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Management Summary

This reportsupports théinal Supplemental Environmental Impact Statem&&tH1S)for the
47° NorthProject inCity of Cle Elum Kittitas County, WashingtorEA Engineering, Science,
and Technologylnc., requestethat Cultural Resource Consultantd C (CRC)prepare this
cultural resources analysisd¢waluatepotential impacts to cultural resourdesm two SEIS
alternativesSEISAlternative 6(Proposed 47° North Master Site Plan AmendmemdSEIS
Alternative 5the No Action Alternativé Approved Bullfrog Flats Master Sitdd®).
Methodology and regulations, affected environment, and impacts 8Blg8altematives have
been analyzed and compatedhose under FEIS Alternative 81jginal Bullfrog Flats Master
Site Planas outlined in the 2002le Elum UGAFEIS).

In 2002, achaeologists identified3 cultural resources within thegpproximately 1,00@cre
Bullfrog Flatsprojectsite At that time, impacts specific to eachlturalresourcesite
individually were not identified. However, a number of mitigation measurements were
recommended if the projewere to proceedBackground research and field investigations
conducted by Cultural Resource Consultants, LLC (CRC) eshulthe identification ofl5
previously recordegrecontact or historieraarchaeological sitesithin the824-acreportion of
the Bullfrog Flats siteurrently proposed for developmearid adjacent 2&cre property
contemplated fofuturedevelopmentSeven of these sites are located in or near proposed ground
disturbances. One of these sites was previously determined eligithe fdational Register,
however no evidence of the site remakfigld investigations did not identify any as yet
unrecorded historiera or precontact cultural resources within the prgigetand adjacent
property norwasthereany evidence found to sggst a high potential fasyet unrecorded
archaeological deposits te lzsontained withirareas proposed for developmexo significant
impacts on cultural resources have been identified for €gBE8 Alternaive 5 orSEIS
Alternaive 6.In the eventhat the project encountersyest unknown cultural resources,
potential nitigation measures are discussed améhadvertent discovery protocol is provided

1.0 Administrative Data

1.1 Overview

Report Title: Cultural Resources Technical Report for the 47° North Project Master Site Plan
Final SEIS, Kittitas County, Washington

Author (s):  Nicole Clennorand Margaret Berger
Report Date: September 1,6202Q revised Januarg0, 2021

Location: This project is loated inthe western portion of the City of Cle Elum.

Legal Description The legal description for the project is in Sectdn 27, 28, 29, 30, 31,
and 32 Township @ North, Rangdl5 East, W.M.

USGS 7.56 Topog ClapBumWA; Rdrald YWA; Wenatchee, WA (Figure 1).
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Total Area Involved: approximately849 acres§24-acre47° North site + adjacent 2&cre
property)

Reqgulatory Nexus: State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

1.2  Project Description

Sun Communitieplans tocreate anixed use development including residential (single family,
multi-family, and RV resort), commercial, and recreational LiEBeapproximately 824cre
projectsiteis located outside in the western portion of the City of Cle Elum, south of Bullfrog
Roadand north of Interstate 9th 2002, the Cle Elum UGA EIS was issued. Subsequently, the
Bullfrog Flats MasteSite Plan was approvednd Subarea Plan, Zoning, and Development
Agreement adoptedhe 1100-acre Bullfrog Flats site was subsequently anneaebd City of

Cle Elum Sun Communities is proposing revisions toBldlifrog FlatsMaster Site Plaon an
824-acre portion of the site now called°/North; and, commercial development is contemplated
by Suncadian the future on an adjacent-26re proprty. Some of these revisions constitute
Major Modifications to the approved Master Plan. As a result, the City of Cle Elum has
determined that a SEiSrequired, supplementing the 2002 Cle Elum UBA. This report
compares the methodology and regulaiatilized, affected environment, and potential impacts
of the 2002 UGA Cle EIlurkEIS Alternative 5(Original Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plaand the
2020 SEISprojectalternativesThe SEISalternatives under analysis in this assessmer§&ls
Alternative 6i Proposed 47° North Master Site Plan Amendmandl theSEIS Alternative 5

(No Action Alternative)i Approved Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plan

For purposes of thieport the areaofit er est ( her eaf t eforcultufat he pr oj
resources isonsidered to contain the locations of all project elements as described above and as
shown inFigures 1 and 2.
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SEIS Alternative 6i Proposed 47° North Master Site Plan Amendment
Alternative 6 represents the Applicantds
includes phased development of a mix of rasiidé RV resort, and open space/recreational
facilities on the 824c. project sitéFigure 3) A 25-ac property adjacent to the site could be
developed in commercial uses in the futdieis alternative would develop 353 acres for
residential, recreatip commercial, utility, and other useand would leave 471 acres as open
space.

A 25-ac. property locatedo i t e, adj acent to the siteobs
commercial uses at some point in the future by the property owner, Sufidadipotential off

site development may involheetotal of 150,000 sq. ft. of commercial uses, including: grocery

prop

east

store, retail, restaurant, and medical office uses, could be developed on approximately 18 ac. of

the propertyNo development is proposed tire property at this time. However, hypothetical

development of the property is included here in order to understand the potential impacts of this
development, including the cumulative impacts of this development together with development

of 47° N.Shouldthis hypothetical development be pursued in the future, a cultural resources

survey would be conducted on the&& property.

3
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SEIS Alternative 5(No Action Alternative)i Approwed Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plan

The SEISNo Action Alternativeassumes thatevelopment oFEIS Alternative 5 from the 2002
UGA FEIS, which became the approved Master Ptawuld occurunder current condiins
(Figure 4) SEISAlternative 5Swouldinclude development of a mix of residential and

employment uses, open space/recreational facilities, and future development areas ca@ 1,100

site. This alternative would develaptotd of 577 acres for residential, recreation, commercial,
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utility, and other usedPevelopment on 222 acres has occurred since 2002. This includes the
development of the Horsepark in the Reserve area, water treatment plant, and school expansion,
resulting in355 acres of remaining development. In this alternative, 524 acres would remain as
open space.

LAND USE SUMMARY e \

Note: This figure is not to scale North

Figure 4. Figure illustratin§EISAlternative 5(No Action Alternative)i Approved Bullfrog Flats Master Site Plan
(City of Cle Elum 2002).

2.0 Methodology and Regulations

2.1 2002 Cle Elum EISMethodology and Regulations

Methodology and regulations for the 2002 Cle Elum EIS rei@et Elum 2002)vere described
previously in the Draft EIS repof€le Elum 2001) The methodology included pfeeld and

field elements. Archaeologists conducted-feeéd research which included a search for
previously recorded archaeological sites and survey reports on file at the Washington State
Office of Archaeology and Historic Fservation (OAHP) (DAHP). Historical documents at
federal and state archival centers were reviewed. In addition, county and city personnel
knowledgeable about land use within the general Cle Elum area were inesd{{&e Elum

2001)

Methods used to condt the archaeological survey consisted of a literature review of historical
documents, examination of historical photographs, a pedestrian survey, and documentation of
cultural resources. Additionally, local residents and members of the Yakama Nation were
interviewed to assist in identification of cultural resources within the Cle Elum (@BAEIum
2001:3.131). According to Griffin and Churchill (199817), YIN Cultural Resource Program
manager Johnson Meninick, and members of his staff, visited thetdlio8tar resort property

on several occasions and shared information on the past use of project lands.

CRC Technical Memorandum #1910A-2
Cultural Resources Technical Report, 47° North Project Master Site Plan Final SEIS, Cle Elum, Kittitas County, WA
Page 5



The cultural resources survey was conducted in compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, the Advisory Council on Historredervation Bulletin 38, the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (PL-B01), and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 4611).

2.2 2020 SEIS Methodology and Regulations

In 2019, anassessment was develogedthe SEISas a component of preconstruction
environmental review with the goal of preventing cultural resources from being dishyrties
proposed project by identifying archaeological or historic sites within the project location.
CRCO6 s wo erndedwrapsirt, o assist in addressing state regulations pertaining to the
identification and protection of cultural resources (e.g., RCW 27.44, RCW 27.53). The
Archaeological Sites and Resources Act (RCW 27.53) prohibits knowingly disturbing
archaeologial sites without a permit from the Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (DAHP), the Indian Graves and RecAadRCW 27.44) prohibit&nowingly
disturbing Native American or historic graves. This project is subject to theE3ratenmental
Policy Act (SEPA), whichrequires that impacts to cultural resources be considered during the
public environmental review process. Under SEPA, the DAHP is the sole agency with technical
expertise in regard to cultural resources and proviesd opinions to local governments and

ot her state agencies on a siteb6s significance

C R C wak consisted of review of available project information and correspondence provided
by the project proponenibcal environmental and cultural information, and histomeaps and

field investigatioms. Field investigations consisted of archaeological monitoring of geotechnical
exploration pits, pedestrian survey, and subsurface testing via hand excavateteshpvebes.

On November 13, 2019, CRC contacted cultural resources staff at the Confederated Tribes and
Bands of the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation) on a technical taafchnical staff basis to

inquire about projeetelated cultural information or ccerns (Attachment AJhis

communication was not intended to be or intended to replace formal govettorgenternment
consultation with affected Tribeat the time this report was completed no responses regarding
the project had been receiveédhy addiional information made available subsequent to the
submission of this report will be included in a revisadrthis report. This assessment utilized a
research design that considered previous studies, the magnitude and nature of the undertaking,
the natureand extent of potential effects on historic properties, and the likely nature and location
of historic properties within theroject as well as other applicable laws, standards, and

guidelines (per 36CFR800.4 (b)(1)) (DAHP 2aL

3.0 Affected Environment

3.1 2002 Cle Elum EISAffected Environment

Information for the cultural resources that would potentially be impacted basdel®n
Alternative 5from the 2002 Cle ElunkEIS was summarized from Land Use History of the
Proposed Mountain StarResort: TResults of a Cultural Resource Survey along the Lower Cle
Elum River(Churchill and Griffin 1999). Churchill and Griffin (1999) identified twetltyee
previously recorded archaeologicatourceshat are located within theEIS Alternative 5 area.
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Of the23 previously recordedrchaeological resourcesix wereprecontact (four sites and two
isolates). All six precontaerchaeological resourcegere found to be potentially eligible for

listing on the National Register of Histo Places (NRHP) under Criterion D basedtoir

ability to yield potential information about settlement and subsistence patterns that are significant
to the understanding of regional prehistory.

Of the remainind.7 historiceraarchaeologicasites,14 were designated as refuse scatters dating
from the midnineteenth to the twentieth centuries. These wensideredo potentially contain
subsurface components that may be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The remaining three
historicera archaeologicaesourcs include the Cle Elum Chlorination Building, sections of the
old Cle Elum waterline, and an isolated find. The 2002 report did not state whether or not these
cultural resources were eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Also notedwas the possibility that a segment of the Yakama Trail is located within an area
designated as undeveloped open space according F&t8élternative 5 plansThis areavas
considered to potentially hagggnificance as a Traditional Cultural Pesty.

3.2 2020 &EIS Affected Environment

3.2.1 Overview

In 2019, a comprehensive assessment was condoctée SEISo determine the potential

impacts to the affected environmenhe context presented here summarizes environmental,
ethnographic, histrical, and archaeological information presentegraviously completed

cultural resource assessmegportsby refereiwe; archaeological and historic data from DAHP

and WISAARD records search; ethnographic resources; geological and soils surveys (e.g.,
USDA NRCS 209; WA DNR 2019); historical maps and documents from Bureau of Land
Management United States Surveyor General (USSG) Land Status & Cadastral Survey Records
database, HistoryLink, Historic Map Works, HistoricAerials (NETRQ0University of

Was hi ngt onds Digital Collection, Washington St
Cd |l ecti on, an dHeldinvesGgatiorde this asstessmaentywerelusive of
archaeological monitoring, pedestrian survey, and subsurface testing

3.2.2 Environmental Context

Overview The project is located along the eastern slopes of the Cascade Mountains within the
Cle Elum River Basin in Central Washington. The Cle Elum River passes through the western
portion of the proposed project and converges thighYakima River approximately .6 mile

south of the project. The project boundary is partially demarcate®®yd the south and

Bullfrog Road to the west and north. Elevation within the project ranges from 1982 to 2164 feet.
The property is forested dns currently utilized by horseback riders, hikers, and bike riders.
There are a number of trails and dirt roads throughout the project location. The project lies on
two distinct terraces, the upper terrace being in the eastesthingde of the projectrad the lower
terrace in the western third. The property is located withi\thes grandiggrand fir) zone of

the North Cascades Province (Franklin and Dyrness 1973). Other plants within the project
include snowberry, Oregon grape, blackberry, wild resawberry, various grasses and weeds,
kinnikinnick, and balsam root. Currently, ground disturbance is plamneéerthe SEIS
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alternativedor the upper terrace and potentially in two locations on the lower terrace where
Public Trail Parks are planned.

GeomorphologyThe topography and geology of the central Washington region has been shaped
by a unique series of geomorphological events that are reflected in the landscape of the project
location The project isvithin the Northern Cascade Province chteazed by nortksouth

trending mountains comprised primarily of ancient sedimentary rock that have been partially
metamorphosed. The peaks and ridges within this zone are relatively uniform in elevation and
the valleys are consistently deep with steepssiiranklin and Dyrness 1973).

As previously described by Ives and Goyg@a10)

Bedrock in the project area dates from the Eocene Epoch (& Btilion years ago) and
includes a series of early Eocene sandstones and siltstones of the Swauk Farmagtiome d by @At he
relatively undeformed lava flows of the middle Eocene Teanaway Formation that are in turn

overlainbythecodbear ing fl uvi al sandstone beds of the Rosl )
2000:13). These extensively mined, coal bearing beds widhmty of the project area appear as

At hbedkded nonmarine arkosic sandstone, conspicuous]|
al. 1982:14).

The Pleistocene epoch, defined by successive glaciation during a cooler climatic period, began
approximately2.5 million years ago. During the Late Pleistocene or last glacial period (110,000
12,000 years ago), the Cordilleran ice sheet covered much of the American northwest and
scoured the landscape during advance and retreat episodes caused by localized climat
fluctuations By the end of the Pleistocene, much of the Cle Elum and surrounding valleys (e.g.,
Keechelus and Kachess) were covered by extensive glaciation. The onset of climatic warming
approximatelyl4,000 years ago caused the ice sheets to retriwt torth and began the

transition into the Holocene. During this perigthcial lakes formed behind heavy terminal
moraines that had built up across the valley (Franklin and Dyrness 1973; Saunders 1914).

Mapped Surface Geologic Unit(d)he surface gdogy in the project location is mapped as Qal,
Pleistocene glacial and nonglacial depo@g\ DNR 2019). This unit is described as alluvium,
colluvium, loess, till, outwash, glacial drift, etc. This includes sediments ranging in size from
boulders to clay

Mapped Sd Unit(s): Several soil units are mapped in the project locqtiBDA NRCS 209).

The majority of the project is located on an upper, flat terrace above the Cle Elum River. This
portion of the project is mapped as Roslyn ashy sandy log&t, Percent slopes. These soils

are formed on terraces from glacial drift with a mantle of loess and volcanic ash. A typical
profile of this soil unit is moderately decomposed plant material from Grtchltwo horizons

of ashy sandy loam from 1 to Iiches, loam from 15 to 37 inches, and two horizons of gravelly
loam from 37 to 60 inches below the ground surface.

The lower terrace in the western section of the project location consists of Racker ashy sandy
loam, O to 5 percent slopes. This soil foromsterraces from glacial outwash with a mantle of
volcanic ash. A typical profile of this soil unit consists of moderately decomposed plant material
from 0 to 1 inch, ashy sandy loam from 1 to 5 inches, gravelly ashy sandy loam from 5 to 12
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inches, and te horizons of very cobbly loamy sand from 12 to 60 inches below the ground
surface.

The slope between these two soil units consists of Dystroxerepts, 45 to 65 percent south slopes.
This soil forms on escarpments in glacial outwash with an influence @dniolash in the upper

part. A typical profile of this soil consists of moderately decomposed plant material from O to 1
inch, ashy sandy loam from 1 to 7 inches, gravelly ashy loam from 7 to 18 inches, and very
gravelly sandy loam from 18 to 60 inchesdwelthe ground surface.

Climate Since the late Pleistocene, three major episodes of climate change have contributed to
variations in temperature, sediment accumulation, and vegetation development (Mehringer
1985). As discussed above, the climate becataguwely warmer between approximately 13,000
and 9000 years B.P. and vegetation communities began to develop as glaciers retreated and
landforms stabilized. The climate became increasingly warmer and drier during the Holocene. As
a result, the streams alakes that characterized the late Pleistocene began to evaporate resulting
in a shift from hydric to xeric vegetation communities that were later replaced by mixed
coniferous forests and deciduous shrubs by approximately 4000 B.P. By 2500 B.P., the climate
shifted to a cooler and wetter regime comparable to the préagronditionsHistorically, the
Columbia River valley and major drainages in the surrounding area contained a relatively rich
environment where an array of plant and animal resources loeydtbcured (Chatters 1986).

3.2.3 Archaeological Context

Archaeological evidence suggests that as the transition into-fneéceegional landscape

allowed the area to be suitable for habitation in the late Pleistocene following the subsidence of
glacialy derived floods and the stabilization of local landforms. Subsequent changes to
landforms, climate, and vegetation influenced the available resources and, consequently, the
spatial distribution and subsistence strategies of humans living on the land®eapet
investigations support human presence in northwestern North America dating to the late
Pleistocene (Gilbert et. al 2008he Cle Elum and Roslyn areas fall within an area
encompassed by the Columbia River Plateau Cultural Area (AnastasicAl8&g et al. 1998

Early human occupation in the Cle Elum area and Columbia Plateau dates to approximately
13,000 years ago and provides the upper limit of generally accepted phase designations
developed from previous research for the Plateau regionBeck,and Jones 201Brown et al.
2019;Chatters 1986; Daugherty 1956; Galm et al. 1981; Greengo 1982, 1986; Hollenbeck and
Carter 1986; Lohse 1985, 2005; Mehringer and Foit 1990; Nelson 1969; Rice 1969; Schalk
1982). These designations follow changes ttiesaent and subsistence strategies through time
as climate, technology and population density changed. The trend noted in these phases is a
pattern of adaptation from an upland hunting strategy to aseheintary riverindased

subsistence organizationar time. This change broadly occurs between an earlier tradition
comprised of several phas&¥dstern Stemmed Tradition: ca.13,000 to 11,000 EByis: ca.
11,500(?) to 11,000 B.P.; Windust: ca. 11,000 to 8000 B.P.; Vantage/Cascade: ca. 8000 to 4500
B.P.) and a subsequent, tpbase tradition: Frenchman Springs (ca. 4500 to 2500 B.P.), and
Cayuse (ca. 2500 B.P. to 250 B.P.) (Ames et al. 1998; Swanson 1956) and is summarized in
Berger (2015):

The division between the two broad traditions is marked by the archaeological appearance of several
apparent innovations. Pithouses are first recognized during this time; other artifacts appear, such as
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those suggestive of resource intensification (grostode mortars, pestles, and net sinkers). Also
apparent is increased variation in stamarking technology, decline in the predominance of basalt,

and the appearance of small stemmed and larger notched projectile points. Archaeological evidence
of a riverne-based residence pattern, supported by seasonal camps at upland locations, appears to
correspond with the ethnographically observed Plateau pattern. The earliest manifestations of this
residence pattern are present by about 4500 years ago.

The Plateawinter village pattern, noted in ethnographic literature, appears to have been established
by 2500 B.P. The Plateau subsistence model indicates a pattern of riverine settlement, a reliance on
riverine and root resources, the development of complex figbeimologies, and the extension of
trading patterns and extension of apparent political links (Greengo 1986; Nelson 1969; Swanson
1956). An increase in the frequency of net sinkers suggests a multifaceted economy emphasizing
largescale fishing, this podsly organized into intevillage groups. Points dated to the Cayuse
period are generally smaller, with notching occasionally added to the chipped triangular form
(Nelson 1969). Bow and arrow technology appears to be widespread by about 2000 years B.P.,
basd on the morphology of projectile points from this time period. Cultural traditions established
by the onset of the Cayuse phase appear to persist with little variation to the contact era, about 200
years ago, when disruptions associated with the-Buamerican presence in the region resulted in a
breakdown of traditional social patterns.

3.2.4 Ethnographic Context

Traditional Territory The project location is situated within the traditional territory of the
Sahaptirspeaking Kittitas and Yakama people YR®36; Schuster 1998; Spier 1936). The

Kittitas and Yakama utilized the upper Yakima River Region as a residential area as well as part
of their seasonal rounds following their subsistence practices (Bynum et al. Qg8%&)groups,

such as the Southetmishootseegpeaking Snoqualmie bands also ventured into the Cascade
Range, and may have overlapped with the Kittitas and Yakama. The resource rich area provided
groups the ability to sustain themselves following a generally cyclical pattern (Spier A936).
summarized by Griffin and Churchill (1998a):

The cultures of the Columbia River Plateau area were characterized by locally autonomous
villages, which sometimes grouped together to form bands with a central chieftainship (Ray 1939;
Anastasio 1975). Tetdrial boundaries were generally delineated by geography, but were crossed
regularly (Chance 1973). Each band had a permanent winter village located along a principal
water source with principal subsistence activities comprised of hunting, fishing agattleging

of plant resources. Subsistence activities generally followed a cyclical pattern. Winter villages
were used until the snows melted and early spring roots and berries became available. From early
spring to early summer, inhabitants would sepdrdatesmaller groups in order to hunt game and
gather roots and berries in the uplands. Fishing activities dominated betwe&uanaitb October.
During the summer season small groups would begin to concentrate at fisheries along the principal
area drainage After the fish runs had ended, native peoples scattered into the mountain regions to
hunt large game and pick berries. By the time the winter snows first began to appear, native
families would have migrated back to their winter villages.

Trading centes such as The Dalles and Celilo Falls were important to interior Plateau people and
Coast Salish alike. Goods such as roots, horses, furs, skins, dried clams and salmon, pemmican,
clothing, baskets, and robes were items often traded (Schuster 1998)tibonaddyathering on

the Columbia River, trails through Snoqualmie Pass and the Cascade Mountains facilitated trade
amongst the Plateau and Puget Sound Indian groups. These trails became useful for-early non
Native travelers as well for trapping and tragl{Prater 1981).
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Ethnographic Place Namdsarly ethnographers documented locations of villages and names for
resource areas, water bodies, and other cultural or geographic landscape features from local
informants. Knowledge of these features contribtitethe broader archaeological context of the
projectlocationand the nature of the archaeology that may be encountered during this
assessment. Similar to elsewhere, ethnographic named places are largely centered on water
bodies J. Miller 1998).On thesouthern end of Cle Elum Lakeorthwest of the town of Cle
Elumist | i eah impartant summer village (Ray 1936). This village was said to have
attracted as many as 1,000 people to fish during June and July. The wintent&thageshavas
located orthe southern banks of the Yakima River approximately four miles downriver from the
town of Cle Elum. Another winter villagéanawinswas located near the mouth of the

Teanaway River (Ray 1936; Shuster 1998).recorded places have been mapped in thiegr
location in available, reviewed literature.

3.2.5 Historic Context

The first nonnative settlers, Catholic missionaries, arrived in the Kittitas Valley in the 1840s. In
an 1855 Treaty, the Yakamas ceded most of their ancestral land, includingitbesiie of Cle
Elum, and were placed on a reservation in the lower Yakima Valley.

The project is located within th@eded Lands of the Yakama Nation, the legal rights to which
were established by thgeaty of 1855 (12 Stat. 95Ihe Treaty between Yakaa Nation and the
United States Government set forth that Yakama Nation shall retain rights to resourcésnggson
defined therein as Ceded Lands and Usual and Accustomed PlacesTHaggd&Reserved Rights
have been defended and affirmed at the higlegst of ourjudicial system. Yakama Nation
continues to exercise TreaBeserved Rights tprotect traditional resourced. Oliver, Yakama
Nation Cultural Resources Prograghectronic transmittal to City of Cle Elum, 2 October 2020;
copy on file at CRT

Most of the Kittitas had been forced onto the Yakama Reservation by 1859 (Kershner 2013).
Soon after, cattle ranchers began to inhabit the lower Kittitas Valley in sfdetile range

land. Miners discovered gold and coal in the area beginning ih8&h0s and the influx of

travelers began (Shideler 1986:4i8)1883, two childhood friends, Walter Reed and Thomas
Gamble, reunited and filed preemption claims in what would become Cle Elum (Newland and
NewlandThompson 2018). Two years later, Reed amnsoothers discovered coal three miles to
the west within the future townsite of Roslyn. Miners flocked to the region. Coincidently, the
Northern Pacific railroad was steadily pushing westward and nearing the upper Kittitas Valley. A
depot was planned foreanaway; however Reed was able to influence the Northern Pacific and
had the depot moved to Cle Elum and requested the engineers plot the town (Kittitas County
Centennial Committee 1989). The name Cle Etames from Native names for the river.
According b Oliver and Camuso (2017:13),

The Cle Elum River is a traditional use area. Its native place nafeaimi t s meani ng fAwater
passing through bluffsod or ficonverging ridges that
personal communication, May 10, 2017). Historic documents indicate the place ngepel-ofm

is derived by the native inhabitants namefoet r i ver, its meaning being fAswid/
Publishing Compang904).

In addition to mining the nearby hills and working for the railroad, people found employment
logging the surrounding forests, which primarily supported the burgeoning mmagtry. A
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town was starting to emerge. By 1890, Cle Elum had a population of 337 people. That same year
a dedicated school building was built (Shideler 1986: 31).

By the 1920s, the mining industry in Cle Elum had begun to fade and it was completebygone

the 1960s. The secondary industry, logging, had already peaked by then as well (Kershner 2013).
With the absence of coal mining and the decline of logging, the population of Cle Elum steadily
declined through the majority of the twentieth century. ddwstruction of the Sunset Highway

in 1915, and later Interstate 90 in 1964, provided jobs in the short term and enabled Cle Elum the
opportunity to become a welcome spot for travelers and tourists in the future (Shideler 1986).

Cle Elum is the first subshtial town on the east side of the Cascades fréflbcated just 31

mi |l es east of Snoqual mie Pass. Cle Elumbés eco
and recreation through the twentieth century. In 2003 the construction of a

residential/recrd@nal resort, Suncadia, commenced which marked a new era of tourism in the
Cle Elum area. The number of tourists visiting the area has increased greatly and the permanent
population of the town is slowly rising. Within the project area, selective lodgiadikely

occurred, however most recently the area has been utilized recreationally by horse riders, dirt
bikers, and hikers.

3.2.6 Historical Records Search

Review of historicamaps and aerial imagery provide understanding of the historic and
modernland use, and ownership of the project. The General Land Office (GLO) conducted early
cadastral surveys to define orestablish the boundaries and subdivisions of Federal Lands of

the United States so thHand patents could be issued transferring ithteedf the land from the

Federal government to individualBhe 1881 GLOmap depicts the project north of the Yakama
River (Yakima River) with the Tleealum River (Cle Elum River) passing through the western
section of the project location flowing from tloto south SSG1881). A road is depicted on

this map traveling in an east to west direction and passes through the project location in Sections
32 and 31. A small trail is also depicted on this map, crossing the Tleealum River (Cle Elum
River)atthebondary of Sections 32 and 31. No other
other cultural features are shown in the project location

Records on file at theBeau ofLandManagement2019) demonstrate ¢hfollowing land
claims within the project:
1 Thomas R. Brazil received a patent for thé/S&f Section 28 on November 9, 1891
(BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056236; Document Nr. 1020; Authority: March 3, 1873: Sale
Coal Land [17 Stat. 607]);
1 Marion H. Cahil received a patent for the W Eof Section 28 on beuary 7, 1893 (BLM
Serial Nr: WAYAA 056249; Doument Nr. 1104; Authority: March 3, 1873: Séleal
Land [17 Stat. 607]); J
1 James A. Dennis received a patent for the’sWwf Section 28 on November 9, 1891
(BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056239; Document NA.023; Authority: March 3, 1873: Sale
Coal Land [17 Sta607]);
1 Michael Richards received a patent for the NWY4 of Section 28 on August 18, 1888
(BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056225; Document Nr. 171; Authority: May 20, 1862:
Homestead Entry Original [12 Stat. 392
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1 Northern Pacific Railroad Company received a patent for Section 29, the EY% of Section
31, and the NE % of Section 32 on November 4, 1895 (BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA
045468; Document Nr. 44; Authority: July 2, 88&rantRR Northern Pacific [13 Stat.
365]);

1 George Elliot received a patent for the NE¥SEY4 of Section 30 and the S¥2SEY4 of
Section 30 on February 7, 1893 (BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056251; Document Nr. 1106;
Authority: March 3, 1873: Sal€oal Land [17 Stat. 607]);

1 Moses M. Emerson received a patemttfee SW¥NWYof Section 32 on February 21,
1902 (BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056274; Document Nr. 1317; Authority: April 24, 1820:
SaleCash Entry [3 Stat. 566]);

1 Charles E. Rader received a patent for the SEY4aNW?¥4 of Section 32 on March 3, 1893
(BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056254; Document Nr. 1129; Authority: March 3, 1873: Sale
Coal Land [17 Stat. 607]); and

1 Winfield S. Wilson received a patent for the NY2NWY4 of Section 32 on October 18, 1892
(BLM Serial Nr: WAYAA 056248; Document Nr. 1090; Authority: March 3, 1873eSa
Coal Land [17 Stat. 607]).

The 1956 county atlas depicts the project within lands owned by Northwestern Improvement
Companywhich was a subsidiary of the Northern Pacific RailwHyere are a number of roads
within the project location, including ti@ld Sunset Hwy (Metsker 1956). Historic aerial

imagery is not available until 1994 for the project locafiGnogle Inc. 209; NETR 20D).

Imagery from this time shows the project within forested land with the transmission line
corridors and Wood Duck Radin their current locations. A few trails can also be seen in
imagery from that time. Between 1998 and 2006, a dirt road was constructed coming off of
Bullfrog Road within the transmission line corridor and the trails previously noted became more
apparent{Google Inc. 209; NETR 20D).

3.2.7 Cultural Resources Database Review

A review of DAHPOG6s WI SAARD database identifie
precontact and historerchaeologicasites, and recordduastoricbuilt environmenie.qg., sites,

structures, buildings, objects, landscape@roximity to the projectwhich helps gauge the

potential and likely nature of cultural resources present within the ptogation(DAHP

2019b). Cultural resources are typicallyfdeed as significant or potentially significant if they

are identified as of special importance to an ethnic group or Indian tribe or if the resource is
considered to meet certain eligibility criteria for the NRHP or other local, state, or national

historic registers. Based on NRHP assessment criteria developed by the National Park Service

(NPS 2002:2), historical significance is conveyed by properties that:

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess higltasistes, or that
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represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or

history.
According to NRHPntgiuald ep h ynseisc, a It hfee aiteuwsrsees 0 o f &
it to convey its significance, and the resour
property to convey its significancedo (NPS 200

1) Location (he place where the historic property was constructed or the place where
the historic event occurred);

2) Design (the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property);

3) Setting (the physical environmentahistoric property);

4) Materials (the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property);

5) Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafta particular culture or people
during any given period of history or prehistory);

6) Feeling (a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period
of time); and

7) Association (the direct link between an important historeng or person and a
historic property).

Criteria used for assessment of potential eligibility for the Washington Heritage Register (WHR)
are similar to NRHP criteria. Criteria to qualify include:

A The resource should have documented histosigalficance at the local or state level
A The resource should have a high to medium level of integrity

A The resource must be at least 50 years old. If newer, the resource should have
documented exceptional significance

Eighty previously recorded culturedsources have been identified within one mile of the project
location,15 of which are recorded within the proposed project boundeyencultural resource
assessments have been conducted within the project location and an adtlitessdssments
havebeen conducted within approximately one mile of the proposed project. These
investigations have been completed for proposed land developments (Churchill and Griffin
1999a; Griffin and Churchitl998a, 1998h1999; Landreau 2009; Schroeder and Landreau
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2012; Vaughn et al 2012; Woody et al. 2008), a water treatment facility installation (Churchill
and Griffin 1999b), the sale of Forest Service property (Beidl 2005), tree thinning (Churchill and
Griffin 1998), timber harvesting (Churchill 1997; F. Miller 19@8iver and Camuso 2014),
substation improvements (Schultze et al. 2012), fiber optic line installation (Fagan 1999),
sinkhole restoration (Griffin and Churchill 1998fish habitat restoration (Hamilton et al. 2001),
road improvements (Landreau and Seuer 2013), railyard development (McCombs 2002),

park installation (Oliver and Camuso 2017), pathway construction (Root and Ferguson 2008;
Vaughn et al. 2011), weigh station development and expansion (Holstine 1997; Robinson 1996),
transportation facilitconstruction (Perhay and Anh@019), slash pile burning (Griffin and

Churchill 199&l), and horse park development and improvements (lves and Gough 2010; Komen
and Ives 2010Most of theprevious studies were considered to have a moderate to high
probability of observing cultural materials. This was likely due to the proximity to the Cle Elum
and Yakima Rivers and known use of the area. Only five previous studies completed within one
mile did not identify archaeological sites (Churchill 1997; LandreauSahbeder 2013; F.

Miller 1998; Perhay and AmieR019; Root and Ferguson 2008).

There are 80 sites recorded within a-omée radius of the project locatioMany of these sites
have been evaluated for eligibility to be listed in the NRHP and haveedcaidetermination

from DAHP. Sitesrecorded within one mile from the projeatliude historic debris/refuse
scatters (40), historic mining properties (4), historic railroad properties (1), historic
buildings/foundations (3), historic homesteads (3) phistrail (1), historic waterline (1),

historic bridge (1), historic isolates (5), precontact isolates (9), precontact camps (4), precontact
lithic material (6), and depressions of unknown age or purpose (2). Of these5sites, 1
(45KT1019, 45KT1227, 45KTHEB, 45KT1376, 45KT1484, 45KT2092, 45KT2096, 45KT2098,
45KT2099, 45KT2139, 45KT2140, 45KT2145KT2146, 45KT3331land 45KT333Rare

located within the proposed project bound&gch of these sites has been evaluated for
eligibility to be listed in the NRR and received a determination from DAHP. Two sites were re
evaluated in the course of subsequent investigations but DAHP did not issue a new eligibility
determination.

Sites 45KT2092, 45KT2096, 45KT2098, 45KT2099, 45KT2139, 45KT2140, and 45KT2141
were reorded as historic refuse scatters and were determined not eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These sites are either within, or close to areas with potential
ground disturbances and may be impacted by the proposed project.

Site45KT1484 was recorded as precontact isolate consisting of a single flake fragment and was
determined not eligible for the NRHP. Although the site is located within the proposed project
boundary, it is not within areas with proposed ground disturbancesitndt be impacted by

the project as planned.

Site 45KT2146 was recorded as an historic waterline and was determined not feligide
NRHP. Portions of the historic waterline pass through areas of proposed ground disturbance and
may be impacted bihe proposed project.
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Site 45KT3331 consists of the Cle Elum waterline chlorination building. This site was
determined not eligible for the NRHP and is outside the areas with proposed ground
disturbances; as such, it will not be impacted by the progegtamned.

Site 45KT3332 is a historic debris scatter described as a two glass vessels and six vent hole cans
discarded just east of Bullfrog Road. It was determined not eligible for the NRHP and is outside
the areas with proposed ground disturbancesyeéls, it will not be impacted by the project as
planned.

Site 45KT1019 was recorded as a sparse precontact lithic scatter and was determined eligible for
the NRHP. When first recorded in 1995, the site had been heavily impacted by modern use
(Powell 1999. A subsequent visit to the site described additional heavy impacts from logging

and observed just one lithic flake (Churchill 1998). This site is located outside the areas of
proposed ground disturbances and will not be impacted by the project as planned

Site 45KT1227 was originally recorded as a precontact isolate consisting of a sparse scatter of
lithic debitage and raw material (Powell 1994). In 1998, archaeologists revisited the site location
and expanded the site to include three additional pietdebitage and raw materials that were
observed outside the original site boundary. The initial artifacts observed in 1994 were not
relocated (Churchill 1999). Archaeologists once again revisited the site in 2010 (lves and Gough
2010). At that time, 14hovel test probes were excavated. No cultural materials or features were
observed. The site was originally determined eligible for the NRHP, however Ives and Gough
(2010) noted that the site no longer contains properties that have yielded or wouldiytie like

yield information important in history or prehistory and therefore should no longer be considered
eligible.

Site 45KT1368 was first recorded as a sparse lithic scatter and was determined eligible for the
NRHP. The site was later found to be muchrenextensive, consisting of protohistoric aged
artifacts, features, possible house structures, and human remains. This site is outside the areas
with proposed ground disturbances and will not be impacted by the project as planned.

Site 45KT1376 waitially recorded as an isolated biface fragment and the site was determined
eligible for the NRHP (Griffin 1998). Subsequent testing of the site recovered eight additional
artifacts (six pieces of debitage, a uniface, and a battered cobble [pestlehetezn 20 and

40 cmbs (Churchill 1999). Archaeologists revisited and tested the site again in 2010 (lves and
Gough 2010). At that time, a single lithic flake was recovered from subsurface investigations
consisting of 46 shovel test probes. Archaeologisted that the low density and poor context of
artifacts recovered from the site leave little research potential and recommend that the site no
longer be considered eligible for listing in the NRHP. Regardless, the site is located outside the
areas with ppposed ground disturbances and will not be impacted by the project as planned.

Tablel. Archaeological sites recorded within a enée radius from the proposed project locat{®@AHP 2019)

Site Number Site Type Distancefrom Project Historic Register Status
45KT1019 [Precontact lithic scatter Within project locatiorbut outsid¢Determined eligible
proposed development
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Site Number

Site Type

Distancefrom Project

Historic Register Status

45KT1227

Precontact lithic material

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined eligiblelater
recommended not eligible (lve
and Gough 2010)

45KT1368

Precontact camp and human
remains

Within project locatiorbut outside
proposed development

Determined eligible

45KT1376

Precontact camp

Within project locatiorbut outside
proposed development

Determined eligiblelater
recommended not eligible (lve
and Gough 2010)

45KT1484

Precontact isolate

Within project locatiorbut outsids
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2092

Historic refuse scatter

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2096

Historic debris scatter

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2098

Historic refuse scatter

Within projectlocationand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2099

Historic refuse scatter

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2139

Historic refuse scatter

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2140

Historic refuse scatter

Within project locatiorbut outsidg
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2141

Historic refuse scatter

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT2146

Historic waterline

Within project locatiorand
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT3331

Historic structure/waterline
chlorinating building

Within project locatiorbut outsidg
propo®d development

Determined not eligible

45KT3332

Historic debris scatter

Within project location but outsig
proposed development

Determined not eligible

45KT1018

Depression

.61 milell}

Determined eligible

45KT1361

Precontact isolate

Determined eligible

45KT1364

Precontact lithic material

Determine eligible

45KT1365

Precontact lithic material

Determined eligible

45KT1367

Depression

Determined eligible

45KT1373

Precontact isolate

Determine eligible

45KT1374

Precontact isolate

Determined eligible

45KT1375

Precontact isolate

Determined eligible

45KT1378 |Historic cabin/homestead Determined eligible
45KT1380 |Historic mine complex Determined eligible
45KT1642 |Precontact isolate Determined not eligible
45KT1643 |Precontact camp Not determined

45KT1644

Precontact camp

Not determined

45KT1738 |Precontact isolate Not determined

45KT2079 |Historic refuse scatter Determined not eligible
45KT2080 |Historic refuse scatter Determined not eligible
45KT2081 |Historic refuse scatter Determined not eligible

45KT2082

Historic debris scatter

Determined not eligible

45KT2083

Historic debris scatter

Determined not eligible

45KT2084

Historic debris scatter

Determined not eligible

45KT2085

Historic debris scatter

Determined not eligible
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Site Number Site Type Distancefrom Project Historic Register Status
45KT2086 |Historic debris scatter .84 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2087 |Historic debris scatter .57 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2088 |Historic debris scatter .64 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2090 |[Historic debris scatter .5 milei Determined not eligible
45KT2091 |Historic foundation .5 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2093 |Historic refuse scatter .27 miIE. Determined not eligible
45KT2094 |Historic homestead 42 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2095 |Historic debris scatter A1 milet Determined not eligible
45KT2097 |Historic refuse scatter .28 miIE. Determined not eligible
45KT2100 |Historic mining 4 mile' Not determined
45KT2101 |Historic homestead .48 milé. Determined not eligible
45KT2135 |Historic bridge .06 mile- Determined not eligible
45KT2136 |Historic refuse scatter .35 miIe' Determined not eligible
45KT2137 |Historic refuse scatter 41 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2138 |Historic refuse scatter 44 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2611 |Historic debris scatter .34 mile. Not determined
45KT2618 |Historic isolate 42 mile. Not determined
45KT2710 |Historic railroad .27 mile. Not determined
45KT2825 |Historic debris scatter .86 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT2901 |Historic debris scatter .83 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT3054 |Historic mining 1 milet Determined not eligible
45KT3333 |Historic debris scatter .73 miIE. Determined not eligible
45KT3343 |Historicisolate .15 mile. Determined not eligible
45KT3347 |Historic refuse scatter .27 mile. Not determined
45KT3348 |Historic debris scatter S milelf Not determined
45KT3349 |Historic structure .16 miIE. Not determined
45KT3354 |Historic mining .62 mile' Determined not eligible

45KT3461

Precontact isolate

.55 mile

Not determined

45KT3462

Precontact isolate

.61 mile

Not determined

45KT3463

Precontact lithic material

.54 mile

Not determined

45KT3464

Precontact lithic material

.77 mile

Not determined

45KT3483

Historic refuse scatter

.05 mile

Not determined

45KT3486

Historic refuse scatter

.15 mile

Determined not eligible

45KT3487

Historic refuse scatter

.2 mile

Determined not eligible

45KT3488

Historic refuse scatter

.2 mile

Determined not eligible

45KT3489

Historic refuse scatter

.2 mile

Determined not eligible

45KT3490

Historic debris scatter

.1 mile

Determined not eligible

45KT3492

Historic refuse scatter

.06 mile

Determined notligible

45KT3493

Historic isolate

.15 mile

Not determined

34KT3494

Historic isolate

.15 mile

Not determined

45KT3495

Historic isolate

.2 mile

Not determined

45KT3735

Historic refuse scatter

.27 mile

Not determined

45KT3736

Historic refuse scatter

.37 mile

Not determined

45KT4021

Historic trail

.18 mile

Determined eligible

There ardive properties listed on either the NRHP or WHR or haithin onemile of the

project locationthe Cle ElumRoslynBeneficial Association Hospital; the Chicago, Milwaukee,
St. Paul, & Pacific Railroad; the Roslyn Riders Club House, Track & Arena; and the Roslyn
Historic District (Table 2)None of these properties will be impacted by the current project
plans.
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Table2. Historic register listed properties located within one mile from the prjedtiP 2019)

Resource . . .
DAHP Property Address Name/Common |Build Date Historic Use Historic Register
# Status
Name
Chicago,
Milwaukee, St. NRHP:
DT179 South Cle Elum Paul, &Pacific 1909 Transportation ’
. i WHR
Railroad: South ClI
Elum Yard
Cle ElumRoslyn
700160 505 Power St Beneficial . NRHP;
Cle Elum, WA Association 1905 Hospital WHR
Hospital
. Roslyn Rider Cluk
700380 SR903 and Martin R House, Track, an( 1956 Cultural landscape WHR
Cle Elum, WA
Arena
119w F Douglas A Munro .
700244 Cle Elum, WA Memorial 1948 Memorial WHR
WA 2E Roslyn Historic S NRHP;
DTO00002 Roslyn, WA District 1886 Historic District WHR

Additionally, four structures have been inventoried within approximately .50 mile of the project

location (Table 3). None of these structures are located within the project |caadioril not be
impacted by the current project plans.

Table 3. Historianventoried properties located within .5 mile from the pro{B&HP 2019)

Resource . . .
DAHP Property Address Name/Common |Build Date Historic Use Historic Register
# Status
Name
BNSF railroad .
4113 between Easton an BNSF Bridge No. 1942 Bridge Not determined
28.1
Cle Elum
803 W 24 St . . ) Determined
48143 Cle Elum, WA Ranger Residenc| 1934 Single Dwelling digible
704 W 24 St . . .
633685 Cle Elum, WA Ranger House 1910 Multiple Dwelling | Not determined
713 Roslyn PI , , Determined ot
633207 Cle Elum. WA None 1910 SingleDwelling eligible

Two cemeteries have been recorded within one mile of the project location. They are located

outside of tharea proposed for developmemd will not be impacted by the project plans.

Table 3. Cemeteries located withippeioximately onemile radius of the proje¢dDAHP 2019)

Name Record ID Address Established Datg Historic Register Status
Laurel Hill 45KT3086 119 W B'St Unknown Not determined
Memorial Park Cle Elum, WA
lithic 45KT1368 Cle Elum River Precontact Not determined
scatter d
0
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3.3 Archaeological Expectations

3.3.1 Archaeological Predictive Model

The DAHP statewide predictive model uses environmental data about the locations of known
archaeological sites to identify where previously unknown sites are more likely to be found. The
model correlates | ocations of known archaeol o
probability that, under a particular set of environmental dardi, another location would be
expected to cont ai Kauhaamd Markertl2G0@3). Emvigohnteatdl datai t e 0 (
categories included in the model atevation, slope, aspect, distance to water, geology, soils,

and landforms. According to timodel, themajority of theproject location is rankealsi Sur v ey
Highly Advised:VeryHi g h (RAHP RAOb). Small sections within the project location are
ranked as ASurvey Highly Advised: Hi gh Ri sko,
Theseareas are located on steep slopes between the upper and lower terraces.

3.3.2 Archaeological Expectations

This assessment considers the implications of the predictive model coupled with an

understanding of geomorphological context, local settlement pgteand postepositional

processes to characterize the potential for archaeological deposits to be encderdeoedact,

et hnographic, and historic data generally sup
model. Surface geology and soils in fireject are the product of Late Pleistocene glaciers

Mapped surface geology and soils suggest that deposition since the outburst floods at the end of

the Pleistocene has been minimal and any archaeological deposits would be relatively near the
ground suiace.

Sections of the project location may have been distureatior developments such as those for
which previous cultural resource assessments were condlibiese assessments were

completed in response to land development (Churchill and Grifi8a1 2998b); water

treatment facility installation (Churchill and Griffin 1999); horse park development and
improvements (Ives and Gough 2010; Komen and Ives 2010); and weigh station development
and expansion (Robinson 1996). However, the majority ofribjeg location has not been
surveyed and likely has minimal disturbances. In these areas, if present, intact precontact
archaeology would be observed on or near the ground surface and atop the Pleistocene glacier
depositswhich are anticipated to be sloally buried Precontact archaeology may range in age
from Clovis-era(approximately 12,000 years ago) to the ethnohistoric period (beginning
approximately 200 years ag®recontact activities in the project locatware likely more

transient in natureral could have included overland traviEmporarycamps, and/or resource
gathering/hunting activities as well as possible ceremonial activities. Precontact materials that
may be observed could include middere;heshearth features, firenodified rock, ithic

scatters, bone or stone tools or implements, faunal remains, and/or other materials that may
represent more transient activiti®econtact sites that have been previously recorded within the
project primarily consist of lithic scatters or isolatéao camps, one with a burial, have been
recorded near the Cle Elum River. Because ground disturbing activities are proposed far from the
river, it is not likely that sites of a more permanent nature would be observed.

Historic-era archaeological matals, if present, would likelige on or near the ground surface
andconsist of historic debris scatters or concentratieteged to camping, mining, or logging.
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These resources are not anticipated to embody the potential to be significant (i.earmatact)
would not likely be eligible for listing on historic registeMumerous refuse scatters have been
recorded near and within the project location. It is anticipated that if higi@iarchaeological
materials are observed, they would likely be of Enmature.

34 Field Investigations

34.1 Archaeological Monitoring

Date(s) of Monitoring: October 2124 2019

Monitoring Methodology: Archaeological monitoring entailed having an archaeologist on site
to monitoring geotechnicahvestigations consisting of the excavation of 47 exploration pits.
Exploration pits would be excavated to a maximum depth of 17 feet and wouldl feeBwide

and 89 feet long.The goal of monitoring was to observe subsurface conditions and identify any
buried precontact or historgra archaeological materials or human remains that may be
encountered. Monitoring was performed by or
archaeologisto (RCW 27.53.030 (8)).

The monitoring archaeologist stood in closeximity to construction equipment in order to

view subsurface deposits as they are exposed and was in close communication with equipment
operators to ensure adequate opportunity for observation and documentation. Archaeological
monitoring sought to iderfti potential buried surfaces, anthropogenic sediments, and
archaeological features such as shell middens, hearths, or dv&éfactg strata. The monitoring
archaeologist inspected project excavations and the recovered sediments for indications of such
archaeological resources. The archaeologist was provided the opportunity to screen excavated
sediments and matrix samples when it was judged useful to the identification process. It was not
expected that any modern fill (e.g., imported culturatirile fill) or glacial sediments would be
included in screening procedures. If cultural materials were observed in spoils piles, it was
expected that these would be removed for examination and that the opportunity to screen spoil
sediments would be available. Tabktecations were photographed and recorded using a

handheld GPS unit.

Monitoring conducted byNicole Clennon

3.4.2 Archaeological Survey

Total AreaExamined: The entire projecsite (824 acresy adjacent property (25 acres)

Areas not examinedNone.

Date(s) ofSurvey: November 180, 2019

Weather and Surface Visibility:  Weather conditions consisted of cool {450+ ) partially
cloudy daysMineral soil visibility in the project location was generally poor duddnse forest
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duff. Gravelly soils were observed in several areas, primarily on trails and dirt roads throughout
the project.

Field Methodology: Fieldwork consisted of pedestrian surface survey and subsurface testing
via hand excavated shovel test proddss projects currently in design phase and
archaeological survey was focused on locations of anticipated ground disturbiaiscirvey

did not include the boundary delineation or evaluative testing of previously known
archaeological site3he area designated as potential future commercial space was not
investigated during this field investigatiorhis location will need to be investigated in the

future if development is sougt8urface survey was conducted in meandering transects targeting
locations with mineral soil visibility. Shovel probes were excavated in areas with proposed
ground disturbances and areas that would likely contain deeper Holocene loess based on
observations gathered during archaeological monitoRngbesvere manuallyexcavated witta
shovelandmeasued40 centimeters (cm) in diameter. Target depth for the probes was 20 cm
into intact glacial deposits or to the extent of the shovel (approximatelyAllregdiments were
passed throughi-inch hardware mesh to screem &rtifacts. Probe locations were recorded
using a handheld GPS unit.

Fieldwork conducted by Nicole Clennon and Lizzie FellafSiotes are on file with
CRC.

35 Results and Recommendations

3.5.1 Investigation Results

Archaeological Monitoring: Archaenlogical monitoring consisted of observing the excavation
of 47 exploration pits on the upper terrace of the project location between Interstate 90 and
Bullfrog Road Figure5). Daily archaeological monitoring logs wetempleted and are
provided as Attaament B.

The exploration pits extended to depths between 3 and 17 feet below surface and were typically
measured -3l feet wide by & feet long. The depositional context of the exploration pits
consisted of topsoil, atop varying amounts of loess, atopraithcial till or glacial outwash.

Archaeological monitoring of geotechnical investigations did not result in the identification of
artifacts of cultural deposits nor did it demonstrate that the tested locations had a high probability
to contain as yetnrecorded archaeological deposits. Monitoring demonstrated that sediments in
the horizont al and vertical ' imits of the pro
to contain cultural deposits within the loess deposits. The loess depo&itsfiam O to 8.5 feet
below the surface, but were most often less than 3 feet deep.

[figure redacted due to sensitive information

Figure5. Satellite imagery annotated with the project location in petential future commercial development in
orangepreviously recorded archaeological sitsd the locations df019geotechnical testing (Exploration Pits =
EP).
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Archaeological Survey Pedestrian survey provided information on the current condition of
the project and helped to gauge the potéfdiaasyet unknown archaeology within the project
location.The project vegetation is comprised of a mix of evergreen trees (e.g., ponderosa pine,
Douglas fir), shrubs (snowberry, Oregon grape, blackberry, wild rose), various grasses and
weeds, kinnikinick, and balsam rooF{gure6). Theforest appeared to have been logged
selectively leaving a relatively open forest canopy and trees ranging in age. Few dirt roads and
trails were observed on the upper terrace (eastern and central portion of thequaject)

(Figures 7 andB). Transmission line corridors were present in the far eastern and northern
portion of the project locatiofFigure 9) The upper and lower terrace were separated by a steep
slope. Both the upper and lower terraces were gendiatllyvith slightly more undulation on the
upper terrace. Horse trails and an obstacle course were observed on the lower terracE)fFigure
No previously unrecorded histor@ra or precontact cultural materials were observed during
surface survey.

Figure 6.Satellite imagery annotated with the project location in red, approximate survey transects in green, and
overview photo locations in blue
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