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MTRODUCTION

Bince 1969, the University of Alnska, Fairbanks, has been invalved in the mitigation of impact upon
archealogical rescurces caused by the constructlon of a large oll pipoline transecling the state of
Alaska. The Univeraity has been responaible for the northernmont four construction scctiona, totaling
635 miles {1,008 km) . Support and monies for this effor: have come from the Alyesks Pipeline Service
Campany . formerly Trans-Alsaaka Pipeline System. This series of reports presents some of the

results of these investigations. The reportis are basically descriptive; .e., relatively little comparative
analysis or synthesis has boen possible Ln the ahort time svallable since cossation of excavation

I Eqp“mlﬂ;, 1975, It has beon thought necessary 1o present as many of the dala as possible at

this time to expedifle disseminalion el the ralber large amount of infoermatien and te explaln the methodologi-
a8 and policles behind the efforts to reduce impact of a large copstruction project on a long transscl

of Alaska. This section will introduco sema of these policics and methods, both in the feld and

du.rlng the last two years of analysis.

The Individual reports which follow this section will illusirate how these methods have been pat -
fnte practice, Seme excavations heve lent themeelves more handily to ope professional philosophy
than another and there is o considarable diversity in the kind and gquality of cultural data tvo be gleaned
from them. This I8 inevitable congldering the 1,000 km of plpeline Involved and the 323 slites Impocted
by the pipeline.

General Conglderations

In 1870 and 1871, the impending censiructlon of a plpaline and sn scosasory aupply road created

an immodiate need to locate cultural rossurces that might be impacied by this construction, The

initdal wask, therefore, was nol o explore cullural processes, 1o analyze any one lor morel cultural
tradithon () . ner aven to derive o culture history of Alasks, but to make sure that construction activities
associated with the building of the plpeline would not destiroy any of the raw materials that might

“be vwsed by any of the above professional approaches.

Mosi of central and noribeceniral Alsaks had received liltle in the way of a sysicmalic {or even unsysiematic)
scarch for caliural resosrces of any kind. However, extrapobation from other arens and scher theoretieal
predictive modeling (intuition] strongly suggested that the pipeline should impact quile a number

al historle and prehistoris native slten, a8 well 08 some hislorie Euro-American comps (o, g. . from

the Gold Rush). That this was,. indeed, the case. has boen amply demonotrated .

Althsugh "new™ archealogical metheds and concopis are eamminently suliable, the culiure hilstory
of Alaska is atill in the himeriogrophy stage of archeological development. Where possible, these
ahould be integrated. In the present project, however, such spproaches ns the varlous :.pq'n'piing
iaclice were not consklered 1o be SIrATEEIc - &Ry slie has cxiremely bhigh potential for archeological
enlightenment. Not endugh is koown aboul any one phase, complex, or tradition o *let a site go" .
Tha same argument can be spplied land was) to each slie itaell. Simply sampling & sie may be

an adequale mitigation procedure if there is sufficient assurance that such sampling can accurately
determine ite lecation in time, environment, and culivral processes. Such & criteria could not be
mel. An additional factor is almost always present ina large construction project = there will ba
little or po chance (o do any additiennl sampling if the fires offord f8 ineulliclont or unsatisfactory .
For these reasnns - sampling & presently unsatisfactory and tofal destruction was imminent - the
policy was st for total excavetion of a site suffering from primary impoes,

Totel axeavation, in this cass, means a eareful and accurste excavation af the entire site = out o
where no more cultural clements are recognized {or, at least, a flake or two per iwo-moter aq_ulre} .
Some further, although parenthetical, commoents coneerning excavation may be appropriste here,
althoupgh the methedology was foirly standard. Early excavatbona of some slies wos done In feel

#nd Inchee {matric tapes could nat be found in Fairbanks then and there was almosi no lend time

o order them) . Trowels were used exclusbvely; thore was oo soreening.  All sites were shallow
{usually less than 20 cm) and infiltrotcd with pumerous reots of grass and shrubs which foual a
screen. Exacl provenlence was desired for all iools. Ocientation (horizontalfvertical) was usually




recarded 1o determine the amount of soil moversent and thus the relevance of depth measurements
and/for assockatlon with soil horizons {(this tectic kas not yetl shewn any meaningful correlations

in the analysia) . For these reasona, and the opinion of the Principal livestlpator thot troweling

is fanter and more ascurnio in almost all cases similar to thooo cncountercd along the pipeline, screens
were aimply not utilized.

Such a pl.ihmpﬂul = basically that of salvags excavation = has remained ceniral o the feld np:rml.mn
of the project. In a few cases, eltes subjoct o immediste socondary impact have boon ot least partially
exoavated. Whether more needs to be done with these will depond upon further inlegration of tha
sample data with the material presented in the following reporis and m‘n:equem annlysos, as well

as public accessibitity io ihe slics.

The excavations thomeolves, potwithstanding their salvage beginnings, are sufficient and adequate

o be examined according Lo several, and different, analytical philosophiea. This is particularly

true of those which are lacper, either in aren or cultural content. As mentioned above, most of

ihe archeclogy of Alaska is still eriented leward atiainlng & satiafsctory historiography . Hampered

by & pawcity of lorge. well excavated habitution sites (or reports on such sites]), and poor chronomatric
control of smaller alios, Alaskan archeclegisis have had 1o rely heavily wpon typological sets.

This invariably oversimplifics matters, reducing comparisons to "horizen markers" or "disgnoatic®
artifacls = primarily projeciile poinis, burins, oF miereblade cores. This approach is undeniably

B luhj-ni.‘l.lu-: e, p'l.u.l::ln.' a heavy borden upon intuition and a "leeling™ that compenenis or artifactm
are "like" one another and . therefore, should have & common culiursl miliew, Howewver, as pointed

out in an earlior report [(Cook, et al., 16871]. a number of new ideas began to emerge from a consideration
of the data. More specifie, as well as more explicil, resesrch goals were Idontilied s worthy of
increased mitention and became what might be considered ex post facto rationalizations for oxcavation
of the sites and will certainly form the jusiification for mtinuuﬂ research in seversl areas sdjscent

o the pipeling corridor.

Sloew that time, twae hj[i;lﬂ'.nlﬂi have been major points of discussion during excavation and analy sis
_of pites. Frincipal among thoss hypotheses are the following:

1. The boundary between Eakims and Indlan eultura] spheres kas Been ln 8 state of flux for several
millenla. Hotonly does this problem concern the wiilization of an area by one of the other
groups, but diffuslon of traits snd trade patterns are potentially important,

Earlier ideniification of Eskimo (Denblgh Flint Complex) kinds of artifacts within interior
Alaska has not boen reluted; however, (hese thes have net been partlculacly strengibened .

Opn the other hand, atiribution of Morth Slope componentn (with stemmed poiniel io s Kavik
#u.p.l.thﬁ (Ao p.nu.'h.l'n-}l:utehin?l . hog bpen esoontially nngntﬂ:l- Other nepects of this question
will be raised in the individual reporis but this last brings up ansiher theals that 1 exteemely
pertinent to the pipeline data,

" The development of the Eskime [material) euliure can be traced in the narthern feothille of
the Brooks Hange. Although this is largely a problem of histeriography . several questions
concerning the origin and dissppearance of certain trails (stemmed points, transverse burins)
musl introduce ihe possibilitics of diffuslon andfor trade conizcts and the resulinnt impaoct
upon n developing Eckime confinaum.

Bimilarly, a real possibiilly exiata for deriving, at least tentatively, n (material) eulture

bistory of the Athapaskan populations. The excavations along the pipeline have definlie
bearing on this question. Although the analyses are not complete, some preliminary assesoments
will be described.

h. mnd others, will be cutlined in more detall within the Individual sectlons that follow .




Organization of the Project

Within a year of tha confirmalion of o0il at Prudhoe Bay, a congortium ol companies began preparallon
for  plpeling traversing the staie of Alaska, Construction of necessary roads and camp facilithes
began in 1869 but the pipeline tsoll was held up pending settlement of peveral envircnmental suits
and other technicabitbes. The hintus during 1871 and 1872 ended when Congreds passed and tha
Preaident signed PL 83-153 which authorized construction of ihe pipeline.

Archeclogical work began in 1969 as the route of the plpeline and camp locations were belng considered
apd studied. Over the noxt two yeors moat of the corridor was surveyed in varying degrees of
fntensity. Whers thore was o high certainty of routing, excavation of several slies was accomplishod
and the resulis were written up as & report for the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company {AFPSC), than

the Trans-Alaska Plpeline System. At first, the University of Alaska was contracted for the northern
pertion and Alaska Methodiad University. in Anchorage. was responsible for the southern hall,

Thess conlracts were later ehanged and the Unlversity of Alnska became charged with the northernmost
four of the five consiruction segments.

From the atart, slthough the pipeline consortium was directly responsible for the archealagy through
ita enwironmental prolection program, there have been gote opd federal monitors for the project.
The earlier archeological work (19659-1871) maintained a linson with these monfitors both through

the antiquities permit system and through & commiites of anthropeleglias from the Arctic Institute

of Rorth America who wore advising tee U .5, Depariment of Interior [Campbell 1673} . Fﬂ]lwiﬁﬂ
the hiatus mentianed above, the committes was replaced by Environment and Ecclogy. Ine. (EEL)
There was minimal contact boiween this latter proup and the archealogists. although communication
increased between the field archeclogista and the Authorized Officer's Fleld Hepresemtative (of

the Dopartment of tha Interior - ADFR) oven though cur formal contacis were still with the Alyeska
pﬂ_:nul-] (Figure I-1) . u

During engineering, survey snd construatien phases, the srcheclogists were required to examine
_every appeel of the pi‘p-nlinn project that might present a threat 1o (assumed] archeclogical and fer
bisloric resources, A almple form was (illed ot for each sonsirustion ares. denoting clearance,
Fuvj.dm..l clenrance. or & necessity for mitigation (Figure [-2]. More than 1.700 of 1thess were
filed with Alyveska who, in turn, passed on the informpiion 1o the monlioring agencles, usunlly the
Alaska Ftpnlinu Office [APO}. [n actuality, only a very fow construction locations were deniod {31
amd all of these were subsaquently cleared through exeavation of the eultarsl mpterial, Many of
the archeological sites encountered were found during initial surveys and were excavaied before
these Archeclogy Roporis were filed - in which case, singe ithe material hod been recovered, consuruction
invalving the site was cleared, Howoewer. the Bulk of the aites woere survoyed, tested, and excavated
bafore this system went ioto effect (fall of 1874) .

In addition to this, a site survey form (Figure 1-3) and an Alaska survey record card (Flgure I-
4) were ales filled cut and copies sent to the Stale Archeclogist for inclusion in the siate inventory .

The plpaline has been divided into Ove major construction segments Figure 1-5) . These rather
generally conform to majer phyategraphie and environmonial divislena of the pipeling corridor.

For (hla ressop and, of a more practical nature, because communication and logistics would be

eamier, the archeslogical effort was eimilarly partitioned. The present report deala with the northern
four of thest scctions; Dr. William Workman (AMU - Anchorage) was responsible for the southernmost
Bection | {Workman 1978},

Two supervisory archeclogiste were assigned to cach section. Thelr reaponsibilitios were for survelllance
of sonstructlon and selection of siies to be excavated. In addition, an excavation crew of eight persons

plus & foreman was assigned Lo cach section, These ware under the everall direction of ihe supervisory
areheslogists alihough the foreman was in direct charge of the excavations. Neodless io say, this
was Lhe ideal gitustion; field exigencies sometimes demanded redeployment of personnel .
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