. Federal agencies were instructed to provide copies 
of the results of archeological data recovery programs through 
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the Department of the Interior to the National Technical 
Information Service. The Service provides public access to 
a number of reports. As of May 1980, archeological reports 
were forwarded to the Service on a very sporadic basis. The 
following chart shows which agencies have supplied archeo- 
logical reports to the Service. 

Federal Agency Archeological Reports 
Submitted to the National Technical Information Service 

January 1977 to March 1980 

Agency/organization 

Her itage Conservation and 
Recreation Service 

National Park Service 

Forest Service 

Water and Power Resources 
Service 

Bureau of Land Management 

Corps of Engineers 

Federal Highway Administration 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Housing and Urban Development 

Soil Conservation Service 

Other agencies 

Total 

Number of Percent of 
reports total reports 

submitted submitted 

133 48.5 

53 19.3 

27 9.9 

15 

6 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

36 - 

274 

5.5 

2.2 

0.7 

0.4 

0.4 

13.1 

100.0 

Many agencies are not submitting archeological reports to 
the National Technical Information Service. Only two Forest 
Service regions, for example, filed reports with the Service; 
one region supplied all but 1 of the 27 reports. BLM, which 
is responsible for about 60 percent, or 470 million acres, of 
federally owned lands, has submitted only six reports. As of 
March 1980, the Corps had submitted two reports and EPA only 
one report . 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Confusion and inconsistencies exist in Federal arche- 
ological data recovery efforts. Federal agencies are not 
evaluating program costs and accomplishments to preserve 
and protect the Nation's archeological resources. Neither 
Interior nor the various agencies have adequate information 
and reporting systems to provide basic information on whether 
the nationwide archeological program is worth the cost. 

ACHP has not provided adequate guidance to Federal 
agencies in determining how much archeological work is enough 
through better reviews of agency data recovery plans. Its 
assistance is needed to ensure that data recovery plans 
contain detailed information on the scientific value of the 
archeological property as well as a justification of the 
planned data recovery costs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Secretary of the Interior should promulgate regulations 
on Federal data recovery efforts and reporting systems as soon 
as possible. (As recommended in ch. 2, the Secretary's rule- 
making authority needs to be clarified so that Federal agencies 
will follow Interior's regulations.) The regulations should 
include 

--the specific circumstances and extent which 
agencies are required to excavate sites out- 
side a project's direct impact area; 

--who should pay for archeological work so that 
unnecessary project delays and increased costs 
can be prevented; 

--*the development of agency reporting systems for 
providing information to Interior and agency 
management on program costs and accomplishments 
so that program effectiveness can be monitored 
and reported to the Congress; and 

--improved dissemination of archeological reports 
to the National Technical Information Service 
so that information can be made available to the 
archeological profession and Federal, State, 
and local officials in a decisionmaking capacity. 

To help resolve controversies on how much data recovery 
should be done, the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- 
tion, in its review of agency proposals, should require 
Federal agencies to: 
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--Define specific signif icant research questions 
to be addressed in data recovery, in order to 
justify archeological excavation costs. 

--Relate data recovery to priorities defined in 
State historic preservation plans, where ap- 
proved plans exist. (See ch. 3.) 

--On large and controversial archeological proj- 
ects, establish peer review panels to help 
agencies determine how much archeological 
excavation is necessary and to monitor con- 
tractor progress and performance. 
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APPENDIX I 

1 April 1980 

AN EVALUATION OF RECEKT MEMORANDA OF AGREEMENT 

C. R. McCimsey III 

J 

A rather varied group of memoranda of agreement were evaluated against 

a list of 12 key points or areas of concern which it was felt covered the 
key elements in any adequate memoranda. 

1. What factors brought about the memorandum? The format of the "whereas" -- -- ---- 
section of the memoranda established by the Advisory CounsiR. fcr Historic 
Preservation normally takes care of this quite adequately. 

2. why and how are archeological & historical Esources being threatened? 
In most cases, ---this was also spelled out rather clearly, although in 

Some instances this was not clear or was covered only by implication. 

3. lJhy are the threatened resources sufficiently important to require a 
MemoGdumof Agreement and the expenditure of scientific effort and --.----A- -7 - 
public funding? 
In only rare instances was this addressed in any way other than by noting 

that the resources with which the MOA was concerned were either on the 
National Register individually (or as historic districts) or had been 
declared eligible. Further elaboration of this point would seem to be 
a serious oversight which represents an improper utilization of the pro- 
cedures. I believe that in most instances, it is highly desirable to 
require that the MOA itself or perhaps better, that the MOA through -- 
official reference to additional documents, should present information 
adequate to justify the level of temporal, scientific, and fiscal investment 
necessary to warrant the level of investigation proposed in the HOA, The 
simple statement that the site is eligible ar on the National Register is 
not in itself adequate, although it does, obviously constitute the minimum 
level required. 

v 4, Who is responsible for funding the work covered by the Memorandum of -- -- 
Agreement? 
Surprisingly, this was only inf=quently addressed in any specific manner, 

although more frequently it could at least be presumed by implication who was 
the responsible fiscal entity. The agency or agencies responsible for fund- 
ing and the legal basis for this responsibility and any qualifications appli- 
cable to that responsibility should be explicit. In the MOA reviewed, even 
the responsible agency. normally was not made explicit, and sometimes iden- 
tification of the funding agency was so vague as to be impossible to dcter- 
mine unless one had been privy to the discussions which presumably led to 
the development of the final memorandum. 

J 5. What agency or agevies E responsible for overseeing the performance -- 
under and compliance with the terms.of the Memorandum? -- ----- 
It is essential that each area of performance envisioned under the MOA 

be subject to review, often during the period of performance on major pra- 
jects, but certainly each st= of the action that is performed should be 
reviewed upon completion and the entity responsible for this review should 
be clearly stipulated. This was rarely set forth with any clarity in the 
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memoranda reviewed, and in most cases, was barely addressed at all. At the 
very least, the end product envisioned by a memorandum should be subjected 
to some form of final review by an appropriate entity. This particular 
point, I believe, was never addressed in the memoranda reviewed. 

6. What entities are responsible for carrying out the work under the 
Memoranda of AEement? - 

---__I_- 

This would not be an appropriate point for a programmatic memorandum and 
even in some projects specific memoranda that may have not been determined 
at the time the MOA is signed. When this is known, it ah&!@ become an 
integral part of the memorandum. 

7. What specific area or which specific sites are addressed by the memorandum? -VP -- 
Although this was occasionally not spelled out as clearly as it could be, 

in general, in the memoranda reviewed, this was covered reasonably adequately. 

b0 8. What tem$GI factors or within what temporal limits must the wrk be 
erformed? 

---- 

The temporal limitations and construction schedules are often key elements 
in making possible satisfactory performance or in providing an understanding 
of why procedures requiring less than ideally desirable scopes are provided 
for in a MOA. These should be made an explicit part of the MOA to explain 
insofar as they are a factor why certain things that would otherwise be 
addressed perhaps were not, and to make It clear to all parties what factors 
were initially envisioned, so that any changes necessitated by alterations 
of this temporal parameter can be viewed in an appropriate% light. This 
concern was addressed in none of the memorada viewed. 

v” 9. h%at is the extent and nature of the fiscal parameters applicable to the - -- - -- -- 
MOA? 
This parameter, like the temporal one, must be shown in the MOA, if the 

conditions of the MOA are to be evaluated in terms of scientific adequacy 
and overall appropriateness in the context of the total public good. In only 

,. two MOA was this addressed in any detail, and in only one was an actual 
budget made a portion of the MOA by reference. 

W. 10. What scientific work is to be undertaken at each.site or is to be accomplish --w- --- ----- 
by each program addressed k the MOA? -- 
In a programmatic MOA, this would be stated in general scientific proce- 

dural terms. For a project or site specific memorandum it should be clear how 
much work is to be done and why it is thought that this level of activity is 
adequate to achieve appropriate mitigation. This area of concern was very 
poorly addressed in the memoranda reviewed. While it is felt that this iS 
an important area that must be covered in any adequate memoranda, it should 
also be noted that the level of specificity should be reviewed very carefully. 
The MOA should provide for adequate review and input at appropriate stages 
through consultation or peer review so that a resource is not destroyed and 
a project completed before it is discovered that there was poor scientific 
judgement on the part of the project archeologist. 
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ll”. There should be some indication of the Procedures to be used. -- -- --- 
It is more tempting and even more dangerous here than in number 10 to 

be ovesly specific. For example, it normally is not appropriate or deslr- 
able to spell out in the MOA precisely how many pits are to be excavated, 
what their dimensions are to be, what size screens are to be used, or 
similar technical details which can best be addressed by a competent arche- 
ologist in the field. Appropriate guidelines must be laid down without 
hampering the investigating scientist so that he has latitude to exercise 
scientific judgement. Again, consultation or even formal peer review at 
appropriate stages of the research should be called far and spelled out 
in the MOA for a project of any size. It is important too that among the 
procedural points tq be addressed should be that of report preparation and 
acceptance and where under what standards, and at whose cost the material 
data and associated records are to be curated. There was considerable 
variation in this area.among the memoranda reviewed, but in no instance was 
it really adequately addressed, 

f”- 12. What scientific results are to be expected upon satisfactory completion --- 
of the MOA? --_I__ 
The end product cannot be adequately assessed unless what is expected is 

spelled out in the memorandum of agreement. This point was not adequately 
addressed in the memorada reviewed, although sometimes by implications it 
was present. 

General. Comments 

None of the memorada reviewed could be considered completely adequate 
with regard to all the noted points or areas of concern. There are, X 
imagine, two principal reasons for this. There is not any detailed set of 
guidrlines available to those writing a MOA which spell out these points, 
and indicating that they should be addressed if the MOA is to be considered 
adequate. I strongly suspect that the second major problem contributing 
to the inadequacy of the MOA is that they normally are written by individuals 
who, by the time they are writing and rewriting it, are so familiar with the 
situation that they do not realize how much is being assumed because "every- 
body knows what is intended," That is all very well, but personnel change, 
circumstances become altered, and unless every basic assumption is clearly 
stipulated, misunderstandings become inevitable, I would recommend that 
the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation institute a review system for 
MQA comparable to the.GAO referencing system. Someone totally unfamiliar 
with the project should take the draft memorandum, review it for complete- 
ness and explicitness on the basis of what is contained in the memoranda 
sf agreement rather than what is contained in the heads (and hearts) of the 
persons responsible for writing the memorandum. Something akin to the more 
detailed referencing process itself would also not be amiss. 

I would also recommend that the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
institute a case numbering or file referencing system. As soon as any CQCXXI- 
nikJtP.on-or correspondence with respect to a potential. MOA is initiated, It 
should receive an identifying key. Too often the official memorandum refer- 
ences other documents without there being any mechanism for being assured 
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precisely which document is being referenced. This is even more txue in 
the carrespondence leading up to the MOA. It is possible that this proce- 
dure woulbd result in a considerable number af case numbers or file numbers 
which did not lead up to a completed MOA. I do not see that this is any 
basic fault) and it would serve to greatly clarify those cases which did 
lead to a full MOA. 

While adequate monitoring during the research stipulated under a MOA 
is addressed with varying degrees of clarity, almost never is it spelled 
out who is responsible for determining if all elements addressed in the HOA 
have in fact ultimately been adequately addressed and what authority they 
have to aSsure that this is done and t:ho is to be responsible for meeting 
these requirements. This is absolutely essential, and should be a key ele- 
ment in every memorandum, 

Perhaps the most important recommendation is that there urgently needs 
to be eLarifi.cation as to the exact administrative procedural role of MOA 
and the No Adverse Effect procedure. As the GAO investigation has adequately 
demonstrated, most agencies are going with the No Adverse Effect process 
rather than with the more foma.l and time consuming HOA process. Indeed, 
many of the HOA reviewed just as well could have been handled under the No 
Adverse Effect procedure. The most important point, I believe, brought out 
by this review sf MOA has been that if the MOA are as poor as these ob~- 
viously are, then quite obviously the less formalized No Adverse Effect 
procedure must, almost by definition, be even worse, which is going to lead 
to increasingly serious difficulties. The Advisory CounciLshould.-issue 
guddelines requiring that the documentation forwarded to them for their 45 
day review under the No Adverse Effect procedure should be completely com- 
parable to the adequate MOA documentation outlined above. Only in this 
way wilf. it be possible fog projects to proceed smoothly with minimum 
delays and other compli.cations and with maximum scientific and other 
appropriate results. 

After reviewing these MOA, it is clear that the relationship between 
a No Adverse Effect agreement and a MOA agreement procedurally Ils very com- 
parable to the relationship between declaring a site eli'pible for the 
Register and actually nominating it to the Register. III the latter procedure 
it is already required that full nomination documentation be submitted before 
a site can be declared eligible. The only difference is that of less temporal 
delay and less formal review under the assumption that if everyone is agreed 
that the site is eligible, then there is less need at the National Register 
level for review and input. An exactly similar situation pertains with regard 
to No Adverse Effect and MOA. Ilf everyone intimately involved is agreed 
that t.h: No Adverse Effect procedure is appropriate, then formal I.06 proce- 
dures are not required, but the same documentation and even the same format 
should be follot;ed as if it were to be submitted as a ELOA. MOA slzauld be 
uti.lLzed as such only w$en a full consultation and 106 process is necessary 
to achieve a satisfactory end product. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

Mr. Berry khwege 
Dire&x-, Corn a unity and ticonomic 

Development Division 
Generdi Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

DEC I7 1980 

lkar iW. Eschwege: 

‘L’IILS is in reqonse to yourietter of October 30, 1980, concerning the General Accounting 
Officek proposed report entitLed “iJationdL Archedlogy Program heeds Better Lead-hip 
and Direction.” 

W e appreciate the opportunity to review and co m ment on the proposed report prior to its 
being presented to Representative Non-is K. UdaiL The repor% identifks and analyzes 
critical probie m areas in the Federal axheological program and offers sound 
recommendations aimed at correcti..ng these problems. ih generkl, we concur with the 
aask .fimiings and recom mendations concerning the roies and r~ponsibtities of the 
Department and other Federa agencies whose prqiects and programs impact the culturai 
environ m ent. We akxo agree that improvement is needed in providing leadership and 
dx-ection for the national archeok@.cal program. The report is correct in assessing that 
the abtity of the Department to influence and guide other agencies more eflt’ectively is 
dependent in part on klarification of’ the Department’s unclear rukmalung authtity 
under the krcheokqical and Historic Preservation Act of 1974. 

'Yhe encrosed corn merits, prepared by the Heritage Conservation and Hecreation Service, 
in consultation with othw bureaus within the Department of the Interio-, elaborate on 
specific issum and reco m m endations related to these points. 

Budget and Administrakon 
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Listing on the Nationdl Hegist~ of historic Piaces 

Listing archedlcgicai and historical properties on the Nation& Register of historic 
Piaces is a dynamic pr02ess that wiii never tM.y be complete as current events occur and 
research needs change and ti’fect tile ievei of sigrUIca.nce of individual. properties. both 
archeoiogicai and histzicai properties may be I.i&ed becaM they meet aii or a 
combination of the criti f~ iisting. i he point that archeological prop~~?&~ may meet 
mm ban criterion d Is often misunc&rst&od by archeoiogists prepar.g documentation 
fcr %a~ w E’ederai agencieq: When a property meets cr.iterion d, it is because It 
contain3 important infor m ation. ‘i’his point aiso is often miswlderstood by archeoiogistz+ 
as evidenced by these quoted & the repc& Certainty- ail archeaiogicai &es contair, 
information, but the key que&ion is whether that M6rmation is important enough to 
preserve and protect the site anti/or the Formation it contains for &ture generations. 
Answering this question invoives professionai judgment and must be made wit&in a 
regionai conb?xt. it is within t&is context that the importance of’ individual sit&s, as 
opposed to C&ESB of sites, can be evaiuated. Far exampie, whiie it may be determined 
that a pa&icuIar sma& surface site may or may not be important, no &ngie cia~3 of s&es 
such as surface iithic scaUzr% shouid be writZen ofy’ as unimportant. because some 
archeoi.ogWs and Federal agencies occasionaiiy discount smdi;, surface, and/or disturbed 
sites, in 1 sj’i?’ the Department examined anti identified types of infcr>matLon that might be 
contained in these sites. ‘I’he pu*b.&hed report (Yhe Importance of Smaii, Surf’ace, and 
Disturbed SitEs as Sources of Significant ArcheOiogicti Data’@ by V ailerie iaimage and 
Olga Ci&%?&rj shows that these cIasz& of sites may ofiten contain significant information 
rehting to prehisclsric cuitures and demonstites techniques for recovery of this 
inCrmation. iiowever, extensive data recovery is not crdinariiy needed at most of these 
SiM 

IJecause eva.&ationa of State and iocai signUicance shoulri be made within a region&i 
context, con3uiUng State surveys, inventcries, and histic preservation pians, it is 
apptVprM.e for States to make tnese deter*minationr;. tie, therefm, concur anti support 
GAG’s recommendations that States be delf?gated the responsibiiity to make 
determinations of &.igibiiity and tit properties of’ State and i.oca~ signil%ance in the 
Nationai hag&&r. however, safeguards wouid somehow need to be added to the process 
to aSsure that Stake have a mechanism to appeal or the bepar%ment has the ability to 
discover and take corrective action when special intzrest groups are 0verJ.y asertive. In 
crder to undertake this new f‘utlction, the capability of States diso woti need to be 
in-d. 

/GAO COMMENT: Interior concurs with our report and recommenda- 
'Sions in this area.7 - 

Lxecutive Order I 1593 Surveys - 

The repcrt recom mends t&t under Executive ijrder 1 I j$ j otiiy areas whici~ may be 
aflt’eckd by iand d&%urm activities should be surveyed, and that the order shouid be so 
a mended. khik thiz is what many M&managing agencies akx presentiy doing, ot%rers 
have taken the initiative to be@ inventacy programs that at IIS& sample and predict 
the ioc&.ioI=B of’ archeaiogicai and klistmicai sites on their &n&3 f’W iong-term 
manage merit purpcee+% Land use piannbg takes place at various nmnage merit SC&S; It 
may be com~hensive or projectrspecciiic in nat%re. iomprehetive pianning Chat 
inciudes a cuiturai re96~ce component &?ar&y does not impiy exhaustive survey. ;in such 
cases, identirication issues might be rezoived by sampiing, for exam@. ‘The nature of an 
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agency’s comprehensive cuiturai resxrce pianriing effort wiL therefore ir%-luence 
decisionmaking rehung ta s&e-speciKic unde.rtakings. The need for survey in site- 
specific &t-G use dectionmaking is a concern that is ;esS cruciai than tne need fcr 
compreilensive cuiturai rexxrce @annin g as an ongoing component of agency 
manage m ent. Consider-q fiscal constraints as they are today, although it may take 
some agencies a num her of years at- even decades to compiete inventorying their lard, 
we believe these programs shouici continue ii we at-e ever to know, appreciate and 
protect sites and other types of properties important to the hwitage of our great nation. 

iintii these a11d Zate invent;olies are completed, there is certainiy no doubt i&at. agencies 
shoti conduct necessary surveys in conjunction with immediate land We planning. 
kiowever, in addiLon to these areas, areas which have not p+eviOusiy been surveyed and 
have a.iready been or are being impacted by continued use should ais0 be surveyed. For 
exampie, continued operation of a rw*voir may cause adciitionai and recurring damage 
b presently unknown archeoiogicai sites by wave action, water ccarents, inundation and 
erosion. if the r-e.%-voir is aiso used fcr recreatioti prz-poses, sites may be fur-t&r 
damaged by vandaiism resuiting from inckeased pubiic access. ‘I’here are numerous 
federai&y-owned areas being impacted by operating projects across the country that 
shoti be sWveyeC to locate and protect important archeoiogiczii and histM.cai sites. 

The report indicated that the Corps of &.gineers b&eves that the requirement to 
invent@y federaiiy-owned ticl expired in 19’73 and, because no specific funding was 
made avaiiabie, was considered out of date and not in effect.. We wouid Zke to point out 
that bxecutive ffciens do not expire uniess they are rescinded or super-ceded by law. The 
iiationdi i-&toric Pres43vat;;on lict Amendment of 1930 &ariy state in section 1 lQiaj<Z.) 
i&at “‘vrith tne advice of the Secretary and in cooperation with the State i-iM~ic 
Pr-esWvation 3ffi~er fff the %a&! inv&ved, each Fed& agency s&ii e&&&h a 
prog?+am to bcate, inventcz-y, and nominate to the 3ecretary aii properties under the 
agency’s ownership or’ controi by the agency that appear to quaiify for inausi.on on the 
Hationai heg.ister...1’ 1 he amendments further clarif’y in section 1 Wig) that “Each 
E; ecierti agency may inciude the cost.s of preservation activities of such agency under this 
Act as e&zJbie prujt?cA costs in ali undertakings of such agency or assisted by such 
agency . . ..and reasonable costs may be charged to E’ederti iicensees and permittees as a 
condition to the issuance of such License OT permit.” Yhiie we agree with GAO that ii 
crash effort ta inventory ali cu&ura.~ propertie~ is not in the best pubiic interest, 
continued dY’al-ts; to invene systematically such resources as a part of sound planning 
are weii advised and are reinforced by the 1960 amendments. 

,‘?%I0 COMLvlENT : We agree with Interior 's position that archeo- 
logical survey work and overviews should be performed also in 
conjunction with an agency's land-use planning efforts. (See 

PP* 11 to 16.) To emphasize this-point, we have expanded our 
second recommendation, see p. 221/ 

W iiie the report focuses on the Fecim archeoiogicai program, the portions deaiing with 
State gilaming are of direct concern to the rieritage Conservation and tiecreation 
Service ii?.LRS), which ov~es the hLst~~%c Pr%.?erv ation bund <nPFj program in the 
j;tates. ir kQ% ass&ion of the need f’or State-based comprehensive planning is not 
m&y an issue in the Federat. archeo@$icaL program; it is the most signiricant concern 
in the tiPI? program and is La& to improving the efficiency and effectiveness of a 
nationai pr-es3-v ation effort. histic pt?eset *vation has made great str%des since the 
pasage or‘ the iuationai histic iir=Yation Act of IW. ?hmz is a growing pubiic 
apreciation of our cuituraL reso~ces and hzstoric preservation has made imporiant, 
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C:Oninhr)uL 07 E to co III m UrLLty eni rance in ent. now ever, many socia.~ and economic forces 
-WE: Si,$l&C*ii~it4iy EifX~eCt.Ug i~~r~b2 XKi ~&eOlQgiC&. plOp&kS; thP.SS ftXY!W itlCiLl.lde 
investmenr, practices, regionai e mpi.oyment shifts, energy exmration, and housing and 
reti. s1arket c’ilanga ibe need i;o reconciie presei?ration and other critical intere5l;s 
ins ;iecotne more pressing. hL parties agree chat a more effective means of integrating 
I.lreservation COIKXSTIS into broader” pianning frameworks is needed, uis requires 
devehpm ent of’ comprehensive p-g systems that invest preserv ation activities With 
COnScio&? direction and consisten& purpose, and make preservation a norm& rather than 
an excq+Aona*, c.tem ent in decisionmaking. 

‘L’he rqxx% notes the lack or’ compreirensive State plans and aszerti that the ilepartment 
h?x?.s nat prokied Stati w&h guidance or encouragement to deveiop such p&n% ‘This 
state merit was an accurate assessment or the situation that ezusteci through ly'l6. .Qnce 
that time, however, in L iih has made significant progres; in developing and imp.tementing 
Sta&based comprehensive pianning through a majcx’ effort based on the hesource 
Protection lQimning Fmcess (fi Fjj. 13 Pj encourages reiiabie decisionmaking about 
hL%or%c? prwperties by focusing attenton on tne use of cuLturaL resource inf’or~mation 
iting with reMed ski& and prniuctsj in manage%i?%t pJann.ing rather than mereLy on 
the fL&&r acquisition of’ such infWmation. II~ the fir& case, management needs define 
pmeisay th< data to be acquired; in the second case, data acquisition proceeds 
independentay of’ manage m ent needs. Lonsequently, the efficiency of’ this iatter 
approach is very Low. in HP j, p aruing areas are divided into smaller units in which 
assum r?eLatung to the identification, evaiuatron, and protecton of cuitW%i rezourc~?s are 
a&irez+ed. l..Mng this approach, decisions about historic properties are made in r&hiOn 

to a body of knowLedge about simiiar ancikr rWated properties anti in a manner r+3evant 
bz the varied piann& SC&S in which manage ment decisions are made. rl Pj thereby 
enables managt33 in preservation and in other f&aids to focus their efr’orts in a purpceefui 
and cos%-er~eetive manner. identification izeues, for exa mpie, may be resoived in certdin 
instances such as mng-term or iarge-soaie management through putposefu~ sampiing and 
predictive morieling rather than scattershot and costiy ef’for2s to “compiete tne sur’vey.” 
This ti par%icuL&~y important with infiation conti~ to reduce the actuaL amount of 
money avaLa@ to conduct s~veys. The Sate historic preservation ofYhe can thereby 
~tidpinb9 II~~XJ.SU~~ and meet iikeiy demands; other puhiic agencies anti the ~IYLV~~ 

#z?,&xr are made a ware of the exLstence and sigrtiicance of’ cuiturai resources, the 
benefits aeorued in protecting and enhancing them, anti the oppor%unitie.s fWegone by the 
faXwe to pI--cxwrve. 

WLtic h C, tiS is not requiring States to adopt ri Fj as their main&e p&nning methori, it is 
beginning ix mandate impie m entation of a State pia.nning process that can achieve 
co mpwaue rv3ti.L3. ii i fi.3 is devotig signiricant eff crti to improving Sate capabLi.ties 
in compr*ehertive p&nn.ing through technicaL asai&ance in iTPj impiementation and in 
ai’m&. program phrh.ng fcr the II Pd. Such effort.3 inciucie testing tine modeL at the 
+3&e JSV~ p~.hiiding a txaining m anti and ho&ding w o&shops in the States. In addition, 
10 L$C&EE witi sQq&k%.nt surfaac@- mtig activity have been awarded contracts to assist 
them i.ri hl-,j imp*mentation. tieport. required as part of the contract WILL provide case 
&udie3 for addition& information exchange. Yar’&i.pating States have been enthusiastic 
about .3Pj, regarding it as a means of’ disci&g opportunities whiie reducing and/or 
reztid.r~ c~&!.ict;s, They are a&o r+aC.zing the cast-efr’ective impticatiors of adopUng 
li.P.3 as an a&ernat;rre to broad-based surveys that, as suggesW+d by the Georgia State 
ar&eni.o@st ix1 the report, have limited vaiue. 

C:omp.iementary erT&%zs to imphment H Pj are aiso under way. ti i HS is cooperating with 
U-E kdviswy iomc:u on kiisbric Ereservation to te& r\Pj in the pUrning process of’ 
1; edwai ageneiwa i’he Gorps of Engineem and the vjater and Power Hesour’ces Service 
<are eurrenLy being discussed in this regard; i3irj w0U.d be emptoyeci in management 

60 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX I% 

@Arming far a major activit;y aw3 such a.5 the i)tio ~;~LVCS- b.bn 01’ on ;a h-g-u 
undertaking such as the Central Arizona Yruject. ~rei.iminaq r-eacti~a~ by the i,orps a& 
othw Fed& agencies btig exp~%?d tns R Pj we encpmg;ing, d;thou@;h much more 
systematic orientation needs to occur. At the same time, hCi=& has initiate~l an h~j 
tat effort in a large city (Washington, bC.j and has required each State to do this in 
eiaw a city or a surface mining area during FY 81. Since historic Fc?sOlU’CXS a~?! 
fpquentlrp impacted by urban redevelopment efforts, it is essential. to ensure purposeful 
consideration of cultural resources in revitalization planning. Several local officials have 
tzzpressed interest in exploring such an FQ3’ test, 

The State Annual Work Progrann (A’WFEB) is IX& RS the report suggests (p. 421, merely a list 
of projects that the State will fund, It is an annual planning document by which States 
describe propcced activities that will meet broad national priorities established by 
HcRs. These priorities have recently emphasized development of reliable 
decisionmaking systems for identification, evaluation, and protection. While the national 
priorities change on an annual basis, and may not reflect a State’s particular or special 
priorities, they have significant continuity Ian terms of emphasis on comprehensive 
planning. The PY 81 Survey and P priorities, for example, required States to 
integrate identification, evaluation, an protection; to address public involvement 
concerns, particularly those of local officials who frequently face pmtZ.rVatiOn-f&ted 
planning issues; and to render comprehensive assistance to “critical agencies” (those 
whose actions have the greatest impact on cuRural resources). In addition, States are 
mandated to mitiate deveIopment of a comprehensive planning process for use in urban 
central business districts or surface mining areas; *,?e process must achieve results 
comperable to those yielded by REp3. It should be noted that the AWPs are competitively 
evaluated as are progress reports that compare projected performance (70%) with actual 
performance (30%). The results of this evaluation are a weighted factor in the annual 
apportionment process by which State HPF dollar allocations are determined. Hence a 
smell but direct incentive is given to implement comprehensive planning. 
Increasing the pr~~postion of f based on actual performance may increase the 
States’ comprehensive planning. We believe that this approach would be more effective 
in encouraging the development of State plans than would a requirement that a plan be in 
place before a State could participate in the program. 

HCRS is al50 using the RP3 concept in revising the State pIarming regulations for the 
HPF program. As G&2 notes, these regulations are both outdated end require 
refocusing We anticipate that new r tions will be issued in FY 81 end that they wiU 
provide further guidance and encc ent to the development of effective State 
preservation planning. 

In summary, we believe that GAO has accurately targeted the critical need for improved 
State planning. We appreciate GAO’s strong interest in this regard, and further assert 
that comprehensive planning is a major challenge for preservation in the 1980s. During 
the past two years, BCRS has made major progress in dealing with the problems that 
have been highlighted in the State historic preservation planning process. Clearly, 
however, these efforts should be aceelerat& and planning at the State level should be 
encouraged more strongly. Provisiom under section 202 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of I.989 should aid in this by providing increased IQF 
funding (Federal share 70 per centum; State share 30 per centum) to States for the costs 
of surveys or inventories. A preservation planning system that emphasizes use rather 
than acquisition of information she B be usefti in integrating preservation concerns inLo 
public policies and programs sing opportunities and minimizing or resclv’ 
problems. iLstabhshment of em is a key to survival of the matiods cultur 
resources* 
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,/I;AC) COMlylENT : I.- Interior concurs with our reporting of the 
ncrr4 for. States ta play a greater role in determining archeo- 
logical site significance through meaningful State comprehen- 
sive planning. The Resource Protection Process outlined above 
s b OW i_; Interior is actively attempting to bring about better 
State planning as does our discussion of two Interior funded 
pilot projects on page 28. As the Resource Protection Process 
is IIEW and was developed after our review was completed, we are 
at this time unable to comment on its impact on State planning. 

Regarding the National Historic Preservation Act Amendments Of 1980 
increasing the Federal share to 70 peroent of the cost of surveys 
or inventories, it should be noted that the Congress authorized 
increasing the Federal share to 70 percent previously in 1976. 
As discussed in our report on page 29, Interior chose not to use 
the increased Federal share. On page 33 we recommend they do so- 
ax a means to help foster developing meaningful statewide plans,/ 

'The Department, in itj: &ke merit of Program Hpproach on the impie menM..ion of the 
&checti@.cai and liLs?;aric Prezt~ation Act iPubi.ic Law Ijj-Sl), has interpreted the 
mtent i?f’ the Act to be that E ederiLL agencies unde.rtaking projects and programs 
tiYecljm@; mheoiogicai and histarical rtxmrcea shouici provide the riecessry fI2nS to 
comp.l&e recovery of’ data to be damaged or lost by the project d* pgram. Ihe Act 
autklwkw agencies to expend fMds for- recovery, c%- to transfer up to 1 per CentUm of 
the auth~tied project costs to t’ne Dep;u%ment far the Ijepartment to undettike 
!YKXXWry, When f’imds ava.QaUe to the agency are insufTicient and project deiays wouid 
r%zkUt%am t~~ageneyseekbngadditionaiftlndsf~-o Cortgreas,t;ne I)ep~%mentattempts 
TV sup* m ent the 1 per centum using authtitieS and appropriations avaiiati to it under 
othw pmtions of the Act Priwitiea far suppie m enting pjects include cost increasea, 
poknti& kxs of tie w prop&y, and bs of resources however, these funda have been 
80 smtitibat they have not had any impact in the contracting part of the archeQiogi.cai 
pRJg<a m * Costs for otiner eiemenlx of the program (for examplt;, casts ass02iated with 
~2drnitizkz&kon of conkacts, l;xecutive arclw monimring, kntiqulties permitting, 
eoordinati.on of the nationa progra my preparation of the annuaIi ~leport to Cox-@Y?Zaj have 
hcreased as data recovery and other demands have increased. M&&ion and increased 
costs of administcuing the archeological. program have reduced the amount actually 
avaiiabbe for cor&act2s7 and severle ceiiings imposed on the Department have reduced the 
number of’ pcx&.i.am ava&Wz to admini&z%- tine program. 

Baca~se Me amount of funds avaMi& to the Department is so sma.h., agencies need to 
cclrU.Ct'ine Departme~tteariy~in~~tplanning~thatwe mayrequestatiYitientfun& 
be agqroprM..d in subse?quent fW years. howevwf fkom an economic point of view, it 
would be more cost effective if the Department were ahie to sup@ement and complete 
tile data recovery wark expeditiou9.y in ti cases when requested. Thi3 is pa;rticMy 
mpxtmt when rfsxuxes are discovered once constr-uction has begun, and any necessary 
data recovery mu& begin immediatiy. ke have found that de.aya reatiking from our 
ti~&tii.ty ti fund needed work results in cost ini3ation at an incredible rate. COnStruction 
e&d ifi~mase at a rate ox’ IO-15 pmcent’ every six m ontha due ti in&&ion and co& to 
da the necm data recovery aiao increase due to in.Gation at about ‘I O-l 5 pet-cent per 
yea?, In acidition, where sevenksmr3iicollslcruction pro&%z.areiinkedina construction 
cxxdxwt and one or more park2 an? dayed, dtose-down and start-up costs a UOUtIt to 
about a ilSl percent in- in casts. Ihe f-wing hypothetica& but typicai., scenario 
mc.i breakdown may clarify why it wouid be more cost effective to be able t0 fund ti 
~prq$zk~~ when r%qu&ed and avoid construction de&%. 
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A fiood ~ontrdi project having 20 structm in a watihed is intided in a sing& 
COnstructian contract. lhe authorized cc&s fcr ah Structure.3 is $2,000,000. Fifteen of 
the ?itm.xturz?s wiii have no affect on archeoiogicai. rez3ources. Five wiLl affect 
r-Yzm.rces, Structure 1 win cost $4O,WO and afrect a compiex accheoiogicai s&e 
containing zignificant information; structure 2 wti cost $300,000 and affect an average 
sit4 COM.aiklg EiigMkmt infczmation; Structure j wj~..i cost $1~0,000 and affect a smai.~ 
uncom@i.cated site with significant infcrmai2on; structure 4 wiiL cost $20,000 and affect 
a Smdi surface site containing .aignif%ant infcplmation; and .&u&We 5 wiu cost $~NJ,OOO 
and afI’ect 6 amti uncompiicated sites that indiv-idua~~y are not significant but may 
lXCdd@ E@liJkant infckmation when considered a~ a unit. ‘Ihe Feda agency ~a.&, upon 
the Department for a&stance under Pubic Law 4 j-29 1 and agrees to tra&‘er 1 percent 
of each project’s construction ccrsts. Ear structure 1, $400 are transl’erred; for structus 
2, $3000; fcX' &I.Acture 3, $1200; fw Structure 4, $200; and for structure 5, $5000. ‘ihe 
Department estimates the costs fcr data recovery at structure i at $&I,OOO; structure 2 
at ;iiiiO;OOO; Strmcture cj at $5306; structure 4 at $10,000; and Suucture j at +.jOOO. tiithin 
the 1 percent authcrization available and funds avaiiable to the Department, the 
Department is abie to accompI,ish orily the required data recovery at Structm j and 5. 
becam of iack of funds the Department is unabie to compM.e the tiork required at 
structures 1, 2 and 4, and the agency, unable ta meet historic preeervation require merits, 
must either proceed and destroy the IYSNRES or eliminate the three structutxs from the 
initki.consWuction contra&and pc&pone compietion untiithe next year when funds may 
be avaiiabie either through direct appropriation to the agency or through funds 
appropriated to tie Department. If the agency were to caicuiate the 1 percent from the 
totai Good controiprcject cost ($rO,OOO from $2,OOO,irOO) instead of from the cost of the 
five stzuctures ($a,800 from $ci~O,OOOj data recovery could aiso be accomplished at 
structure 4 and at part of structure 1 or 2. The above exampie ii&3zates a probiem with 
how agencies caicuiaiz the amoLlnt of funds to be transferred to the Department unrier 
the ‘I percent authorization. Aithough we have recom mended it on a number of 
occasions, agencies continue to caictite the 1 percent figure on individuai rather than 
teal pLDject cast;s 

Using this scenario and anticipated rates of inCation, totai project costs cotid increase 
by over $250,000. because of .insufYitient funds in the budget and the inability to predict 
in advance how many projects might need suppiementai f‘unciing, many projects are 
delayed for sever& years before funding is avaiiabie. This substanti%iy increases the 
one-year delay fYigu~. Down-time in emergency discovery situations once construction 
has begun can ea&y be more than $10,000 per day. if sound overaii Fedenai economics 
shouid be the primary basis fcr augmentation, much mat f’unding is needed. iraiver of 
the 1 per centum iimitation and full funding to the Department is needed to accomplish 
data recovery expeditiotiy. Section 206 of the Nation& tiistoric P reaeration Act 
Amendments of 1980 responds to the need tS waive the 1 percent iimitation: Vederai 
agencies, with the concurrence of the Secretary and after notification of the Corn mittee 
on Interior and &-E&W Affti of the United Statz~ nouse of riepresentatives and the 
Corn mittee on Ez~ergy and iuaturai Resources of the bnited .%&es SenaCe, are authorized 
to waive, in appropriate CX,XS, 1 per centum iimitation contained in z~?ction lia;...” of 
Pulik Law 33-291. 

HOWeVer, even when agencies do have sut’ficient funds to transfer to the liepartment for 
arche(5kgbai data recovery, we are not always able to asai& them because of 
went personnel and travei ceilings to monitor the work anti admtiter the 
contract, The OffIce of l~ianagement and Budget z&o has a ceG.ng on the amount of 
reimbursable funds the Department may expend in any one quarter and year. khiie the 
Department IS abie to request the ceM.ng be E&I&, d&ys resuit if agencies do not 

contact Us eariy enough in pro&;.,,, 1:i;;~~it’l~i, I’I.J, i,,:’ /I! .II~~I ~II~:~~J~~ 1 I)\. i’,“.ii?l!i ‘,1’ ll.lll;~~ i.,,1w 
Department L3 &ME ti accept:. on tx;3n,-:n 1.~1 * 
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dn adminiA.Mng Put& Law 4+291,the Departmenthasrecognized that some agencies 
routieiy include pimning costs with data recovery casts and othersrefuse t;o condition 
pr?rmits and licenses tiABrj% report has accurateiy identUied these probiem areas and 
recommended Jegai cJ.arU'ication. histu%c preservation costs sometimes erroneousiy 
incJ.uded within the 1 pmcent iimitation on data recove.ry are SaLaries and expenses, 
prwjeet down time and generai environmentai and pianning work. The.%? costs may 
account for the $100 mUon figure cited in the repart as tne annuai cost of the 
nationwide archeologicai program. Such a figure is diff'icuit to estimate since not aii 
agennciw i?epOrt t0 the i&partment aa they are directed to under Pubiic Law 5+&l. 
However, we project that much iess is actually spentannuaiiy on archeo&$cdisurveys 
and data recovery. Section 206 of the Itatioti Historic P reservation Act Amendments 
of 1980 makes ciear ta agencies that surveys toidentify and evai&e archeoiogicaiand 
~&&ic&bwe bbe ~~h?ci asp;anning cc&s,notto becaLcuM3Xi aSda~P3COVerY 
costs under the 'I percenttimltation. ?he IgdO amendments- make clearthattheSe 
mm and ~nii-&@on CO&S may be Charged to apphants for FedeKai. i&ens% and 
parrnits* 

&A0 COMMENT: Interior concurs with our identification of problem 
areas associated with determining how much data recovery is enough. 
Concerning Interior's reference to section 208 of the 1980 amend- 
ments, the use of the wording "may be treated" as planning costs 
could still result in differing interpretations by agencies as to 
whether archeological survey work can be treated as part of the 
I.-percent limitation. We therefore believe our discussion of this 
matter on pages 38 to 40 is still appropriate,7 

Goordination of the lvationai Archeoiogical Program ---- -- 
C A 0 has astutely recognized that m&jr savin@ coti be realized by the Department% 
ccxx'dinating survey and ov@-view studies undertaken by other agencies COmpiying with 
titir~c prwvation pia.nnvlg mandates. wetoohaverecognizedthatastheamouncof 
deveiopment and archeaiogicai work increases, tht?zz is a concomitant increase in the 
possibitity of duplication of'effort and confusion on the part of agencies in coorr;inabing 
t‘neir programs. in the past the department has funded a number of studies i.i.u.Etiting 
anti/or testing innovative, er‘fective approachestowar'd conducting overview studies. For 
exampie, in an err‘ort to heip coc&inatR two of our programs, hChS deveLoped in 
constitation with the bureau of Land &~X~gement and the Geoiogicai Survey an 
tit'.etrj~j?-;a&d technical and management methodoiogy for detecting, predicting, and 
pmteeting archeoiogic;u. and historical resources iocated on portions of tine 0ut.er 
ContjnenciaL She& iiiiji, subject to oil and gas deveiopment. 'l'his piiot project, which 
whi& cuiminated in the pub&&on of a document entitied "i;uit& &sources 
Cvautation of tine i\jortinern Guif of Plexico Continenti Sheif," prepared by Coastsi 
cnvirunmentsI.ncorporateci, describes methodsandtechniquestoidentify knownsitesanci 
predict tkie Locations of presentiy undetected sites on the OLL 'i'his study was so 
succes;fui. that the bureau and the Survey have adopted and impiemented it in aL the 
OLS orflces. ~0s adoption has and wticontiue to resuitin an indeterminate savings of' 
dtiars to both the l?ederai Govanment and private industry as energy cieveiopment on 
trle OCS LS expetikd and made more cost-e1fective. 

64 



APPENDIX II APPEND1 ;> L J 

I\reverthek?m, the Depantment at present is unable to undertake ti necessary 
cootilation activities because of lack of personnel and funds, unciear ruLemaking 
authonity, and the naturei tendency of agencies to protect their programs by working 
independently. Aitlnough coc&inating survey and overview studie-s are, as the report 
states, time and costreffective, agencies appear to need mCre of an impetus to 
cowdmate their programs. Cliarification of the I)epartment?s authorities and 
responsibiiities to coordinate and oversee these pianUng studies is needed. Otherwise 
the department has no authority to enfwce ccoidination studes on agencies outside 
itseif. 

Except through generai environ m entai review, we are not 0rdinarLy informec; of 
archeaogmd investigations at an eat-my piannin g stage. Further, at present funding and 
stafring ieve-ls, the Department wouid have no capacity to coordinate such studies if we 
were informed. ~‘liie archeoio&aiprogram now has four fewer F”i‘Y positions than in F’): 
75.) 

lhe GA u repti also has recognized that the Department has difficuity collecting 
inf~mation on and cocsdinating date recov~y activities ol other agencies. Pubic Law 
9545 1 cieaniy states that the i~epatutment is to report annually to iongness on the scope 
and erfectivenw of the nationai archeoiogicai program and that other agencies are to 
notify the Department when their programs and projects may have an eITect on 
important archeoio~gLc& and 1~3t~icai resources. i-towevw, some agencLes do not report, 
work conduc&d under other‘ authorities and others are unauie to repont this infor mation 
to us because of’ cumbersome accounting systems. 

J.I-I 0J’b.r TV P-pare the ~%quireci repat to Longre.%, the bepat*tment &XI & EqdEd 
pe&diC&y t0 o&&i.rl clearance and a repa-ting number from the i\jationai krciiive~ and 
Hecords Service/GeneraL Services Ad ministration to be ati to request from agencies 
infcrmation they are reqWd ‘uy Law to report to us. Lack of staff preclude timeLy 
preparation of annual reports to (longress on the scope and effectiveness of the nationai 
archeoiogicai program because insufficient personnei are avaiiabie to prepare clearance 
reques$s, agency questionnaires and anaiyze data. 

31 1976 most of the irepartm ent’s historic prese.rvation technicai assistance progna ms, 
known then as the (Jffbe of rircheoiogy and historic PtJresc3t'vation, wer% transferred fYorn 
the Nationai Park Service to hCRS. however, one program offerring technical 
azzcdstance to tine bureau of MLian Affairs was ieft in tine ii ational Park Service. This has 
resuited in duplication of effort within the Department and occasionaiiy has restited in 
increased project costs and d&ays because of inappropriate advice. l-i C RS recentiy has 
stepped in to assist the bureau when notified of archeologicai sites being damaged by 
projects. d i hS aiso is preparing to issue regulations in FY 8 1 setting forth procedut-es 
to be i’Qli13 w ed by agencies under emergency discovery situations during construction 
when planning surveys r’aiied to Locate sites. 

F‘inaiiy, we would iike to point out that while the nation& aroheologicai grognam has 
grown dramatictiy over the past six years, support for oversight and coordination of that 
program has not. h C: its devotes airno& aii of its archeoiogicai effbrts towand conducting 
surveys and data recover-y for other agencies, and tittie on oversight and coordination of 
the nationai program . in fact, many singie data recovery projects such as the lioiones ar. 
tie w Pieiones reservoirs receive more funding than the entire national annual budget for 
the oversight and data recover-y progrzam . Without additionai staff and funding, the 
program cannot operate as er’f’ectiv&y as it should and wiil resuit in project deiays, 
dupiication of effort and the ioss of archeologicaL and ‘hisWricai res0urce.s important tc 
our lu ation’s heritage. 

/GAO COMMENT: Interior concurs with our reporting of the needs 
for better program coordinationLT 
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Aegulations and Guidance f’er the National Archeological Program 

k e agree with the repart's reco m mend&ion that the ilepartment issue additionai 
rvtgu~ations and guidance on procedures to idenWy and recover archec&q$cai data. 
Though proposed guideiines \: 36 C: F h Part dtji were pubiished in 137~1 and a Statement of 
Program Approach was pubiished in i(j73, the intent and purpose of archeological 
popa rns differ dra m aticaiiy a m ong agencies. As the repot-t points out, some agencies 
conduct too much work, ot&re conduct too iittLe work, and s&iii others conduct none at 
ad. to fu2i.L .ieg& mandaM. Except f’or a few highiy pub&ized cases, there is usmy 
much more archeciqy which shoti be done than there are dollar% avaiiabie. Agencies 
routineiy are faced witi qu&ons such as where on a continuum does one draw theline 
so that the most vaiuabieinfarmat;ionisobMedf~the doLa.r;how doeSone conduct an 
adequate survey w data recovay program that does not do violence tothearchealogical 
retard and does not raise poiit&.i fot'oes; and how does one maintain a baiance between 
the castsincwrred and the benefikSr%ceived. 

in response to questions iike the, ovw the past two years the Department has been 
revising the 'iy'(7 guideline and preparing standaM for tine idenLi.?kation, eva&ation, 
and recovery of archeatogicai resources; defining what constitutes adequate mitigation 
wiIZzin the context of Sate comprehetive historic preservation @an.?,; OuMg 
piWcedureS for agencies to notify the irepartment of potential damage to arci~ediogicki 
r-esources, to ask far aSSiStance under Puhiic Law 3j-611, and tz notify the Department 
of em ergency liiscovery situations; and outiining repottig rag&%? merit.? and 
&iseminat&g infcrmation to the pubiic. As Lne report points out, miiiionsofddclars are 
spent each year on archeoiogical work, and many agencies conducting programs routintiy 
d0 not pr"oVide tk@irfir&.ngS ti tie pubiic w thescialtiPic community,anciothe~3donot 
evenn?cg.&? f'indireportsfrom their archeoiogicalconkractors. 

These revised, interim reguiations are scheduied fcr publication during FY 61. l'te 
Department a& hasbeen working with the Adviscsy Gounciion kiist&c Preservation to 
inikiate a Memaxndum of iJnder&anding which outLines the rdles and responsibiiities of 
each and to prepat’e jsintiy guideline8 on data recovery. However, as GAO states, 
because not aii other agencies cooperate with the Department or recognize that tie 
Department has the authcrity to issue regtitions governing their drcheoiogicai 
mgrams, the Department acknowledges the need to clarify its ruiemaking auth&ty. 
This couid be done through seeking a deWmination from the Department of Justice or 
seeking a decision fl%rn t,ne Comptrdiier Generai., as weL as through amending the 
Archeaiogicaiand Historic Preservation Act. 

/‘GAO COMMENT : Interior concurs with our reporting of the need 
For better-program guidance and a clarification of its rulemaking 
authority,/ 
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Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

1522 K Street, NW 
Washington. DC 20005 

DEC 2 1980 

Mr. Henry Eschwege, Director 
Community and Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

Thank you for affording us the opportunity to comment on your draft 
report to Congressman Udall, entitled "National Archeology Program Needs 
Better Leadership and Direction." 

We agree with the general thrust of the report, and with most of its 
recommendations. We have provided a number of technical. comments an.d 
suggestions to your staff. Our major comments are attached. 

You are aware, of course, that Congress has recently enacted the National. 
Historic Preservation Amendments of 1980, which significantly amend and 
modify the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Wany of the 
amendments are entirely compatible with the GAO's recommendations, and 
will help to implement them. We draw your attention particularly to: 

Sec. 206 of the amendments, which adds Set, 110 to the Act, incorporating 
most of the key provisions of Executive Order 11593. This appears to 
obviate the need for the Department of the Interior to seek clarification 
or amendment of the Executive Order, as the GAO has recommended. 

&A0 COMMENT: There continu ;es 
among Federal agencies on wh .at 
identify archeological resou .rce 
this issue; it merely.requir es 
preserve historical and arch eol 
tion was expanded and clarif ied 

to 
ShC 

IS. 
Fed 
ogi 
. 

be c lonf 'usion and 
luld be done to Lc 

Set kia ln 206 does 
.eral ag .encies to 
caP res ources. 0 
(SeE? PO 22.2_7 
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SW * 201 of the amendments, which amends Sec. 101 of the Act, among 
other things (at 101(b)(3)) clarifying the planning responsibilities of 
the State Historic Preservation Officer and calling for the cooperation 
of Federal, State and local agencies, and (at 101.(f)) directing the 
Secretary to issue guideLines for Agency compliance with Sec. 110, in 
consultation with the Council. These would appear supportive of several 
of the GAO's recommendations, 

&IO COPDlENT : We agree. The Secretary of the Interior should 
take appropriate action to comply with the 1.980 amendments.7 - 

sec. 202(a) of the amendments, amending Sec. 192(a)(3) of the Act to 
require the Secretary to provide 70 percent of State survey costs, again 
consistent with the GAO's recormnendhtions. 

.” ._ 
/GAO COMMENT: We agree. Interior should make the 70 percent 
Federal share available to the States. As we report on page 29, 
the Congress previously authorized use of 70 percent Federal share 
in 1976, but Interior did not make the increased Federal share 
available to the States,7 

It sh0ul.d also be noted that the Council has recently prepared detailed 
supplementary guidance in the treatment of archeological properties. 
The procedural aspects of this guidance have been sent to the Federal 
Register for publication, while a more detailed handbook with examples 
and elaboration is planned for publication in cooperation with the 
Department of the Interior. This supplementary guidance will allow the 
Council to implement a number of the GAO's recommendations, and is, we 
believe, entirel.y consistent with them. We have provided a copy of the 
final draft of the supplementary guidance to your staff, and will be 
happy to provide final printed copies when they are available. You may 
wish to review this material before finalizing your report. 

/T;aO COMMENT: ACHP"s draft regulations do address-our first 
recommendation on page 52 and should be finalized,/ 

Uthough some of the attached comments are criticaL of portions of the 
GAO's report, you will note that these for the most part have to do with 
matters of emphasis and what we perceive to be confusions and inconsistencies. 
On the whole, we congratulate you and your staff on a fine effort, which 
clearly sums up the basic needs of the Federally sponsored archeology 
program today. We can assure you that the Council will. make good use of 
the report, and move as quickly as staff, funds, and other obligations 
allow to implement your recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
r 

Robert R. Garvey, Jr 
Executive Director 
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COMMENTS ON “NATIONAL ARCMEOLOGY PROGRAM NEEDS BETTER LFADERSHIE’ AND DIRECTION” 
(Draft transmitted to Council October 30, 1980) 

1: Chapter No comments -- 

Chapter 2: 
Paqe 11-13: 

“land-use planning” 
We take issue with the way that GAO seems to define 
in its proposition that “Archeological Surveys of 

Federal Lands should be done Only in Conjunction with Land-Use Planning.” 
In fact, GAO’s own definition of this term seems internally inconsistent. 
By saying that archeological survey should be done only in conjunction with 
land-use planning, GAO seems to mean that “field surveys should be conducted 
only in areas which may be affected by land-disturbing activities.” Land-use 
planning goes beyond planning specific land-disturbing activities, however. 
A land-managing agency like the Bureau of Land Management or the Forest 
Service must consider how to handle a great range of activities on its 
lands, some of which can be planned and directed, some of which cannot. To 
do this intelligently, the agency needs some comprehensive picture of the 
resources present on the land it manages. 
inspection of every acre of ground, 

This does not require physical 
but to get a comprehensive picture of a 

large area’s archeological resources typically does require some sort of 
field inspection of representative sample tracts, as part of archeological 
overview studies. Later in the report, GAO promotes the better use and 
coordination of overview studies, a recommendation with which we stsangly 
agree. It is obviously inconsistent, however, to encourage improved overvi.ews 
and simultaneously to recommend restriction of surveys to areas subject to 
effect by land-disturbing activities. 

If GAO is opposing the thoughtless insistence by some agencies that every 
square foot of their land must be physically inspected for archeological 
remains , we agree. Based on good overviews and sample surveys, it should 
be possible to eliminate large areas of any given Federal landholding from 
further survey. In most areas, however, it is not possible to do a good 
overview without some kind of comprehensive sample survey, and GAO should 
not oppose the conduct of such surveys. 

/?$A0 COMMENT: We agree. Archeological survey work and over- 
views should also be performed in conjunction with an agencyOs 
land-use planning efforts. (See pp. 13 to 16.) To emphasize 
this point, we have expanded our first recommendation on page 
22J 

The description of the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) three classes of 
survey on draft page 12 is inconsistent with our understanding. Definitions 

of the three classes are found at Section 8111.1 of the BLH Manual, Class 

I is, as the report indicates; a study of background data and literature, 
but Class II is not “a sampling of potentially significant sites identified 
in the literary search, ” but the physical inspection of sample tracts 

within a large area, whose purpose is to allow generalizations to be made 
about the distribution of historic and cultural properties in the whole 
area without the need to physically inspect the whole area. Class 111 is 

an intensive survey of an area, not of a specific site. 

@A0 COMMENT: We agree and have revised the definitions of 
class II and III surveys. (See p. lZ.l/ 
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GAO”s apparent confusion about BLM’s inventory system may be responsible 
for what we feel sure must be an erroneous cost estimate on page 17 of the 
draft. GAO cites a figure of $4.50 per acre for Class I and Class II 
SUTXeyS) and from this generates a total cost of $2 billion for surveying 
al 1 the land under BLM control. While $4.50 is not an unreasonable cost 
for simple field inspection of an acre of typical desert land, it would be 
clarify by example: suppose BLM wished to conduct a Class II inventory 
of a 10,000 acre area. To do this it might physically inspect a 10% sample 
of the area, or 1,000 acres to provide a basis for making projections about 
the entire area. At $4.50 per acre, this would mean a cost of $4,500 for 
Class II inventory of the 10,000 acre area. If this figure were applied to 
the entire 426 million acres remaining to be inventoried, the cost would be 
some $20 million, not the $2 billion estimated by GAO. $2 billion would be 
the cost if the entire acreage were subjected to physical inspection, that 
is, Class III inventory. 

&A0 COMMENT: We agree. It would be highly unlikely that an 
agency would perform archeological surveys without using 
sampling methods. We therefore have revised the potential 
survey costs presented on pages ii, 11, 12, 13, and 21 to 
reflect a range from a lo-percent sample to a loo-percent 
survey sample. As we stated on page 12, BLM’s chief archeo- 
logist estimates costs exceeding $322 million to survey all 
of ELM’s lands with in-house archeologistsl/ 

For the reasons discussed above, we suggest modification of the last paragraph 
in the discussion of archeological surveys, on page 18. Surveying only in 
advance of land disturbance would not provide the general information about 
the distribution and nature of archeological properties that agencies need 
for planning purposes. The information gained through predictive sample 
surveys, as part of a program of overview studies, can result in better 
focused, and hence more cost-effective, surveys of project areas; it also 
provides a framework for evaluation of discovered properties that would not 
otherwise exist. Physical inspection of every acre of ground (ELM’s Class 
III) is not necessary and is excessively expensive for the major land 
managing agencies, but limiting survey to disturbance areas is short-sighted 
and leads to excessive costs and poor planning decisions. The appropriate 
middle road is the conduct of intelligent sample surveys for predictive 
purposes, in connection with overviews. 

/?:A0 COMMENT: We agree. Archeological survey work and over- 
views should be performed in con-junction with an agency's land- 
use planning. We have expanded our first recommendation on 
page 22 to emphasize this point,7 

Pages 13-16: We strongly support GAO’s remarks with reference to 
archeological overview studies, their importance, and the need to better 
coordinate them. We would add that these overviews should be coordinated 
not only with one another but with the State Historic Preservation Plans 
that State Historic Preservation Officers are required to develop, which 
are, of course, discussed later in the report. Since the Secretary of the 
Interior is responsible for standard-setting with respect to State Historic 
Preservation Plans, it would be appropriate for the Secretary to promote 
compatability among these Plans and the overview and planning efforts of 
pertinent Federal agencies. 
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&?A0 COMMENT: We agree. Archeological overviews should be 
coordinated with State historic preservation officers. 
pp. l-3 to 1.6.1_7 

(See 

gage 21: 
Conclusions” 

For the reasons discussed above, we suggest that the 
on this page be modified to propose that surveys not only be 

done “when land-disturbing danger impends,” 
connection with overview studies, 

but also on a sampling basis in 
to facilitate long-range land use planning 

and to serve as a basis for management policy to implement the requirements 
of Sec. 110(a)(l) and (2) of the National Historic Preservation Act as 
amended by H.R. 54596, Sec. 206. 

We suggest that the second “Recommendation” on this page be 
propose the conduct of surveys on a sampling basis as part of 

overview studies for planning and policymaking purposes, as well as “when a 
land-disturbing activity is planned.” 

LEA0 COMMENT: We agree and have expanded our conclusions and 
recommendations. (See pp. 21 and 22.1_;7 

Pages 21 and 22: To ensure consistency and minimize interagency confusion, 
we suggest that the Secretary of the Interior should fulfill GAO’s 
recommendations in consultation with the Council. 
appear to be consistent with Sec. 

This suggestion would 
101(f) of the National Historic Preservation 

Act, as amended by the National Historic Preservation Amendments of 1980 
(Sec. 201(a)). 

Chapter 3: We strongly support GAO’s findings and recommendations in this 
Chapter, and have the following comments. 

Pages 29 to 32: GAO mentions that several of the States surveyed are 
developing computer-based systems for inventory data management. It is 
saddening to note that, in our experience, these systems are seldom capable 
of interface across State lines, or with the systems in use by the various 
Federal agencies with land and resource management responsibilities. 
Automatic data processing is vital to effective management of archeological 
properties, but before too much more money is invested in such systems by 
disparate units of government, an effort should be made to render the 
various systems reasonably compatible. It is particularly vital that the 
various large land-managing agencies in the West have systems that are 
capable of intercommunication among themselves and with relevant State 
Historic Preservation Officers. We understand that BLM and the State of 
Nevada are engaged in such an intercommunication effort. 

[GAO COMMENT: Although the focus of chapter 3 was not in 
this area, it appears logical to consider the interface of 
computer-based systems and thier compatibility across State 
lines when systems for inventory data management are being 
developed. This is especially true when information is 
needed on a regional basis.] 
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Paqes 33 and 34: While we strongly support the recommendations offered here, 
i?: appears logical that, if the Department of the Interior is to provide 
grants for developing State Historic Preservation Plans, to require that 
adequate Plans be submitted, and to use the Plans as a basis for determining 
significance, then the Department of the Interior should also issue formal 
standards for such Plans. 

[GAO COMMENT: We agree that formal criteria needs to be 
developed so that the states and the Secretary will have 
a basis for determining the adequacy of the States' plan 
in determining significance. We altered our recommenda- 
tion to reflect this. (See p. 33.)] 

Again, we suggest that the development of standards 
and guidelines for State Plans, and the review of State Plans, occur in 
consultation with the Council, so that the Council could use the Plans as a 
basis for determining the appropriateness of data recovery and other mitigation 
plans subsequently developed by the agencies for particular projects. 

[GAO COMMENT: This was discussed on pages 75 and 76.1 

Chapter 4: While we do not disagree with the general argument developed in 
this Chapter, we feel that some of the examples are badly drawn. Specific 
comments are: 

Paqe 37. The discussion of “Impact on archeological sites outside 
the project lrea” that begins on this page (and is summarized on page 35) 
appears to ‘confuse identification and consideration of archeological properties 
with data recovery from such properties, and to condemn by innuendo the 
consideration of project secondary effects. While we would agree that 
there are distinct, and fairly narrow, limits beyond which an agency should 
not be expected to conduct archeological data recovery in areas of indirect 
or secondary impact, we feel that the limits within which agencies should 
attempt to identify project effects on archeological properties, and consider 
these effects in planning, are often much broader. For example: a reservoir 
project may make it possible to introduce irrigation agriculture into an 
area that was previously only dry-farmed. This in turn may result in 
extensive land-leveling and deep plowing, with devastating effects on 
preserved archeological sites. While we would tend to question the 
responsibility or authority of an agency to conduct archeological data 
recovery on the private lands subject to leveling and deep plowing, we 
would certainly argue’that the agency would be remiss in its planning if it 
did not take the potential indirect effects into account. Taking them into 
account, in turn, would require at least some kind of identification effort. 
By mixing up “survey” and “data recovery” in this discussion, and appearing 
to cast both in a negative light by emphasizing that they may result in 
excess costs, GAO implies that agencies should not give systematic consideration 
to the indirect effects of their undertakings. 
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&A0 COMMENT: 
are valid and 

APPENDIX III 

We believe the questions we raise in this section 
need Interior's attention. Present written _. . 

guidance on botn now much archeological survey and data recovery 
work is required outside direct/primary project impact areas are 

generalized broad statements which leaves the matter open-ended. 

In the reservoir project cited above, how far should the agency go 
in performing surveys and data recovery outside the project area? 

AS we recommend on page 51, 
more precise guidlines.7 

we believe Interior needs to develop 

- 

Pm: The example of the railroad spur that begins on this Page 
is confusing. While it certainly appears that the archeological data 
recovery discussed, in an alleged but improbable secondary effect area, was 
inappropriate and excessive, GAO seems to imply that there was something 
inappropriate about requiring “archeological surveys and salvage along the 
entire 16 miles of the railroad spur,” regardless of the nature of the 
effect. The question of how much a permittee should be required to do on 
non-Federal lands as a condition of a permit to use Federal laud is a 
complicated one, which we are actively discussing at the moment with BLM, 
the Corps of Engineers, and other permit-granting agencies. GAO’s thoughts 
on this matter would certainly be welcome, but they are not really set 
forth here. The reader is simply left, by the inclusion of a remark about 
the “entire 16 miles of the railroad spur” in an obviously disapproving 
discussion of inappropriate date recovery, with the vague impression that 
the impositipn of any conditions beyond the boundaries of Federal land, 
regardless of impact, would be viewed with disfavor. This, as noted above, 
we see as condemning by innuendo, and as unhelpful in its confusion of the 
issues of secondary effect and land ownership. 

@A0 COMMENT : We are not questioning the appropriateness of 
requiring archeological work within the 16-mile project area, but 
rather the work required outside the project right-of-way. To 
avoid possible confusion, we have revised this paragraph. (See 
pp. 37 and 38.17 

csm: 
We object to the discussion of the three small towns in 

Although we do not know which three small towns were involved, 
and hence cannot comment on specifics, we can imagine perfectly reasonable 
circumstances under which the State Historic Preservation Officer’s request 
would have been appropriate. For example, suppose a small rural community 
had for many decades been serviced only by septic tanks, and this had 
imposed severe limits on the town’s ability to grow and change. Suppose 
that the newly proposed sewer system would remove these limits, predictably 
resulting in rapid growth and a great change in the town’s architectural 
character. Everyone might agree that the sewer system, and growth of the 
town, would he in the public interest., but some sort of recordation of what 
was being lost would be entirely appropriate. The Environmental Protection 
Agency in California, and the California Water Quality Control Board, have 
regularly closed their eyes to the indirect impacts of their undertakings, 
insisting that the law required only a consideration of earth-disturbing 
activities in pipeline rights-of-way. We obiviously disagree with this 
interpretation. Again, GAO’s presentation of this example carries with it 
the innuendo of disapproval, and we believe that such innuendos are inappropriate. 
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LCAO COMMENT: We disagree. The examples presented illustrate what can occur under the present guidelines dealing with secondary 
impacts outside a project area and the need for more meaningful, 
precise Interior guidanceLT 

Pwe 41: The report indicates that GAO’s consultant reviewed 10 
recent Memoranda of Agreement “against a list of 12 key points which he 
considered essential..” It would be useful if the report listed the points, 
and the consultant’s comments regarding the Memoranda of Agreement, since 
this would provide a basis for an improved understanding, on our part, of 
GAO’s recommendations. 

/GAO COMMENT: We agree. The 12 key points our consultant developed 
are presented in appendix I. (See p. 53.)/ 

Paws 42 and 43: To elaborate on the discussion of this page, please note 
that on November 5, 1980, the Council endorsed publication of a Handbook on 
the Treatment of Archeological Properties, p repared by the Executive Director 
and the Council’s Archeology Task Force. This Handbook provides specific 
direction and recommendations to agencies about how to organize data recovery 
projects. The essentials of the Handbook will be published shortly as 
Supplementary Guidance in the Federal Register; publication of the complete 
Handbook is being coordinated with the Department of the Interior, whose 
representatives participated in its preparation. We believe that active 
and creative use of the Handbook will help solve the problem of “how much 
data recovery is enough.” The Handbook emphasizes cost-effectiveness and 
use of data recovery to address significant research problems. 

[GAO COMMENT: ACHP’s handbook on the treatment of 
archeological properties is new and was developed after 
our review was completed. We are at this time unable 
to comment on its adequacy in solving the problems of how 
much data recovery is enough.] 

Pages 43-45: While we do not actively disagree with the point made 
on these pages, we are somewhat less enthusiastic about peer review than 
GAO seems to be. Bear in mind that the New Melones project, which GA0 has 
analyzed critically in an earlier report, had extensive peer review. Among 

the examples given on these pages, it is not always easy to see what contrib- 
ution peer review would have made. This is particularly the case with the 
Dahlonega Connector, on page 45; the problems here seems to have been, 
largely administrative, and it is not at all clear what good peer review 
would have done. We agree, in general, that peer review is useful on large 
projects, but we would note that to be useful it must be done in a clearly 
understood context. Both the agency responsible for the project and the 
individuals and groups involved in peer review must clearly understand 
their roles, functions, and responsibilities. Where such undertanding does 
not exist, peer review panels may be more trouble than they are worth. 
Particular dangers lie in: 
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1. The potential for agencies to use peer review panels which may be 
consulted only sporadically, as a smoke screen for bad woik; 

2. The potential for peer review panels to insist on more work than is 
really needed, because of personal friendship connections with those in 
charge of data recovery projects, or out of fear of offending a colleague, and 

3. The potential for peer review panels, by being composed of “leading 
authorities” in the archeology of an area, to be relatively closed to new 
ideas and innovative approaches to archeology. 

[GAO COMMENT: The points made here are relevant. We also 
agree that peer review is useful on large projects and 
that it must be done with a clear understanding of what 
their roles and responsibilities are.] 

51: Page In the first of GAO’s Recommendations, we think that it 
‘- ---7 

is unrealistic to expect the Department of the Interior to define the 
“specific limits” within which agencies whould excavate sites in indirect 
impact situations. This wording carries with it the implication of particular 
distances: 15 meters, 22.5 feet, or 5 miles, none of which are very likely 
to be helpful. It would be more reasonable, we think, for Interior to 
provide guidance about the circumstances under which such excavation would 
be appropriate. For example, the circumstance set forth in the case of the 
site behind the barbed wire fence near the railroad spur would seem to be 
one in which data recovery would not be appropriate. Had the site been 
less well protected, and extremely attractive for vandalism, however, data 
recovery might have been appropriate. 

[GAO COMMENT: We agree and have reworded this recommen- 
dation .] 

Given GAO’s previous recommendations, it would appear to be useful to 
include a recommendation that mechanisms be developed for relating data 
recovery to State Historic Preservation Plans (cf. Chap. 3). 

[GAO COMMENT: We agree and have expanded the recommenda- 
tions. (See p. 52)] 

Since the Council is, of course, intimately involved in decisionmaking 
about data recovery, it would be particularly appropriate here for the 
Department of the Interior to develop its regulations and guidelines in 
consultation with the Council. 
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=%F Consistent with GAO’s previous recoamnendations, it would 
appear to e appropriate for the Council to promote the relation of data 
recovery efforts to priorities defined in State Historic Preservation 
Plans, where such Plans, approved by the Department of the Interior and the 
Council, exist, We would appreciate GAO’s colrments on this interpretation. 

[GAO COMMENT: We believe it is not only appropriate but 
should become part of ACHP’s mitigation activities to 
relate data recovery efforts to priorities defined in 
state historic preservation plans as approved by Interior.] 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WPSHINGION, D.C. 10310 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Community and Economic 

Development Division 
U.S, General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

This is in reply to your letter to the Secretary of Defense of October 30, 
1980, regarding your diraft report on "National Archeology Program Needs Better 
Leadership and Direction," OSD Case #5359-A, GAO Code 148050. 

Overall, we commend GAO for preparing a well written analysis and report 
on the complicated issue of the National Archeology Program. 

A meeting between CAO, Defense, Army and Corps of Engineers personnel was 
held on November 21, 1980, to discuss the report. As a follow-up, the follow- 
ing comments are being provided. 

On page 10, 4th paragraph, GAO lists three agencies that "are doing a good 
job" of requiring permittees to do archeological surveys and then states: “The 
Corps of Engineers does not have an acceptable program requiring permittees to 
make archeological surveys.” We object to the obvious implication that permit- 
tees should bear the archeological survey burden entirely. 

Section 4(a) of the Moss-Bennett Act (P.L. 93-291) requires the Secretary 
of the Interior to "'conduct or cause to be conducted a survey” of areas affected 
by Federal licensing activities. Section 4(d) provides for compensation by the 
Secretary to persons "damaged as a result of delays in construction or as a 
result of the temporary loss of the use of private or non-Federally-owned lands." 
Section i(c) provides funds for the Secretary's use in implementing Section 4(a). 
On the strength of Moss-Bennett, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers adopted the 
position that neither the Corps nor private permit applicants were responsible 
for survey/recovery of archeological resources. The Department of the Interior 
did not agree with the Corps position. 

The Corps processes about 20,000 individual permit applications each year, 
most of which involve minor activities on or adjacent to private property. A 
1979 survey revealed the Corps was receiving about 2,000 requests each year for 
archeological investigations of permit sites. Many were letter-type requests 
from State Historic Preservation bfficers that provided no documen.ntation for 
allegations such as "Alabama is a State particularly rich in evidences of pre- 
historic and historic Indian life” or "Results from archeological surveys con- 
ducted throughout the State (Minnesota} indicate a high correlation between 
prehistoric archeological sites and permanent natural water resources, such as 

77 



APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV 

tip. Henry Eschwege 

lakes and streams, that exist now or did exist in the past." (All Corps permits 
involve work in or along water courses.) These letters usuallyconcluded with 
the request for a "professional archeological survey of the site" and some 
included a list of acceptable archeologists. Many letters requested a survey 
over the entire limits of the applicant's property, even though the activity for 
which a permit was sought might be a minor structure on the bank of the stream. 

In 1979, the Corps began working with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation to develop an equitable way of dividing historic preservation 
responsi.bilities. In April of 1980, we issued and began implementing proposed 
counterpart regulations which provide for investigations by the Corps when a 
valid request with reasonable documentation is received. This investigative 
responsibility would be limited to the direct impact or "permit" area. In 
appropriate cases, as determined by our district engineers, the Corps will 
require applicants to conductbthe investigation. This decision is usually based 
on the applicant's capability to have the work undertaken. We believe we have 
reached a reasonable compromise on this issue and will be publishing final regu- 
lations in the near future following approval by the Chairman of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. 

/GAO COMMENT: The discussion of the Corps program on page 10 was _ 
revised to present the Corps position before and after April 1980,/ 

We note that on page 12 of your report, the Bureau of Land Management 
costs of Class I (archival) and Class II (samplings on the order of 2%) archeo- 
logic surveys are stated to average $4.50 per acre. These data are undoubtedly 
correct, but such surveys serve little useful purpose in evaluating the signifi- 
cance of properties and in determining the need for recovery of data they contain. 
Identification, or in essence, location studies, are only the tip of the iceberg 
when it comes to costing-out inventories. With the cost of scientific excavation, 
including site testing and evaluation, running on the order of $1000 to $1500 per 
cubic meter, the actual costs will exceed the projected $3.8 billion by a consi- 
derable amount. 

Within one division, the Corps has experienced costs for complete survey 
and testing of project impact areas which vary from $35 to $350 per acre. 
Small area investigations tend to be more expensive, but even on large projects, 
we are incurring costs of between $45 to $60 per acre for testing and evaluation. 

Significance of an archeological property turns on whether the data it con- 
tains may answer research questions on prior human use and occupation of the 
area. As the eligibility requirement is presently interpreted, eligibility for 
the Register does not mean that the contribution to knowledge which a property 
might provide is sufficient to cross the threshhold of need for Federal invest- 
ment. Either the criterion for eligibility should be tightened and made more 
meaningful with regard to the concept of significance, or some other mechanism 
should be developed to identify and justify the investment threshhold for tax- 
payers' funds. This would seem to be an appropriate arena for Interior and the 
Advisory Council to tackle head-on and then to provide the information to 
project implementing agencies. 

&A0 COMMENT: We agree and have added a footnote. (See p. 12.17 
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Contrary to the statement at the top of page 17, the Advisory Council 
jointly drafted and concurred in the Corps draft regulations which were published 
in the Federal Register on April 3, 1980. We will obtain approval of the Chair- 
man of the Advisory Council before publishing the final regulations. 

&A0 COMMENT: According to ACBP's Director of Cultural Resources 
Preservation his agency did assist the Corps in developing the 
new regulations, but disagreements still exLst and ACHP has not 
concurred with the Corps draft regulations,/ 

We are concerned with the recommendation on page 51 that Interior should 
promulgate regulations that include "the specific limits in which agencies 
are required to excavate sites outside a project's direct impact area" and 
"who should pay for archeological work so that unnecessary project delays and 
increased costs can be prevented." It is imperative that agencies such as 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are given a meaningful role in developing 
these regulations so that, on the one hand, the regulations will be adequate 
to protect truly significant archeological resources on lands subject to that 
agency's activities and, on the other, that there not be unnecessary expansion 
of our historic preservation duties or unneeded additional burdens on private 
applicants for Federal licenses and permits. 

Moreover, given the progress that has been made recently, we do not 
think that such regulations are necessary. President Carter, in his Memoran- 
dum on Environmental,Cuality and Water Resources Management dated July 12, 
1978, directed the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to promulgate 
regulations for implementing the National Historic Preservation Act. He 
further directed Federal agencies with consultative responsibilities under 
the Act to publish separate procedures for implementing the Advisory Council's 
regulations. Section 800.11 of the Advisory Council regulations provides that 
certain responsibilities of individual Federal agencies may be met by counter- 
part regulations jointly drafted by that agency and the Executive Director of 
the Advisory Council and approved by the Chairman of the Advisory Council. 
The regulations published as proposed rules last April are to fulfill the 
responsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for its regulatory 
programs. Cultural resources policies and procedures for nonregulatory 
programs of the Corps of Engineers are prescribed in 33 CFR Part 305. We 
believe these efforts and controls are adequate, or can be made adequate, 
without additional Interior regulations. 

/'CA0 COMMENT: We believe the questions we raise in this section 
&e valid and need Interior's attention. Present written guidance 
on both how much archeological survey and data recovery work is 
required outside direct/primary project impact areas are generalized 
broad statements, which leaves the matter open-ended. As we 
recommend on page 51, we believe Interior needs to develop more 
precise guidelines. We also believe that the Corps and other 
agencies should be given the opportunity to comment and provide 
imput to Interior,7 

Sincerely, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) 
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DEPARTMENTOFHOUSINGANDURBAN CEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410 

December 16, 1980 

THE 
Y PL 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Community and Economic 

Development Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your proposed report to 
Congressman Morris K. Udall, Chairman of the House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs entitled, "National Archeological Program Needs Better Leader- 
ship and Direction". The Department welcomes the report because it points up 
the need for clarifying Congressional intent regarding archeological preserva- 
tion and encourages development of effective Federal procedures. This Depart- 
ment agrees with the report's recommendations in that regard. 

The Department cannot agree with the finding in the Digest of the report that 
HUD '"is not complying with the intent of archeological laws because it is not 
making surveys to identify archeological sites". We also disagree with the 
recommendation on page "33-34" that: "The Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment should revise the Department's policies to require surveys to determine 
whether archeological resources could be effected by federally assisted housing 
projects". It appears that the GAO draft report has adopted the same incorrect 
legal assumptions which have led to conflicting opinion and which, in our view, 
necessitate clarification of the law. 

[GAO COMMENT: In light of the decision in Carson v. Alvord, 
487 F. Supp. 1049 (N. GA. 1980), and the continuing dispute 
between HUD on the one hand and Interior and ACHP on the other, 
we modified our positions on page iii of the digest and pages 18 
and 22 if the report. We have recommened that the Secretaries 
of HUD, Interior, and the ACHP either together or separately 
should seek the opinion of the Attorney General concerning 
the extent to which HUD is required to make archeological 
surveys to determine whether archeological resources will be 
affected by federally.assisted housing projects.] 

HUD's position is that requirements for archeological surveys and professional 
standards for conducting them simply do not apply to HUD programs. They are 
designed for Federal land management agencies which acquire, hold, manage and 
dispose of Federal lands. The need to understand this --I and we believe our 
interpretation of the law is correct -- is at issue in virtually all the 
interpretation problems HUD has encountered with the Department of the Interior 
and the State Historic Preservation Officers. Making incorrect assumptions of 
HUD authority and responsibjlity for survey leads to the conclusion of poor 
performance by HUD. It is our view that we are performing consistently with the 
law. 
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HUD accepts the proposition that it has a responsibility to determine whether 
its "undertakings" would affect archeological resources. 
able identification responsibility. 

This requires a reason- 
HUD discharges this through examination of 

the National Register of Historic Places, consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officers, and other steps that the circumstances of the particular 
project indicate as prudent. 

The Department agrees with the objectives of avoiding and minimizing project 
impacts that may arise from Federal undertakings. We must and do take account 
of archeological resources that are known to be or that are believed to be in 
the undertaking's area of impact. Requirements for, and authorization to 
make, archeological surveys are reserved by law to land management agencies. 
HUD programs are to take into account such information as is available, 
including surveys by States which are funded through the Department of the 
Interior for thiS purpose. We believe that legislation distinguishes among 
agencies and programs. HUD is not authorized to conduct archeological surveys 
and recovery but is to relate to the Department of the Interior for such 
efforts as may be needed. Executive Order 11593 on the same subject also is 
primarily addressed to land management agencies and cases where "federally 
owned and registered sites" are involved. This Order indicates clearly that 
professional archeological standards are to be prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Interior for preservation of federally owned sites, again not applying to 
HUD insurance and assistance programs. 

The Department's position has recently been upheld in litigation involving 
financing for a proposed 172 unit multi-family housing project in Cobb County, 
Georgia, known as Paces Ferry Woods. On this project, HUD contacted both the 
State and Regional clearinghouses for review and comnent on proposed project 
activity. The State clearinghouse responded in a memorandum with what is 
apparently boiler plate language that "there still remains a probability that 
cultural resources of an archeological nature are present which may be 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register" and that "it has been 
determined that there does also exist a potential for archeological property 
being affected." The memorandum stated that the clearinghouse had "determined 
that this project will have no effect to /sic/ historic structural properties 
eligible for inclusion in the National Remer." The brief continues: 
"Furthermore, no evidence of any historic or archeological resources was ever 
submitted by the state clearinghouse." The court found that "absent some 
evidence submitted by the state clearinghouse HUD had no obligation to 
perform any in depth archeological study based upon the mere potential for 
such resources as contained in the standard language from the state 
clearinghouse". (Wit Carson, et al v. Alvord, HUD, et a?.- NDGa., No. 
C79-1937A - March 20, 1980). 

HUD agrees with the court's decision. We respectfully submit key HUD 
documents and request your review of them and of pages 22 to 29 in the Draft 
report. We shall be happy to discuSs the policies and issues involved prior 
to your completion of the Final Report. The documents here submitted include: 

(a) my policy memorandum of May 10, 1977 to HUD Regional Administrators; 

(b) a referral of February 1, 1977 from HUD's General Counsel to my Office 
which includes a legal opinion from the Department of the Interior; 

(c) a commentary of March 25, 1977 from my Office addressed to that 
opinion; and 

(d) extensive correspondence between HUD and DO1 on the same subject. 
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[GAO COMMENT: In light of the preceding comments and court 
decision, we have modified appropriate portions of the report. 
(See pp. 18 and 22.1 

Please note also that the Department has established and strengthened its 
monitoring program. In this connection it has revised the HUD Monitoring 
Handbook to include a chapter on the Environment including historic and arche- 
ological preservation requirements established as HUD policy. 

The Department has been concerned about the subject of archeology for some 
time - so much so that we have developed a separate training module on the 
subject for use, not only by HUD staff, but also by the Community Development 
Block Grant recipients. This is to aid in insuring effective project identi- 
fication effort. This does not imply an obligation to perform professional 
surveys as are required in Federal land management programs, however. 

Also, some time ago we contracted for a booklet to provide orientation and 
guidelines on the subject of archeology and HUD staff will complete this 
product. The Department of Interior was advised of the proposal and assisted 
HUG in its review and analysis of it, presumably understanding that it was to 
be used by HUD project reviewers and knowing it does not involve professional 

Similarly we had received technical advice from the staff of the 
$%:y Council on Historic Preservation on our archeological training module, 
the Council staff also understanding the limits on HUD's authorization to 
undertake professional surveys. 

$A0 COMMENT: We are unable to comment on HUD's establishment 
of a monitoring program and development of an archeological 
training module since they-were only in the developmental stages 
at the time of our review&/ 

We trust you will find the enclosed material helpful and, through my Office, 
we will be pleased to discuss HUD policy further before GAO's Final Report is 
issued. 

Sincerely, 

Rob&ky\ y'? . 
Assistant Secreiary 

Enclosures 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 

P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

1420 
(F&AM) 

DEC : 0 1980 

r 
Mr. Henry Eschwege, Director 
Community and Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

L 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft report 
entitled, "National Archeology Program Needs Better Leader- 
ship and Direction." Our comments and suggestions are 
offered to provide clarification, additional insight and 
concurrence of the major areas of concern of the Forest 
Service. 

We are not in total agreement with the findings of the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) report on Federal cultural 
resource management problems and practices. The Forest 
Service has a well-established program recognizing the 
irreplaceable and nonrenewable cultural resources relating 
to past human life. The program manages and protects the 
cultural resources as nonrenewable resources in order to 
maintain their scientific, historical, and social integrity. 
The Agency has strived to ensure compliance with the require- 
ments of relevant regulation, legislation, and Executive 
orders. We do not feel the program as it relates to the 
Forest Service, is characterized by "disorder, confusion, and 
controversy." 

The Agency employs a professional staff of archeologists 
numbering nearly 100. This cadre of cultural resource 
specialists is integrated into all aspects of agency oper- 
ations, thus providing cultural resource considerations at 
the earliest stages of planning for the management of the 
National Forest System, Research, and State and Private 
Forestry programs. The Forest Service is fully capable 
of managing the cultural resource program. The Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation duplicate and overlap 
direction being adequately provided by the Forest Service 
in carrying out its responsibilities relating to the 
cultural resource program. This overlap and duplication 
of regulation is costly and inefficient within the Federal 
Government and confusing to the publics involved with the 
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Forest Service. The duplication of direction should be eliminated 
and overlapping responsibilities clarified. 

A discussion of our major points of concern with the GAO report 
follows: 

Identifying Archeological Resources 

The recommendation that Federal agencies be limited to conducting 
cultural resource inventories only in advance of terrain disturb- 
ing activities will create more problems than it will solve. We 
agree that the requirement of surveying all Federal lands as 
directed by EO 11593 is a near impossibility within any reasonable 
length of time. The purpose of this Executive order direction is 
to provide a data base for input into the Federal planning and 
decisionmaking process. Unfortunately, those drafting the 
direction failed to appreciate the magnitude of that order. Any 
reasonable estimate of the amount of time required to complete 
such a project exceeds a century. It is, therefore, easy to under- 
stand the GAO recommendation to limit inventory to lands that are 
proposed for disturbance. The danger inherent in this approach, 
however, is its failure to provide adequate data for the Federal 
land management planning effort. Cultural resource sites and 
properties would have to be evaluated individually and without 
benefit of a larger perspective of prehistoric and historic 
understanding. The result will be either the destruction of 
significant properties due to lack of regional perspective or the 
preservation of insignificant properties for the same reason. 
Because of a reluctance to risk damage or loss of potentially 
important resources, the error on the side of conservatism will 
be most likely to occur. This error will cost time and money 
and will in the end demonstrate little, if any, return to the 
public. 

LeAO COMMENT: We agree. Archeological surveys should be 
performed in conjunction with an agency's land-use planning 
efforts. (See pp. 13 to 16.) To emphasize this poknt, we 
have expanded our first recommendation (see p. 22)&,/ 

Sampling Archeological Resources for Planning Process 

A more moderate recommendation is needed. Data collection with 
the purpose of improving Federal resource planning efforts is 
recommended. This does not require a total inventory of all 
cultural resources in the Nation; it requires statistically 
and scientifically based samples of those resources to determine 
their variety, density, location, and importance. These data 
can then be utilized to design cultural resource allocation plans 
and management frameworks that permit reasonable conservation 
practices to be implemented. Such practices may in fact lead 
to a reduction of cultural resource inventory efforts in certain 
types of projects or in certain environmental zones. It will 
lead to greater cooperation between various resource interests 
and will open more options and alternatives for resolving issues 
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than those presented by site identification after all project 
plans have been made. Decisions as to when data recovery is 
necessary and how much data recovery is enough are easier to 
make when one has regional data for establishing some perspective 
of relative values. 

Cultural resource compliance regulations permit little flexibility 
in the inventories of surface disturbing projects. Instead, encourage- 
ment and emphasis should be given to systematic examination of a 
variety of environmental niches to determine models of resource exploi- 
tation by historic and prehistoric populations that will permit the land 
manager to make decisions earlier in the planning process about ultimate 
effects upon cultural resources. 

Knowing, for example, that prehistoric sites always occur within 100 yards 
of a stream and almost never occur on steep, timbered slopes, would be of 
paramount importance to the land manager in project planning. We will 
never know such information if cultural resource inventories are limited 
to timbered slopes, because that is where most projects occur. 

LGAO COMMENT: We agree. An orderly systematic approach 
toward inventorying archeological resources is needed. (See 
pp. 11 to 13.) Certainly scientific sampling should be 
used along with-modeling techniques to assist land management 
decisionmakers,/ 

Coordinating Cultural Resource Overviews 

The GAO report recommends that the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service (HCRS) take the leadership in coordinating the preparation of 
cultural resource overview by Federal agencies. Given the requirement 
for the preparation of State-wide Historic Preservation plans that resides 
with each State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), it would seem a 
cooperative nr?gram formed around the SHPO would be better than to assign 
that task tc HCRS. Because of the intimate relationship between Federal 
and State lat-A use, this type of cooperative effort would be more 
productive than one with HCRS in the lead. Since HCRS is not a land 
managing agency, it cannot be expected to be totally sensitive to the 
problems and needs of the land manager. The relationship between the 
Forest Service and State and local governments is more intense than 
that between HCRS and State and local governments. If an effort were 
made to build upon these State and Federal relationships as the vehicle 
for the preparation of cultural resource overviews, a more permanent and 
productive team would result. 

LEA0 COMMENT: We agree. Each State Historic Preservation 
Office should have a role in coordinating cultural resource 
overviews. But since HCRS funds the historic preservation 
offices, we believe it is in the best position to get both 
Federal and State agencies involved in coordinating over- 
views. (See p. 22.1/ 
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Archeological Inventory Standards 

The example presented by GAO as the basis for recommending that HCRS 
finalize regulations directing Federal agencies in how to survey and 
identify archeological properties is inappropriate. The problems 
attendant to the case mentioned are clearly the result of improper 
training or incompetent personnel and not a result of an absence of 
regulation. Clearly the removal of a projectile from its point of 
discovery was destructive of contextual information. Except for the 
intrinsic value of the object itself, which is minimal, there is no 
reason for anyone to exert an effort to relocate it. 

The projectile point should have been properly collected and any 
pertinent information:concerning its location recorded. If no other 
evidence existed to suggest subsurface cultural materials, no further 
consideration of the location appear justified. 

Frequently a second visit to an archeological site is required in view of a 
different type of impact potential. The location of an archeological site 
during a timber sale inventory may lead to a modification of the project to 
avoid the site. If later a highway construction project is proposed to pass 
through that site, a re-examination of the archeological site will probably 
be necessary to further evaluate its potential; a need that did not exist 
at the time of the timber sale. However, to require resurvey of an area 
that has been intensively examined and adequately recorded is seldom justi- 
fiable. This would not occur if proper records were kept of all survey 
work and made available for all future activities in the area. Inventory, 
done properly, is needed only once. Resurvey should occur only when 
justified by the need to acquire data which was not available previously. 
Changes in vegetational cover may justify a re-examination of some areas as 
may the erosion of an area thought to contain burial sites. These are 
exceptional situations, however. 

These problems do not justify more regulations, but rather better training, 
more competent personnel, systems of data collection and management, and 
proper record keeping. All agencies have different requirements and 
systems for accomplishing this. Recommending that HCRS issue more new 
regulations to detail how archeology is to be done will not cure the 
problem mentioned. 

@A0 COMMENT: Under Executive Order 11593, Interior is required 
to issue criteria and procedures to guide agencies in conducting 
axcheological surveys. We believe its failure to do so increases 
the pgssibility of the occurrence of less than acceptable survey 
work,/ 

Monitoring Projects for Archeological Protection 

Monitoring projects after cultural resource inventories have been carried 
out, after mitigation measures specified and accepted, and after plans 
for executing these measures are agreed upon, rarely occurs. 
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In part, this is due to the lack of adequate staff and funding to 
accomplish all the work that currently exists. Partially the reason 
for a lack of monitoring is the assumption that after telling people 
what they must do to avoid damage or destruction to archeological 
properties they will follow those recommendations. The solution does 
not seem to be a recommendation or regulation requiring the monitoring 
of each project to make sure cultural resource recommendations are 
implemented. Such a recommendation could easily double the cost of a 
cultural resource management program in an agency like the Forest Service. 
Other solutions seem to be as effective and much less costly. Assuring 
that archeological recommendations are included in project plans and 
that personnel involved understand what to do to implement those 
recommendations would solve most of the problem. Some large projects, 
or particularly sensitive ones, might require monitoring by a specialist. 
Monitoring occasional projects to see how well we are doing would be 
expected as part of normal review procedures. 

LGAO COMMENT: We agree that there may not be a need to monitor 
every land action to ensure cultural resource requirements are 
implemented. However, we do believe there is a need for some 
mechanism, maybe on a sample basis, whereby land managers are 
routinely provided information on program effectivenessA/ 

Summary 

The process of identifying archeological properties does not hinge 
upon Interior's rulemaking authority. The Department of Agriculture 
already has sufficient rules and regulations to carry out the task 
of identifying cultural properties. The process is a scientifically 
based one, not a regulatory one. The major points of argument - 
significance - how much data recovery is enough - are not regulatory 
problems as much as they are definitional ones that need scientific 
and professional input. 

The recommendations made for the Department of Agriculture are generally 
reasonable, but will take time to accomplish. The reason all timber sales 
are not being examined is more a problem with limited staffing and funding 
than a failure to recognize the responsibility. 

It is the intention of the Forest Service to continue its efforts to meet 
the goal of inventorying all. surface disturbing projects. 

Efforts to prevent the need for resurveying the same lands are being 
taken by the Forest Service. Proper recording of archeological data 
during inventory as well as adequately recording intensity and exact 
location of lands examined are providing the data necessary to provide 
for future evaluation of those lands for any other projects proposed. 

Monitoring of projects will occur as a means to measure our efforts at 
protection of archeological resources, but will not be carried out on 
all projects. Each unit should be expected to examine its efforts at 
implementing the archeological protective recommendations and work at 
improving their performance if needed. 

67 



APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI 

The Forest Service recognizes the importance of cultural resources and 
has played a key role in the development of Federal cultural resourc? 
management policy and procedure. It is our goal and policy to identify 
and protect cultural resources in the public interest. We are actively 
pursuing that goal. 

Chief 

/C;AO COMMENT: See pages 83 to 87 for our comment on Agriculture's 
concerns./ 
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U.S. Department of 
Tfonsportotion 
Office of the Secretory 
of Transpcxraton 

Asststant Secretary 
lor Admimslratlon 

400 Seventh Street. SW 
Washtngton. 0 C 20590 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Community and Economic 

Development Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

This is in response to your letter of October 30, 1980, requesting our 
comments on the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, “National 
Archeology Program Needs Better Leadership and Direction,” dated October 
30, 1980. 

This report finds that the national archeology program is not working well 
and that the Department of Interior must provide better leadership and 
direction to Federal agencies and States. GAO recommends that the Interior 
Department make State Historic Preservation Offices (HPOs) the focal point 
for determining whether archeological resources are significant enough to 
list on the National Register of Historic Places. GAO further recommends 
specific improvements in procedures and practices for identifying 
archeological sites, determining their significance, and assessing how much 
data recovery is necessary. 

This report accurately reflects the operation of the Federal Highway 
Administrations’s (FHWA) historic and archeological program. We support 
the recommendation that the State Historic Preservation Office’become the 
focal point for determining the significance of archeological sites. We also 
support the concept identified in the report of Federal agencies surveying 
only those lands that might be affected in such a manner as to harm 
archeological sites. If the States are a true focal point providing strong 
archeological leadership, then they and the Federal agency working 
together can ensure that development is sensitive to archeological concerns. 

Although the report proposes a stronger roie by the Department of the 
Interior (DOI) in promulgating regulations dealing with this subject, we 
believe that DOI can assist the program more effectively by acting in an 
advisory capacity, rather than by becoming a regulatory authority over the 
Nation’s archeological program. 
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$A0 COMMENT: The problem in the past is that the Department 
of the Interior more or less acted in an advisory capacity 
-which resulted in (I) separate and overlapping surveys being 
done, (2) wide variations among Federal agencies' practices in 
identifying archeological properties, and (3) controversies 
over how much data recovery is enough, Unless Interior exerts 
the leadership we have suggested and for which it is responsi- 
ble, we believe the problems noted in our report will continue,? 

Where the GAO proposes a stronger evaluatory role for the President’s 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, we would prefer that the 
Advisory Council limit itself to mediating archeological involvements between 
public works advocates, and preservation interests. It should be the 
Federal agency’s role to obtain competent, professiona\, archeological advice 
on data recovery assisted by DOI, when requested. 

,@A0 COMMENT: A more active role by ACHP has the potential of 
reducing archeology costs for the agency involved (see p. 42) 
besides focusing attention on the archeology that is really 
important. Therefore, we believe a stronger evaluator role is 
necessary if ACHP is to adequately mediate the archeological 
involvement of various Federal agencies&/ 

Finally, the report supports the concept of peer group review on large or 
controversial projects. We support this concept with a caveat: we would not 
want another mandatory requirement for Federal agencies. The present 
process is already too complex and time consuming to have another series of 
steps added to it. We recommend “after the fact” peer review as a good 
management tool to monitor program effectiveness. In certain cases, an 
agency may want to initiate peer review before project approval, but the 
agency should then be free to integrate the review process in such a 
that it does not delay development. 

way 

LEA0 COMMENT: The idea of suggesting peer review wasa;: 
costs and project delays-and we believe it can also 
before project approval,/ 

reduce 
place 

I n addition, we offer. the following specific comments keyed to the text of 
the draft report: 

P. 49, second paragraph, line 6 

The DOI has not requested infor.mation on Federal archeological 
programs for FY 1980. 

We recommend that “1980” be deleted in line 6. 
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L&O COMMENT: 
program reports 

We did not attribute the lack of archeology 
in fiscal year 1980 to a request of Interior 

We merely stated that the reports were not prepared for fiscil 
year 1979 or 1980A/ 

p. 49 fifth paragraph, line 3 

The 1977 draft DOI guidelines requested Federal agencies to 
provide reports to the National Technical Information Service. 

We recommend that the second sentence ( 
“Federal agencies were requested. . . . 

tine 3) should read: 
If 

,$A0 COMMENT: No changes needed because Interior guideline2 
directed the Federal agencies to submit archeology reports;/ 

P. 41, forth paragraph 

We recommend that the final GAO report include 12 key points by 
which the Memoranda of Agreement of mitigation projects were 
evaluated. 

LEA0 COMMENT: We agree.- This was added to the report as 
appendix I, see page 53L/ 

PP. 41 and 42, fifth paragraph 

We do hot believe that the GAO consultant has an adequate basis 
for the conclusion of usefulness of the “No-Adverse Process:” 
lt is contrary to Our own findings in examining many No-Adverse 
Effect determinations. It has been our experience that complying 
with the No-Adverse Effect procedures required a great deal of 
consultation and coordination and that the procedures cannot be 
completed without a complete and detailed data recovery plan. 

&A0 COMMENT: We agree with Department of Transportation's 
experience that the no adyerse effect procedure should require 
consultation, coordination, and a detailed data recovery Plan 
similar to the memorandum of agreement, which is the Point our 
consultant made. See-appendix I for the full context of the 
consultant's remarksA/ 
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report. 

Sincerely, 

&& 
Acting 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20160 

OFFICE OF 

PLANNING ANO MANAGEMENT 

Plr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Community & Economic Development Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report entitled 
"National Archeology Program Needs Better Leadership and 
Direction". 

The report seems to address most of the problems that the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has encountered in 
complying with the Archeological and Historic Preservation 
Act (AHPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
However, of specific concern to us is the lack of guidance 
on identification procedures and the lack of adequate 
criteria for determining what properties are significant 
and the extent of mitigation. 

$A0 COMMENT: We cover the identification problem in chapter 2; 
the significance problem in chapter 3; and the extent of mitigation 
problems in chapter 4,/ 

We feel that the report should emphasize the problems regarding 
funding for data recovery. Under the AHPA, agencies responsible 
for construction projects may either undertake necessary 
recovery, protection and preservation themselves, or may 
transfer certain funds to the Secretary of Interior for that 
purpose. However, Congress has never appropriated enough 
funds to fulfill this responsibility. Significant delays 
could occur while agencies await additional appropriations. 
The ABPA or its implementing procedures might be amended to 
clarify agency responsibilities to assure that necessary 
data recoyery is undertaken. 
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LEA0 COMMENT: Availability of funds for data recovery is dealt 
with on pages 38 to 40. Although the National HistoriclPreserva- 
tion Act Amendments of 1980 broadened the preservation activi- 
ties an agency may pay for as planning costs, they did not com- 
pletely address the controversy over who is responsible for 
paying for data recovery which we believe is still open to 
agency interpretation and controversy. We have added language 
to the body of the report to address this point.] 

EPA believes the report should indicate that there are 
administrative problems within agencies in instituting 
archeological reporting requirements for their activities. 

[GAO COMMENT: We discussed this on pages 45 to 49. We 
believe that if Interior is to fulfill its reporting 
responsibilities to the Congress, a reporting system for 
providing archeology information is essential and that our 
recommendations in this area are valid.] 

We agree with the GAO recommendation that the State 
Historic Preservation Offices should be the focal point 
for determining what archeological sites have state and 
local significance and should be listed on the National 
Registers. However, this might not work in all cases since 
some states have a state archeologist and some do not. 

,/'$O COMMENT: Our suggestion that States could play a greater 
role was based on the requirements that (1) States prepare a 
preservation plan and (2) the plan would be subject to Interior's 
approval. We recognize that all States may not have the capa- 
bility to become the focal point for determining State and local 
significance, however, in those instances, we believe Interior 
should continue working with those States until they canA/ 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report. 

Sincerely yours, 

( \. f 
William Drayton, Jr. 
Assistant Administrator for 
Planning and Management 
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PARKS, RECREATION ANO HISTORtC SITES OWlSION 
270 WASHINGTON ST., S. W 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334 
I4041 656.2754 

November 18, 1980 

Mr. Henry Eschwege, Director 
Community and Economic Development 

Division 
United States General Accounting 

Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

We have reviewed the draft chapter from your report to the Congress 
on needs in the national archaeological program, and have discussed them 
with the State Archaeologist, Dr. Lewis Larson. Generally, we agree with 
the conclusions of the study, but offer the following comments and clarifi- 
cations a 

As the report notes on page 28,. limited program funding has always been a 
problem in obtaining preservation plans. States must provide or obtain the 
50% non-federal match for carrying out such activity. We have experienced great 
difficulty in identifying that match. Seventy-thirty funding, which has been 
recommended for many years, would help to alleviate this problem. 

The comment referenced by Georgia’s State Archaeologist, taken out of context, 
does not adequately explain the survey rationale for Georgia. County-by-county 
surveys are not efficient nor do they provide effective and detailed enough 
information for project planning. Topography and vegetation differences between 
areas of the country also mean a variation in the efficiency of such surveyo. 
These are contributing factors to survey decisions here. We agree with the 
observations that simple avoidance as a planning technique raises questions ab,out 
the future protection of sites. Often a project stimulates considerable additional 
ground disturbing activity in the imrnediate site area and therefore directly 
endangers the sites that are avoided. 

[GAO COMMENT: We agree and have deleted th: comment 
attributed to the Georgia's state archeologist. 

(See 

p. 28.1 

It is not true, as it is reported, that Georgia did not use any fiscal year 
80 survey and planning funds to contribute toward planning activities. While 
we have not been able to obtain sufficient non-federal match to fund a task force 
of archaeologists to actually develop parts of the plan, we have used our grant 
funds wherever it was possible to fund research that would lead to predictive 
models. These will become a part of the plan and will be used as the basis 
for decisions about archaeological properties. The work by the Office of the 
State Archaeologist on Sapelo Island is an example. 

/jAO COMMENT: We agres and have deleted Georgia from the 
discussion on page 29J 

95 



APPENDIX IX APPENDIX IX 

hi:ain, comments on pages 30 and 31 do not adequately represent our planning 
CiCtiVil-ies to date. The experience which the state staff has gained from 
several years of environmental review activities, which are in part funded by 
the grant, and the information that is now available on which to base predictive 
statements or statements of potential involvement with archaeological resources, 
have considerably refined the recommendations which we are able to make to 
federal agencies. The completion of a management plan, funded in part by our 
fiscal 80 funds, is expected by the end of fiscal year 81. In the meantime, we 
do have a considerable base of information that has been developed in part 
through the Historic Preservation fund program in this state on which to base 
decisions about archaeological properties. Professional prediction and state- 
ments are of course based on professional judgement but they are not the arbitrary 
decisions that are implied by the term "highly judgemental." 

LEA0 COMMENT: The report does not imply that Georgia or the other 
States have not developed a considerable amount of archeological 
information. What we are saying is that at present, it has not 
been brought together in the form of archeological overviews and 
State plans to synthesize what is known about a specific culture 
or geographic area,/ 

With these exceptions, we can generally support the conclusions of this study. 
The availability of 70-30 funds for the development of preservation plans could 
greatly aid in the completion of these plans. Without funding adequate to 
develop a plan, it could hardly be made a condition of receiving funds. We also 
can support the proposal that the state's analysis and evaluation of properties, 
once a plan is in place, should provide sufficient direction to the Department 
of Interior for making determinations of Eligibility. We have experienced much 
confusion in our efforts to list archaeological properties on the National Register. 
There is disagreement between the states and the National Register office on the 
necessary levels of information, the amount of survey and testing necessary before 
a site can be determined to be eligible for the Register. This confusion has 
often embarrassed our state office with agencies who have tried to obtain Deter- 
minations of Eligibility based on our recommendations. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this report. 

Sincerely, 

EAL:ch 

ElizabethOA. I.ynn, Ph.D., Chief 
Historic Preservation Section 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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comEL4Do 
HISTOR,ICAf_l 

SCiCIETY 
TheColoradoHeritageCenter 1300Broadway Denver,Colorado 80203 

November 14, 1980 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
General Accounting Office 
Community and Economic Development 
Division 
Washington,D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr, Eschwege: 

I have just finished reading the draft copy of the proposed report, 
"National Archaeology Program Needs Better Leadership and Directions" 
which you submitted for my review October 30, 1980. 

Let me begin by stating that I am in complete agreement with the points 
raised in this report. Informed and defensible determinations of site 
significance, be they archaeological sites or historic structures, is 
one of the most difficult decisions preservation offices must make, 
As indicated in the report, problems of determining significance are 
generally tied to the lack of a cultural context in which to make 
assessments. The preparation of a cultural resource protection 
planning model that addresses regional research questions, known and 
unknown information, and establishes significance criteria would 
increase the state's capacity to make these assessments. From a 
protection standpoint, this model could also include a management plan 
for the preservation of those resources which ideally should be and 
realistically can be preserved. 

The major obstacle involved with the preparation of such a model is 
funding constraints posed by 50 percent matching money. Seventy percent 
matching funds would be an obvious improvement to the situation. 

I strongly encourage you to make the findings of this report available 
to other preservation offices and officials within the Department of 
the Interior to facilitate and promote the preparation of a cultural 
resource protection planning model. The Department of the Interior 
should be encouraged to improve state funding capabilities to make this 
kind of planning possible while State Preservation Officers initiate 
plans in their states. 
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If I can be of any assistance to you in your efforts, please do 
not hesitate to call on me. 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

ACT/BH:ss 
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f3F8Jc~ucNNG 

KATHLEEN R. MARA 
SECRETARI 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
DEPARTMENT OF 

FIYANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 

STATE PLANNING DIVISION 

505 OON GASPAR AVENUE 
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 97503 

[5051 827-2073 
1505: 827-5191 
I5051 827-21 OS 

ANITA ~+SENBEAG 
DIRECTOR 

JOE GUILLEN 
DEPUTY OIRECTOR 

November 10, 1980 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to review your draft 
report to the Congressman Morris Udall and the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

It is true that the Department of Interior's criteria for 
determining site significance are very inclusive. However, 
I do not believe they should be changed. It would be 
impossible to narrow them without excluding large numbers 
of sites from the protectionby the law. The individual 
States should have the responsibility of preparing periodic 
(not less often than four or five years) detailed research 
plans and statements of significance. 

Interior has placed excessive emphasis on annual work programs 
which deal mostly with administrative details. Constant 
preoccupation with such programs leaves the States little time 
tn dw-lon zwuine rwwrrh plans md to cnl.lert basic site 
data. 

I could not agree more that States should be the focal point 
in the determination of significance, and must develop adequate 
preservation plans. However, standardization and detailed 
planning requirements from Interior will make it impossible 
for States to develop plans based on local and regional. problems 
and resources. Interior and the States can agree, I am quite 
sure, on a general outline for a research design/preservation 
plan/site specific definition of significance. Within this 
outline the States should have considerable latitude to develop 
their individual ideas and methods. 

99 



APPENDIX XI APPENDIX XI 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
November 10, 1980 
Page 2. 

The action of HCRS in denying 70% matching for survey and 
planning, while requiring that 50% of the appropriation 
be applied to surveys and plans, is precisely the sort 
of arbitrary requirement which makes it impossible for 
States to develop real State-based programmatic solutions 
to their particular problems. 

New Mexico's preliminary State plan for archeology is now 
in typescript and will shortly be circulated for peer 
review. We will be glad to let other States have copies 
and decide how useful our approach would be to them. Our 
site inventory is now being rapidly computerized and 
updated. 

Your recommendations (pp. 33-34) are reasonable. The 
States, represented by the National Conference of State 
Historic Preservation Officers, should work as equals and 
partners with the federal government to write guidelines for 
adequate plans. 

Please call on me for any other information you need. 

ation Officer 
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EDMUND 0. OROWN JR., Gwsmor 
“_ 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RKRRATION 
Porn OWICE MIX mo 
SAcMMENro, cAuEoeNI* ml1 

(916) 445-8006 

DEC 2 1980 

Henry Emhwege 
Director 
Community and Economic Developent Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington DC 20548 

Dear Mx. Eschwege: 

I appreciate the opportunity to review the Chapter 3 of the 
proposed Report entitled Wational Archeology Program needs 
ship and Direction." 

I believe the general analysis of this chapter is correct. 
like to make the following observations: 

Draft of a 
Setter Leader- 

I would, however, 

1. In the section dealing with California, you state "according to 
the State Archeologist,...." this should be changed to "According 
to the Staff Archeologist of the Office of Historic Preservation,...'". 

&A0 COMMENT: We agree and changgd State archeologist to read 
staff archeologist. (See p. 30.1/ 

2. In this section, you state 'I... the State has budgeted $165,000 
for 13 regional centers...". This should be changed to read I' in 
1979-&3, the State budgeted $l~,CCC for 13 regional centers...". 
Sinoe this nowy is matched by these Regional Offices, the gross 
cost of this program, last year was s260,cm. This current year, 
however, we will have to reduce our expenditures for this program 
to 86CocCQC due to Federal reductions in our grant. This reduces 
the total program cost to $12O,COC, 46% of the previous year. 
This level of funding is insufficient to maintain the archeological 
records of California in a reasonable condition. No funding is 
allocated for archeological overviews this year, due to lack of 
funding. 

LEA0 COMMENT: Changeg 
$130,000 for 1979-80,/ 

State budgeted amount from $165,000 to read 

3. Your recommendations omit three critical elements: 
a. Given the current level of Federal funding for this Office and 

the requirements imposed on this Office by the Heritage Cou- 
servation and Recreation Service, we cannot produce a reasonable 
State Plan for archeological values. Implicating factors 
for California are the size of the State and the heterogenous 
nautre of prehistoric cultuxes here. 
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b. Given the erratic and arbitrary nature of changes in require- 
ments, funding levels and funding allocations by the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service, this Office is most 
reluctant to embark on any long-xang8 planning efforts. In 
facti our effort for archeological planning has been effectively 
terminated due to lack of funding. 

c. Finally, approximately 5U$ of California's land is controlled 
by the Federal Government. This Office and several Fed?ral 
Agencies have attempted to co-ordinate funding for planning 
efforts. These efforts have been unsuccessfuly and co-ordination 
en& up relying upon personal rapport. I feel that mechanisms 
to co-ordinate funding are of primary concern to eliminate 
costly redundancy or contrary policies. 

$A0 COMMENT: The objective of our recommendation to allocate 
historic preservation fund grants on a 70-30 Federal/State match 
basis was to get more funds to the State level so that statewide 
plans could be formulated and implemented, which would serve as 
the focal point for determining archeological significance. 
However, if HCRS funding allocations to the various States are 
significantly reduced, this could seriously impecJe the Government's 
program to determine archeological significanceA/ 

I thanh you for your consideration of these points. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact Rr. William Seidel of my staff at (93.6) 445-8006. 

Sincerely, 

F 
Ittw 

. Knox Mellon 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Qffica of Historic Praearvation 
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