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are mandatory. Operational planning by the contractor should be
authorized for early spring and all permits and letters of non-
objection should be obtained by Fluor no later than late spring.

Cur :view of the proposed gasline alignment, which lies close
to or on the existing Alveska (TAPS) pac for most of its length,
leads us to recommend that this alignment be retained wherever feasible.
Many cultural resources were identified along this alignment in earlier
survevs and cleared by mitigation. Remaining significant cultural
resources should be mitigated if it is determined that they will be

adversely impacted by the project. It is unlikely that as many new
resources will be identified in the area of the existing pad and

haul road as will be the case in adjacent areas which may be proposed
as alternative rToutes.

TABLL 1
SUMMARY OF ARCHMAEOLOCGICAL DATA FCOR SCELECTED SITES ALONG THE NORTHWEST ALASKAN PIPLLINE PROJECT
Size Napiine Alignment DOI Reroute Impacted Register Mitigation Comments
Milepost Sheet Segment Eligivility
XEo-0T 825.6 63 i3 No Unknown No Test to determine eligibility
XBP-031  S524-372.3 93 13 No Ne No Field check locazion
FAT-033 477T0s 35 13 Yes Yes Yes Recommenc excavation
EAl-C72 47507 &3 14 No No No Pictogravhs destroyved by blasting
LIV-n3e 399.6 71 None No No No Destroved by gravel mining
LIV-032 393.8 71 None No No No Distant fro: pipeline
LIV-7353 3581.8 €9 None Yes NO Possible Assess in field; partially
mitigated?
V.33 391.2 €9 None No No No Mitiguted,; destroyed by gravel
mining
PSM-Qlo~ 148.1 27 None Yes Yes Yes Excavates locs. 4, 5, 7, 11, 12, 14,
Note other sites in area. '
11303 2y Yes Yes Yes Excavate north half of site
3 21 NO No Ne Lew scientific value; destroyved
¢ 21 No NO Ne Low scientific value; cesiroved
a 21 No No No Low scientific vziue; desiroved
1 21 No No No Mitipated/destroved
& 20 4 No No NO Distant from pipeline

are mentioned in the text in the discussion of PS8M-N2; all are on sheect 27:
6); PSM-022 2t MP 1S51.1 (DOI segment 6); PSM-085 at M” 149.8

48.2; PSM-06T at MP 14T.6: PSM-036 nt MP 147.6 (Re 2r Eligible);
TG oat MP 14701, Soine have bteen wholly Or partly mi
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GAS PIPELINE RELOCATION ASSESSMENT

Fluor Contract 468085-9-K050

1, Introduction

The Department of Interior recommended alternate routes for the
proposed gasline and listed areas of archaeological concern (Fisch 1979):

1. MP*109 to 114 near Margaret's Marsh;

2., MP 114-118, Gallagher Flint Station;

5. MP 379-885 (sic), Erickson Creek;

4.  MP 391-398, Lost Creek;

5. MP 469, Moose Creek Bluff, Sections 12 and 28,

T-S-2 (sic) and R-2-E; and
6. MP 514-516, near Kevstone Creek.

The contractor was authorized to assess the status of the sites through
a literature search and prepare the following report which addresses four
main points. First, the eligibility of the sites for inclusion in the National
Register is assessed. Second, the physical extent of each site, insofar as
records report, 1s indicated. Third, possible mitigation measures that might
be used to avoid rerouting the proposed alignment are presented. Parenthetically,
the contractc oo *  the conservation model which seeks first to avoid
and preserve resources, and only in the event these alternatives
are not viable, to mitigate through excavation. This leads to the fourth point
addressed, namely, the theoretical basis for the recommendations made.
Specifically, the scope of work requested "references and source documents to
support past experience in similar situations, lines of reasoning used, and/or
conclusions drawn in the project report" (Fisch 1979). Although no field work
component to the project was requested, the contractor did make a field check
of Moose Creek Bluff (at contractor's expense) with clearance obtained through
Fluor representatives in Fairbanks.

This report presents available information on each archaeological site
reported in the study areas noted by the DOI, plus information from MP 148,
Mosguito Lake. From this information, deficlent in many respects, an assessment
of National Register eligibility is made. These same data are used to assess -
the potential impacts which may be affected by planning, construction, and
operational stages of the gasline project. The philosophy or thecoretical
perspective applied is presented in the first section of this report. It
provides necessary background for understanding the assessment of impact
based upon known and predicted effects of construction and upon scientific
significance of the archaeological resources (sites) involved. It also des-
cribes the rationale for recommending the various mitigation alternatives
presented in the final sections.

*MP refers to NAPLINE mileposts, May 1979 alignment sheets.
MP cited by DOI are not strictly accurate in all cases.















The mileposts cited are from alignment sheets (release date 6/1/79)
prepared for Fluor for the Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company in conjunction
with its proposed soil borehole locations. They refer to the NAPLINE
mileposts. These mileposts differ slightly from those cited by the DOI.

3.1. XBD-071, the Mead Site, near MP 525.6

The Mead site is nearly 1 mile west of the proposed pipeline alignment.
The extent of the site is not known. The site is located on the Mead
ana garden.
ve <hat thsz easterr nortion o tho site 1o (Gwas) undisturbed
aps the major significance of the Mead site is that it is the

Flint flakes and charcoal have been recovered from 15-20 cm of loess,
House construction reportedly uncovered 'arrowheads,'" scrapers, and fire-
racked rock (Yarborough 1975b:21). The age and cultural-historical affilia-
tion of the site, its function, and physical extent are unknown.

Given the considerable distance of the site from the alignment, there
will be no direct or indirect impact from construction. As for the scientific
significance of the site, and its eligibility for inclusion on the National
Register, it is undetermined at this time. Testing would be required to
delimit site extent, determine stratigraphy, recover datable materials, and
obtain diagnostic remains.

Discussion: No impact from construction is anticipated. Register eligibility
cannct be determined without further data.

5.2. XBD-031, the Koppenhaver Site, near MP 524-524.5

Koppenhaver, unfortunately, cannot be precisely located (see Map 1).
The total published description of Koppenhaver is but three paragraphs:

On the nearby Koppenhaver property, through which

the pipeline will be constructed, a scattered surface
site was found on a large ridge that appears to be

a stabilized sand dune. The flakes had been thoroughly
scattered on the wind deflated surface of the hill.

The blow-out had been started through farming activities.
Several test pits in undisturbed parts of the hill did
not turn up anyv more sites. The only {(marginally)
diagnostic specimen was a midsection of a microblade
which gives us no clue to cultural affiliation or age.
(Cook 1971:455).

A small-sized crew conducted a preliminary, rapid survey
along the right-of-way and located and tested two new
sites: Koppenhaver (XBD-031) and Quartz Lake (XBD-030)
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(Cook 18970). These were determined to be outside of
the construction impact zone although they may be
affected by secondary impact. (Cook 1977:70)

Waste flakes and microblades found in tilled field.
Some flakes found in test. (AHRS card)

The Koppenhaver site is evidently off the alignment - how far off is not
known. (A field check of the location is recommended.) Apparently the
site is disturbed by natural process brought about initially by farming
activities. Thus, collected materials were from the surface for the most
part. Artifacts recovered from the surface and the (few?) from test pits
have no:t been submitted to the museum {the museum has no record of the
site). Thev are reportedly not diagnostic and not dated.

Significance, from a scientific view, 1s minimal based upon the
available information. Register eligibility 1is unlikely for the same
reason and also because the site is disturbed.

Discussion: No direct impact from construction is probable. Register
eligibility is highly unlikely. Nonetheless, a field check of the
site (to verify location and perhaps extent) is recommended.

3.3. FAI-035, the Chugwater Site, near MP 477.5

Chugwater is an extensive area comprised of a number of activity
localities (Map 2). There is some evidence that cultural materials are
culturally stratified as they were located directly below the humus level
and again at approximately 0.15 m below the surface. Cook located some
materials (see Cook 1976 letter) at 20 cm and 161 are reported. Yarborough's
tests produced an additional 97 artifacts and Holmes' surface collection
runs the total count to 635 (Yarborough 1978:58-10).

The materials on record come from some four localities at Chugwater,
on Moose Creek Bluff (not to be confused with the Moose Creek Bluff/pictograph
site). Diagnostic remains include bases from side-notched points as well
as midsections, microblade cores, and microblades, a core rejuvenation tablet,
and burins. Yarborough (Ibid., p. 8-12) reports collecting materials from
an area some 800 x 900 feet and we observed flakes intermittently along the
length of the main road from Chugwater to the Haines Pipeline corridor (on
August 22, 1979), a distance of (0.5 mile.

Yarborough contacted the State Historic Preservation Office about the
eligibility of the site for inclusion on the National Register (Yarborough
1978:15) and the nomination has been completed. That nomination notes
that except for a "twisting dirt road, from 5 to 10 feet wide" which loops
through the known extent of the site, there 1s no other major disturbance
(but see notes from our August 22, 1979, visit, below). The several locali-
ties which comprise the site have produced materials spanning several millennia.
The site was probably used often as a lookout for moose hunting; at the same

time, materials were flaked at the site. Fishing activities may have been
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undertaken from the site although there is no solid evidence at this time.
Thus, the "significance of the Chugwater site, FAI-035, lies in its integrity
of location and setting, and its potential to contribute to the understanding
of Alaskan prenistory'" (Yarborough, Register Nomination, n.d.:4). We concur
with Yarborough's professional assessment of the scientific potential of
Chugwater and with the case for eligibility to the Register which has been
put forward.

Yarborough's recommendations to the Army Corps of Engineers (1978:16)
are pertinent as well. Construction on Moose Creek Bluff should be mitigated
by excavation. She also recommended that all vehicular access to the site
pe restricted and that dirt roads be stabilized. 'Leaving access open to
the site would. . . be detrimentel, and probably constitute an adverse effect
through willful neglect" (Ibid., p. 16).

We visited Moose Creek Bluff and the site of Chugwater (as defined
by Yarborough 1978) and observed flakes in the dirt roads for a distance

of 0.5 mile. We noted that Chugwater is located on one of several knolls
on Moose Creek Bluff and that the Nike site is located on one of these.
The Haines corridor is 300-500 feet from the Nike site. Evidently the
materials we observed on the surface near the Haines derives from the Nike
site. At the time of our visit, Berg Construction was actively engaged in
demolishing the Nike site and its disturbance of subsurface materials un-
coveread the source for flakes near the Haines.

Discussion: The Chugwater site consists of a number of lookout-camp
localities spread all along the bluff, certainly far beyond the
limits of Chugwater as indicated in Yarborough 1978 and for Register
nomination purposes. The integrity of the localities remains high.
The scientific value of the entire bluff is high and Chugwater is
eligibple for nomination to the Register. The proposed pipeline
alignment will directly impact the Chugwater site. Short of moving
the alignment, excavation is the only viable tyvpe of mitigation we
would recommend. Even moving the alignment to the base of the bluff
will not eliminate at least tertiary impact to the site (currently
collecting 1s continuing; Berg has obviously destroved materials;
erosion 1s impacting remains). Because of the rarity of sites with
integrity and which appear to contain materials both vertically and
horizontally stratified which relate to several millennia of human
occupation in the area, Chugwater and all of adjacent Moose Creek
Bluff should receive careful study before the various impacts which
already are taking their toll of the site(s) destroy it completely.

3.4, FAI-072, Moose Creek BIuff, near MP 476.7

Moose Creek Bluff is the name given to the site containing the
pictographs discovered by Giddings (ii=+i, In 1830 iy 2). No otr~ sultural
remains were observed since "unfortunately, the greater part of Moose Creek
Bluff was blasted out during the summer, and, with the exception of a pictured
rock slab preserved at the University of Alaska, the paintings were destroyed
(Giddings 1941:70).



The pictographs (depicting human figures in various attitudes) were
located on the 20 foot high by 50 foot long rock face of the west end of
the bluff which was substantially blown away. These were among the few
known pictograph sites in the interior of Alaska. Given the fact that the
cultural resource is completely destroyed and has no scientific value,
nor, evidently, local people who hold the locality valuable for other reasons
(ethnic, religious), there is no basis for a Register nomination at this
time. In any event, there 1s no impact since the locality 1s completely
gone.

Discussion: The pictographs are destroved and have no scientific value.
There is no basis at present for suggesting Register eligibility.
i

e is
Ne mitigation is needed.

5.5. LIV-036, Lost Creek Overlook near MP 399.6

Lost Creek Overlook was slightly northwest of the Alyeska pipeline
and was located on material source 71.0. The extent of the site has never
been published but 402 one meter squares were excavated at the locality.
Cook (1876€:12-13) reports 5,800 waste flakes, many retouched flakes,
fragments of bifaces, and both worked and unworked nodules. The museum
has accessioned only 384 artifacts.

Lost Creek Overlook was apparently a lookout camp and quarry site.
Apparently no cultural-historical affiliations have been postulated. The
lack of cultural historical information alone does not preclude the possibility
of eligipility for the Register; however, the site apparently has been
destroved by archaeological excavation (in 1975) suggesting that scientific
value is limited to the existing collection and notes. The extent of these
is not known but in our view Lost Creek Overlook probably is not eligible
for the Register.

Discussion: It is likelv that Lost Creek Overlook which lies off the align-
ment was mitigated by excavation. There is, in that case, no danger
of impact from future construction activities. No mitigation is
required. Register eligibility is unlikely. It should be noted that
we expect there are other sites in this area that a survey of this
area may reveal; we recommend that the alignment not be altered in
this area.

3.6. LIV-032, Lost Creek Shelter, near F 358.8

Lost Creek Shelter is located some 1,500 feet northeast of the proposed
alignment, on a prominence overlooking Lost Creek (Map 3). The archaeologiczal
site, 2 small (15 m x 15 m) flaking/lookout station was located in the course
of examining a proposed material source to the west. (Formerly Lost Creek
Shelter was located on the centerline but the Alyeska line was relocated to
follow an oid drainage channel.) Use of th=z nearby material site was sub-
sequently deleted. Thus, Lost Creek Shelter was never excavated although a
cat track through it initiated erosion which Cook (1976:4) reported would
destroy it.
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Four artifacts from test pits at the site are in the Museum - they
are not diagnostic. However, the 5/27/75 field survey from notes that
in conjunction with the likelihood of uncovering a small campsite at the
base of the bluff ("nighly likely'"), the site would assume some importance.

The available information certainly does not indicate scientific
significance for Lost Creek Shelter, and the predicted associated campsite
cannct be confirmed at this time. There is thus insufficient data to
suggest Register eligibility.

Discussion: Distance from the proposed alignment precludes impact. Si:ze
of the site and probably ephemeral nature indicate the site 1s not
eligible for the Register and its scientific value is probably low.

(O3]

.7. LIV-055, the Juswon Site, near MP 391.8

Juswon appears to be located directly on the proposed pipeline alignment
(Map 3). Cook (1976:17) reports it on a well-drained knoll on top of the
ridge that runs parallel to the west fork of Erickson Creek, "adjacent to the
proposed through-cut of MS 72-0." Field survey notes (6/9/75) indicate the
extent of the site as 15 m x 15 m and Cook reports that subsequent investi-
gations revealed two separate activity areas and a wider distribution of
materials than originally observed (Cook 1976:16). Excavations of 113 one
meter squares were completed and over 500 flakes, fragments of bifaces, point
fragments, obsidian flakes, scrapers, and cutting tools were collected. The
distribution of materials suggested to Cook that this was an ephemeral camp.

It is uneclear if the site was completely excavated. It is also unclear
if the materials contain any diagnostic artifacts (for cultural-historical
reconstruction). ({Obsidian hydration analysis is presented in Cook 1977:57.)
There may be materials remaining and these may be directly impacted by con-
struction of the gasline.

It is not possible to assess the eligibility of Juswon for the Register.

If most of the materiazls are gone, then probably Re ~ e 1ligibility is un-
1 Tyl C if the site is impacted any remaining materials should
be mitig tion and these materials studied in conjunction with

those at cuc wuseuwm (we nNote that some accessioned artifacts are not present
in the museum). Realignment of the line in this area is likely to impact
as yvet unsurveyed sites; presently only Juswon and LIV-033, Erickson's Razor,
are known to be in the direct line of the alignment. The area in general
has gooc potential for sites as it is a knoll which overlooks the confluence

f two creeks. The adjacent sectiouns oi the ridge evidently were not surveyed.

Discussion: Direct impact is likely although the extent of remaining materials
is not known. Register eligibility is problematical at best. Impact
should be mitigated by excavation; movement of the alignment is not
recommendec.
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753). Cook also noted that areas entirely surface collected in 1971

had surface materials which had worked up in 1974. Reportedly, the move-
ment is vertical with little or no horicontal displacement. The activities
of arctic ground squirrels at the site are also noted.

Carbon-14 dates for the localities are presented in Cook (1977:62-64)
as follows:

GX 4075 Sub datum #2 2705 l16C B.P.

4076 locality A less than 200 years
4077 locality A 305 150 B.P.
4079 locality 4 2424 160 B.P.
4080 locality 3 2135 160 B.P.
4081 locality 13 1030 140 B.P.
4104 locality 5 2665 155 B.P.
4111 locality 1 too small

4218 locality 4 1975 140 B.P.
4250 locality 8 3515 160 B.P.

A portion of the site was directly in the line of the pad; it was
excavated prior to pad construction and the area has subsequently been
destroved by construction activities (Cook 1677:749). Most of the area
which was excavated is upslope from the right-of-way and was not destroyved
by construction. "The majority of the site remains unexcavated and more
work should be undertaken at a future date" (Ibid.).

A brief summary of materials from each of the excavated localities
is presented in order that the richness of Mosguito Lake be clear.

Localityv A is indicative of recent Eskimo activity and excavations
produced some 60 artifacts and 2,692 waste flakes. There were special
clustering of materials within the locality. Cook reports that the locality
was completely excavated (see Cook 1977:756-63).

Locality 6 consisted of a tent ring, waste flakes, a piece of saw-
cut caribou antler, and presumably reflects recent Nunamiut activity (Cook
1977:769).

Locality 7 vielded three artifacts and 120 waste flakes from a 12
square meter area. Cultural affiliation and age are unknown (Cook 1977:
770).

Locality 15 covered 24 square meters and contained several discrete
spatial clusterings of materials. These are possibly associated with the
Arctic Small Tool Tradition but the available date (1030 £ 140) is not in
keeping with this interpretation. Cook is inclined to hold off final
judgement on this locality which produced 20 artifacts and 569 waste flakes;
the dated material, however, may not be associated with the artifacts but
rather with a later sheep kill (Cook 1977:776).
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Localities B, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 15 are identified
by Cook as Arctic Small Tool Tradition (Cook 1977:779). Locality B covered
24 square meters and produced 52 artifacts and 429 waste flakes. It was
probably a campsite used for several days. Cook reports it was completely
excavated. As was the case for other localities, spatial clustering of
artifacts was evident.

Locality 1 consists of approximately 40 square meters with artifacts
concentrated in two main areas. Some 106 artifacts and 3,957 flakes were
recovered. The range is sald 1o be falrly complete in terms of those
commonly associated with the Arctic Small Took Tradition within the Brooks
Range and Arctic Foothills region (Cook 1977:817). Probably all materials
were excavated from this camp site locality.

Locality 2 produced 55 artifacts and 1,160 flakes from an area of
48 square meters. Tools were manufactured at the site, suggesting it was
a2 camp; at the same time Cook interprets the absence of hunting implements
to mean that Locality 2 was excavated and the area destroyed by construction.

Locality 5, covering 22 square meters, showed 26 artifacts and 1,102
flakes in two main clusters. It was excavated then buried beneath the pad.

Locality 4 covered 106 square meters and contained several concen-
trations of materials and several hearths. Some 242 artifacts and 8,939
flakes were recovered. Two cultural-historical entities (at least) are
represented: Arctic Small Tool Tradition and (intrusive, later) Kavik.*
The probable cultural-historical entity associated with the date (2425 *
160) is in question (see Cook 1977:879). Fishing may have been the main
activity for people occupying this site. Cook suggests that not all of
Locality 4 was excavated but is unclear about whether or not unexcavated
areas lie outside the pad (Cook 1977:880).

Locality 5 excavations covered some 116 square meters and contained
two distinctive clusterings of artifacts - one for tool manufacture may
be linked temporally and in terms of activity with one or more other
localities. Concentration 1 contained 6,283 flakes and 45 artifacts.
Concentration 2 contained 1,699 flakes and 67 artifacts. This second
concentration seems to reflect tool finishing activities. It was perhaps
not completely excavated (see Cook 1977:911) and it was not destroyved
by construction activities.

Locality 8, covering 26 square meters, produced 22 artifacts and 543
flakes. It was a briefly used campsite which produced the oldest date at
Mosquito Lake. The site was excavated. A portion was earlier destroyed
by a Nodwell; a portion was buried by the pipe pad, and a portion lies
outside the pad (Cook 1977:927-928).

*Kavik 1s a name given to a type of arrow point. It is considered by some
to have a late prehistoric Athapaskan Indian affiliation.
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Locality 9 covered about 40 square meters and produced 21 artifacts
and 85 flakes. Soil creep had distorted the spatial relationships among
the artifaczts (Cook 1977:935). Its value is more limited than in the case
of other localities.

Locality 10 is the smallest at Mosquito Lake; the excavated area was
only 5 square meters. It is interpreted as simply an artifact/debitage
concentration (Cook 1977:937 It contained 8 artifacts and 13 flakes
including a burin, retouched blade, several retouched flakes, and micro-

blades. Completely excavated, the locality lies off the pad.

Locality 11 was only partially excavated (32 square meters) so the
possible spatial concentrations are unclear from the site map. To date,
some 68 artifacts (microblades, retouched flakes and blades, bifaces,
burins and spalls, side blades, and a projectile point) and 458 flakes
have been catalogued. '"Further testing and/or excavation should be en-
couraged"” (Cook 1977:942). The locality is off the pad by about 75 feet
only and would be subject to at least secondary and tertiary impact.
Mitigation by excavation (initially a testing program to determine the
limits of the locality) 1s recommended.

Locality 12 is one of the largest localities of the site. It has
been only partially excavated (60 square meters) but concentrations of
flakes and artifacts seem indicated (Cook 1977:955-956). Among the 32
artifacts are a projectile point or end blade, side blade, several burin
spalls, microblades, retouched blades and flakes, a core, and flake knife.
Some 1,250 flakes were recovered. The site was probably occupied for only
a short time. Located some 250 feet from the Alyeska pad, it is probably
liable to tertiary impact. Excavation by mitigation is recommended.

Only 4 square meters of locality 14 were excavated, partly due
to the lateness of the season and partly to the distance of the locality
from the work area (Cook 1977:963). At least 95% of the locality remains
unexcavated according to Cook (1977:963-964). A burin, two microblades,
and four flakes were recovered. Even though the locality is ''several
hundred meters to the east of the pipe pad" (Cook 1977:964), additional
work at this locality is recommended since (1) potential for information
return 1s high, (2) mitigation of other localities will probably be re-
quired (and crew and equipment will be in the area), and (3) locality 14
completes the data set from the site. Given the location on the top
of a large, flat terrace, the conspicuous locality will invite tertiary
impact.

lity 15 is located only 10 meters from the lake shore on the top
of the hill. Only 36 square meters of the locality were excavated and
definite patterning of activity areas is not clearly revealed in the present
sample. Sixteen artifacts and 2,481 flakes were collected from the locality
before it was buried beneath fill (Cook 1977:870).
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historic significance even though excavation has occurred (Cook
1970:166-170; 1971:272-296). PSM-02Z2 consists of two probable
tent rings; PSM-021 revealed several flakes near the alignment
(Cook 1970:121), and PSM-055 or Tea Lake Knoll is among camp
site examples in the area dating to the recent period (despite
old dates - see Cook 1976:103 and 1977:63). Other sites in-
clude PSM-067, PS.-077, and so on (see Cook 1970, 1976).

5.10. PS-050, the Gallagher Flint Station, near MP 118.8

Galiagher Flint Station is best known perhaps for the earlyv date
of 10,540 = 150 B.P. {8I-974) associated with cores, blades, and flakes
from locality 1 of the site (Dixon 1972, 1975). However, there are a

number of other localities at the site, a knoll somewhat northeast of

the work pad and just southwest of the haul road. About 30% to 40% of
the knoll has been excavated, principally the area of the several locali-
ites other than one. Locality 1 (and the more recent and intrusive 1A)
is a small part (5% - Dixon, oral communication, 1979) of the remaining
knoll and but a small part of the total archaeological materials there
(Dixon, oral communication, 1979).

In addition, there are at least nine known sites within 2 square
miles of Gallagher Flint Station which were discovered, tested, or im-
pacted by the Alveska line (map 6). The cultural potential of the area
beth north and south of MP 118.8 is very high.

As we did for Mosquito Lake, the individual localities at PSM-050
are described. PSM-050 is reportedly in the process of being nominated
to the Register - given the potential of the remaining site area, plus
the data collected from the various excavated localities, the significance
of the site is rather obvious. Locality 1, specifically, may be impacted
(tertiary, probably secondary) by new construction in the area; other
localities which are excavated obviously are not of the same concern.

The following data on PSM-050 are derived from Cook (1876: 109-119).
Gallagher and Dixon located the site in 1970 and limited excavations
were undertaken at localities 1 and 2 in 1970 and 1871. The 1976 report
deals with the 1974 excavations at localities 2 through 10. Cook notes
that "at present, the decisions had been made not to use the kame (for
road materials). However, its proximity to the road will undoubtedly lead
to secondary impact unless further excavations are conducted'" (1976:109).

Carbon-14 dates for PSM-050 (Cook 1977:65) were not available at the
time the 1976 preliminary report was prepared (and the 1877 report did
not give a final analvsisj.

GX 4252 locality 2 1660 + 140
4255 locality 4 1330 + 150
4254 locality 4 1665 + 165
4255 locality 5 2135 + 135
4256 locality 5 1875 + 125
4257 locality 5 2540 + 185
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4238 locality 5 1100 = 160

4259 locality 7 17535 + 150

4260 locality 7 2640 + 180

4261 locality 7 2365 + 170

4262 locality 8 1840 + 170

4263 1locality S 970 + 160

4264 locality 9 2665 + 180

4565 locality 10 1780 + 150
Qther dates are supplied by Dixon (1975):

SI 9724 locality 2 2920 + 155

9754 locality 2 3280 + 155

974 locality 1 10,540 + 150

73 locality 1A 2620 + 175

Locality 2 is located in the southeast corner of the site and Cook

(1976:113) reports that the locality covers some 336 square feet (different
measures are used in the several reports). ''Part of the locality was

excavated in 1971" and 100 catalog entries include 80 flake clusters.

End blades. bifaces, burins and spalls, and end and side scrapers were
recovered. Cook attributes the materials to '"a Choris* related component"
ncting the presence, however, of several notched points (Ibid., 114).

The 1877 Cook date 1is just slightly later or within the upper limits

of Choris and Dixon's dates are within the lower limits.

Locality 3> in the southern part of the site comprises about 464

square feet. Among the 80 implements recovered are 36 notched points
or knives or their fragments. Other tools include several lanceolate
knives or points, a hammerstone, and several retouched flakes. Cook does
not discuss cultural affiliation.
Lo 4 is in the south central part of the site and covered some
464 squ re f et. Most of the projectile points from the locality, despite

its preximity to locality 3, are side or end blades. Furthermore, pottery
fragments and 15 burin spalls attributed to Choris were recovered (Cook
1976:115). The dates are within the range of Choris.

{1
)_a

-

Locality 5 covers an area of 10,500 feet and contains four major
concentrations (which, Cook suggests, may prove to be separate components
upon further anlaysis [Cook 1976:115]). The major concentration at the
southwest corner is located so as to command an excellent view in all
directions. A dozen small stemmed end blades like those from locality
4 were recovered. Fragments of a pottery vessel, burins and spalls also
indicate a Choris affiliation. There is bone at the locality, some of it

*Usually viewed as a Eskimo variant about 3,000 years old which developed
from earlier Arctic Small Tool Tradition.






27

The southern half of the kame has been excavated and archaeological
materials per se therefore are not impacted by proximity to the roac
or alignment. However, the northern half of the kame has not been ex-
tensively tested and only a small portion has been excavated. The kame
is subject to tertiary impact and given the shallowness of archaeological
materials from the surface, any off-road travel across the knoll would
destroy valuable scientific data. Another point to keep in mind, the
knoll invites foot travel. Surface collecting and potting are serious
realities facing the integrity of the northern half of the kame containing
Locality 1.

Locality 1 and intrusive Locality 1A (dated 2620 + 175 B.P.) were
excavated in 1970 and 1971. Original site maps and most of the artifacts
have not been deposited with the museum.

Locality 1 produced workshop materials dominated by cores and by
flakes and blades. Blade size varies along a continuum from very small
(microblade) to large. Cores have been rotated and repeatedly used for
blade production. "On purely typological grounds the material appears
to be old" {Dixon in Cook 1971:175). Thus, the single date of about
10,000 vears ago, obtained on a small charcoal sample, confirmed Dixon's
view of the materials. He also views the materials as part of the repertoire
of the original ancestral Eskimo-Aleuts to more into Alaska from Asia
and Beringia (see Dixon 1972, 1975).

It should be noted, however, that not all scholars accept the dating
of Locality 1 (R. Powers, oral communication, August, 1979). The thousands
of flakes, blades, and cores recovered from the small excavations in 1970
and 1971 indicate to Dixon {(oral communication, August, 1979) that the
northern half of the kame contains much accitional material comparable to
Locality 1.

Locality 1A is intrusive into the northeast of the excavated part
of Locality 1 and C-14 dating confirms Dixon's original view that it is
indeed later (Dixon in Cook 1971:177 and elsewhere).

The Gallagher Flint Station, PSM-050, rather clearly contains and
has yielded valuable scientific data on the prehistory of the northern
Alaska area. It is potentially eligible for the National Register. ts
time depth may be considerable, including a terminal Pleistocene com-
ponent. The reported nomination (Dixon, oral communication, August,
1979) of the site to the Register is certainly warranted on the bases
cited above.

PSM-050, particularly the key northern portion, lies between the haul
road and Alyeska pad. The kame on which the materials are found is still
a potential material source. The kame is conspicuous and invites visitors
because of its commanding view of the surrounding area and easy accessibility
from the road.
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Cur .y the effects of casual visitation and collecting are impacting
the site :avier traffic associated with proposed construction of the
gasline will step-up these tertiary impacts. It should be noted that any
off-road vehicular activity on the kame will severely disturb the site and
destroy its context. Increased impacts even of this level will destroy the
remaining scientific value of PSM-050, which may be very considerable,
within a few years.

A program of mitigation by excavation 1is recommended in order to collect
the remaining scientific information at the site.

Discussion: The eleven localities at the Gallagher Flint Station (1, 1A,
2 through 10) have produced a quantity of carefully collected infor-
mation which has vet to be fully analyzed. Nonetheless, the location
of the site and intensity of use are suggestive of its importance
to our understanding of one or several aspects of human adaptation to
the area. The site functioned, without much question, as a camp and
lookout as well as a quarry location. Several different temporal
periods seem to be indicated. While the bulk of preliminary informa-
tion indicates that Arctic Small Tool Tradition is mainly represented,
there are suggestions that other cultural-historical entities also
are represented.

The search of the northern half of the kame for addit<-—-' "~--7%+-- 7
materials and datable materials is key. The site is

the Register based upon extant and predicted information it contains.
The site is in danger of being destroyed by a series of tertiary and
perhaps secondary impacts which will be markedly accelerated by
construction activities and step-ups in support activities in the
area. '"Much of the interpretive potential of this site i1s not yet
realized, and it provides more questions demanding answers from further
field and analytic work than it provides answers. . . Hopefully, those
responsible for the stewardship of this important site will insure
that its data are wisely recovered, rather than left to the vagaries
of an increasingly populated Arctic' (Dekin 1972:151).

3.11. 5-79 or PSM-006, at MP 118.4

The site PSM-006* was found about 0.5 mile north of PSM-050 on a high
gravel ridge (Cook 1970:191) (map 6). Some 25-30 surface flakes were

*S-49 or PSM-035 of Cook's final maps of site locations along the oil pipe-
line appears near S-10 or PSM-050 "Gallagher Flint Station" but 1s crossed
out. The description of S-49 in Cook (1970) locates it on one of the
knolls alcng the north side of the Atigun Canyon, some 600 yards northwest
of centerline stake #1550, and identifies it as a small surface site with
but three fragments of flake cores. The same report, however, describes
$-79 (70-196) or PSM-006 in the areaz of PSM-050; this site is not shown
on Cook's maps but probably is the location cited above.



scattered over an area of about 1 square meter. Subsurface materials were
confined to the location and approximately 700 flakes were recovered from

an area less than 2 m in diameter. Chip and flake clusters, evidently debris
from chipping artifacts, occurred in the site. Some 125 artifacts, mainly
retouched flakes, were identified in addition to 7 nodules of chert, 17
blades or blade fragments, 1 flake knife, and a possible burin.

Cultural historical relationships of the material cannot be determined
owing to the lack of diagnostic artifacts. Excavation of the entire site
effectively destroyed it. Artifacts were deposited with the University of
Alaska Museum.

Discussion: The small size of the locality and lack of significant features
or diagnostic materials suggests low scientific value to existing data.
The site is destroved. It is not eligible for the Register and will
not be impacted.

3.12. S-24, the Blip Site, or PSM-073 and 1629 or PSM-072, near MP 116.9

PSM-073 is described in Cook (1976) [in the same single paragraph with
PSM-072 (1629) ). The site is some 1,000 feet from the pad on Cook's map
although the site description (Cook 1976:106) locates it directly in the
pipeline right-of-way at PL Sta. 1629, AS 119, along with PSM-072 (map 7).
In 1976 some 547 one meter square had been excavated at the two sites.

The field survey form was not available in records provided by the state

for PSM-073. However the site form for PSM-072, dated "9/11/74" gives the
extent of the site as 20 m xXx 15 m. Hearths with datable charcoal, artifacts
(tools and flakes), and animal bone are inventoried on the site form.

Cook's 1976 mention of the site, however, does not indicate the size of

the collections or the stratigraphy which delimits the several archaeological
complexes which are identified: Arctic Small Tool Tradition; Choris-
Norton-Ipiutak,” and recent Nunamiut Eskimo.

It is unclear from the available material if the materials occur in
stratigraphic sequence at the two sites or if one or both sites contain
horizontal stratigraphyv (the latter 1s more likely).

The 1974 site form for PSM-072 indicates at that time some 20 one
meter squares had been excavated. It seems likely that all of the site,
and probably all of PSM-073 were destroved by excavation and construction.

Dates for PSM-072 reported in Cook (1976:100; 1977:62) are less
than 200 vears (GX 4073 and GX 4074). GX 4082 provided a date less than
200 years at PSM-073, while GX 4083 is listed as 113% [sic], GX 4084 as

*Choris-Norton-Ipiutak refer to archaeological units considered affiliated
with Eskimos and sequentially related.



3480 + 180, and GX 4086 as 210 + 110 years B.P. Again, we presume that
horizontal rather than vertical stratigraphy characterized the sites and
that they were destroyed by excavation.

It is not apparent from the published materials that either PSM-073
or PSM-072 contains or produced the quality of information to warrant
continuing analysis. Both evidently are destroyed. Neither appears
eligible for the Register and neither will be impacted by construction.

Discussion: PSM-075 and PSM-072 are potentially informative in terms
of providing examples of camp sites of Arctic Small Tool Tradition
and later Eskimos. Neither offers sufficient information potential
to indicate Register eligibility, however. Both have been destroyed
by excavation; neither is in danger of impact. No mitigation is
required.

5.13. PSM-057, or Ipnaqg or S 25, near MP 115.1

PSM-057 was located on Alyeska material site 119-4 (map 7). The
1974 field survey form reports 34 one meter squares were excavated to clear
the material site. The archaeological site area is indicated as 10 m x 10 m
with a depth of up to 20 cm.

Two localities with "Norton-Choris' affinities are reported; the
expected age of "ca. 400 B.C." (Cook 1976:108) did not, however, materialize.
GX 4091 yielded a date of 270 + 140 and GX 4092 yielded a date of less than
200 years (Cook 1977:63).

The 1974 field survey form reports the two localities to have been
excavated but anticipates additional materials in the area of MS 119-4.
It will be impacted by construction only if a decision is made to take
materials from the area of Alveska MS 119.4. In that case, we would re-
commend mitigation of materials by excavation. PSM-057 is not eligible
for the Register.

Discussion: PSM-057 is not in the line of the proposed alignment. No
impact 1is presently indicated. The site was archaeologically mitigated
through excavation. The discrepancy between typological affiliation
and dating lessen the value of the materials. PSM-057 is not of
Register quality.

3.14. PSM-060, or the Ribdon Site, near MP 112.6

PSM-000 was excavated in both 1974 and 1976 (map 7). The 1974 field
survey form indicates at that time four localities with Palisades/Tuktu*
material being identified but the dimensions of the site remained undetermined.

*Palisades and Tuktu materials are generally considered affiliated with
Indian peoples and dated §,000-3,000 years ago.
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Cook (1976:106) reports 148 one meter squares were excavated at 17 localities,
2ll but one with Palisades/Tuktn affiliations. The remaining '"'locality"
produced a single artifact which '"indicates ties with the Dembigh Flint
Complex" (Cook 1976:106). The quantity of materials associated with each
locality is not indicated in the brief paragraph. A single date of 1780

150 B.P. (GX 4085) is listed in Cook (1977:63) and identified as collected

in 1974 from "site #20." Presumably the date refers to one of the original
Palisades/Tuktu affiliates; Cook (1976:106) expected dates in the 6,000

year ago range for the materials (and some 4,000 years for the material

with Denbigh "ties").

The site lies well east of the proposed gas line, as well as east
of the haul road.

The available information from PSM-060 does mnot suggest Register
eligibility. The site is not endangered by proposed construction, thus

no impacts are anticipated.

Discussion: PSM-060 is not eligible for the Register and is not in danger
of impact from proposed construction. No mitigation is recommended.

4. Summary and Recommendations

In Section 2 we discussed impacts, indicating that both direct and
indirect impacts to sites can cause damage to the archaeological resource
base. We can predict damage caused by the effects of activities that occur
during the planning, construction, and operational stages of the project.
These effects may be primary or secondary (often referred to as primary
impacts by authors since construction and support activities both directly
impinge) or tertlary (secondary impacts in the use of most authors,
and demonstrably related to construction and support activities). Direct
and indirect impacts resulting from primary, secondary, and tertiary
effects of the project may adversely affect site significance. Site sig-
nificance is determined in relation to a particular frame of reference:
in this case the reference is : ~ = ch-potential. The
alleviation of impacts to sSighi..cuie wvovusves woy take several forms:
avoldance and preservation (by employing negative sanctions, by stock-
piling sites through their burial, by moving the construction site);
and excavation (prior to allowing construction to go on in the preferred
area). .

Another issue which needs to be addressed is Register eligibility; it
is not fully coincident with the determination of scientific significance.
This 1s because Register criteria may include historic or ethnic significance
and need not demonstrate scientific or research value. The guideline which
we apply to cultural resources along the pipeline alignment is association
with a cultural pattern, process, or activity important to the history or
prehistory of the locality, if its study can contribute to understanding that
rattern, process, or activity. The cases we consider eligible to the
Register meet one or more of these criteria and in all but one case will
probably require mitigation (there remains unexcavated material) if adversely
impacted by preject planning, construction, or operational stages.

/J}l



Summarv of Results of the Background Study

Significant/
Register
Site Location Impacted Eligible Mitigate
XBD-071 MP 523.¢ no unknown no
XBD-031 MP 524-521.4 no no no, field check
FAI-035 MP 477.5 ves ves excavation
FAI-072 MP 21706.7 no no no
LIV-056 MP 399.¢ no no no
LIV-052 MP 398.8 no no no
LIV-055 MP 391.8 ves no assess in the field
the need for excavation
LIV-035 MF 391.2 no no no
PSi-029 MP 148.1 ves yes excavate loc. 4, 5, 7,
11, 12, 14
PSM-0536 (exampled in no ves no
discussion of PSM-049)
PSM-050 MP 118.8 ves ves excavate northern half
PSM-006 MP 118.4 no no no
PSM-075 MP 116.9 no no no
PSM-072 MP 116.9 no no no
PSM-057 MP 115.1 no no no
PSM-060 MP 112 .6 no ne no

If the site is to be adversely impacted, mitigation is recommended at
FAI-035 (Chugwater); this will require a major field effort. Two months
with a full crew of 10-20 persons will probably be required. Money and
personnel for enalysis and publication should also be budgeted.

Mitigation is recommended at [ ™Y 035 (Juswon) if field assessment
reveals unexcavated portions remain and the site 1is to be adversely impacted.
A minor effort only is anticipated, perhaps two weeks with a crew of five.
Analysis and publication support will be required.

Mitigation 1s recommended for the localities at PSM-049 (Mosquito
Lake) that will be adversely impacted. These are consic..._. .._._t important
to complete the data set for the site and avoid any potential loss from
construction activities. If need, Localities 4, 5, and 7 are expected to
require minimal work (I week each with a crew of five), but localities 11,
12, and especially 14 will require a major effort. At least 1 month each
with a crew of 10-20 will be required. Analysis and publication costs will
be required.

PSM-050 | zher Fli~*~ “~1ation), specifically its northern half,
requires mitigaciun by excavation if it 1s determined to be impacted
adverselv. Two monthe ¢of work with a crew of at least 13-20 will be required.
Personnel for analvsis and cost of preparing the publication will also be
required.



34

Recommendations:

[R]

The gas line should be placed as close as possible to the existing pad.
A number of sites directly and indirectly impacted by construction efforts
associated with work by Alyeska have already been identified and mitigated.

Identify the exact pipeline alignment, and ancillary areas, as early as
possible in order to have required lead time to determine if adverse impacts
will occur and to recommend possible mitigation alternatives.

Undertake the program of mitigation by scientific excavation recommended for
FAI-035, LIV-055, PSM-049 and PSM-0350 by June 1980. Since the interested
state and federal agencies must approve mitigation alternatives which are
recommended, considerable pre-planning is required. Once all parties agree
to their role in mitigation efforts, the contractor must have time to design
research to maximize the scientific potential of cultural resources to be
mitigated by excavation. Fluor's role is to obtain required permits and
letters of non-objection and prepare the contract and task release for the
work in early spring.

Complete the fieldwork aspect of the mitigation study, if possible, in 1980
and complete analvsis, write-up, and preparation of the final manuscript by
the end of 1981.
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