Cultural Resources Appendix

TECHNICAL EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT |

SPOKANE TRIBE OF INDIANS

1995 FINAL EIS I-1/(I-2 blank)






Spokane Tribe of Indians

P.O. Box 100 e Wellpinit, WA 99040 ¢ (509) 258-4581 e Fax 258-9243

CENTURY OF SURVIVAL
1881 - 1981

App. Action: CKC
cc: A-2, AC, CK, E, M, John Smith-CK, Darrell Eastman-CK, L, Phil Thor-MGC

CKP (Comments)
September 26, 1995

Major General Russell L. Fuhrman
Commander and Division Engineer b
U.S. Army Engineer Division, North Pacific e S22
ReGLiFT G
P.O. Box 2870 _’
Portland, OR 97208-2870 -2 95
UE DATE:

.

D ATE:
John Keys, Regional Director Q\P P A ‘
U.S. Department of Interior 7
Bureau of Reclamation

1150 North Curtis Road
Boise, ID 83706-1234

Randy Hardy, Administrator
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

RE: Comments on SOR EIS

Dear Sirs:

Attached are comments from the Spokane Tribe of Indians on the Columbia River
System Operation Review Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Advance Copy),
Appendix D: Cultural Resources. These comments are provided for your serious consideration
before entering your Record of Decision on the SOR process.

Please note that the site names of recorded Spokane archaeological and historic sites
which lie within Spokane Reservation boundaries are listed in these comments. These names
have been provided to the decision-makers as a courtesy for your consideration, so that the
managers may understand that these sites are not just numbers but are real places, real homes,
real burials and cemeteries, sacred places to the Spokane people. These are places on our
reservation - where we were forced to retreat - which the United States government promised we



could keep forever. We remember many of these names as the homes and resting places of our
grandparents, great-grandparents, and so on, back for thousands of years. These are names which
are sacred to our Tribe, and which define our culture. Just as you would preserve and protect
your family's home or farm, the Vatican or the White House, or the resting place of Thomas
Jefferson or John F. Kennedy or your mother, so we would preserve and protect these places, our
heritage. '

The present SOR EIS Appendix D does not use the best available data to consider the
effects of system operations on cultural resources. The effects on Spokane cultural resources
have not been sufficiently or realistically considered. Effective government-to-government
consultation has not as yet been accomplished during this SOR EIS process. Attempts to draft a
Programmatic Agreement with the tribes were feeble, limited to a few meetings, and not on a
government-go-government basis. The federal agencies are required to accomplish these things
before the Record of Decision is made. We highly recommend that your staff address these
issues and consider them before formally confirming your chosen alternative.

The Spokane Tribe of Indians holds the United States government, including the involved
federal agencies, responsible for preservation, protection, and mitigation of impacts on Spokane
Tribal cultural resources which are affected by federal undertakings. We request that you
consider your federal cultural resource management and trust responsibilities, these comments
and those submitted in the past, before making a decision on the Columbia River System
Operation Review. The Spokane Tribe of Indians does not approve any plan that has not
addressed these concerns.

‘We will continue to provide you with comments concerning the effects of systems
operations on Spokane cultural resources as long as that is feasible. Because of the special and
often sacred relationship of these cultural resources to the Spokane people, the Tribe chooses to
perform its own cultural resource management activities. This ability to perform such activities
does not imply that other agencies' responsibilities as set forth in federal mandates are in any way
relieved, but the Spokane Tribe will be the agency to perform any actions concerning Spokane
cultural resources.

The attached comments pertain only tp the review of the Cultural Resource appendix. It
must be understood that these comments were made within a limited amount of time, with very
limited staff and funding to meet the federal agencies' deadline. We cannot meet your
unreasonable requirement to review and comment on the 22 volumes of the preliminary SOR EIS
between August 26th and September 25th. We cannot meet your unreasonable requirement to
review and comment on Appendix T (Comments and Responses) or your draft letter to the
Advisory Council, between September 19th and September 25th. We have not had an ,
opportunity to review your responses to our previous comments, so we do not know if they have
been understood. And the agencies should be reminded that government-to-government
meetings during the EIS process have been very limited. Most Spokane Tribal participation has
been at the staff level, discussing fisheries and cultural resources. We have been unable to



participate meaningfully in analyses of the other appendices, although those other system
operations issues also affect our Tribe. Meaningful Tribal partcipation has not occured as
required under NEPA.

Please direct any response or questions about these comments to my attention.

Sincerely,

James SiJo
Spokane Tribal Business Council

cc: Ms. Linda Burbach
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SPOKANE TRIBE OF INDIANS
REVIEW OF SOR DRAFT EIS APPENDIX D: CULTURAL RESOURCES

I. INTRODUCTION

The Columbia River Systems Operation Review

The (Columbia River) System Operation Review (SOR) is both a
study and an environmental compliance process used by the
three Federal agencies to analyze future operations of the

system and river use issues. The goal of the SOR is to
achieve a coordinated system operation strategy for the river
that better meets the needs of all river users. (Appendix
D:i)

As part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process for the
Columbia River Systems Operation (SOR), the responsible federal
agencies (the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE), and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), must
solicit and consider public opinion in addition to performing
consultation with the appropriate Native American peoples on the
impact of the project on significant cultural resources.
Specifically, these agencies have solicited opinions and concerns
over the contents of the Columbia River System Operation Review,
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix D: Cultural
Resources. Full consideration must be given to the opinions and
concerns they receive, enforceable under the Administrative
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. $706 (1982))?

The Spokane Tribe of Indians is a Native American tribe whose
traditional 1lands and cultural resources are directly and
indirectly affected by this project. As part of the EIS process,
the tribe submits the following concerns about the SOR as related
to cultural resources. These express some, but not all, of the
tribe’s concerns, and is not final or exhaustive.

The Spokane Tribe of Indians and the Spokane Reservation

The Spokane Indians are the Interior Salish group~ and has
inhabited northeastern Washington, northern Idaho, and western

Montana for centuries. The native language spoken by the
Spokanes is common to other Salish tribes with only a slight
variation in dialect. Generally speaking, the Spokanes can

converse easily in their native tongue with the Kalispels,
Coeur d’ Alenes, Colvilles, and Flatheads.

The aboriginal lands occupied by the Spokanes laid in eastern
Washington along the Spokane River and surrounding area
encompassing some three million acres. The vast domain began
on the Columbia River near the present town of Hunters; thence
easterly along Hunters Creek to Deer Lake; thence to Mount
Spokane and southerly through Peone Prairie and the present
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town of Opportunity to 'a point near Rosalia; thence west and
slightly south to Ritzville and thence north to the old
townsite of Peach, and up the Columbia River to the point of
beginning.

The tribe originally [ed: at the time of Euro-American

settlement] consisted of three bands: Upper, Middle and
Lower. These terms were used by whites in reference to their
location along the Spokane River. The Lower band usually

occupied an area along the Spokane River from its mouth to the
present site of Tumtum; the Middle band occupied the area from
Tumtum to the mouth of Hangman Creek; and the Upper band lived
in the Hangman Creek region and through the Spokane Valley as
far as the present town of Post Falls, Idaho. (Wynecoop
1969:7)

Under extreme pressure from the U.S. military and Euro-American
settlement, the Spokane Indians ceded most of their traditional
lands, and on January 18, 1881, an Executive order established the
Spokane Reservation.

It is hereby ordered that the following tract of 1land,
situated in Washington Territory, be, and the same is hereby,
set aside and reserved for the use and occupancy of the
Spokane Indians, namely:

Commencing at a point where Chemekane Creek crosses the forty-
eighth parallel of latitude; thence down the east bank of said
creek to where it enters the Spokane River; thence across said
Spokane River westwardly along the southern bank thereof to a
point where it enters the Columbia River; thence across the
Columbia River northwardly along its western bank to a point
where said river crosses the said forty-eight parallel of
latitude; thence east along said parallel to the place of
beginning. (Executive Order of President R.B. Hayes, 1881)

Area of Impact

With the establishment of Grand Coulee Dam, the reservoir waters
known as "Lake Roosevelt" inundated the 1lands bordering the
Columbia and the Spokane Rivers. This includes the traditional
lands of the Spokane Indians on the east bank of the Columbia River
beginning at the mouth of Hunters Creek southward to the old
townsite of Peach, and on both banks of the Spokane River, from the
confluence with the Columbia River eastward to the Little Falls Dam
Bridge.

The area of physical impact by the reservoir operations includes
not only those areas that are periodically or permanently
inundated, but a much larger area which is steadily increasing
because of erosion, landslides, increased visitation, etc. Areas
not inundated but affected by reservoir operations include, for
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example, a stream that was traditionally used for fishing salmon,
but that 1is now dysfunctional because of Coulee Dam. Another
example of non-reservoir resources affected by reservoir action
includes a site located on a high bluff or terrace threatened by

water-induced erosion at its base. Yet another example is a
spiritual site that is now dysfunctional because of its functional
or spiritual link to an inaccessible (inundated) or site. The

reservoir has a major negative effect on the integrity of setting
for any cultural resource on adjacent landforms, so that the
effects of systems operations must include consideration of
cultural resources anywhere within that visual catchment.

Furthermore, the erosion process continues, so that system
operations directly or indirectly affect a larger and larger area
through time. A comparison of diachronic topographic maps and
photographs, and studies of erosion of the rivers’ Dbank

substantiate this claim.

The indirect effects of Columbia River systems operations under the
federal agencies in fact impact even more cultural resources.
Before the construction of Coulee Dam, the Spokane people were
dependent upon and interwoven with an annual cycle. The removal of
any part of this cycle destroys all opportunity of continuing that
cycle. Removal of the salmon and related cultural components by
the construction of the dam destroyed traditional Spokane culture.
They could no longer carry out a traditional way of life with a
significant portion of their economy, diet, and spirituality

missing. Those elements of language, religion and custom that
dealt with river resources are in danger or destroyed. For
example, much of Spokane 1Indian Language technology and

technological jargon of fishing has disappeared; the reservoir has
destroyed all the critical religious rituals relying on the river
or its resources. Children as well as young adults have forgotten
stories and the traditional names of places they have never seen.
Furthermore, modern Spokanes must deal with a culture rendered
dysfunctional by the dam. They must deal with the guilt of losing
aspects of their traditional culture, and of not protecting the
lands and remains of their ancestors. The operation of Coulee Dam
directly and indirectly affects these 1less tangible cultural
resources at least as much as it does archeological artifacts.



II. SPOKANE TRIBAL CULTURAL RESQURCES

Spokane Tribal cultural resources affected by the Columbia River
systems operations include every "type" now recognized as
potentially eligible for National Register status by the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation. They include but are not limited

to archeological and historic sites, traditional cultural
properties, historic (and prehistoric) landscapes, and the
locations significant in the lives of important persons. The

Spokane Tribe also recognizes other types of cultural resources,
such as culture-specific memories associated with specific sites,
activities, language, cemetery and Dburial sites as very
significant. '

Because of the special and often sacred relationship of these
cultural resources to the Spokane people, the tribe must perform
its own cultural resource management activities. Management of our
own resources does not imply that other agencies’ mandated
responsibilities to cultural resources are in any way relieved; but
the tribe should be the lead agency in planning and implementing
any actions forthwith affecting Spokane cultural resources. The
Spokane Tribe will be responsible for seeking expertise from
professional outside sources when expertise is needed

Spokane cultural resources affected by the operation of Coulee Dam

includes historic buildings and structures; historic and
archeological sites; groups of buildings, structures, and sites
forming historic districts; cultural landscapes; individual

objects; properties associated with significant persons; mining
properties; and traditional cultural properties that meet the
criteria specified in the National Register’s Criteria for
Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4). There are also religious properties,
moved properties, birthplaces and graves, cemeteries, reconstructed
properties, commemorative properties, and properties that have
achieved significance within the past fifty years that may be
considered for inclusion in the National Register. Listing all
these properties is neither possible nor desirable; instead we
present a small sample. We will attempt to list an incomplete but
representative sample of site and material types that are.recorded
within this area.

Archeoloagical and Historic Resources

Spokane archeological and historic sites include prehistoric,
proto-historic, and historic materials. Prehistoric site types
include but are not limited to campsites, fisheries, plant and
animal procurement and processing sites, burials and cemeteries,
vision aquest sites, petroglyphs, pictographs, village sites,
trading and meeting places, battle sites, and river crossings.
Prehistoric features include but are not limited to storage
features (such as talus caches); stone, plant and animal
procurement and processing features (for example stone ovens, shell
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middens, hunting blinds, stone weir sites, and lithic scatters);
and sacred and religious features (such as burials, vision quest
structures, and special stone gatherings). Prehistoric material
types include but are not limited to faunal remains (for example,
rawhide, antler, bone, hair, claw, horn, teeth, and shell), floral
remains (for example, seeds, pollen, bark, and roots), and
artifacts of stone (for example, mauls, manos and metates,
scrapers, spear and arrow points, crystals used for religious
purposes, and fire-cracked rock). Many of these material types
represent both man-made or modified artifacts, as well as evidence
of paleo-environment, diet, and economy.

Proto-historic and historic sites include all thée above-mentioned
prehistoric site and material types, plus European or Euro-American
site and material types. Historic site types include but are not
limited to those 1listed above plus schools, churches, stores,
farms, and ranches. Several homes of tribal members located in the
reservoir were left standing at the time of inundation. One church
building, important to the Spokane people as one of their earliest
church structures, was moved to higher ground immediately before
inundation. Its original foundation remains in the reservoir.
Material types include but are not limited to those listed above
plus items of modern manufacture, such as glass, ceramic and brick,
metals, and textiles of natural and synthetic materials.

The very early and continual occupation represented in these
archeological and historical sites offers scientists a unique
opportunity to study many critical areas. These realms include but
are not limited to: first human occupation of what is now the
United States; adaptation to climatic, geomorphological, faunal and
floral changes during the Pleistocene-Holocene boundary; expansion
of prehistoric population; evolution of Plateau Prehistoric social,
political, economic, and religious life; the relationships between
this centrally 1located group with Plains, Great Basin, other
Plateau, Montaine, and Pacific Coast peoples; Prehistoric Period
syncretism; changing Prehistoric gender roles; the relationship
between humans and Holocene environment; the effects of devastation
from European disease; the Proto-historic; contact with early
trappers, traders, and missionaries; Historic Period symcretism;
topics 1in conquest and conquering; processes in taking and
destruction of tribal lands by early settlers and the government;
effects of overcrowding; and forced and non-forced assimilation
practices; culture of poverty; deterioration and change of a
language through destruction of environment; change in economic,
social, political, and religious life because of forced change in
the environment; and culture survival. Proto-historic sites are
especially interesting in their mix of traditional and modern goods
and practices. They offer the unique opportunity to investigate
syncretism and the evolution of use of modern materials in a
traditional society.

These questions do not, of course, address the importance of these
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archeological and historical sites to the Spokane people and
culture. Many of these archeological and historic sites,
particularly cemeteries, but also vision quest sites, pictographs
and petroglyphs, fisheries, plant procurement sites, churches, and
others, carry special cultural and religious significance to the
Spokane people and culture. Prehistoric sites represent their
ancestors, a value which cannot be put on paper or underestimated.
Spokane ancestors are an integral and unforgettable part of the
Spokane people today. They must be respected. Prehistoric sites
are a key feature in legitimizing their culture as a complete,
- valid entity. They represent a time when the Spokane peoples and
lands (including natural resources) were whole, and existed in

balance, as essential parts of each other. Proto-historic sites
represent the initial and devastating impact of Euro-American
culture on their society. Historic sites are significant to the

Spokane people because they represent the horrific period of
European settlement and forced assimilation into Euro-American
society, and the memories of living tribal members. The Proto-
historic and Historic Period sites represent conquest, division,
and suppression to the Spokanes, but also their ability to survive.

No diachronic studies have been performed to describe or quantify
damage to these resources, but past archeological work (for
example, Hartzell 1994; Masten 1988 and 1990; and Spokane Tribe of
Indians 1994) and Bureau of Reclamation monitoring of slide areas,
sheds some 1light on the amount of damage that is occurring.
Erosion at many sites 1is several meters per year, often in mass
wasting. Spokane cultural resources affected by Coulee Dam
operations are almost exclusively located on the non-consolidatable
Spokane flood deposits.

Further discussion of the effects of systems operations on Spokane
archaeological and historic resources can be found in Chapter VI,
The Proposes SOS Alternatives.

The Columbia and Spokane Rivers

The Columbia River system or district includes many archeological
and historical sites, traditional cultural properties, <nd is a
(pre)historic cultural landscape. Within this district, there is
a significant concentration, linkage, and continuity of features
associated with the lifeways of the distinct and unique Inland
Northwest Native American, tied together through both cultural,
temporal, ecological, and physical connections. These properties
have integrity as a whole. ' :

The Columbia River, the Spokane River, and the Snake River are
eligible though not yet nominated National Register properties.
The Spokane Tribe of Indians is rooted in the Columbia and the
Spokane Rivers: we are concerned about their present condition and
future under reservoir waters. Their nomination to the National
Register is not possible under the scope of this study, but they
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are immediately recognizable as eligible properties through several
categories: archeological district, (pre)historic landscape, and
as a traditional cultural property.

This Columbia River system, or "district," should be protected as
a potentially eligible National Register property under Criterion
(a) : Association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history, including those
properties with significance in a community’s historically rooted
beliefs, customs, and practices; Criterion (b): Association with
the lives of persons significant in our past; Criterion (c) (1):
Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction; Criterion (c) (2): Representation of the
work of a master; Criterion (c)(3): Possession of high artistic
values; Criterion (c) (4): Representative of a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; and Criterion (d): History of yielding, or potential
to yield, information important in prehistory or history. In
National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation, an example given as an eligible property
under Criterion A is "a hilltop associated in oral historical
accounts with founding of an Indian tribe or society is eligible"
(13) . This describes the Spokane River for the Spokane Tribe,
substituting ‘river’ for 'hilltop’, as the river plays the key role
in the origin of the Spokane Tribe. Oral accounts describing this
role have been recorded many time (e.g., Ross 1984; also the
appendices of the Spokane Centennial Trail Report). Previously
recorded traditional Spokane stories about the rivers include "How
the Spokane River was Formed," "Salmon and Rattlesnake," "The Flood
and Salmon and Spilye," "How the Sun Disc Came to Spokane Falls,"
and many others (e.g., Ross 1991-1993). ‘

The historic properties within the Columbia River district convey
the sense of time and place and historical development of the
people native and non-native to this area. These natives represent
the oldest, most geographically-continuous cultural group in the
United States. No where else in America is there evidence for an
identifiable cultural group developing in a singular region from
pre-Holocene times to the present. Few places than this dffer the
rich opportunity to follow the development of a pre-Holocene people
into Holocene survival and adaptation, through an identifiable
Proto-historic Period, through conquest and settlement by Euro-
American, through the Assimilation Period, through the Civil Rights
Movement, and into the Republican Period. As such, the Columbia
River district is significant not only to the Spokanes and the
people of the Northwest, but is significant on a national and even
international level.

These rivers are traditional culturally significant properties,
playing an essential and irreplaceable role in Native Americans’
historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices. These rivers
are a critical part of cultural practices and beliefs of living
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Native Americans, including the Spokane Tribe of Indians among many
others, that (a) are rooted in our community’s history, and (b) are
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the
community. Native American elders of this region gave testimonies
identifying the significance of these rivers to their people many
- times during meetings of the SOR EIS Cultural Resource Work Group
staff and full work group meetings. We have included a sample of
these testimonies given at one such meeting in Appendix Spokane-=A.

These rivers fall into many of the categories outlined in the
guidelines for evaluating and documenting traditional cultural
properties in the National Register Bulletin 38; specifically
including but not limited to:

* a location associated with the traditional beliefs of
a Native American group about its origins, its cultural
history, or the nature of the world;

* a location where Native American religious
practitioners have historically gone, and are known or
thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in
accordance with traditional cultural rules of practice;
and

* a location where a community has traditionally carried
out economic, artistic, or other cultural practices
important in maintaining its historical identity.

Other Traditional Cultural Properties

Systems operations have negative impacts on other Spokane
traditional cultural properties that include but are not limited to
vision quest sites, plant gathering areas, social/political
gathering areas, sites associated with traditional oral stories
(such as the story of creation) and traditions. Types of sites
that are traditional cultural properties because of their sacred
and central nature to Spokane culture, but that also may be
eligible under other National Register categories include but are
not limited to pictographs and petroglyphs, camp sitess battle
sites, churches, fisheries and procurement sites.

Most of the vision quest sites used traditionally by the Spokane
peoples are inaccessible because of inundation, or they have lost
their traditional context and feeling because of inundation of the
surrounding landscape. Many of these vision quest sites could be
restored if the land were no longer inundated, if elders remain to
identify their location.

The reservoir has inundated social and political gathering areas
which were often located at river fords; though some of these sites
are seasonally accessible within the zone of fluctuation. Again,
inundation removes traditional context and feeling for many of

9



these sites. Some of these areas were the sites of important
battles, or landmark peace agreements between warring tribes. Some
of these sites were the 1locations of sacred and religious
ceremonies. Others are important because of their association with
famous or outstanding individuals.

Sites associated with traditional oral stories often include
particular and sometimes spectacular landforms. Today those sites
that are affected by reservoir operations include those that are
inundated and those which are not inundated but eroding or
threatened with erosion from reservoir action. The ecological
landscape is often key to understanding these sites; changes in the
surrounding landscape has negative effect on the context, feeling,
and interpretation of the landform even if the landform itself is
not destroyed. Because of their often unusual appearance, shape or
composition, these sites often attract recreational use which
further contributes to their deterioration.

Another type of Spokane cultural resource 1is the natural
environment. Both physically and spiritually, natural resources
are an essential and inseparable part of Spokane culture. The
salmon, eels, and other riverine resources are more important
cultural resources to archeological and historical sites, and play
an essential role in Spokane cultural identity. Traditional
Spokane stories record the importance of these resources to Spokane
culture, belief, spirituality, and religion. Stories which express
this relationship include "Salmon and Rattlesnake," "The Flood and
Salmon and Spilye," "Son of Beaver Populated Big and Small
Bullheads," "How Coyote Dug a Ditch for the Salmon," and many
others (e.g., Ross 1991-1993).

The land itself is another cultural resource. One’s homeland is
inseparable from the individual. One cannot be laid to rest in a
strange land, yet Spokane ancestors must be moved from their
original resting place because of erosion and looting, and Spokane
tribal elders cannot be laid to rest in their place of birth.

Procurement sites that should be assessed in reviewing systems
operations strategies include but are not 1limited to plant
gathering and processing areas, mammal hunting and processing
areas, and riverine resource gathering, fishing, and processing
areas. Those plants traditionally gathered by the Spokanes and
that are still in use today include many different species in and
near Lake Roosevelt. Some examples include blackberries,
blueberries; wild raspberries; pinenuts; and many camas roots
species, to name just a few. Spokanes gather other plants for
making baskets, hats, matting, etc. (See Ross (1991-1993) for a
more inclusive list of plant and animal species important to the
Spokane.) Most of the remaining gathering areas are barely being
maintained, as the environment they developed in has been so
drastically changed with the creation of ©Lake Roosevelt.
Furthermore, they were part of an annual round which through
destruction of the riverine environment by the reservoir, has also
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been destroyed. These plants and the gathering areas from which
they come are significant not only economically, but are essential
to the cultural, linguistic, and religious life of the Spokanes.

Fishing areas, as with plant gathering area, are important to the
Spokanes not only as archeological sites with crucial information
on paleo-environment, social processes, technological change, and
diet, but are critical to the cultural, linguistic, and religious
life of the Spokanes. Fishing areas included not only the sites of
net and spear fishing, but for the gathering of eels, crawfish,
mussels, and other riverine resources. The fate of individual men,
families, tribes, and regions were made at these fishing sites.
Fishing techniques and technology were an integral part of Spokane
culture: fishing jargon and analogies were woven in daily dialogue,
in personal and tribal identity, in placing humankind in nature,
and especially in the teaching of children. Sacred landscapes or
landforms often surround fishing sites. They were often focal
" points for camps and social gathering areas. Spokanes grew up with
fishing areas being not only part of the annual cycle, but part of
the individual and family as well. Burial grounds often overlook
these areas, emphasizing the sacred nature of fishing areas.

Spokanes often hunted game on higher ground, but the use of hunting
blinds located in natural avenues down to the rivers were key.
Since the creation of the reservoir, game more seldom use these
avenues so that the economic and spiritual use of these traditional
hunting blinds are strongly impacted. The negative impacts on
Spokane hunting are many. For example, the wolf, buffalo, and
antelope were primary religious and economic sources before whites
came, but no longer live here. Elk, golden and bald eagles, and
beaver were nearly eliminated from our area, though through
positive actions they are attempting to come back. The presence of
the reservoir has removed the salmon, the eels, some snakes, and
riverine mammals such as otter of important economic and religious
status to the Spokane people.

These plant and animal resources were an integral part of Spokane
physical and spiritual life. Without their riverine resources, the
"land" resources were not enough to sustain the Spokane phkysically
or spiritually through the winter. The Spokane were thus robbed
(and continue to be robbed) of their self-sufficiency, traditions,
and religious practices by the construction and operation of Coulee
Dam.

The most sacred cultural resource to the Spokane people negatively
impacted by the operation of Coulee Dam is not eligible for
National Register status. These are the graves and cemeteries of
Spokane Indian ancestors. As stated Dbefore, the respect,
admiration, and dedication for the ancestors by the Spokane people
cannot be written on paper, nor can it be underestimated. The Ball
and Dodd project moved many graves in the 1930’'s, but many more
were left behind. Ball and Dodd workers missed and left a few
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graves behind at some sites. Other cemeteries were not included in
that project at all, especially on the Spokane River. Ball and
Dodd did not attempt to move any graves upstream of the Detillion
Bridge area on the Spokane River, leaving the largest part of the
inundated portion of that river unprotected. The Bureau of
Reclamation has funded an irregular "annual" monitoring of known
burial erosion sites by hired university staffs (see for example
Masten 1988 and 1990; Stevens and Keller 1992a and 1992b), and has
funded one portion of a burial movement project at one site
(Spokane Tribe of Indians 1994) in recent years. The frequency of
exposure of burials requires more effort than the federal agencies
irregular annual burial monitoring program. Concerned locals
perform much more monitoring, but do not have the training to
properly identify, handle, or report burials.

The Spokane Tribe of Indians is extremely concerned about the
protection of their ancestral remains. Reservoir erosion
frequently exposes these remains. Stable conditions are impossible
with continually fluctuating water levels. Burial sites and
cemeteries with exposed remains or goods attract looters, who then
excavate even more material. These looters often finish the
destruction to graves and cemeteries, and destroy areas inland of
the exposed erosional front.
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ITT. GENERAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE
THE SOR DRAFT EIS

We first question the lack of specific procedure used to consult
with Native American tribes during this EIS process. There are no
specific guidelines, no specific points of contact, and no attempt
at government-to-government relations until four months before the
Record of Decision; and that limited to a singular meeting between
the SOR decision-makers and the Spokane Tribal Council. The
federal agents in the Cultural Resource Work Group have been told
to accomplish consultation with Native American tribes: but they
admit not knowing what the proper procedure is for government-to-
government relations nor proper consultation procedures. They did
not contact the tribes until 1993, two years after the EIS process
began. They did not - and do not have clear guidelines on how to
begin or proceed. They only began to contact tribes at a
government -to-government level in 1995. Decision-makers from the
federal agencies met with Spokane tribal leaders for the first time
on March 30, 1995. At that time, and in a follow-up letter, the
tribe requested a copy of consultation plans or procedures, even in
draft form, from all three agency heads. Though promised at the
time of the meeting, we have not received a response to this
request.

We question the effectiveness of this procedure used to consider
comments from tribes during the EIS process. Both written and oral
comments by the tribes were to be considered in the EIS process.
A Cultural Resource Work Group member chopped these written
comments into separate paragraphs or sentences (in a manner chosen

by the receiving federal employee), then sent these separated
blurbs to the concerned federal agent (designated by geographic
area, again chosen by the federal employee). The concerned federal

agent then reviewed these comments, supposedly before writing their
own comments. The contents of these comments is at the discretion
of the concerned federal agent. The federal agent’s comments were
then forwarded to the appropriate work group manager or technician
for their review, and incorporated (or not) in whatever way that
reviewer felt was appropriate. However, the Cultural Resource Work
Group Manager had received all the federal agents’ ~tomments
(excluding one) by January 1995, eight months before the contract

for Spokane Tribal comments would end. In summary, this SOR EIS
process does not allow for the tribes’ written comments to be
reviewed intact by the considering official: the comments were

chopped into indiscriminate pieces, re-written and excerpted,
winnowed down and interpreted, sometimes just dropped, before they
ever reach the Work Group Leader who then makes the decision
whether this (whatever the comments have now become) is worthy to
effect the contents of the final draft. An example symptomatic of
this process, just three weeks before the deadline for EIS
publication, the Cultural Resource Work Group staff contacted
Spokane Tribal staff with the requirement that previous submissions
would have to be resubmitted in computer format in order to appear
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in the published document. While we complied with this change, it
demonstrates the total lack of organizational planning in carrying
out consultation.

This method for reviewing written comments is unacceptable; it is
arbitrary and capricious. Comments cannot be taken apart into
sentences and paragraphs and have the whole of their message
understood. If comments had to written in sentences or paragraphs
which could stand alone, this should have been a stated requirement
before the tribe began writing the comments. Furthermore, the
federal employee has no way of having a holistic understanding of
the tribes comments, nor of their intentions with each sentence and
paragraph.

Each member of the working group and all technicians should have
received complete copies of tribal comments. This would not have
created any great expense. Without reviewing the comments in their
entirety, these individuals have not been able to fully appreciate,
consider, or incorporate them into their models and analyses. By
having the receiving federal employee decide which manager or
technician shall receive which piece of information, you have
placed that employee in the position of decision-maker, deciding
which comments are worthy of consideration by whom. The managers,
technicians, and decision-makers then do not have the best data
available, nor complete information from which to work.

No federal agent should summarize or interpret the tribes’ comments
for them. The tribes wrote their comments for decision-makers, and
their designated representatives. Tribal comments stand on their
own, and their contents can be reviewed so that the SOR EIS
Cultural Resource work group can re-write the draft appendix to
include and address tribal concerns, and for decision-makers to
consider before making the Record of Decision. These comments were
not written so that several layers of federal employees could
decide which parts are worthy of consideration, and which parts
were not, nor for federal agents to rewrite and reinterpret those
parts. These employees should not - and are not authorized to be -
the decision-makers on the worthiness of tribal comments. The
Spokane Tribe of Indians has taken the initiative to -gend the
letters on to the agency decision-makers, in hopes that their
comments would be considered in whole by these leaders.

Oral comments during the SOR EIS Cultural Resource meetings have
received inadequate consideration, even though federal staff
members were told many times that tribes may be hesitant to write
down information because they carried on in oral tradition. The
meetings were inadequately recorded, so that consideration of oral
comments was limited to whatever parts caught the fancy of the
federal agents present. No professional secretary or recorder was
ever present, and written comments were limited to short excerpts
chosen and recorded by a federal agency work group member (an
archeologist). This federal agent’s intentions were good, but he
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is not <capable of having an immediate and total holistic
understanding of all tribal comments, and hence should not be
authorized to decide which are worthy of recording and which are
not. Spokane and other tribes’ representatives have made many,
many oral comments at these meetings that have never received any
consideration whatsoever, simply because those federal agents
present did not realize or understand the content or importance of
those spoken words. Without adequate records, agency decision-
makers cannot consider these comments.

The deadlines set by federal agencies has been entirely unrealistic
if they had truly intended to gather the best available information
and to consult with the tribes. For example, as mentioned before,
federal agents were pressured to submit their summary and review of
tribal comments before they had even received those comments.
Several tribal contracts for comments and study of the Cultural
Resource Appendix run through to the next year, but the Cultural
Resource Work Group periodically announced deadlines for their
comments before then. The work group announced deadlines including
in February, March, and May, 1995 in order for tribal comments to
be considered in the EIS process. For example, they announced at
the February 9th meeting in Portland, Oregon, a deadline for
comments on several chapters by March 6, 1995, if those comments
were to be considered. At that meeting, the Cultural Resource work
group manager, Willingham, directly asked Mr. Jaren as SOR
manager, "the tribes have a legitimate problem with contracts (for
commenting on the EIS Cultural Resource appendix) that extend as
far as next year, but with the present schedule, how can these
comments be considered? Can we get an extension?" Jaren answered,
"The schedule stands." Another Cultural Resource work group
member, Ms. Burbach, then asked, "How can we do that?" Jaren
answered, "I won’t micro-manage." When Burbach repeated, "But how
can we do that?" Jaren finally admitted, "I don’t know. You’ll
have to do the best you can. When the time comes, we’ll see."
This obviously is not a procedure to gather best available
information; it is not adequately providing consultation with
Native American tribes; nor are tribal comments receiving full
consideration.

Agency decision-makers, Mr. Randy Hardy of Bonneville Power
Administration, Gen. Ernest Harrell of U.S. Army Corp of Engineers,
and Assistant Regional Director Pedde (representing the absent Mr.
John Keys) of the Bureau of Reclamation, met for the first time
with Spokane Tribal officials in Wellpinit on March 30, 1995. This
meeting was an excellent opportunity for these officials to hear

tribal concerns, and to explain the SOR process and purposes. This
type of consultation, by their own admission, should have been held
since the very beginning of the SOR EIS process. They each

promised that they would review and consider tribal comments up to
the time of the Record of Decision. It is too late for the Spokane
Tribe’s comments to be considered in the development of the
alternatives, the methods and means of analysis, and interpretation
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of analysis results. True government-to-government relations and
consultation with the Spokane Tribe of Indians require such
meetings be held regularly.

It is also a matter of concern that throughout the EIS document,
reference is made to "Indian tribes" as active participants in
particular phases of the EIS, or as performing a specific action,
or as withholding specific information. Sometimes this phrase
appears to be used as a mask when task group members meant to
involve the tribes, but were never successful. Probably more
often, one tribe made a statement or action, and it was interpreted
as representing "Indian tribes". Each tribe and non-tribal group
has their own identities and concerns. While we agree on many
issues, but there is also disagreement. It is inaccurate and
misrepresentative, therefore, to speak of "Indian tribes"
performing an action or holding an opinion unless it is an action
or opinion all the tribes are unilaterally involved in and agree
upon. When you speak of tribal involvement, identify the tribe
involved by name.

Different Indian tribes participated in the SOR process to many
different degrees, and with many similar and dissimilar comments.
These comments (attached as appendixes) speak for themselves. Do
not depend on someone else to read and summarize "Indian" comments
for you. The SOR EIS affects many tribes (and non-tribes) that
have not participated in any stage in this review, but whose
resources and concerns should be considered as part of the SOR
process.

We acknowledge that consultation and the development of rapport
with the tribes is very difficult because of the historical
relationship between federal agencies and the tribes. It is also
difficult to quantify the effects of various alternatives on
cultural resources that have never been surveyed. These
difficulties do not relieve federal agencies from their
responsibilities to carry out that consultation, and to consider
the impacts of systems operations on cultural resources that they
have not yet inventoried.
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IV. GENERAL COMMENTS
CONCERNING THE SOR DRAFT EIS APPENDIX D:
CULTURAL RESOURCES

The individuals responsible for this EIS and how they can be
contacted should be listed up front, at the beginning of the
appendix (and all other volumes). Their names and addresses should
be on page i. This should include, at a minimum, the heads of BPA,
BOR, and COE, as well as a statement of their responsibilities.
The names of all SOR managers and their responsibilities also
should be included.

The Spokane Tribe was not part of any of the screening, scoping, or
analyses included in the Cultural Resources appendix. The Cultural
Resource Work Group presented the models and analyses to the tribes
after the models and analyses were largely completed, and then only
for the tribes to provide comment. The federal agencies have not
acknowledged nor used tribal staff technical expertise, data, or
experience, or traditional tribal knowledge in the development of
alternatives, modeling, analyses, or interpretation of results. It
is not possible, after you have completed most of the analysis, for
the tribes to begin and be included in a meaningful or significant
way 1in the SOR process. By proceeding this way, the federal
agencies have opted not to use tribal information,or have
acknowledge their belief that the tribes have nothing to offer to
"scientific" analyses. By excluding the tribes from the screening,
scoping, and analysis,they did not use all available knowledge, nor
could this knowledge be considered in the decision-making process.
Knowledge and data held by tribes was excluded from meaningful use
and consideration in the SOR EIS process.

Section 102 (c) (v) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
requires that an EIS shall have a detailed statement on "the
relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and
the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity." The
relationship between local short-term and "long-term productivity"
is not adequately addressed in this document. Addressing just the
limited issue of cultural resources, "local short-term use"
including Euro-American recreational and industrial use of the
reservoirs and the dams, addresses use for less than a century.
Native Americans’ activities have been 1long-term, permanently
inhabiting this same area for a minimum of 12,000 years, perhaps
much longer.

Long-term productivity includes protection of the environment, of
which plants, animals, and human activities are a part. In
national, continental, hemispheric, or world-wide perspective, the
damming of the rivers and creation of reservoirs has destroyed an

ecosystem. It can be in no way construed as long-term
productivity, but rather addresses local short-term use at the
expense of the largest part of an entire region. The Native

American’s culture has been consciously degenerated for the sake of
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this local short-term use. You have destroyed their traditional
way of life, the human activities adapted for and compatible with
long-term productivity, for the sake of local short-term use.

The dams have permanently removed critical segments of this region,
- its key waterways, from native plants, animal, and man. These
waterways were the lifeline for the Inland Northwest. Loss of
these waterways has had drastic negative impact on the environment
for plants, animals, and man throughout the Columbia watershed.
Addressing cultural resources alone, the Native Americans can no
longer carry on their traditional economy, maintain their social
groups, or have access to their most spiritual areas. They are
only able to keep a small, unsatisfactory portion of their
traditional character and practices because of the loss of these
areas. From any perspective except "local short-term," the damming
of the rivers, the construction of reservoirs, and the operation of
the dams has resulted in continuous degradation of the "long-term
productivity" of this region.

Section 102 (c) (v) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
requires that an EIS shall have a detailed statement on "any
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that would
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented." The
appendix does not address this issue. In order to meet this
mandate, you must first inventory of all cultural and natural
resources that are inaccessible because of reservoirs. This is a
task that must be accomplished before completion of the EIS
process.

The draft appendix also does not cover in detail the magnanimity of
resources destroyed through inundation. It is just as important to
note now, however, that the operation of the hydro-regulating dams
also negatively affects resources that are not inundated. This has
been recognized this in several major Corp studies.

When a freshwater lentic ecosystem is superimposed on a
terrestrial and riverine ecosystem, the result is a mass
mortality or migration of terrestrial plants and animals
and the destruction of important environmental data £rom
an entire catchment basin. Significantly, these changes
are not necessarily limited to the permanent pool zone of
the reservoir, but may extend to the backshore and
downstream zones as well. (Lenihan et al. 1981, cited in
Ware 1989:7)

This destruction has negative impacts on all aspects of native
culture for the Spokanes and on scientific research potential.

Destruction of an ecosystem has far-reaching implications
for tne interpretation of cultural resources. Accurate
paleocenvironmental reconstruction in archeology relies on
the zbility to reconstruct contemporary environmental
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patterns (Butzer 1971). Since the present is so often
the key to the past in paleoenvironmental studies, the
destruction of modern environments and landscapes may
make it impossible to understand past culture-
environmental relationships. (Ware 1989:7)

We are unable at this time to assess the chemical and biochemical
effects of inundation on Spokane cultural resources, other than to
repeat that the effect of their exposure to reservoir waters and
chemicals therein, and the effects of the repeated cycle of
inundation and exposure to air, and the effects of burial under
accumulated deposits, are all impacts which would not have exited
if Coulee Dam had not been constructed. Chemical and biochemical
conditions effect different material and site types differently:
we cannot possibly test these within the scope of this study. We
can say that some important cultural resources, such as bones and
textiles (from graves and cemeteries) and pictographs, are known to
be most negatively impacted by these changed chemical and
biochemical conditions. Furthermore, these chemical and
biochemical effects on the resources are dependent upon the
operations of the federal dams, including the decisions reached as
a result of this EIS, including the chosen SOS.

It states repeatedly in this document that information on TCP’s is
withheld by the Indian tribes. This is not true. The development
of inventory and evaluation of TCP’s is the responsibility of the
federal agencies of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Furthermore, since there has been no inventory of TCP’s within the
Lake Roosevelt area to this point, there is no information for the
tribes to withhold. TCP’s exist in the reservoirs, of course, but
the information on their character, condition, and location has
never been gathered. If the Spokane Tribe had a complete inventory
of TCP’s, there certainly would be some information withheld on
these resources, especially specific locations; but most
information (such as material types and elevations) such as needed
for consideration of effects in this document would have been
released. These repeated comments about Indian tribe’s
"withholding" information is exaggerated and appear to imply that
the tribes are deliberately obstructive, which is definitely not
true.

The primary mistake in the analyses reported in this document,
besides lack of consultation, is the repeated use of greatly
incomplete or inadequate data as if it were complete and adequate,

and accepted use of false assumptions with the result: "Garbage
in, garbage out." The authors, while acknowledging this problem,
go ahead without correcting it. The entire volume runs on the
supposition that if you acknowledge that your assumptions are
false, you can go ahead and operate under them. Likewise, they
state that their data is incomplete and oftentimes inaccurate, but
do not attempt to compensate for or correct this problem. The

descriptions and analyses in this document not constitute serious
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consideration, they are not using best available knowledge, and
they do not allow decision-makers to perform their NEPA, NHPA and
trust responsibilities.

For one repeated example, while acknowledging traditional cultural
properties exist, they address only effects to previously recorded
archeological and historical sites ("stones and Dbones").
Traditional cultural properties (TCP’s) and cultural landscapes,
and unrecorded archeological and historical sites are not
considered in the analyses. According to the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, these types of resources are National
Register eligible, and so your consideration of effects to these
resources by system operations 1is required under the National

Historic Preservaticon Act. Consideration of impacts on
uninventoried resources is more difficult that dealing with
previously recorded sites, but it is not impossible. It is quite

common for archeologists to predict how many and of what type sites
occur in unsurveyed areas based on information they do know. There
is no excuse why the researchers did not find out the actual amount
of land surveyed, and extrapolate for the unsurveyed areas.
Similarly, it would be more accurate to base estimates of TCP’s and
cultural landscapes based on surveys in other similar areas, than
to ignore consideration of these resources altogether.

Another repeated example is the false assumption that inundation is
a benign impact on cultural resources. The authors and researchers
explicitly accept that this assumption is false, yet continue to
work and analyze data (which appear to be the "hard facts") without
any attempt at correction or compensation for the falsehood.
Accepting the false assumption that inundation is a benign impact
to cultural resources will result in incredible devastation of
resources, without their preservation or destruction even being
considered. Lack of accessibility to sites, most permanently, is
also never even considered as a negative impact. This is not
giving consideration to the effects of system operations on these
cultural resources, as required by law.

Some avenues for studying the effects of inundation on cultural
resources directly related to systems operation include but not by
way of limitation: difference of impacts by inundation in shallow
versus deep water conditions; faster versus slower flow conditions
on 1inundated resources; effects of inundation in the different
chemical environments found in reservoirs; effects of lack of
access to cultural resources located in permanently inundated area;
the possibility and cost of recovering materials which have been
inundated for long periods of time; effects of deep deposits on top
of cultural resources; and the possibility and cost of recovering
materials which have deep deposits on top of them. All of these
topics need to be addressed in a serious consideration of the
effects of systems operations and the wvarious alternative on
cultural resources.
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In numerous places in this document it is stated, rather matter-of-
factly, but falsely, that operating reservoirs at natural river
levels would cause maximum erosion and greatest destruction of
cultural resources. This statement is short-sighted at best, and
an outright lie at worst. The cultural resources of the Columbia
River and its tributaries existed there for many thousands of years
in or on the ground, while the river ran its natural course. This
was because they were protected by the natural soil conditions and
vegetation. The tribes had access to their burial grounds, sacred
and special places, and the lands and resources of their ancestors.
Recalling the thousands of years many cultural resources have
survived with the natural run-of-river conditions, now realize how
many of these resources have been exposed or destroyed or
permanently taken from access by the denuding of the landscape,
repeated wetting and drying, erosion and deposition caused by the
reservoirs in far less than a single century.

Natural river operations can never cause the horrendous destruction
to cultural resources that regular reservoir operations have in
such an incredibly short time. If the reservoirs were to resume
natural river flows and the shores were left denuded, certainly
there would be a time of great erosion, but in the long run the
shores could eventually reach stability, which would never be
possible with regular reservoir operations. It would be the
federal agencies’ responsibility to re-vegetate the currently
denuded landscape, which would greatly speed recovery of the
landscape. Only under natural river flow would cultural resources
have a chance of permanent preservation and protection, and only
under these conditions does anyone have access to the multitude of
currently inundated resources.

Throughout this document as well, serious attention and analysis in
only given to the impacts of exposure of archeological resources in
the drawdown zone, and exposure of archeological resources to wave
impact. These are certainly critical impacts to cultural
resources, but who decided that these were the only impacts worthy
of serious consideration? Why are all other impacts to sites
ignored, only noted, but not considered? ‘

The exposure of archeological resources to wave impact,
furthermore, is most definitely not equatable to "shoreline
erosion," though this false equation is repeated over and over
again in this document. Exposure in the fluctuation zone and to
wave impact are very important impacts to cultural resources and
require serious consideration, but they are not equatable to
shoreline erosion. The analyses on "shoreline erosion" were
produced by plugging the raw number (count) of previously recorded
sites, by previously recorded elevations, and comparing it to the

fluctuation =zone for monthly average reservoir levels. All
previous comments concerning the lack of adequate and/or accurate
data, lack of consideration of site size or type, lack of

consideration for unsurveyed areas and resource types, lack of
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consideration of real-time fluctuations (as opposed to monthly
averages for reservoir levels) apply here. The researches
acknowledge that surveys are extremely biased to particular
elevations (especially those involved in the fluctuation zone), but
continue without correction or compensation or correction of this
problem, is a particularly critical flaw in these analyses. The
numbers produced, and the interpretation of these numbers, in these
analyses are meaningless, and in no way reflect shoreline erosion
or impact of waves to cultural resources. This type of description
and analysis 1is not acceptable either in scientific or tribal
terms, and does not meet federal responsibilities to manage and
consider effects to cultural resources in these reservoirs.

‘Shoreline erosion is a separate and equally (if not more) important
factor to consider in the effects of reservoir operation on
cultural resources. Shoreline erosion is not actually addressed at
any point in this document. The destruction of cultural resources
by shoreline erosion, retreat of the shoreline, and the subsequent
and continuous decrease in landbase for the Spokane Tribe as well
as others is a serious issue which must be fully considered in the
decision of systems operations.

It would have been most interesting and productive to see an
analysis developed to determine the impact of true fluctuation of

the reservoirs, based on realized fluctuation, not monthly
averages. Use of monthly averages does not reflect the greatest
amount of fluctuations that affect cultural resources. As long as

the Cultural Resource Work Group was "plugging in" numbers into the
computer, they could have used real-time fluctuations as opposed to
monthly averages. The fluctuations that occur on hourly and daily
basis are completely ignored in this document, and in consideration
of effects on cultural resources, even though it is these hourly
and daily fluctuations that actually impact these resources.

The effects on cultural resources above high pool are never
considered in this document, though these sites are directly and
indirectly effected by reservoir operations. A direct analysis of
shoreline erosion and view-/audio-sheds would help to address the
effects operations on "higher" resources. There is no way-at this
point for decision-makers to take the effects of systems operations
or the different alternatives on these cultural resources.

There has been no discussion of confidentiality of information.
What information will be kept confidential? How will it be kept
confidential? Are you going to release this information for
inquired addressed through the Freedom of Information Act? How are
you going to consider confidential information if the tribes will
not release it, if you cannot protect it?

Discussion has been made of constructing a Columbia River Forum,
but will this forum have decision-making power? Tribal
representatives have been promised a place on this forum, but will
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they have the power to make decisions, or simply make
recommendations to others? Is the fate of Spokane Tribal cultural
resources still left to the whim of those in power at BPA, COE, and
BOR? Who will be responsible for these decisions?

There has been no account, procedure, or planning for curation of
materials recovered during this project, though this too should be
a factor in considering alternatives. Curation of Federally Owned
and Administered Archeological Collections (36 CFR Part 79)
mandates planning and funding for the curation of these materials
‘recovered in the past and the future.

The Cultural Resource Work Group did not adequately bring out the
costs for mitigation and treatment of cultural resources which are
the responsibility of the federal agencies. These costs will be
very considerable for any chosen alternative. If such dollar
figures were included in this document as they should have been,
decision-makers would be more inclined to give the necessary
serious consideration to negative impacts of the various
alternatives on cultural resources.

It is perhaps most disheartening in this process to know that the
members of the Cultural Resource Work Group themselves did not
consider their work worthy of real consideration in the decision-

making process. They repeated in numerous meetings that the
cultural resources nor effects upon cultural resources would
receive any consideration by decision-makers; some were

understanding in the tribes’ disgust and frustration in cooperating
under these conditions. They stated very matter-of-factly that the
Biological Opinion forced the agencies’ hands, that the final
decision would be based on this opinion, and that the activities of
the Cultural Resource Work Group was only to meet NEPA
requirements. "We are just stuck with whatever decision is made,
which will be based on requirements for fish, and that what we do
for cultural resources will only take place in the mitigation phase
of the project." This, of course, does not meet federal
requirements for consideration of cultural resources under NEPA or
NHPA. While at the March 30th meeting with decision-makers, we
were assured that effects to cultural resources weuld be
considered; but we weigh these repeated statements in the Cultural
Resources Work Group to the contrary.

It must also go on record that while it is repeatedly stated
in this document that Programmatic Agreements (PA’s) will be
developed between the responsible Federal agencies and the effected
tribes for cultural resource management, no such PA has been
developed at this point. A couple draft PA’s were handed out to
some tribal representatives present in Cultural Resource Work Group
meetings, but was found unacceptable by all tribal members present.
A decision was made by the Cultural Resource Work Group to instead
follow up on a draft PA between the federal agencies and the
Advisory Council without the tribes’ concurrence. The work group
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members announced that they were only required to deal with the
Advisory Council, and to present a draft PA for tribal involvement
(even one unacceptable to the tribes) to the Advisory Council to
show they were trying to deal with the tribes. They said that PA’s
with the tribes concerning cultural resource management would come
"some time after the Record of Decision." No draft PA has been
presented to the Spokane Tribe as a sovereign nation during any of
the SOR process.

Because of lack of consultation, and useless analyses based
inadequate data and false assumptions which are explicitly accepted
as such without correction or compensation, among other problems,
the requirements of NEPA and NHPA for serious consideration of
effects of operations on cultural resources, using the best
knowledge available, has not been met by this document. As this
document stands, ARPA, NAGPRA, AIRFA and other requirements are not
addressed, described, or analyzed for how they will be effected by
systems operations or different alternatives.
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V. COMMENTS ADDRESSING SPECIFIC PARTS
OF THE SOR DRAFT EIS APPENDIX D: CULTURAL RESOQURCES

Preface: Setting the Stage for the System Operation Review

Pg i, 1lst para. Along with Federal, state, and local agencies,
tribes should also be listed as active participants in managing
river uses, especially cultural resource management.

Pg i, 2d column, 3d para. It is stated that representatives of
Indian tribes and members of the public were part of the 10 work
groups during the three stages of the SOR process (scoping,
screening, and full-scale analysis). This is not true. While
public meetings were held during the scoping process, there was no
tribal involvement. Cultural Resource Work Group members decided
the Tribes and the public could not be included in the screening
process. It was only after the full-scale analysis was nearly
complete that the Tribes were invited to "comment" on their
results; and there were no members of the "public" included on the
Cultural Resources Work Group.

Pg ii, 2d para. You state, "After holding public meetings in 14
cities around the region, and coordinating with local, state, and
Federal agencies and Indian tribes, .. . ." This is not true.
There was no coordination with the Spokane Tribe, and perhaps any
other tribe, at any point in the scoping process.

Chapter 1: Introduction

Pg 1-1, 1lst para. The second sentence reads "archeological and
historic properties meeting the criteria of the National Register".
This statement should include other cultural resource types, such
as cultural landscapes, mining properties, properties associated
with significant persons, aids to navigation, cemeteries, historic
vessels and shipwrecks, and traditional cultural properties. It
should also be expanded to read "eligible or potentially eligible
for inclusion on the National Register" in order to be truly
accurate. -~

Pg 1-1, 1lst para. This paragraph also states, "This study attempts
to determine and compare the impacts . . . on traditional values,
properties or practices as identified by tribal governments;" yet
at no time are these identified in the appendix. This goal is
stated in the first paragraph of the document, but is never further
addressed, of course because these values, properties, and
practices have not been identified. Because obtaining an actual
inventory 1is not possible within the scope of this study, you
should take this statement out, or limit it by stating, "We would
like to determine and compare the impacts on traditional values,
properties, or practices as identified by tribal governments, yet
obtaining such an inventory is not possible within the scope of
this study." \
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Pg 1-1, 2d para. After the phrase "State Historic Preservation
Officers (SHPOs)" should read "Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers (THPOs) .

Pg 1-1, 2d para. Creating "action plans, research design, and
coordination" suggest that the federal agencies involved are going
to plan for cultural resource management. However, there is no

mention of cultural resource management actions: implementation of
preservation, protection, and mitigation. Are the agencies just
planning for planning ? Or are they truly preparing for the
required preservation, protection, and mitigation actions, or are
the plans just to address required paperwork? Do these federal
agencies actually intend to follow the plans with action?

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 2d para. In this paragraph, you suggest that
study of cultural resources helps to understand people themselves
(human interaction) and environment (subsistence); however this
statement does injustice to the study of cultural resources. Also
to be included should be technology, economy, ecology, evolution,
human development, social development, and medical science, to name
just a few.

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 3d para. Understanding the definition of the
term "culture" is critical in understanding what ‘"cultural
resources" are. The statement "The academic and legal definitions
tend to focus on tangible evidence such as sites and artifacts," is
false. Academic definitions of culture (at least in the past 100
years) places most weight on the intangible aspects of culture.
For example, in a popular anthropology text, Brian Fagan (1992:13)
(an archeologist) defines culture as:

Culture can be called a people’s (or a society’s)
traditional systems of belief and behavior, as understood
(or adapted) by individuals and the members of social

groups, and manifest in individual or collective
behavior. It is also part of our way of adapting to our
environment.

The flurry of activity by cultural anthropologists and linguists at
the beginning of this century to record those cultures in danger of
extinction - Native American tribes - recognized and was motivated
by the need to protect and preserve the intangible aspects of
culture as a unique, nonrenewable resource. There have been legal
definitions of "cultural objects" in federal mandates, such as in
NAGPRA: inclusion of the word "objects" in these documents implies
that the word "culture" alone does not denote material objects.

The National Park Service (NPS-28), as the lead resource protection
agency in the Department of Interior, defines culture as:

Culture (is) a system of behaviors, values, ideologies,
and social arrangements. These features, in addition to
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tools and expressive elements such as graphic arts, help
humans interpret their universe as well as deal with
features of their environments, natural and social.
Culture is learned, transmitted in a social context, and

modifiable. Synonyms- for culture include ’‘lifeways,’
' customs, ’ "traditions,’ 'social practices,’ and
"folkways.’ The terms ‘folk culture’ and 'folklife’

might be used to describe some aspects of the system that
are unwritten, learned without formal instruction, and
deal with expressive elements such as dance, song, music
and graphic arts as well as storytelling.

This definition is cited and reinforced as the working definition
for the National Register programs in National Register Bulletin 38
(1) -

There are many definitions of the word "culture," but in
the National Register programs the word is understood to
mean the traditions, beliefs, practices, lifeways, arts,
crafts, and social institutions of any community, be it
an Indian tribe, a local ethnic group, or the people of
the nation as a whole. :

Therefore, when discussing the effect of dam and "reservoir
operations on cultural resources, we must give at least equal
weight to their effects on the intangible aspects of culture as to
the tangible ones. The need for determining the effects of
operations on intangible cultural resources is acknowledged in the
second sentence of the SOR EIS appendix (pg 1-1), but is then not
applied in the rest of the document.

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 3d para. You state that "The Cultural Resources
Work Group (CRWG) has attempted to incorporate the tribes’ views in

the impact analysis . . ." This statement is a good goal, but
inappropriately stated as a completed task ("has attempted"). As
previously states, the work groups "attempt" at considering tribal
views has been arbitrary and capricious. To this point, the
tribes’ views have not been incorporated at all. Until they have
been, this statement should be removed, or changed to state, "One

goal of the CRWG is to incorporate the tribes’ views in the impact
analysis."

Pg 1-2, 1st column. This list of issues is presented here, at the
beginning of the volume, and yet many of these issues are not
addressed anywhere else. (For example: Where is the need to fully
assume responsibility for burial protection and NAGPRA provisions
for exposed human remains and grave goods addressed? Where is the
need for public interpretation and education addressed? Where is
the need to better define tribal involvement in the entire SOR
process addressed? for just a few.) Are the decision-makers going
to receive information addressing trese issues 1in a separate
volume? If not, how are they going to consider them?
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Acknowledgment of the issues is the beginning, but these issues
must be actually addressed if the federal agencies are going to
meet their NEPA and NHPA responsibilities. Also to this 1list
should be added: (n). need for government-to-government relations .
with tribes; and (o). need for empowerment of tribes in management
of their traditional resources, especially cultural resources.

Pg 1-2, 2d column, 1st para. The statement: "the evaluation of
alternatives took into account tribal concerns for traditional
cultural properties," is not true. TCP's were mentioned as
existing within the reservoirs, but they are not considered in any
analyses reported in this document, nor are differences of impact
on TCP’'s between alternatives considered.

Pg 1-3 through 1-4, Technical Scope. The first sentence in this
section states that "In addition to addressing the requirements of
NEPA, the SOR takes into account several Federal laws relating to
cultural resources." That is a false statement. Several federal
mandates are then listed, such as ARPA, NAGPRA, RFRA, and AIRFA,
Are mentioned in this section, but there is no further text
"taking into account" or addressing their requirements in this
document (accept that the need for a resource management plan is
acknowledge in Appendix A of the document). Your management
responsibilities under these federal mandates will be affected by
the chosen alternative. The means of meeting these mandates, and
how they are affected by the different alternatives, must be
discussed before they can receive consideration in decision-making.
Because of inadequate data and false assumptions which are
explicitly accepted as such without correction or compensation, the
requirements of NEPA and NHPA for serious consideration of effects
of operations on cultural resources, using the best knowledge
available, has not been met. As this document stands, ARPA,
NAGPRA, RFRA, and AIRFA requirements are not presented or
addressed, nor plans made for how they will be effected by systems
operations or different alternatives. This section leads the
reader, including decision-makers, to believe that provisions have
been made for meeting these requirements, and that the effects of
the alternatives on these requirements have been considered. That
is false, and may lead decision-makers into a false .sense of
security when in fact they are in direct violation of these
mandates.

Pg 1-3, 2d column, 2d para. When you state: "Other legislation of
importance to the treaty tribes," you must also realize that these
mandates should also be of importance to the responsible federal
agencies.

P 1-4, 2d column, 2d para. You describe types of Indian lands
affected by SOR, but you do not at any time in this volume discuss
the impacts upon these lands. How can you consider them if they
are not even discussed?
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Pg 1-4, 2d column, 3d para. You state "Specifically, the tribes
would 1like all SOR work groups to acknowledge and act on this
broader understanding of cultural resources." Specifically, the
tribes understand that mnatural and cultural resources are
inseparable, and that impacts to one also impacts the other. They
must be considered together. The tribes understand that impacts to
these inseparable resources have a direct impact on people here and
now, and direct impact on our children’s futures. It is this
inseparableness, and the magnanimity of effects from the decisions
in this SOR on us and on our future, that we want the SOR work
groups and decision-makers not only to understand, but to apply in
the SOR.process.

Pg 1-5, "Public Involvement". There should also be a separate
section addressing Tribal Involvement. At some point, this
document should recognize which tribes have participated and to
what extent.

Pg 1-5, 3d para. It was foreboding that the Cultural Resource Work
Group did identify a specific alternative for analysis, since this
was the stated goal (pg i, 2d column, 4th para.); decision-makers
should have been alerted that the Cultural Resource Work Group did
not consider their efforts worth of consideration in the choice of
alternatives in the SOR process. At this early stage, the work
group had already decided that their role was simply to develop a
record, not to have an effect on the decision-making process. This
position meant that Culture Resource Work Group members did not
exert all possible energy to determine the effects during the pre-
decision period, a sentiment echoed in the last sentence: "The
CRWG agreed that other factors affecting specific cultural sites
would be taken into account in determining appropriate management
or treatment measures once the operating strategy was chosen."

Pg 1-6, 2d para. "These two reservoirs (Dworshak and John Day) are
generally representative of the physical and operational conditions
present at storage and run-of-river dams, respectively, in the
Columbia and Snake River systems." Who made this decision? What
was it based on? If they are representative of the other dams, in
what way are they physically representative, and to what-extent?

Pg 1-6, 2d column, 2d para. In what way has the CRWG initiated
compliance with NHPA requirements for mitigating impacts to
significant cultural resources?

Pg 1-6, 2d column, 3d para. The statement "This draft appendix
takes into account legal requirements under NHPA, ARPA, and NAGPRA,
as well as NEPA," is not true. This may be a goal of the Cultural
Resource Work Group, but most of the mandates under these
legislative actions are not addressed in this document. There is
an unsuccessful attempt at meeting NEPA and part of NHPA
requirements, but other than mentioning that they exist, all other
of these requirements are not accounted for in any way in this
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document.

Pg 1-6, 2d column, 3d para. The final impact analysis in this
document cannot be used as a basis for recommended treatment in
mitigation actions. It is based on incomplete and inaccurate data,
and without any tribal consultation. Any plans for effective
treatment and mitigation actions must be based on a more realistic
assessment of real resources, and must be developed in cooperation
with the effected tribes.

Pg 1-6, 1lst para. The statement that tribes will be part of a
joint team in identifying, evaluating, and managing cultural
resources 1is false to this point in time. As stated numerous
times, the Spokane Tribe was not allowed to participate until after
scoping, screening, and most analyses was complete, and then in the
limited capacity of providing comments. To be part of a joint
team, tribes will have to participate on equal standing with the
federal agencies.

Chapter 2: Cultural Resources in the Columbia Basin

Pg 2-1, 1st para. In the statement, "Most of the identified
cultural resources in the Columbia Basin are archeological in
character," while this statement may actually be literally true,
you are implying that archeology is equated with the prehistoric.
It would be better to say, "date from the prehistoric." In the
next sentence you equate "historic" with Euro-American and Asian
history; however, the Native Americans, Hispanics, and other
culture groups also have important historic sites. It would be
better not to equate time periods with ethnic groups. You also
forget to mention or 1list examples for traditional cultural
properties and cultural landscapes, though these are also well-
defined cultural resource types recognized by the Advisory Council.

Pg 2-1, 2d para. The purpose of this paragraph is to point out
that there are types of cultural resources that Native Americans
recognize as significant that are not eligible for National
Register 1listing. This is true, but the statements-in this
paragraph are incomplete and misleading. First, the Advisory
Council recognizes traditional cultural properties as a significant
cultural resource type, and so they belong in the previous
paragraph. Second, while it 1is true that "Native Americans
recognize . . . a much broader range of features from the natural
environment and the sacred world as cultural resources," you then
go on to equate these with Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP's).
(Refer also to comment on Pg. 2-3, 2d column, 2d para.) TCP’s do
not include all other types of cultural resources that Native
Americans recognize. TCP’'s are a subset of these. Tribes that
have developed inventories of TCP’'s are often disheartened to find
that there are many more cultural resources which do not fit into
the definitions set forth by the Advisory Council. Third, as has
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been stated many times, the natural world is part of the cultural
world, and we do want impacts to these considered together.
Fourth, the most important cultural resource which does not fit as
a TCP or in other categories defined by the Advisory Council, is
the burials and cemeteries of our ancestors. Impacts on these
resources, though not eligible for National Register, deserve as
much attention and consideration as all other resources and river
uses.

Pg 2-1, 2d column, 1lst para. Saying "the people left them behind,"
when discussing prehistoric resources implies that these people are
no longer here, that they abandoned the area. This is not true on
either count. It would be better to say "the people that occupied
these sites."

Pg 2-3, 2d column, 2d para. This paragraph is incredibly
important, and should receive greater consideration that being
stuck inconspicuously, buried in the heap of "data" in this volume.
Therefore, we repeat it here.
Cultural resources have significant meanings to Native
Americans which go beyond the strict legal definitions cited
above. The tribes have expressed to the CRWG their view that
the Columbia River itself is a sacred traditional resources,
as well as the lands and natural resources in, around or
associated with the river. For example, the Yakama Indian
Nation submittal noted in' Chapter 1 explained that the full
scope of cultural resources included water, air, rock,
streams, plants, animals, and birds, as well as the people and
their sacred objects and traditions, including the graves of
their ancestors. Rather than viewing particular components of
their lives, heritage or natural environment as more or less
"significant" than other components, traditional Yakama people
prefer to recognize and protect all these things equally:
"The cultural and spiritual components of resources cannot be
separated from other aspects of the resources. The proper
balance must be nourished and renewed between the People and
the continuing creation of the Earth."

Pg. 2-4, 2d para. When looking at Chinese history in thes Pacific
Northwest, it is particularly enlightening as a dynamic photograph
of the history of inter-ethnic relationships in this region.

Pg 2-4, after section on Euro-Americans and Asian-Americans. Other
ethnic groups, such as Hispanics and those of Russian descent to
name just two, should also receive recognition as having
significant cultural contributions in this region.

Pg 2-6, 3d para. It is interesting that here you recognize that
very little is known of the prehistory of Lake Roosevelt other than
the investigations at Kettle Falls, yet throughout the analyses,
the currently recorded sites are assumed to be representative and
inclusive of the entire lake.
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Pg 2-9, 2d column, 3d para. Grand Coulee Dam and Libby Dam, while
receiving brief mention, did not contribute greatly nor were the
focus of the reservoir inundation study, as you imply here.

Pg 2-11, 1st para. In regards to the situation at Lake Roosevelt
The National Park Service gave up management of cultural resources
to the Bureau of Reclamation in 1978. This confusion is typical of
an area that has too many players (BOR, BPA, BIA, CCT, and STI), so
that the federal agencies can keep claiming or passing
responsibility (depending on their own needs) for cultural
‘resources between agencies, and between regional and local offices.

Pg 2-11, 3d para. We object to the statement "The National Park
Service will act as the 1lead agency in implementing the
investigations, with the involvement of the Colville Confederated
Tribes, The Spokane Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs." Since
they took over management in 1965, the National Park Service has
had a history of, upon notice of deterioration of cultural
resources, hiring experts to study the problem, then waiting
several years until someone else complains, then hiring another
expert to study the problem, then waiting several years, etc.,
until the problem is solved with complete destruction of the
resource. Recently, the National Park Service has added another
layer of bureaucracy (following their reorganization), so that the
Tribes must receive approval of the local Coulee Dam NPS Resource
Manager (a biologist), and then the Coulee Dam NPS Superintendent,
and then must receive the approval of the NPS Satellite Office
Archeologists, before any or action can be considered by the "Lake
Roosevelt Cultural Resources Advisory Group," which supposedly is
the "cooperative management" between these various agencies. One
example of this was the hiring of a "Park Archeologist" for the
Coulee Dam NPS. This position was set up at the request of the CCT
and STI for archeological assistance, and who were promised this
staff position would be to help them run tribal historic
preservation programs. When the position came into being, however,
the Park Archeologist duties were to care for Coulee Dam NPS needs
"first," leaving the tribes with no assistance, help or advice
from this position, nor has this staff been able to participate in
any form of planning, management, or advice concerning~cultural
resources which fall within reservation boundaries of Lake
Roosevelt. Several times in the recent months, the NPS Satellite
Office Archeologists have mentioned off-handedly that they had set
up this or that project in the next years budget, even though such
projects had never been discussed with the tribes, nor brought up
in the Lake Roosevelt Cultural Resources Advisory Group. In
effect, the National Park Service has complete and inappropriate
control over the 1991 Programmatic Agreement funds, and are using
it to further their own agendas rather than preserving and
protecting cultural resources.
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Chapter 3: Study Methods

Pg 3-2, 2d column, 3d para. The statement that "Under consistent
operating conditions, reservoir shorelines will reach a state under
which further erosion an sedimentation are stable or nearly
stable," 1is not true. Even keeping their operation conditions
consistent, the fluctuations (even consistent fluctuation) continue
to fester processes of erosion and deposition. In reservoirs that
fluctuate such as Lake Roosevelt will never get to a point of
stability (Lenihan et al. 1981; Ware 1989). Lands continue to be
lost off the banks of Lake Roosevelt, shorelines continue to
recede, and the reservoir bottom to be filled in with the eroded
soils, at an alarming rate even 55 years after the reservoir was
created. This can in no way be described as ‘'"shoreline
equilibrium". '

Pg 3-2, 2d column, 4th para. If you wait for the soils to erode to
bedrock to create shoreline equilibrium, all cultural resources
will be destroyed or out of context, making them almost worthless.
You must also understand that erosion to heavier and less
transportable rock to armor the shoreline will also destroy the
cultural resources within, and may only occur in a very limited
number of places under very special and specific conditions. These
arguments for depending on erosion to develop shoreline equilibrium
are not acceptable means of preserving and protecting the cultural
resources located therein.

Pg 3-3, 1lst para. The statement "Shorelines also reach a point of
equilibrium due to the completion of slope failure cycles," is not
true. Your use of the word "cycles" in itself describes the never-
ending nature of this process along reservoirs. As soon as there
is a slope failure along a reservoir, by nature of the soils
involved in slope failure, the erosion and de-stabilization cycle
begins anew.

Pg 3-2 through 3-3: On discussions of shoreline equilibrium,
erosion, and deposition. For the information of the non-
archeologist, it 1is extremely important to note that after

artifacts have been moved from their original position, or~the soil
around them has moved, their scientific value (and sometimes their
tribal value) has been almost completely destroyed. Archeologists
must know where, how, and with what an artifact was originally
deposited in order redeem the artifact’s full value. Likewise, the
Spokane Tribe will care for burials and associated items after they
have eroded, but these graves have been shamelessly desecrated by
that point.

Pg 3-3, 2d column, 4th para. The statement "The final comparison
of alternatives involved . . . an assessment of the erosional
susceptibility of soils and landforms at the reservoirs," is false.
There was no study of soils and landforms at any but two reservoirs
(Dworshak and John Day); these were presumptuously assumed to
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represent all other reservoirs in cultural resources, soils,
landforms, and reservoir-induced processes.

Pg 3-3, 2d column, 5th para. It is important to note that the
areas of greatest disturbance by flow augmentation, mouths of
streams that flow into the reservoir, are also one of the areas of
highest cultural site density, often with the most complex cultural
resources. '

Pg 3-4, 2d para. The statement, "As long as the reservoir operates
consistently, filling and releasing to the same elevations
seasonally and year-to-year, shoreline erosion occurs at a uniform
rate," is false. Even if it were true, accepting a uniform rate of
erosion is not preserving and protecting resources; erosion must be
minimized.

Pg 3-5, 5th para. Again, you are going to focus on exposure of
cultural resources in the drawdown zone, and on the wave-impact
area. These two are certainly important impacts to cultural

resources, but who made the decision that these were the only
impacts that deserved serious consideration?

Pg 3-5, 2d column, Section 3.2.1 In order to determine what
percentage of cultural alternatives the alternatives would affect,
the Cultural Resources Work Group used the recorded elevations for
recorded archeological sites in the reservoirs. First, this then
only considers impacts to recorded sites, which is a minute portion
of actual sites, without any attempt to predict how many more
resources there are unrecorded. Second, they made no attempt to
predict how many, where, or how other types of cultural resources
would be affected. Third, they used elevations that most often are
inaccurate (from eye-balling in the field, or guessing after the
fact), and often recorded as a single elevation for a site that may
cover a mile of ground surface. Fourth, sites that do have highest
and lowest elevations recorded (and these are in the minority)
which extend below the reservoir level on the day of recording have
recorded lower elevations that reflect only the reservoir level of
that particular day, not the actual lowest elevation of the site.
Fifth, recorded sites are all counted as "one incident,# whether
that site be 1 meter in diameter, or a mile long. Sixth, the
recorded surveys are admittedly biased toward areas of interest for
federal development. There is no way that an analysis based on
this data can have meaningful results to compare impacts on
cultural resources.

Pg 3-9, 2d column, 3d para. Pictograph, textiles, human bones, and
other organic materials are particularly vulnerable to chemical and
mechanical weathering of wet-dry cycles. The effects of inundation
in the chemical environment found in these reservoirs has not been
considered here.

Pg 3-10, Table 3-1. This table is simply deceiving. The number of
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recorded sites would be more meaningful if compared to the area
which has received systematic survey. Comparison to the reservoir
surface area is meaningless, as sites do not occur on the reservoir
surface, but on the land surface below, which is obviously much
different. If the reader does not spend a great deal of time
comparing the textual comments below with the table, the table
leads the reader to believe that there are actually 4.22 cultural

resources sites per 1,000 acres in Lake Roosevelt. That is
outrageous for an area known to contain rich archeological
material: recorded archeological site densities in areas

systematically surveyed in reservoirs in this region average 28
sites per 1,000 acres, up to 120 sites per 1,000 acres, without
counting any other types of cultural resources!

Pg 3-10, Text below Table 3-1. TIf the reader carefully examines
the text under this table, he or she is told that the table
actually reflects "the completeness of cultural resources
inventories within the reservoirs." It would be fairly easy and
much more accurate to actually determine the completeness of the
cultural resource inventories. List what type of cultural
resources have been subject to survey (example: archeological and
historical; not cultural landscapes, resources associated with
important persons or events, or traditional cultural properties) at

each reservoir; and the percent of area which has been
systematically surveyed for these cultural resources compared to
the entire area affected at that reservoir (example: 36 acres of

90,000 acres, or 0.04% of the total effected area has received
systematic survey) .

It is also extremely frustrating and ineffectual for the Cultural
Resources Work Group who are stating that this table provides an
estimate of the completeness of cultural resources inventories
within the reservoirs, do not then use this .information in the
analyses to follow.

Pg. 3-11, Section 3.3 This section deserves a closer look, as the
validity of your analyses is based on these assumptions and
limitations. Assumptions must certainly be made in the course of
any study, and all projects are subject to limitations. ~However,
those involved in your study are such as to render any conclusions
questionable at the least and probably completely invalid.

Pg 3-11, 2d para. "This analysis is limited in scope to areas
downstream of Brownlee Reservoir, as is the SOR analysis in
general." Is this implying that reservoirs have no impact .on

upstream cultural "resources? Or you don’t know, so you’re not
going to check it out? Or are you just not going to be responsible
for these areas, even though you’re federally mandated to do so?
Perhaps you are assuming the downstream effects of reservoirs are
the same as upstream, and so aren’t considering them in your
modeling. This really needs some explaining.
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Pg 3-11, 3d para. "The analysis assumes that cultural resources
sites are equally susceptible to erosion and processes of landform
change as are non-sites." This is a false assumption. Cultural
resources (landscapes, archeological sites, cemeteries, sacred
areas) are rarely of the same material as the soil and rock matrix
they are associated with. Therefore these cultural resources are
most often drastically unequal to landforms in terms of
susceptibility to erosion and change. Even though a landform does
not show substantial change (say, an inundated terrace of sand and
gravel), its matrix and those materials therein are not necessarily
(and in fact rarely) in a static state. One very common example of
such a process occurs to lithic scatters on low terraces: the
terrace may be fairly stable because seasonal erosion and
deposition may be about equal, but the lithic scatter will be
subject to vertical sorting and horizontal scattering from water
action, as well as visitor "pickup" if it is exposed for part of
the year. Furthermore, losing a couple of feet of a landform per
year may be insignificant to the landform, but devastating to a
cultural resource.

Pg 3-11, 4th para.

Some kinds of sites, such as archeological sites, however,
occur at higher density in places such as river terraces that
may be less susceptible to erosion, landsliding, and slumping
than some other locations. Steep slopes that are more subject
to geomorphic processes, such as land slumping and sliding,
may have fewer cultural resources.

Cultural resources probably do have differential distribution, but
there are three faults to the statement above. First, it is based
on studies which have mainly been federally-funded projects around
reservoir waters, which creates a strong bias toward sites in that
area. The original Columbia River bed under Lake Roosevelt nor
much of the area above the 1310 line, for example, has never been
surveyed. Second, making such statements is dangerous without
testing. Without equal sampling above and below, we cannot know
how archeological sites are distributed; with adequate information,
this hypothesis could be tested. Finally, the imexplicit
assumption is that river terraces are not as subject to erosion and
landsliding. River terraces have fronts, often with steep slopes,
and these are subject to erosion if located at reservoir level.
Even more importantly, because they are. often composed of
unconsolidated sands and gravel, river terraces not only erode, but
then often continue to erode without reaching a point of
stabilization. As stated before, Spokane cultural resources
affected by Coulee Dam operations are located almost exclusively on
Spokane flood deposits which are inherently unstable in reservoir
conditions.

Pg 3-11, 5th para. "The analysis assumes that the known cultural
resources are representative in type and location of all the
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cultural resources, known and unknown, at the reservoirs." As
addressed in the previous paragraph, the surveyed area is small,
and very biased toward the upstream end of the "bathtub ring" and
fluctuation zone. Surveys have been of vastly different quality.
Traditional cultural properties and historic (and prehistoric)
landscapes have only recently been recognized, and none have been
recorded as yet in the Lake Roosevelt area. Native American groups
have not been consulted concerning their knowledge of cultural
resources. Therefore, this statement is false: we know that the
"known" cultural resources definitely do not represent all cultural
resources in type or location.

Pg 3-11, 5th para. "It is not clear from existing data what
percentage of the reservoirs has been surveyed." This information
is necessary before modeling or planning can cccur. Percentage of
area surveyed is required information in any quantitative study, as
Davy'’s purportedly is. One calculates the percentage of the
reservoirs subject to survey by dividing the amount of land which
has been subject to survey by the amount of ground (not water
surface) area affected by the reservoir. Not including the surveys
currently underway (for which, of course, there are no reports as
yet), the portion of Lake Roosevelt which has been systematically
surveyed for archeological and historical sites includes roughly 3%
of the area directly impacted by systems operations, and does not
even begin to address indirectly impacted areas. (This number is
derive by dividing the area around Kettle Falls (the only portion
of the lake which had previous systematic survey) by the size of
the lake. This number is only a rough estimate, because we
estimated the amount of land under the lake.) Even within this
surveyed area (the 3%), the conditions and exact location of sites
will need to be revisited since they were recorded in the 1970's.
All other cultural resource types, such as traditional cultural
properties and cultural landscapes, have never received any survey,

identificatien, or treatment. For all cultural resource types
other than archeological and historical sites, the portion of Lake
Roosevelt which has been surveyed in 0%. Three per cent (for

archeological and historical resources) and zero per cent (for all
other cultural resource types) are not sufficient samples on which
to build a model.

Pg 3-11, 2d column, 4th para. "The hydroregulation models assume
a constant rate of reservoir change from month to month with no
interim fluctuation, which is not necessarily accurate." While

this statement is true, it assumes away a critical wvariable to
cultural resources that require greater consideration.

First, actual fluctuation may very considerably from the monthly
averages constructed. While decades of inundation studies have
recognized the destructive forces within the fluctuation zone, this
factor is only grossly considered in the "days exposed" field of
this study.r There is no consideration of the quantity of variation
that may actually occur from the monthly average. Dealing with
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monthly averages greatly underestimates the impacts caused by
actual fluctuation.

A site may be exposed and inundated many more times than suggested
by "monthly averages" due to daily fluctuations. Negative impacts
by mechanical processes are maximized in quickly fluctuating zones.
Both common sense and field experience show that sites that are
exposed and re-inundated quickly and frequently receive a great
amount of erosional impact caused by fluctuation of reservoir
levels. Common sense and field observations tell us that sites
which are inundated and exposed once per month receive less
mechanical impact caused by fluctuation than do sites which are
inundated and exposed ten times per month.

Types of materials are not considered. Some materials deteriorate
much more quickly (so much more quickly it cannot be overstated
here) in an environment of repeated wetting and drying. These
biochemical and chemical deterioration are greatly increased in a
fluctuating wet-dry environment. Bones and textiles are examples
of materials more greatly effected by fluctuating reservoir levels,
as opposed to stone artifacts. These same materials most often
appear in burials, and include the most sacred cultural resources.

Fluctuation also strongly influences other impacts on cultural
resources, especially recreation-related impacts. Low water levels
are periods of high off-road vehicle use (be it unauthorized) in
the fluctuation zone. Quickly fluctuating water is a favorite time
for looting. Locals all know that this is a great time to find
exposed artifacts and burials.

Pg 3-11, 2d column, 6th para. "The hydroregulation models assume
no significant daily or weekly fluctuation in reservoir operations.

These fluctuations would not necessarily differ among SOS
alternatives, however." It is not impossible to quantify the
amount of actual fluctuation which occurs in and between the
different systems operations strategies. We believe that the
statement "These fluctuations would not necessarily differ among
SOS alternatives" is an assumption itself. Daily or weekly
fluctuations would differ between alternatives, ard these
differences should receive consideration; this would be one avenue
to explore in order to minimize damage to resources. The chosen
alternative should minimize this impact.

Pg 3-11, 2d column, 7th para. "The analysis assumes that all
reservoirs are equally susceptible to vandalism and artifact
theft."  This assumption is false as well as unnecessary. Some
areas and some site types have more active looting, intentional and
unintentional, than others. Lake Roosevelt has a high level of
unauthorized recreational vehicle use during draw-downs. Because
recreational vehicle use is popular here, many locals own such
vehicles, and because there is a general lack of respect for
federal regulations here ("after all, it is a recreation area, not
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a park"), damage caused to cultural resources within Lake Roosevelt
is higher than in some other reservoirs.

Likewise, looting is a popular and common activity around Lake
Roosevelt by both professional black-marketers and avocational
"Sunday" <collectors. Because fluctuating reservoir levels
repeatedly expose new sets of artifacts and burials, Lake Roosevelt
serves as the "shopping mall" for artifact collection. While many
are content to pick up only those artifacts exposed by the
reservolir, others use these surface finds to locate rich subsurface
deposits; screens abandoned by looters at local sites attest to
their thoroughness. = Many families in this area see artifact
collection and looting as a family activity; it is a popular
"sport". Professional artifact collectors realize, of course, the
Columbia River’s rich prehistoric and historic wealth, and
regularly visit sites in this area.

Lake Roosevelt serves to increase the relative amount of negative
impact by recreational vehicles, vandalism and looting on cultural
resources, not only through its fluctuating levels, but through its
sheer size. The National Park Service has estimated over 660 miles
of shoreline along Lake Roosevelt; there is no personnel or funding
set aside to patrol the cultural resources there. National Park
Service and tribal rangers are understaffed and under-funded, and
can only patrol high use areas. No one is available to patrol low
use area, where looters (professional and avocational) know they
can surface collect and dig unnoticed. The Spokane Tribe requested
funding from the Bureau of Reclamation to patrol exposed cultural
resources during the Spring 1995 drawdown. The Bureau refused to
fund the patrol, so the Spokanes have funded the project themselves
in order to protect these non-renewable resources. Though this
patrol cannot reduce the number and extent of exposed resources, it
has been very successful in reducing the impact of looting and off-
road vehicle use. The rest of the year, cultural resources are
exposed through erosion and other mechanical impacts along Lake
Roosevelt, and left unguarded for the taking.

Implicitly, your work assumes that all sites are equally
susceptible to vandalism and artifact theft as well. It is
precisely those most sacred cultural resources - burials - which
are most often sought by looters. Most locals know where burial
sites are eroding (ask at a local restaurant or bar) and many
patrol these areas, some with good and some with bad intentions,

but all to collect bones and artifacts as they erode. Assuming
away this factor - as all of your assumptions - does not erase
responsibility for damage which has and will occur. In assessing

the effect of systems operations on cultural resources, a more
serious look must be given to differences in cultural resource
types and impact levels.

Pg 3-11, 2d column, 8th para. "The analysis treats all site types
equally, even though some may be more or less susceptible to damage
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because of exposure and erosion." Again, different material types
are differentially susceptible to weathering, to the effects of
inundation, to vandalism, etc. Pictographs, bones, and textiles
are more susceptible to biochemical chemical impacts; burials and
cemeteries are most greatly impacted by looting. Sites on exposed
terraces in the drawdown are most frequently impacted by
recreational vehicles. Some sites are over one mile long, while
others only cover 1 square meter, so that the amount of impact they
receive from a singular factor (such as wave impact) is
quantitatively not the same. It is not impossible to consider
these factors, and how they would be altered between systems
operating strategies. Sites could be assigned a code expressing
material and site types, and this factor included in impact
modeling. Site size could easily be entered as a factor in
assessing impacts. Admitting false assumptions and insufficient
data do not release the involved federal agencies from the
responsibility to consider the impact of operations on these
resources.

Pg 3-11, 2d column, 9th para. "The analysis assumes that
inundation is a relatively benign impact, since it prevents most
kinds of erosion and site exposure." First, this assumption
though common is a false one (see for example Ware 1989).
Processes of erosion and deposition do occur within conservation
pools, and these processes do effect cultural resources.
Archeologists have noted the effect of erosion and the mixing of
matrixes on archeological sites at many reservoirs. The
destruction of a significant portion of the Kettle Falls
Archeological District, for example, occurred during long-term
inundation. Sites which have been excavated after long-term
inundation have provided evidence that many forces, such as eddy
pools, do exist in reservoirs which actively destroy sites. We
simply do not understand the effects of long-term inundation,
though we do know they include forces of deposition as well as
mixing and erosion.

Second, even if-a site is subject only to deposition, not erosion,

we do not know that site is not being destroyed.
Man-made lakes are essentially closed systems in which
sediment input greatly exceeds sediment output. .o
Cultural resources buried under tens of meters of
unconsolidated sediments are clearly not accessible for
research, and very little is known about the long-term
impacts of deep sediment burial. (Ware 1989:25-26)

There have been no studies conducted on the effects of large

amounts of sediment being deposited on archeological materials.

Common sense tells us that there must be some effects, at least a

crushing weight on often times fragile materials.

Third, there are many materials which are subject to greater
deterioration in water. Pictographs and bones, for example,
deteriorate much more quickly in the acidic environment provided by
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Lake Roosevelt than the arid conditions in which they had been
originally part. Most of the cultural resources along Lake
Roosevelt would never have been subject to a wet environment.
Furthermore, assuming an anaerobic environment through inundation
by Lake Roosevelt 1is Jjust that: an untested assumption. The
chemical composition of Lake Roosevelt, especially in the deeper
areas, is much different from a "natural" environment; we have not
considered this changed chemical environment on cultural resources.
Many cultural resources have probably already been destroyed, and
many others are being more quickly destroyed, through the
biochemical and chemical changes during inundation.

Finally, and most importantly, a site that is permanently inundated
is useless to the people who need it: scientists cannot obtain
information from it, the public cannot enjoy nor appreciate it, and
Native Americans cannot use or protect it. Therefore, even if the
site is not physically deteriorated, its usefulness is destroyed.

This factor - lack of access to inundated sites - was 1dent1f1ed by
federal agency studies decades ago.

This (preservation of inundated archeological resources)
could prove meaningless if accessibility to the resource
is severely compromised. (Lenihan et al. 1981).

In addition, the question of future accessibility has never
been honestly addressed by the ‘'"reservoir data bank"
advocates. The notion of an archeological and historical data
bank is untenable unless one can demonstrate the feasibility
and practicality of future data withdrawals. (Ware 1989:31)

. if cultural materials are preserved in reservoir
conservation pools throughout the country, it is perhaps
legitimate to ask why and for what purpose. (Ware 1989:
25) .

Are you going to take the dams down within the foreseeable future?
Are federal agencies willing to commit to a particular shelf-1life
for Coulee Dam, after which it will be removed and no other dam
constructed to replace it? Even if this was committed in-»writing,
would we be able to find cultural resources afterward? How much
would be destroyed or lost forever?

Inundation permanently removes cultural resources from scientific,
educational, and cultural use, and should be considered as a

destructive force. Therefore, in reviewing systems operations
strategies, the federal agencies must consider the quantity of
cultural resources which will be removed - destroyed - by each
alternative.

Pg 3-11, Assumptions and Limitations. There are a number of
inexplicit assumptions that should be made explicit in this
section, as well as corrections or compensation made for them. Not
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listed explicitly in this analysis, but critical assumptions
nevertheless, are that (1) recorded elevations are correct and that
(2) all sites are equal in priority. Most site elevations are
estimates at best, and vary greatly in accuracy. All sites are not
equal, and some receive much higher priority by the Spokane tribe
(such as burial sites) or by the National Register criteria.

In summary, many of the assumptions on which your analysis was

based are false, are unnecessary, or both. Though you recognize
this in the text, you do not make any corrections for them. These
assumptions render the results completely invalid. Any valid

analysis must be based on a more realistic, specific, complete set
of data as well as a more critical look at the impacts involved in
reservoir operations.

Chapter 4: Alternatives and Their Impacts

Pg 4-1, 3d para. All of the analyses in this (and assumably
throughout the SOR studies) are based "on the hydrological data for
a 50-year period of record from 1928 through 1978". Is this 50
year period representative of the next 50 years, as far as best
knowledge can be applied? Did no outstanding climatic events take
place in this 50 year period, and if so, have they been predicted
to regularly occur every 50 years? Is the climate predicted to
remain the same over the next 50 years, and the next, or have
climatologists predicted some changes or trends predicted for the
future? Do the models address the possibly of outstanding and
long-lasting climatic events, such as the "Little Ice Age," which
produced outstanding differences in rain and snow-fall (among
others) between 700 and 150 years ago?

Pg 4-4 through 4-13, Table 4-1, SOS Alternatives. This table may
list the important aspects of the alternatives for the dam
operators, but most of the information in this table has little to
do with assessing impacts to cultural resources. For Grand Coulee
(pg. 4-8 and 4-9), for example, under SOS la the table states,
"Operate to meet Water Budget target flows of 134 kcfs at Priest
Rapids in May. Meet minimum elevation of 1,240 feet in May." What
does that mean for cultural resources at Lake Roosevelt? What does
this target flow for Priest Rapids mean at Lake Roosevelt? How
does this alternative vary from others in terms of hourly and daily
fluctuations? What parts of the year will the reservoir be up?
When will it come down? Saying that the reservoir will be over
1,240 feet in May doesn’t mean anything - the reservoir rarely gets
down that far anyway, and we still don’t know what level it will
be, how fast it will flow, or how much it will fluctuate, either in
terms of real fluctuations or monthly averages.

This table should compare the alternatives in terms that concern
cultural resources (actual range of possible levels, flow,
fluctuation) for each reservoir (not in terms of another
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reservoir), and without the Cultural Resources Work Group’s
interpretation (as involved in their choice to use inadequate data,
false assumptions, and that wave impact and site erosion are the
only impacts worth analyzing). Without this information, not the
reader nor the decision-makers can form their own interpretation or
opinions, nor assess the validity of the Cultural Resource Work
Group'’s analyses and interpretations.

Pg 4-15, 3d para. "Impacts within the reservoir pool occur most
often to - archeological deposits," 1is a completely untested
assumption. Other cultural resource types have not Dbeen
inventoried, nor has reservoir impacts on them been studied.
Cultural resources, other than archeological ones, are not
addressed in this section, nor any analyses reported in this
volume.

Pg 4-15, 4th para. Archeological deposits are also highly subject
to chemical impacts in the littoral and biological impacts in the
littoral zone.

Pg 4-15, 2d para. This paragraph addresses some of the impacts of
inundation. The information in this paragraph is extremely
important, and yet after listing it here, the Cultural Resource
Work Group did not incorporate this information anywhere else in
the report. To remind the reader and decision-makers of this
important topic (disregarded everywhere else in the SOR process in
assessing impacts to cultural resources), we repeat it here:

Direct impacts on archeological deposits that occur in the
inundation zone include underwater erosion, chemical change,
and accelerated decomposition (Lenihan et al., 1981) .
Underwater currents can cause slumping, or displace materials
and artifacts already brought to the surface by wind- and

water-caused erosion. Reservoir water dissolves organic
materials and ceramics, and changes chemical attributes, such
as pH, phosphate, and nitrogen levels of deposits. Aqgquatic

organisms, such as burrowing clams, can churn archeological
deposits by moving artifacts within them. An accumulation of
organic acids accelerates the decomposition of.- organic
materials and ceramics. Underwater siltation prevents access
to archeological sites, although it can protect them from
accelerated decomposition and vandalism.

We emphasis the lack of access to all cultural resources because of
inundation as a critical impact which deserves analyses and full
consideration during the SOR process.

Pg 4-15, 2d column, 5th para. The problem with wvandalism and
artifact theft is that it is not just arithmetically related to the
amount of exposure of cultural sites and artifacts due to reservoir
levels and their fluctuations. Exposure does not promote vandalism
and artifact theft just by allowing an individual person on the
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beach to see exposed artifacts, and hence be tempted to pick them
up; exposure excites both professional and avocational to actively
seek out more sites and steal more artifacts, past those merely
casually observed. A local newspaper in Kettle Falls, in fact,
announced this Spring that the drawdown was the best time to hunt
for artifacts. Vandalism and artifact theft, then, are promoted
geometrically by this exposure, as more people see or hear about
these exposures, more people become increasingly involved,
activities become more intensified and deliberate.

Pg 4-17, 1lst para. In response to the statements: "Decisions to
develop or permit camping, summer homes, hiking trails, or off-road
vehicle uses, for example, may all lead to increased impacts on
cultural resources from human-caused erosion, vandalism, and
artifact theft. Cumulative impact analysis of operational effects
must, therefore, also consider land management actions that affect
projects in the SOR study area," the unstated assumption is that
management decisions are the controlling factor for these
activities. This is false. While management decisions controlling
off-road vehicle use certainly control those who (1) know about
that decision, and (2) choose to obey it; these decisions are not
in any way an effective management option. At Lake Roosevelt, the
National Park Service has policy which bans camping, summer homes,
off-road vehicle use, vandalism and artifact theft, yet all of
these activities occur on a regular, sustained basis at Lake
Roosevelt. First, the National Park Service policy is ineffectual
because they do not have the staff or funds to patrol the entire
shoreline of this huge 1lake. Second, the National Park Service
policy is impotent because the legal process sanctioning violations
is ineffectual. ARPA violations are rarely brought to court for
this reason, as they are a great expense for NPS if they do not
succeed. Furthermore, ARPA violations are not a high priority
according to the opinion of the district courts, so that the
waiting period between filing and court could take years. Third,
For locals and tribes interested and active in cultural resources
management, mismanagement and negligence in the preservation and
protection of cultural resources by the National Park Service has
created well-based cynicism about. the sincerity of their policies.
Policy which is not enforced is useless. Therefore, discussion of
"policy" - while required - must be realized as having minimum
affect on cultural resources management at this time.

Pg 4-18, Table 4-2. Strong objection must be again made to the
descriptions of effects of Natural River Operations. The exposure,
erosion, and damage to cultural resources which here is described
as "maximum" of any operations option, is (1) exaggerated, as re-
vegetation of exposed surfaces would be required, and would greatly
modify all of these effects; and (2) is a short-term perspective,
describing only the temporary effects of return to natural
conditions. Only in 1long-term natural river conditions can
stability, preservation, protection, and access to cultural
resources be reached.
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Pg 4-19, Description of Alternatives. Again, the description of
alternatives 1is given in terms which are wuseless to those
considering effects on cultural resources. For example, in the
description of SOS 3 (3d para), it states, "storage reservoirs at
Dworshak and Grand Coulee providing water to meet flow targets
downstream."  What does that mean in terms of flow, reservoir
levels, and real-time fluctuations? ‘

The statements made in these descriptions falsely lead the reader
and decision-makers to believe that their opinions and assumptions
are fact, when in fact these statements have not been tested, and
are sometimes false. It is presented as if the authors really
understood and considered the alternatives’ effects at each
reservoir, when in fact they have only over-generalized, and based
their descriptions of "effects" completely on their own guess-work
and opinions. Two examples follow, but the similar comments could
be made for most of this section.

Pg 4-19, 3d para. The statement "Grand Coulee and Dworshak would
experience accelerated erosion due to the increased expcsure of
drawdown zone soils," is a assumption that may or may not be true.
The assumption is that the greatest amount of erosion occurs due to
exposure in the drawdown zone of these reservoirs: this assumption
has not been tested, and may not at all be true. At Grand Coulee,
bank erosion is tremendous and extreme, and no one has any idea
about the effects of erosion in the inundated zone at this
reservoir.

Later in this same paragraph, the statement is made "Increased
exposure of the shoreline to reservoir wave action would probably
not be significant unless pools were held at levels where they are
not customarily held for long periods." This again is an un-tested
opinion of the author, leading the reader and decision-makers to
believe that they know more about the difference in effects of
alternatives than they actually do. Wave action is a known
negative impact on cultural resources, not only through erosion,
but through movement of materials along the surface of the
reservoir. Every archeological surveyor at Lake Roosevelt has
noted that waves and fluctuating reservoir levels not only expose
sites, but move materials up and down the beach, and eveh around
corners. The statement that wave-action is probably insignificant
except when levels are held is false. Furthermore, the decision: as
to what level of destruction is "significant" or "not significant"
should not be based on the authors opinion.

Pg 4-21 through 4-4-26, Site-Specific Analysis. The title of this
section is misleading, because the authors do no analysis for any
specific site, but rather run previously recorded numbers through
a computer to spit out raw number that reflect how many (raw count)
previously recorded sites, for previously recorded elevations, are
exposed according to monthly averages for reservoirs. All previous
comments concerning the lack of adequate and/or accurate data, lack
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of consideration of site size or type, lack of consideration for
unsurveyed areas and resource types, lack of consideration of real-
time fluctuations (as opposed to monthly averages for reservoir
levels) apply here. This type of description and analysis is not
acceptable either in scientific or tribal terms, and does not meet
federal responsibilities to manage and consider effects to cultural
resources in these reservoirs. '

It is a critical mistake throughout this section (especially
subsection 4.4.1) that "shoreline erosion" is equated with
percentage of previously recorded sites (with all the problems
listed above) located. in the monthly averages’ fluctuation zone.
This is not only false, it is ridiculous. Shoreline erosion is
never actually addressed in this analysis. :

Pg 4-22 through 4-24, Tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5. These tables are
presented as "hard evidence" or "scientific observations," when
they are not, in fact they are based on incomplete, inaccurate, and
inadequate data, opinions, and numerous false assumptions. Again,
all previous comments concerning the lack of adequate and/or
accurate data, lack of consideration of site size or type, lack of
consideration for unsurveyed areas and resource types, lack of
consideration of real-time fluctuations (as opposed to monthly
averages for reservoir levels) apply here. These tables do not
constitute serious consideration, they are not using best available
knowledge, and they do not allow decision-makers the opportunity to
perform their NHPA and trust responsibilities.

Pg 4-26, 3d para. Traditional Cultural resources have never been
surveyed for the reservoir areas. The tribes may be able to
provide qualitative remarks (see Chapter 2) on known effects on
known resource types, but they cannot provide neither complete
comments, nor a detailed analysis between alternatives since they
have no inventory to work with. Though the authors state that
"Project effects on traditional cultural resources would be the
same as or similar to those on archeological and historic sites,"
this is just an assumption, and no conclusion can really be made at
this time.

-

-
Two Traditional Cultural resources we know for certain are the
Columbia and Spokane Rivers they have been permanently taken from
access from traditional users. What is happening to these
resources during inundation is not known.

Pg 4-26, 5th para. Grand Coulee Dam is not on the National
Register.

Pg 4-27 and 4-28, Figures 4-2 and 4-3. The comments on Pg 4-22
through 4-24, Tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5 apply here also.
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Chapter 5: Comparison of Alternatives

Pg. 5-1 through 5-12. The assumptions throughout Chapter 5 that
current operations constitute stable conditions and that a
sustained operation strategy creates stability are false. Damage
and destruction not only occur, but escalate under most operation
strategies, even if the operations themselves remain the same.
(For example, pg 5-1, 4th para. "New reservoir levels could cause
a significant increase in damage to archeological sites" implies
that current reservoir levels create less or at worse case equal
damage to any new reservoir levels. Another example, pg 5-1, 2d
column, 4th para. "SOSs 1 and 2 would probably cause the least
operational changes, and therefore would accelerate the rate of
impacts to cultural resources the least" again is based on the
assumption that current operations 1is equated with stability.
While these may be true for some reservoirs, it certainly is not
true at Lake Roosevelt. The authors opinions and assumptions are
stated as fact.) Continuation of current operations has not
created stable conditions at Lake Roosevelt; continuation of any
operation cannot be automatically assumed to create a stable
environment for cultural resources. This chapter is flawed by
acceptance of false assumptions, inadequate data, over-
generalizations, the stating of opinions as if they were fact, and
lack of meaningful analysis. .These flaws do not constitute real
consideration of impacts on cultural resources, do not make best
use of available data, and do not allow decision-makers to consider
the impacts of different alternatives on cultural resources.

Pg 5-2 through 5-6, Site-Specific Analysis. The title of this
section (as in Chapter 4) is misleading, because the authors do no
analysis for any specific site, but rather run previously recorded
numbers through a computer to spit out raw number that reflect how
many (raw count) previously recorded sites, for previously recorded
elevations, are exposed according to monthly averages for
reservoirs. All previous comments concerning the lack of adequate
and/or accurate data, lack of consideration of site size or type,
lack of consideration for unsurveyed areas and resource types, lack
of consideration of real-time fluctuations (as opposed to monthly
averages for reservoir 1levels) apply here. This type of
description and analysis is not acceptable either in scientific or
tribal terms, and does not meet federal responsibilities to manage
and consider effects to cultural resources in these reservoirs.

It is a critical mistake throughout this section (as in Chapter 4)
that "shoreline erosion" is equated with percentage of previously
recorded sites (with all the problems listed above) located in the
monthly averages’ fluctuation zone. This is not only false, it is
ridiculous. Shoreline erosion is never addressed in this analysis.

This section begins, and continues to develop, on the statement
that "Analysis of the known sites shows that shoreline erosion and
site exposure vary inversely at these sites". The authors then

47



struggle with this problem and have great difficulty in making
recommendations based on this statement, since it doesn’t make any
sense. If the results of an analysis appear to greatly conflict
with common sense, the first thing would have been to make sure
that the results really reflect what you think you are testing. 1In
this case, they do not. As stated numerous times in this document,
"shoreline erosion" is not quantified during this analysis, but
rather the production of meaningless number.

Pg 5-3 through 5-5, Tables 5-1, Figure 5-1, and Table 5-2. These
tables and figure are a perfect example of "Garbage In, Garbage
Out". These tables and figures are presented as "hard evidence" or
"scientific observations," when they are, in fact, based on
incomplete, inaccurate, and inadequate data, opinions, and many
false assumptions. Again, all previous comments concerning the
lack of adequate and/or accurate data, lack of consideration of
site size or type, lack of consideration for unsurveyed areas and
resource types, lack of consideration of real-time fluctuations (as
opposed to monthly averages for reservoir levels) apply here.
These tables do not constitute serious consideration, they are not
using best available knowledge, and they do not allow decision-
makers the opportunity to perform their NHPA and trust
responsibilities.

Pg 5-7, 2d column, 3d para. Traditional Cultural resources have
never been surveyed for the reservoir areas. The tribes may be
able to provide qualitative remarks (see Chapter 2) on known
effects on known resource types, but they cannot provide neither
complete comments, nor a detailed analysis between alternatives
since they have no inventory to work with. Though the authors
state that "Project effects on traditional cultural resources would
be the same as or similar to those on archeological and historic
sites," this is just an assumption, and no conclusion can really be
made at this time. '

Pg 5-8, 1lst para. We repeat the following section of the document,
because of its importance:

As system operation eventually destroys a large percentage of
the cultural resources at these reservoirs, the cumulative
effect will be the loss of heritage sites and scientific
resources from the river mainstem in an entire region. This
is important because the cultural resources along the mainstem
are not duplicated or replaced at other locations. Because
most cultural resources are non-renewable, this would be a
significant cumulative impact.

This statement should be applied to the other descriptions and
analyses in this document, particularly on "shoreline stability"
and in acceptance of false assumptions about the benign impact of
inundation.
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Pg 5-8, 2d column, 1lst para. We also repeat the following because
of its importance:

The cumulative effects of reservoir erosion are dramatically
illustrated in the rate of discovery of new archeological
sites following the construction of Libby Dam. Archeologists
identified about 25 archeological sites in the uncleared
reservoir pool area there before reservoir construction. In
the first five years following reservoir filling, a sampling
study identified 100 additional archeological sites and
estimated that a total of 300 sites might be present. After
10 years, inventory surveys in the drawdown area actually
disclosed more than 300 archeological sites. The same erosive
processes that revealed these formerly hidden sites will
continue to erode the site deposits destructively. At older
reservoirs, preservations efforts may be too late; many sites
in their pools may have been destroyed.

This statement should be applied to the other descriptions and
analyses in this document, particularly on "shoreline stability"
and in acceptance of false assumptions about the benign impact of
inundation.

Chapter 6: Management Responsibilities

Tribal participation in this chapter is presented as consisting of
required consultation under AIRFA and NAGPRA, but should be
expanded and included into all aspects of this chapter. Tribal
participation in cultural resource management should be meaningful:
this requires participation of tribes as lead team members, during
all aspects of planning and action, including decisions concerning
or affecting their cultural resources. Presentation of completed
plans, analyses, or informing the tribes of what you have already
decided to do is not meaningful participation in the management of
tribal cultural resources. .

Pg 6-1, 2d column, 1lst para. Two sentences in this paragraph
require clarification:
The adverse effects of alternatives proposed in the SOR EIS
are increments beyond those occurring as a result of the
current authorized operating limits at each Federal dam
facility. The comparison of effects for different SOR
alternatives in Chapter 5 indicates that most of the proposed
alternatives fall within existing authorized limits for most
Federal dams.
What do these sentences mean? The first sentence says that the
alternatives exceed limits for adverse effects, and the second says
that they fall within these limits. It may appear that either the
writer doesn’t know what he or she is talking about, or trying to
mislead and confuse the reader. Are there really authorized limits
on adverse effects on cultural resources? What are they? The

49



adverse effects of alternatives have never been meaningfully
analyzed or quantified in this document. If they have been
quantified elsewhere, why has that quantification not appeared in
this document? Why do you not present the effects of the
alternatives in terms of the "authorized limits" for adverse effect
for the reader and decision-makers? Who made the decision that the
adverse effects of the alternatives "fit" into authorized limits,
and are the authors of this document the ones to make such a
decision?

Pg 6-1 and 6-2, Mitigation or Treatment of Affected Cultural
Resources. A few methods of site treatment or mitigation are
listed in this section. Why was there no attempt to quantify any
mitigation or treatment? The decision-makers should be made aware
of the considerable cost of mitigation and treatment that will be
required under the various alternatives. The federal agencies have
performed enough mitigation and treatment projects on cultural
resources in order to estimate the costs of such projects. The
authors of this report frequently used information on past-recorded
archeological site records in their analyses; it is curious that
they did not use the information contained in those records on site
condition and negative impacts to give an estimate of mitigation
and treatment costs for each alternative. Such a number could have
been multiplied by the areas which have not received systematic
survey in order to extrapolate a dollar figure for mitigation and
treatment for the wvarious reservoirs. The requirements for
mitigation and treatment of cultural resources affected by systems
operations will be a considerable cost in any chosen alternative.
If such dollar figures were included in this document, decision-
makers would be more inclined to give the necessary serious
consideration of impacts of the various alternatives to cultural
resources.

Pg 6-2, 2d para. Under the discussion of protection, the authors

mention public education and law enforcement efforts. These two
may be the most important and effective long-term methods of
protecting cultural resources, yet are often overlooked. Public

education includes such efforts as dissemination of cultural
resource information sources to public schools, public Cultural
Resource Weeks, opportunities for in-depth study in cultural
resource issues, television programming, cultural resource training
for business, industry and government, cultural resource projects
which include public participation, and much more. These methods,
though on the surface they may seem an indirect protection measure,
have where applied proved incredibly effective. As it happens,
most cultural resources are destroyed out of ignorance; once the
public (especially children) understand the value of these
resources, they become active protectors. Public education may
provide the most "bang for the buck" of any cultural resource
protection method.

Active support ‘of law enforcement should be part of cultural
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resource management as well. Often these managers assume that
because ARPA and law enforcement agencies exist, they should
protect cultural resources. This is a naive picture and does not
meet federal agency requirements to protect significant cultural
resources. Law enforcement agencies are always short of staff,
equipment, training in cultural resources, and funds to carry out
all their duties to protect the public; cultural resources can not
be their highest priority in expenditures. They often do not have
the time and funds to pursue the long court procedures required to
pursue ARPA convictions. Decision-makers need to be aware that
they need to provide funding, training and legal-support for law
enforcement to address cultural resource protection issues. Both
public education and law enforcement methods deserve serious
attention and weight in management decisions affecting cultural
resources.

Pg 6-2, 3d para. Reservoir monitoring is one means by which
agencies can manage cultural resources. Monitoring is not limited
to observation of erosional impacts and vandalism, but many other
effects to cultural resources, such as visitor impacts (such as
picnic areas and boat-launch wuse), effects of livestock,
effectiveness of stabilization efforts, law-enforcement, etc.

Pg 6-3, Figure 6-1. There are a few problems in this flow-chart

describing Section 106 procedures. In the box describing the
application of criteria of significance, a third category,
properties having tribal significance (such as burials), should be

added. A glaring mistake is that consultation is listed as taking
place only near the end of the process, only in cases where adverse
effect has been determined and approved by the Advisory Council.
That does not describe real cooperation or participation with the
tribes, nor is it real consultation; it is merely asking the tribes
for comments which are meaningless after the resources have already
been negatively affected. Consultation must take place from the
very beginning, at cultural resource inventory, and continue
throughout the entire process, in order to meaningfully consider
tribal cultural resources, as required by law.

It is also questionable in this figure why, after adversereffects
have already been identified, and after consultation has not been

effective ("failure to agree"), and after meeting with the Advisory
Council, the final step 1is "Proceed with Report to Advisory
Council". Does this mean the project is then stopped? Does this

mean the project can continue, with just the report generated, and
no modification to the project to protect significant resources?
There needs to be included in this Section 106 procedure,
procedures by which "Modify Project to Meet Cultural Resource
Needs" and "Stop Project" are also possible outcomes. Without
these options, the Section 106 procedure is a sham where all
projects will proceed regardless of impacts to cultural resources
as long as they generate a report; this does not meet Section 106
requirements for the responsible federal agencies.
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Pg 6-4, Table 6-1. Free flow requires revegetation of slopes as
part of the operating procedure, as protection of cultural and
natural resources. Under free flow conditions, extreme erosion
would only occur short-term, until re-vegetation was successful.
It is only under natural flow conditions that cultural resources
can be permanently protected.

List of Preparers

In your "List of Preparers" are some individuals (and/or agencies)
that were not part of the preparation of this document. Some may
not even be aware of their being listed in this chapter. Certainly
not all of them would like.to be responsible for or associated wit
its outcome. ’

It is also unclear what the different categories of participation

actually mean. "Reviewer," for example, could mean anything from
a quick one-time editorial job providing comments, to intense full-
time participation throughout the project. What does "Lake

Roosevelt site record inventory" mean as far as participation in
preparation of or approval of this document? How has Chuck James,
for example, coordinated Indians?

It appears that many of these people did little more than provide
data, which means they shouldn’t be listed as '"preparers," and
which also means many other people could have been listed as well.
Most of all, it appears that each of these individuals listed in
this chapter had a hand in writing this cultural resources
appendix, which is not true at all.

The SOR Cultural Resources Team attempted to revise this chapter by
asking the team members what they would change. In order to revise
this chapter, as we have stated before, you must: (1) Notification
of those individuals listed in this chapter, to make sure that they
approve of being so listed; and (2) Indicate the level and type of
participation that these individuals have had in the preparation of
this document.

Chapter 9: References

The authors seemed to have missed a critical reference in their
study of impacts of systems operation on cultural resources: Verne
Ray’s Ethnic Impact of the Events Incident to Federal Power
Development on the Colville and Spokane Indian Reservations, a
report sent to the Corps of Engineers on September 28, 1977. We
strongly recommend the decision-makers read this document, as it
contains much information on the impacts of systems operations
which because of time limitations could not be repeated in this
report.
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Appendix A: Development of an Analvtical Geomorphic Procedure for
the Management of Cultural Resources

Pg A-2, 2d column, 2d para. Geographic Information System (GIS)
are indeed useful in the management of cultural resources, but
there are some substantial decisions that have to be considered and
made before such a system is put into use. Who would operate this
system? Who would be responsible for the constant up-dating
required to keep such a system effective? Where would it be
located? Who can obtain information from it and how? And perhaps
the most difficult problem, how can the security of confldentlal
sites and information be maintained?

One consideration in constructing a GIS system (which requires pin-
point location) is that most sites are not mapped using the
accuracy that this methodology implies. Sites have often been
assigned UTM coordinates (at least at Lake Roosevelt) based on
where someone had much earlier plotted a site number on a 1:24, 000
topographic map, which had never been intended to be as accurate to
10 meters, and rarely ever is. Sites are frequently mis-mapped on
1:24,000 topographlc maps by 200-500 meters. Sites are usually re-
located using descriptive information.

Site boundaries must be defined for a GIS system, but there has
been no uniform definition for archeological sites. One
archeologist records an area as having many small sites close
together, while another archeologist records the same area as one
large site. Some archeologist draw site boundaries at the edge of
artifact scatters; others include a "safety zone" within the site
boundary. Other technical problems exist. Will a raster system be
used to deal with this, or are you going to use a vector system?
What effect does this have on your model?

Pg A-3, Development of Data Bases. The geologic, soil, and
topographic data is obtained for this study came from 1:500,000 and
1:24,000 scale maps. These scales are absurdly too general to
address their role on cultural resources. Factors affecting site
stability occur and must be considered on a local scale: erosional
and depositional processes, while describable in general texms, are
very site-specific. For example, while a site may appear to be
located on a glacial terrace underlaid by granite as seen on a
1:24,000 scale map, the site may actually lie on or within very
different matrices, such as glacial till, sand dunes, clay, or on
bedrock, which would not appear in your data base, but which would
most greatly affect that site’s stability. The site may be located
in a small gully, on the edge of an eroding bank face, or on the
back of a flat river terrace. Resource management prediction or
planning based on information from the sources cited above has no
validity.

Vegetation and hydrology are not considered in your model, though
they are critical factors in the effects of systems operations on

53



cultural resources. Use of aerial photographs will not be
sufficiently specific for cultural resource management (see
discussion above on map scales).

Pg A-3, 2d column, 4th para. Depositional processes "may" as you
say have favorable impact on cultural resources, but that is an
untested hypothesis based on 1lack of access to these sites.
However, it seems only logical that the incredible pressure under
large amounts of deposited soil would have negative effect,
especially on fragile materials. Depositional processes in
reservoirs are also rarely purely "depositional," as reservoir
waters move, and are not still; these processes actually include
mixing and churning. Other processes involved with inundation are
known to have negative impacts (see pg. 4-15). Lack of access and
the possibility of ever recovering cultural resources after
deposition are also incredibly important considerations in
determining the impact of systems operations on cultural resources.
Pg A-1 through A-5, Development of an Analytical Geomorphic
Procedure for the Management of Cultural Resources in the Columbia
River System. = Your development of description, method, and
procedure in this study repeats those which have been previously
done across the country, though not as effectively. Why was this
geomorphic study carried out? Your discussion of geomorphic
processes is very general, it has no time depth, no quantification;
there is no discussion of where or why each process occurs, and it
is not predictive in nature. The desired information has been more
adequately addressed in many other studies and volumes. Excerpts
from, or references to, the Corp of Engineer’s Inundation Study
(Lenihan, et al. 1981) would discuss the effects of reservoirs on
cultural resources more directly and specifically.

Your study of geomorphic processes is based on an assumption on
stability: BUT RESERVOIRS SUBJECT TO POOL-LEVEL FLUCTUATIONS CAN
NEVER REACH A POINT OF STABILITY!
The average reservoir shoreline will achieve an
equilibrium profile if the reservoir water level remains
relatively stable. . . . Unfortunately, the self-limiting
process of nearshore shoal formation is affected by pool
level fluctuations. As reservoir pool levels draw down,
offshore shoals are eroded, and wave action in 'the
nearshore begins anew. Consequently, reservoirs
subjected to large annual pool-level fluctuations may
never achieve stable shoreline profiles. (Ware 1989:11)
Each time the "reservoir pool levels draw down, offshore shoals are
eroded, and wave action in the nearshore begins anew." The Bureau
of Reclamation has recognized these continuous geomorphological
changes through projects addressing mass-wasting at Lake Roosevelt.
The Corp of Engineers has recognized in numerous inundation studies
" that fluctuating reservoirs do not reach stability until the
reservoir has completely silted up.

A more adequate analytical geomorphic procedure for the management
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of cultural resources must first include a total inventory of sites
(as much as that is possible). Barring adequate data, we must
attempt to then assess how adequate the data is. Was the
information pertinent to site management recorded, e.g. elevation,
soils, 1landform, material types; and if recorded, is the data
reliable? Has half of the area been surveyed? Twenty-five
percent? Is reliable data available in the necessary fields
(elevation, soils, landform, material type) for ten percent of the
reservoir-effected lands? When we look at this information, we
will see a different picture from that used in the current modeling
technique. Furthermore, it must be acknowledged that the existing
data UNDER-REPRESENTS the actual number and types of cultural
resources which are presently effected.

A study of geomorphic processes must include visits at intervals
throughout the annual cycle to a large sample of actual cultural
resource sites in each area. Both quantitative (example: volume
disturbed per month) and qualitative (example: geomorphic setting
and processes (such as those identified in Appendix A)) data must
be recorded at each visit. The static information based on one
visit per site is inadequate for realizing the processes at work.
Time depth and the ability to accurately predict are two key
elements in a good model. With quantitative and qualitative
diachronic information from multiple visits to a large sample of
actual sites, a valid statistical model based could be created.

Many other items remain unquestioned or unanswered. There has been
no account in this appendix for inventory where there exists
inadequate data. Indirect impacts have not been addressed and are
only mentioned, though the distinction of direct and indirect
impacts does not matter in the destruction of cultural resources.

Only mechanical impacts are discussed in this appendix. Mechanical
impacts are a very large and important impact on cultural
resources. Biochemical, human and other impacts are not even
considered in this appendix, though the federal agencies have been
aware of the importance of these impacts for many decades.
Definitions of these impacts can be found elsewhere (e.g. Ware
1989) but their relative importance on the cultural resaurces at
these specific reservoirs needs to be addressed.

Pg A-6 and A-7, Development of a Cultural Resource Monitoring Plan.
This section is so brief that it does not adequately cover issues
that need to be addressed. The authors do not address who, how,
or where monitoring will occur. Are you going to monitor all
cultural resource sites forever? Who is going to decide which
sites are monitored, and on what basis? What will be the
priorities in monitoring? How is monitoring specifically going to
be used in the management of cultural resources?

Critical for this document (SOR EIS) is the consideration of how
the different alternatives will effect cultural resource monitoring
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needs. This has not been addressed. Decision-makers also need to
have an estimated cost for effective monitoring, and how this would
be affected by the different alternatives.

Pg A-8 and A-9, Development of Cultural Resources Protection Plan.
This section seems to confuse protection and mitigation.
Mitigation should be considered only when protection has or will
fail; it should include activities compensating for not only those
resources which will be destroyed in the future, but to compensate
for those destroyed in the past. Mitigation will be a very
significant cost for any chosen alternative, and estimates for
mitigation costs should be generated for the decision-makers to
consider. Protection and mitigation are separate though related
issues which deserve separate and complete discussion,
consideration, planning and action.

At Lake Roosevelt, Spokane (and other) cultural resources are
heavily impacted by looting and recreational vehicles as a direct
result of exposure caused by the reservoir. Before construction of
Coulee Dam, this area was largely covered in Ponderosa pine forest,
with some areas in low brush and some in farmland. Most of the
prehistoric, sacred and burial sites were unknown to non-Indians at
that time. With the construction of Coulee Dam, Indian lands were
condemned, almost everything was razed to the ground, and existing
buildings were burned. Basically, the entire landscape was denuded
before inundation. This exposed many previously unexposed sites.
Ball and Dodd’s burial moving project brought local attention to
the Spokane’s most sacred cultural resource: ancestral remains and
grave goods. Not only did many items disappear from graves during
Ball and Dodd’s project, the project itself spurred interest and
activity in illegal pot-hunting aimed at stealing "goodies'" £from
Spokane ancestral graves.

This local interest in pot-hunting graves is still active in the
Lake Roosevelt. Non-Indians can be heard in restaurants and bars
about their grave-good collections (though the word ‘grave’ is
often replaced with ’‘Indian’, which to them makes it less wrong to

steal). Conversations are easily struck in discussing which areas
are the best to obtain ’‘Indian goods’ from. Draw-downs.are well
known as a terrific collecting time for looters. This looting is

a direct effect of the activities associated with the construction
of Coulee Dam. The operations of the federal dams, including the
decisions reached as a result of this EIS, including the chosen
Systems Operation Strategy, will directly effect the 1level of
looting and other impacts which destroy Spokane cultural resources.

After requesting funds from the Bureau of Reclamation, and after
they refused to provide such funds, the Spokane Tribe has funded
and run its own Spokane River Patrol for the protection of cultural
resource within and along Lake Roosevelt, within Spokane
Reservation boundaries. This patrol nas been very effective in
deterring intentional looting, as well as stopping unintentionally
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damaging activities.

Monitoring, then, should be a primary method of cultural resource
protection. Development of a "presence" increases public awareness
and deters vandalism. Public education and law enforcement should
also be considered primary methods of site protection. (See
comments on pg. 6-2, 2d para.) ' :

Critical for this document (SOR EIS) is the consideration of how
the different alternatives will effect cultural resource protection
and mitigation needs. These have not been addressed. Decision-
makers also need to have an estimated cost for effective protection
and mitigation, and how these would be affected by the different
alternatives.

Pg A-8, 1lst para. Shoreline erosion is but one form of erosion to
be considered in protection of cultural resources. Other impacts
to cultural resources, such as off-road vehicle use, visitor
impacts, and inundation, must also be considered in a cultural
resources protection plan.

Pg A-8, 2d para. Besides stabilization and excavations, there are
-many ways to mitigate loss of resources. Cultural sustainment
programs, investment in other cultural resources for protection and
preservation, and public education programs are some examples.

Appendix B: Cultural Resource Site Inventories

This appendix adds nothing to the consideration of alternatives,
and should be removed. It is inappropriate to list sites without
tribal consent. It draws the attention of potential looters to the
wealth of sites in this area, as well as what to look for. Though
locations are not listed, the list of site numbers and site types
will help potential looters research these sites.

The Spokane Tribe especially does not want sites with burials
listed for public review, as in this document. These sites are
sacred, and they should be handled with confidentiality. It would
be acceptable and sufficient to list "6 burial sites" rather than
to list specific site numbers and their contents.

Pg B-1, Table B-1. This is not a comprehensive list of cultural
resource site kinds, as the title states. It does not include
"kinds" of Traditional Cultural Properties, cultural landscapes,
and a variety of others, such as battlefields, and properties
associated with important persons and events.

Pg B-4 through B-58, Table B-2. For use only in impact assessment
analysis, this data list still has some apparent problems. The
column listing "Period" is completely useless in addressing the
effect of dam operations on cultural resources.
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A very useful category which should be included in cultural
resource management planning as well as impact assessment is
"Material Types"; i.e. Heavy Lithics-Small Lithics-Textile-Bone-
Antler-Shell-Hair-Ceramics-Manufactured Glass-Metal, etc. Material
types are differentially affected by processes of weathering, so
this information would be helpful in prioritizing site management
actions. Note must be made, though, that this the material types
listed are a minimum of materials at each site, as more may yet be
undiscovered.

What is the "Current Condition Estimate" based on? There is an
unacceptable lack of qualitative and quantitative data in this
field on which to base any impact assessment and subsequent
decision-making. Obviously there is a tremendous variance between
recorders as to what is "good," "fair" or "poor" condition: one
person may rate a site as in "good" condition if they see artifacts
on the surface; another may rate a site as "poor" if some of the
features are disturbed. Furthermore, an estimate made four years
ago probably has nothing to do with the current condition of a
site; in fact, the condition of a site may vary greatly in the
course of one month. With no standard given for the "conditions,"
no date of when the estimate was made or by whom, this column is
useless, and is potentially dangerous if decisions are made based
on this meaningless data.

The 1list of sites in this inventory is not complete, and it
inexplicitly and incorrectly implies that the cultural resources
have all been recorded and their current condition known. The list
also implies a higher quality of information that is actually
present; there are many mistakes and out-of-date information
contained therein. If you are compelled to list specific sites in
the EIS, it must be noted that this list is incomplete, under-
represents actual resources, that some areas have not been
surveyed, and that the "Current Condition Estimate" may not reflect
current conditions.

Appendix C: Technical Exhibit C: Existing Programmatic Agreement.
The inclusion of a copy of this programmatic agreement suggests:
(1) that it satisfies all federal requirements for .eultural
resource management, and (2) that the signatory parties agree with
what has been put forth in the SOR EIS documents. Neither of these
suggestions are true. This programmatic agreement does not belong
in the SOR EIS document; it is a separate issue, and does not take
the place of adequate consideration of effects of systems
operations on cultural resources. The Spokane Tribe does not agree
with or support the SOR EIS process as it now stands in quality or
quantity in the consideration of these precious, irreplaceable
resources. The Spokane Tribe does not agree that the existing
Programmatic Agreement satisfies all federal agency requirements
for cultural resources management.
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VI. THE PROPOSED 'SOS ALTERNATIVES

It is beyond the scop of this work to perform the same statistical
analysis as performed by the federal agencies’ contractor (Doug
Davies) for accessing the number of site-days exposure, etc., for
each of the set alternatives. Such an attempt could be made if the
Spokane Tribe were provided the time and money required for such a
study, but does not seem worthwhile at this point, as the federal
agency staffs have already announced that the alternative based on
the NIMFS Biological Opinion will be chosen regardless of its
effect on cultural resources.

We deem it wise, however, to inform the decision makers in the
Columbia River Systems Operation Review of an estimated dollar cost
.that they will be facing after their decision. After reviewing the
gargantuan cost they face in complying with the National Historic
Preservation Act and other mandates concerned with cultural
resource management, decision-makers may find a more thorough and
accurate assessment of effects of systems operations on cultural
resources than has been presented so far in Appendix D would be in
their best interest.

The following estimates are based on the preliminary results of the .
1995 Spokane Archeological and Historic Survey. The survey was
limited in scope for a number of reasons. It included only
archeological and historic resources; no traditional cultural
properties were included in this survey. It included only the area
between 1260’ elevation and 1310’ in elevation; no sites above or
below these elevations were included in the 1995 survey.
Previously recorded sites below 1260’ have been included below,
though their present condition is not known. This survey, as with

any survey, cannot have found all sites within the survey area. No
sub-surface testing was performed outside recorded site boundaries,
so no sub-surface sites were located or recorded. Finally, the

survey only included archeological and historic sites within the
Spokane Reservation boundaries, which includes only about one-third
of the Spokane aboriginal lands directly affected by Lake Roosevelt
and its operations. No sites above 1310’ in elevation were
included in the survey due to contractual limitations, -although
there are sites above 1310’ known to be affected by the reservoir
and its operations.

The site names of recorded Spokane archeological and historic sites
which lie within the Spokane Reservation boundaries and within Lake
Roosevelt are listed in Appendix Spokane-B. Their names have been
provided to the decision-makers as a courtesy for their
consideration, so that they may understand that these sites are not
just numbers, but are real places, real homes, real burials, sacred
places to the Spokane people. We remember many of these names as
the homes and resting places of our grandparents, great-
grandparents, and so on, back for thousands of years. These are
names which are sacred to our tribe, and which define our culture.
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Just as you would preserve and protect your families home or farm,
the Vatican or the White House, or the resting place of Thomas
~Jefferson or John F. Kennedy or your mother, so we would preserve
and protect these places, our heritage.

The elevations and area for each of those sites are listed in
Appendix Spokane-C, though their order has been changed to protect
the confidentiality of site locations. These numbers are provided
to give witness to the possibilities of data obtained from
systematic survey, and for your consideration of another (more
thorough and accurate) assessment of the effects of Columbia River
systems operations on cultural resources. They are also provided
so that you can confirm the numbers we have provided in Table 1.

Table 1

Number and Area of Recorded Spokane
Archeological and Historic Sites
Within Lake Roosevelt

Below 1260’ elevation 21 sites 2,675,300 sg. meters
Between 1260-1290' elevation 88 sites 5,442,628 sgq. meters
Total Recorded ' 109 sites 8,117,928 sq. meters

As the figures in Table 1 only includes those recorded Spokane
archeological and historical sites Dbelow 1310’ within the
boundaries of the Spokane Reservation, we must estimate the number
of other site types and for all the Spokane aboriginal 1lands
affected by your systems operations. To include Spokane
traditional cultural properties, Spokane cultural landscapes,
Spokane archeological and historical resources outside the
boundaries of the Spokane Reservation, and Spokane archeological
and historical resources above 1310’ which are affected by systems
operations, we have multiplied the above data by two, four, and six
to create a range within which we feel the total of Spokane
archeological and historical resources, traditional cultural
properties, and cultural landscapes will fall when they.have all
been inventoried. The results are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Number and Area of Estimated Total
Spokane Cultural Resources (Physical)
Within Lake Roosevelt
Low: (Twice Recorded) 218 sites 16,235,856 sg. meters
Middle: (Four Times Recorded) 436 sites 32,471,712 sq. meters
High: (Six Times Recorded) 654 sites 48,707,568 sg. meters
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These estimates are conservative: only have the half the site-
types discussed have been inventoried, covering roughly only one
third of the Spokane aboriginal territory affected by Lake
Roosevelt. We feel that after all Spokane cultural resource
inventories are completed, the total will probably be between the
middle and upper figures. While these are estimates only, they are
based on more complete data than was available or used for your SOR
EIS Appendix D.

We know that all of these cultural resources are adversely affected
by systems operations: that has been established in your cultural
resources study here, by this review, and in numerous other federal
studies of the effects of reservoir operations on cultural
resources. Many of these sites are being destroyed now; most of
them have been permanently taken from access by our people.
Eventually all of the sites will be negatively impacted to the
point they, or their significant characteristics, are destroyed.
Therefore, we have created an estimate based on the long-term, one
which addresses eventual mitigation of all sites affected by
reservoir operations.

When restitution is reached for site destruction under the
Archeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA), it includes the
normal cost of scientific excavation, plus restoration. Using a
low cost figure of $1512.00 (1995 dollars) and a normal cost figure
of $2268 (1995 dollars) - per cubic meter of excavation', and
conservatively assuming an average site depth of 1 meter, we
estimate the cost of scientific excavation of Spokane archeological
and historic sites, traditional cultural properties, and cultural
landscapes which have been or will be destroyed by your systems
operations at between $24 billion to $111 billion, as presented in
Table 3.

We are not suggesting that this is the cost to be borne in 1995 for
preservation, protection, and mitigation of Spokane cultural

'This figure is based on the following costs for excavation of
1 cubic meter:. 2 crew members ($15/hr, including taxes and
benefits) for 1 field day; 1 professional archaeologist ($25/hr,
including taxes and benefits) for 1 field days and 2 report-writing
days; 1 elder advisor ($15/hr, including taxes and benefits) for 1
field day; 1 crew member ($15/hr) for 1/2 day lab and 1/2 day
computer data input; 10% for equipment and supplies; and 30%
overhead, for a total of $1512.00. All of these costs are
conservative in a competitive market, based on charges by the
Spokane Archaeological Crew (part of the Spokane Culture Office),
and based on the 1995 dollar. A higher range figure which is often
charged by universities in Washington, and is still be acceptable
in the competitive market (often winning federal contracts by your
agencies) is roughly one and a half times higher salaries, and 100%
overhead, which equals a total of $2268.00 (1995 dollars).
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Table 3

Cost Estimates for Scientific Excavation
of Spokane Archeological and Historic Sites,
Traditional Cultural Properties and Cultural Landscapes
Which Have Been or Will Be Destroyed by Systems Operations
(in 1995 dollars)

Based on $1512 per unit Based on $2268 per unit
Low: $24,548,614,272 Low: $36,822,921,408
Middle: $49,097;228(544 Middle: $73,645,842,816
High: $73,645,842,816 High: $110,468,764,224

resources by your federal agencies. This is a reasonable estimate
of the eventual costs of mitigation, not including restoration?,
for those Spokane sites directly affected by system operations.

There has been no attempt here to enumerate or estimate the value
of non-physical cultural resources, such as Spokane language,
values, economic independence, cultural pride and integrity. The
Spokane cultural resources which include what Euro-Americans define
as "natural resources", such as salmon, eels, and other riverine
resources, are also not addressed in this section, but only because
of the lack of time and funding by our staff. Those Spokane
cultural resources which are non-physical and those which are by
Euro-Americans define as "natural resources" will be addressed in
future works of the Spokane, and but decision-makers should be
aware that they must consider the effects of systems operations on
these resources as traditional Spokane cultural resources as well.

Decision-makers should also be aware that these are estimates of
the dollar value of only part of their cultural resource management
and trust responsibilities before they make a decision which does
not include adequate consideration of impacts on cultural
resources. These estimates do not include costs involved in the
responsibilities included in such mandates as ARPA, govermment-to-
government consultation, and NAGPRA.

The only alternative in systems operations which would avoid
eventual destruction of all sites involved would be the destruction
of the dams and subsequent revegetation. With this alternative,
less drastic assessment could be made; some sites could be saved
from eventual destruction, and perhaps preserved and protected.
The Spokane Tribe of Indians recommends that this alternative
receive full consideration.

It is beyond the scope of this report to cdstermine the cost
of restoration.
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VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

After reviewing the Columbia River System Operation Review Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix D: Cultural Resources,
the Spokane Tribe of Indians is positive that the present SOR EIS
Appendix D does not use the best available data to consider the
effects of systems operations on cultural resources. The models
and plans set forth in this document are based on assumptions which
render them invalid, and on data which is inadequate and
incomplete. A model and plan must be constructed separately for
each area along the Columbia River.

The effects of each alternative on costs and methods of
preservation, protection and mitigation has not been considered.
These costs will be astonishing (see Chapter VI: The Proposed SO0S
Alternatives). Requirement set forth in federal mandates such as
but not limited to ARPA, NAGPRA, and costs of curation, which will
be affected by the choice of systems operation, have never been
considered.

Effective- government-to-government consultation have not as yet
been accomplished during this SOR EIS process. Attempts to draft
a Programmatic Agreement with the tribes were feeble, limited to a
few meetings, and not on a government-to-government basis. The
federal agencies are required to accomplish all of these things
before the Record of Decision is made.

The effects of systems operations on Spokane cultural resources has
not been sufficiently or realistically considered in the SOR EIS
Appendix D. Because of the special and often sacred relationship
of these cultural resources to the Spokane people, the tribe
chooses to perform its own cultural resource management activities.
This ability to perform such activities does not imply that other
agencies’ responsibilities as set forth in federal mandates are in
any way relieved; but the tribe will be the agency to perform any
actions implemented forthwith concerning Spokane cultural
resources.

The Spokane Tribe of Indians holds the United States gowernment,
including the involved federal agencies, responsible for
preservation, protection and when mitigation of Spokane cultural
resources which are affected by federal undertakings.
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APPENDIX SPOKANE-A

A SAMPLE OF TESTIMONIES OF THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE COLUMBIA, SPOKANE, AND SNAKE RIVERS
TO THE NATIVE AMERICAN PEOPLE OF THIS REGION

GIVEN AT STAFF AND FULL WORK GROUP MEETINGS
OF THE SYSTEM OPERATIONS REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

CULTURAL RESOURCE WORK GROUP

January 31, 1995

When asked to begin to describe how they view the natural
resources of the Columbia River system as a cultural resource, the
tribal representatives gave the following as responses. (All
responses are not included here; these are a representative
sample.)

Mr. Henry Sidohn of the Coeur de Alene Tribe says, "To me, all
I have is common sense. You know that’s where the gap exists
between the American Indian culture and what you folks here in the
bureaucracy represent. The Indian looks at the water and looks at
‘the fish, and the effects on that natural resource, and he has only
his five sense: he can see the effects, he can feel the effect of
the water, and he can listen to the anguished cries of the natural
resources - the wildlife in their anguish of contaminating
themselves and dying - and as a result, he can hear that. So that
all of these things are entirely opposite entirely from what you
are involved in. And the Indian is only interested in the species,
to preserve that species, and that is what I think originally was
the intent of SOR, Systems Operations Review. . . ."

Mr. Jackson Meninick of the Yakama Nation says, "The issue in
totality, as you look at the mountains, and as you look at the flow
of streams, to us when the Great Creator created that, there was a
reason for that. That body lies, as you’ll notice my hair, my
arms, my legs, my body, that as you look at the East and you look
at the West, and you will notice that timber stands are my hair.
Well, when the Great Creator laid that out, he wiped out everything
and it became water. Out of that came an island, such’a place
sticks out, the highest peak in the water. It was right above what
is called Mount Hallowishram. And the animals washed out there,
logs, everything. But when the Great Creator created that water
and the land. So then there had to be something to occupy the

water, he created the fish. This 1is how he counted, enumerated
these things. Then in the land, the wildlife; in the land, the
roots; in the mountains, the berries. All these are enumerated,

just like you’d say them, what you would call (?), and that is how
we read these things. There are also plants are related to these.

"Now there is a certain season, you’ll notice a plant that
will grow, and they’ll mature, that means the fish are coming up
the river. There are certain plants that will change formation,
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-1like if you have a beef, so you’d make a feeder out of it, you feed

it like chickens. When it’s ready for butchering, that’s the way
the deer. You’ll notice, certain plants will reflect those things.
So this is the way we respect the resources. So we don’t need a
biologist; we are the biologists. The resource doesn’t belong to
us: we belong to the resource. With that, if we take care of the
resource, that takes care of our life. Now we take care of the
people and our pocketbooks, that doesn’t take care of the needy
people. So this is why we have to attend to express our feelings."

Mr. Meninick continues, "There is one thing that we do ask.
I hope your ears are working. And if it is, if you’d listen to it
carefully, it will get to your heart, and that is how we learn. We
don’t have any papers at our house. We talk to our children, what
is called wisdom by the words of mouth. When you listen to that,
it gets to the heart. That’s what we grew up with. When we become
mature, you understand nature. So before we can have a fish, or
wildlife, roots, or berries, we have to thank the Great Creator.
But we have to have peace before that. When we do that, that
regenerates by nature. We have to use it properly. That
regenerates the water, more plentiful water; regenerates the fish,
more fish; regenerates the wildlife. Each time we have that peace,
we have to respect it. Today it’s a little bit different. It’s
biological and scientific. Biological and scientific, we have to
learn on rats and mice in order to understand what internals are.
Biological school, but it doesn’t tell you nothing about the
nature. All it tells you about is the little piece of item you are
working with. But it doesn’t tell you about the connection of
life, or its nature of how fish have to live, their survival.

". . . But there’s one thing that wasn’t mentioned this
morning. There’s also another enemy. It’s what’s called - and I
believe the Bureau of Reclamation is involved in this one - it’s
called divergent. And those divergent, I think they call them
flip-flops, a lot of these divergent of yesteryear didn’t have
these, these flip-flops. So the fish would . . . on these canals,
these divergent, ditches. And I heard farmers that I knew, I
worked for, say, ‘Oh, I go out there with my pitchfork, jab the
salmon, give it to my cat.’ And I heard the sportsman here in
Portland, ’'So I go out and catch a fish, and we take a picture of
it, then throw it in the trash.’

"Now that’s not highest, best use of fish. We respect the
fish. Every particle in that fish means something to us. We don’t
just eat the fillet. We eat the fish, how we use the juice out of
fins, how we use the head, and how we use the tail, and how we use
the bone. There’s also a little chief, the sucker that comes up.
Everybody laughs at suckers, but they are the leaders. People
laugh at eels; they are the supporters. All these other species of
fish have a different meaning each season. So the way that we cure
it, we didn’t have no refrigerators, we didn’t have any jars, but
we had way of curing fish that could be preserved for years and
years. As a matter of fact, there’s still some up in the hills up
here. If you open up those places where they left them generations
ago, I bet you they’re still edible. That’s how we cured the fish.
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So there’s a way to take care of things and doing things. . . .

"There are things that are called cultural resources. There
are things called - there’s another word for it. There’s cultural
resources and natural resources, and then we get into human
resources. We're going to have to deal with all these. Biological
may be good, and scientific may be good, but it’s not the answer.
You want to know something, you’d better ask us. We live it. We
don’t learn it, we live it. It’s a lot different than all the
papers you got on that table. You have to read it to find out
something. You ask us, we’ll tell you directly how we live this,
and how our ancestors have lived it. And I have grandchildren, and
maybe their grandchildren. 1It’s an inherent thing to us. . . .*"

Mr. Fred Ike, Sr. of the Yakama Nation began to describe the
song he sang at the Pasco neeting, about the creation and the
salmon. " . . river was given to us from the Creator. And the
law that is glven to the salmon as a key resource in the Columbia
River. And that song explains the whole law, the creation of the
salmon and the other species of fish. Although you can not
understand the song, the meaning, the words, when I sang it, it can
only be interpreted by traditional native people. But I just made
a short statement, kind of an outline, that tells you we came from
the Creator, and the people’s Law, Unwritten Law, that we should
exercise each year around resources. The first salmon that arrives
in the Columbia River, the spring salmon, the King Chinook salmon;
that fish, the chief, that fish is our culture, our religion. The
first part of that song expresses what I tell you." Mr. Henry
SiJohn adds, "I think what Carl is trying to get to is the fact, to
talk about the idiom of respect. The American Indian proclaims
that the greatest translation of a word from Indian to English is
the word respect. The Indian looks upon the earth as its mother,
because we look upon and depend upon our mother, all of us, for the
nurturing and the for the feeding and to sustain our lives during
the infancy part, so that when we grow up and mature, we grow up to
become independent. And when we become independent, we then
exercise our individual freedom. Psychologically, that is correct
from the standpoint of individual freedom.

"However, the individual freedom does not mean that you do
anything you want. You must do it with prudence, with respect to
the things of the things of the earth. You don’t dare hoa¥d all of
the game. You don’t dare pick all of the berries, and deprive
others. You share, and that is I think one of the greatest virtues
that the American Indian possess, is that they shared their food,

they shared their lodging. They shared many things, and (?)
things, and knowing each other. The door was always open and
welcome, and they did not ask you how long you were going to stay,
or what are you doing here? ’'Have you eaten anything?’ was the
first thing they asked vyou. ‘Sit down and make yourself
comfortable. Have you had supper? Have you had lunch?’ So food

was being prepared for you immediately, so that the door was always
open.

"But it has to do with intellectual ethnic perceptibility.
How much can the non-Indian grasp of the ethnicity of the American
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Indian, and how much of it will they consider as wvalid-? Very
definitely as pertaining to the way of life in which we live, and
everything.

"We depend very heavily, as I stated before, on our mother for
sustenance and we live, grew up. And as we became individuals we
did not think that we were big enough or sure enough of ourselves
to do things on our own, we depended a great deal on the guidance
of our aunts and uncles, grandmothers, grandfathers, our cousins.
So that all of the family was close-knit. So spiritually it was
one unit, one family unit to help a young person develop into a
respectable and brave individual.

"The other point to that I would like to make is that science
and technology do not have all the answers. They do not. We can
look upon science, and their data and statistics, and when it comes
right down to when nature kicks up its heels - an eruption of Mt.
Saint Helen, the floods, the rain, thunder and lightening - the
scientists and technology people have to just stand by and watch it
happen. They can’t control that. And as a result, it comes down
to the animals.

"People wonder today why the process of spawning of the salmon
is inevitable. It happens. For salmon, that’s their way of life.
That’s the destiny, ultimate destiny of a fish, to return to its
spawning bed where it was born. That is why the American Indian
today, if he goes overseas, ultimately the returns to his homeland
that he was born in, very tenaciously, and he would like to - if
nothing else - die on his homeland. I had a grandfather that
participated in the Septo wars. And he was wounded to the point
where it was a very critical situation, but he did not want to die
in Palus the country. He wanted to be returned back to Cataldo
Mission where he lived. And that’s where he died. He’s buried in
the Cataldo cemetery. And so it is with all the American Indian,
just like the salmon. It returns to hits origination, to where he
was born. And fending for himself, or itself, out there in the
wild blue ocean is definitely a challenge of life, just as we face
the challenges today.

"As we do not look at life as being immaterial, we judge it
upon the aspect of instinct. That’s what the salmon has:
instinct; that’s what the animal has: instinct. Fear, hunger.
And very definitely it survives because of that fear. &aAnd so we
respect the salmon fears because the instinct of animals is a God-
given resource. Without instinct, they would not survive. And the
instincts of animals allows us to survive. And so we respect the
animals in that way.

"So that it’s up to the individual non-Indians to perceive
that ethnically, and sometimes its very difficult. Only if you
live out there, and you understand it, and your people tell you,
and you become imbued with that totally, and you begin to
understand just where you are. How big you are and how brave you

are can depend on how well you can withstand cold and nature. That
is why the proof of the pudding of a man was definitely his wvision
quest. He went to an isolated place to gain strength and procure

his vision, his shaman, his omen, his guardian angel if you please.

69



And for that quest is only to help him survive, and to become a
stronger and a better man. If he failed in that, it wasn’t given
to him that time, well, he actepted that. But he did not give up,
he continued his quest, time and time again.

"Regardless of how many times he went out, or how many visions
he had, he still went out to gain more strength and durability to
survive. And he didn’t have any data or statistics which enabled
him to pass judgement on whether he should do this again, or
whether it should be feasible for him to try it. He did it because
in his heart he knew that he had to do it in order to survive in
his element, and with the help of the Creator which enabled him to
be able to survive with the plan of the natural resources available
to him. .

"And he couldn’t survive without overcoming the deficit of
competing with the natural resources, the deer, and the antelope,
and the elk. He had to be able to procure this and become an
excellent hunter. And so he sought a vision to give him that
strength, and to give him that capability. And if he got it, he
was a great man, and as a result of his greatness, he was given a
privilege sometimes to become the leader of a hunting expedition or
a group that was going out to procure food or maybe going to the
prairie to hunt buffalo or go on a horse-stealing expedition.
Regardless of what it was, it was an item of necessity. And the
item of necessity was ultimately and the bottom line was to improve
your well-being, individually and tribally. So that this aspect,
living with nature, they were living with nature and understood
nature, but above all they respected nature.

"And as a result there are some things that science and
technology can’t produce. And they find out about things but they
can’'t solve everything. Science and technology is limited in its
aspect of conquest. You can conquer and harness certain things,
but very definitely when nature kicks up its heels, science and
technology just have take a back seat and stand by and let things
happen, because they can do nothing about it. And so the
association we have regarding Mother Earth and the natural order of
things, wildlife, fish, all were God-given, Creator-given to us,
and we respected that because it enabled us to survive.

"And we did not keep certain things to ourselves, we always
shared in it, and we shared willingly. I remember even in.-my young
days, in the early 20’s, I had a man that was married to my aunt,
and he had a good fishing place. As we would go huckleberrying in
the mountains, he would take his horse in the morning and leave the
camp. But in the late afternoon, about 4 or 5 o’clock in the
afternoon, he would come back with a good dozen trout that were
about that long that were spawning in the stream that he took. He
didn’t keep the fish for himself. He’d call on my brother, Ike,

and he’d tell him, "Ike, give a fish to each camp." And there
would five or six camps in one spot up on the mountains, mostly our
family, our extended family. So everyone shared in the fish

profits. And so it was with the killing of a deer or an elk or a
grouse, and making and baking of manic bread. And to make that was
not specifically for the family. We enjoyed it, but if some family
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was short on bread or flour, it was shared willingly. And we don’t
do that anymore. We can live next door to each other and not know
the neighbor living over the fence. So that things are different.

"And now we are very appreciative for the chance to show the
appreciation to the Creator of the bounty that has been given to us
by Mother Earth and which enables us to live to this day. And that
this is something that we can share with you, but it’1ll depend a
great deal on the perceptibility and acceptability of that
knowledge by the non-Indians."

Mr. Meninick noted that if federal agency representatives
attend ceremonies, they should be aware that they should notify the
tribe ahead of time. They do not have to pay, as it is a religious
ceremony. Don’t bring cameras or recording equipment. Much of the
ceremony is enumeration, the counting of the foods.

Another elder tribal representative points out to the feds how
lucky they are that these tribal people have shared their feelings
so openly. He points out that it is not easy, that many people
cannot share their feelings so openly, or express them so well. He
is grateful that these men have shared how they live, survive,
believe, respect one another, respect the animals and environment.
He hopes the feds will listen, remember, and think about these men
who are speaking from their hearts. He admonishes the feds to
listen, listen with their hearts to what has been said. He hopes
the feds can help them retain what is special about their people.
He thanks Mother Earth for what she has given. He is thankful that
we can share what she has given us. He hopes that all will think
about what has been said. Respect the earth, and respect one
another.

Mr. Minthorn of the Umatilla Tribe says its good to hear these
people speak. He points out that the construction of the dams not
only destroyed a culture, but also destroyed an ecosystem. He
points out that the dams destroyed the economy based on salmon, and
destroyed the life-cycle of the salmon which had existed for time
immemorial before the dams. We talk about gravels, but there is no
gravel-to-gravel anymore. The Columbia River at the Dalles was one
of the greatest fisheries in North America, including trading
across the Great Plains, Great Basin, Coast.

Mr. Minthorn reads from a manuscript his tribe has prepared on
the prehistory/history of the Dalles, emphasizing the importance of
this area to fishing, culture, economic, religion, transportation -
and access. In 1864 first salmon canned on San Francisco River,
and since not successful there, they moved to the Columbia River.
In 1883 there were 40 packing plants on the Columbia River. Super-
canneries destroy many of our resources. "They filleted the fish.
The rest of the stuff came out on troughs. It came out on troughs
and the tribes used to go down there. Because like the elders say,
we used every part of the fish. And when the eggs and the heads
and evervthing were coming out, then the tribes would get them,
because that was our resource. And what we didn’'t get, just went
right back into the river again. And we thought that a big loss of
our tracitional foods. We felt the impact of the modern day
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activities.

"People used to live along the river in some places all year
round, all the way from Lewiston, Idaho, all the way to Bonneville
Dam. All they did was fish. We talk a lot about these fishing
areas, but a lot of us have witnessed. Mr. Sampson has seen the
Lawula fishery go under water my parents. My parents used to go up
into there and fish. Nowadays they say we’re re-establishing the
fishery on the Umatilla River by using the dip-nets. When we were
kids there was a fishery already there. Once the dams came back in
and changed the current of the water, then we lost our fishery, of
using our dip-nets and stuff in there."

Mr. Carl Sampson of the Umatilla Tribes said it was an honor
to hear these people speak from their hearts. He tells the feds
that these are some of our unwritten laws. He tells them that some
of these things you can’t explain here at a table, but you have to
go out and appreciate them, such as the value of the salmon and the
huckleberry.

Mr. Jeff VanPelt with the Umatilla Tribes points out that
challenge in cultural work group 1is that anthropologists and
archeologists and tribal people have a history of not getting
along. He tells us how he is a young boy, and how you are for most
of your life; we have much to learn from the elders. The world
view of the Indian people is completely different from the non-
Indian. He feels this is not sinking in. Again, as Indians we are
taught if you speak and listen from your heart, it will tell you
the truth, but with the non-Indian the opposite is true: you are
taught not to speak from your heart.

Mr. VanPelt continued: Indians tribes have adapted to their
environment for many generations. Tribal interactions,
introduction of the horse, were some factors on this adaptations.

"We have adapted to this area according to archeologists for
13,000; from time immemorial according to some people here. In
these 13,000 years of 1living here on the land, living together,
there was one thing that we always had that was calming. That was
an understanding of who we were. We didn’t look at animals, and we
didn’t look the fish, and we didn’t look at the wildlife habitat.
We didn’t look at all of the different winged ones who fly the air,
all of the four-legged ones walking on the ground, those who crawl
on the ground or under the ground. We didn’t look at thew the way
you'’re looking at them right now and your analysts who study them.
We looked at ourselves being of lesser importance the animals in
that natural world. In fact we were the most ignorant of the
natural world. Because we needed someone to tell us where to go
eat, tell us how to prepare that food. We needed to tell us what
we needed to do to survive in life. The natural world doesn’t need
that. The natural world knows itself on how to survive.

"And the natural world wasn’t as afraid of people as they are
today. You can even read in the historical literature about the
Oregon Trail coming over. And literally, if you wanted a deer or
an elk, you didn’t go up into the mountains to hunt for them, you
just hunted them right in your camp. C. . There wasn’t the
separation between the natural world and the world as it is now,
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2000 years ago or 300 years ago. There was a connection; there was
an understanding; there was a way of teaching and learning. There
was a way to be able to look at the natural world around you,
whether it be an eagle or a hawk or a salmon or a coyote or a wolf.

"And there was a way to extract education and teaching out of
that. 1In our way of understanding, teaching, that was those who
had been there before. That was directly tied to you, trying to
communicate with you, trying to guide you, trying to teach you,
trying to help you to become that man. Mr. SiJohn was talking
about looking and searching for that one animal that can
help guide you, to find an honorable place to sit in the tribe. It
was very important. -

"Much of the people, and even our own children on the
reservation today, are taught that success is something that has to
do with money and power. And much of our people are caught up in
that. But it couldn’t be farther away from the truth. That’s what
assimilation has done; that’s what the melting pot has done; that’s
what your manifest destiny has done. It has separated us from
those very teachers that teach us who we are. There’s a very big
impact in that. .

"As I was sitting in the back of the room, I'm really
frustrated because we have a lot of intelligent people here. Many
of you know I'm just an educated boy from the reservation trying to
learn from watching the elders around. I can watch you work, and
I can understand how you work, and I can understand how you think.
But it is their knowledge, that way of speaking from the heart, is
one of the few ways we have expressing those whose been here before
and their needs.

"Archeology is the study of remnants of something that was
left behind by a culture, but that’s not true. Archeology was
there to always remind us of who we were and where we came from.
Even back when we do our oral histories, we listen to the elders
talk and how they interpret an archeological site. It was always
used as an educational tool. It was always used to teach our
children about who they are and where they came from. Maybe it was
about a battle, maybe it was about a specific use of the area,
maybe it was about a sacred area you only go to during a certain
time - you didn’t go there just to play, to talk. Everyghing had
a specific purpose.

"It was the very discipline that we had in our tribal
structure that we’re trying to assimilate somewhat today in our
tribal government. The elders have been separated from our
children, so we depend on much of your society to train them. It’s
very uncomfortable." . . . "Our true spirit can’t grow because
we’re not looking at the truth. . . . We’re not looking at the
animals and the impacts. What happens when you take away the
salmon? When you take way the salmon, the eagles, the hawks, the
coyotes, the wolves, the bears, everything that survives off that
one carcass of that salmon goes with it.

"Now if your very teachings of who you are and where you find
your place within a tribal system or the system that we live in, is
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taken away one at a time, and another, and another, and all your
teachers are gone, and you’re fighting for that one fish. A lot of
people can’t comprehend why the fish is so important to the Indian.
Heck, they’re growing them down in (?) down in California, that’'s
why the prices are so cheap on them. An ecological way of looking
at the environment, what impacts that we have on that environment,
the very disrespectful way: the Creator knows whose been here
before and watches us to protect them. We’'re responsible for
future generations have. We’re being very selfish.

"So I’'ve been sitting back there trying to figure out how to
best utilize this opportunity to educate the different people and

the different working groups about tribal involvement. I don’t
think a lot of people realize that the tribes have a very lot to
offer you. e look at what you’ve done to our world in the

last 150 years. Look what’s happened to the dams, the pollution,
the water; the very resources that we lived with for 15,000 years.

"Very, very vrich, one of the richest cultures in North
America, lived right here on this Columbia River. It was the
Mecca; it was the Mecca when it comes to talking about people
coming together in large, large numbers. Savage: we replace it with

savage, very savage,

"But I kind of really wonder if we need as much electricity as
those dams are generating. I kind of wonder if we need that
hundred-and-something year old technology out there. I don’t think
that people realize that the fish aren’t just fish; the fish are
life. They have a cycle of life that must be completed. I was
talking that Indian people, too, have a cycle of life that needs to
be completed.

"So a lot of the anger that you hear from these meetings, is
that you’re not allowing that. And when that is forced upon our
people and on our way of life, assimilation over the last hundred
and something years in your society has worked. The only way to
survive 1is to try to go back before that confusion came. And
that’s what you brought here; you brought confusion. Don’t get me
wrong: I like driving in my car, I like getting a cold pop out of
the refrigerator. But the confusion that you have brought is such
a monster, such an animal - how do we deal with that on a specific
kind of a deal like this systems operation review. Getfing this
group together is the best that I think that I can offer.

"You’ve got to remember, that when you’re dealing with an
ecosystem, you’re dealing with a spirit. You cannot analyze that
spirit. You cannot understand that spirit. Our shamans, our
medicine people, they’ll take you in; and you’ll tell them about a
dream or about something you have thought about. And they’ll
interpret that and they’ll help you. But now we get back into what
the teaching was, and a lot of that is gone. So we have to depend
on ourselves. We learned this, we’ve proved this in different
ways, 1in trying to do restoration.

"So when you talk about recreation, look at the impact that we
definitely know recreation is having: on our culture, on our
cultural resources. Look at what it’s doing to access to the
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rivers for us, to access the fish, our very way of life.
What is barging? What 1is transportation? . . . What is the
environment of the river? What is it doing to water quality?
Restoration, wildlife habitat - not hydro-power

"Many of you think that you’re men and women, but in the eyes
of the elders will tell you you’re still young kids. You’'re still
young kids playing on the playground fighting over the ball. You
don’t understand. You don’t understand that this ain’t a game.
It’s a way of life that you have to learn. We’re all put here for
a purpose and a reason. If you think your doctorate degree is
going to get you to the other side, right on! I hope it does it
for you. But from the way I learned, I don’t think so."

75



APPENDIX SPOKANE-B

RECORDED SPOKANE ARCHEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC SITES
WITHIN THE SPOKANE RESERVATION AND LAKE ROOSEVELT?
(1995 Spokane Survey)

Abraham Cove Historic Road

Abraham Cove 3/13-2, 3/13-3, 3/14-1, and 3/14-2

Ayasi’ken

Btwn PC and Henry Martin

Big Rock

Big Spring Cemetery .

Buck Chil-Quim-Shin-Na Homestead Clay Bed

Buck Chil-Quim-Shin-Na Homestead Mussel Bed

Buck Chil-Quim-Shin-Na Homestead 3/23-3, 3/24-1, 3/28-1, 3/28-2

Casino Boat Light Site

Ch’chiw’e

Collier Hudson & Ford’s Site 8

Collier Hudson & Ford’s Site 50

Columbia Pits

Columbia Talus Storage Pit

Columbia Hunting Blind

Columbia 5/4-1 and 5/4-2

Confluence Site

Detillion Bridge

Dock 5/2-1 and 5/2-2

Edward Wha-La-Whit-Sa

Elizabeth Am-Pok-En Homestead

Fort Spokane Bridge Burial

Hazel Defreese Homestead

Hazel Flett 9/21-20

Hazel Flett 9/21-22

Henry Martin Homestead

HB Burials

HB Camp

Indian Allotment 83

Isabel Edward’s Homestead

Jackson Creek

Lebret Mussel Bed -

Lebret 3/30-1, 3/30-2, 3/30-3, 3/31-1, 3/31-2, 3/17-1, 4/3-2,
4/3-3, 4/3-4, 4/4-1, 4/4-2, 4/4-3, 9/21-29

Jim Sil-Pimpt-Kin Rapids

Keye’'me'us

Laame’kene’ seen

Mary Joshua’s Homestead

Mattie Boyd Homesite

Mile 4 Fish Weir

Mill Hill Burials

*Some of the site names have been changed to protect the
location of these sites.
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Mouth of Smith Creek

Nelly Flett Homestead

Nkwikwia’tgw

nlultinalch

North Fort Spokane Firing Backstop

Npia’xem

0ld Coyote Spit Road

Pit at Smith Creek

Ross’ BL3-354, BL4-393, FS4-31A, MC3-74, and MC4-105

Smith Creek Quarry Site

Schmep

Slide Area #2 :

Spilye Sptaxw Cemetery

Spilye Sptaxw 3/28-3, 3/28-4, 3/28-5, 3/28-6, 3/29-1, 3/29-2,
3/29-3, 3/29-4, 4/3-1, 4/3-2

Spokane Burial 9/21-27

Spw’ xst

Sgasi’lni

Suzie Sil-Pimpt-Kin Allotment

Suzie Sil-Pimpt-Kin Mussel Bed

Sw’wdle’ kweten

Table Rock Site

Tcuwi’cast

Te’'la’q’a

Telmedl’'me’dlmen

Three Mountain Homestead

Turtle Rock

Wynecoop Flats Historic Ferry

Wynecoop Flats River Site 9/21-31, 9/21-32, 9/21-33

Wynecoop Landing Trail

Wynecoop Shell Midden Site
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APPENDIX SPOKANE-C

ELEVATIONS AND AREA OF
RECORDED SPOKANE ARCHEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC SITES
WITHIN THE SPOKANE RESERVATION AND LAKE ROOSEVELT*
(1995 Spokane Survey)

Low Elevation High Elevation Area (in square meters)

*The elevations and areas 1in this appendix have been
deliberately in a different order than the previous appendix in
order to protect the confidentiality of locations for these sites.
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Low Elevation High Elevation Area (in square meters)
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Low Elevation High Elevation Area (in square meters)

1.See National Trust for Historic Preservation v. United States
Army Corps of Engineers, 552 F. Supp. 784 (S.D. Ohio 1982).
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April 10, 1995

- TO:

Spokane Tribe of Indians

P.O. Box 100 e Wellpinit, WA 99040 ¢ (509) 258-4581  Fax 258-9243

CENTURY OF SURVIVAL
1881 - 1981

RECEIVED BY SOR
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

RECEIPT DATE
AR ¢ o 1995

Ernest J. Harrell, Major General
Commander and Division Engineer

U.S. Army Engineer Division, North Pacific
P.O. Box 2870

Portland, OR 97208-2870

John Keys, Regional Director
U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

1150 North Curtis Road
Boise, ID 83706-1234

Randy Hardy, Regional Director
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208--3621

Dear Geh. Harrell, Mr. Keys, and Mr. Hardy:

Attached are comments from the Spokane Tribe of Indians on the Columbia River
System Operation Review Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix D:
Cultural Resources. We are providing this for your,information, pending completion
of an in-depth look at the document by the Tribe. These comments are not the final
comments, concerns, or statement by the Spokane Tribe of Indians on said

document.

We request that these comments, as well as those submitted in the past and the
future, be seriously considered in the development of the Columbia River System
Operation Review. The Spokane Tribe of Indians does not approve any plan which

has not addressed these concerns.



Thank you for you timely review of these materials. Please direct any response or
questions to James SiJohn, Spokane Tnbe Business Counc:l Spokane Tribe of
Indians, 509-258-4581.

Sincerely,

ames Sijéhn
Spokane Tribal Business Council

CccC:

Ms. Linda Burbach, Systems Operation Review Interagency Team
Columbia River System Operation Review

United States Department of Energy

Bonneville Power Administration

P.O. Box 2988

Portland, OR 97208-2988



REVIEW OF SOR DRAFT EIS APPENDIX D: CULTURAL RESOURCES
I. Introduction
II. Spokane Tribal Cultural Resources
III. Comments Concerning the SOR Draft EIS, Main Volume
IV. General Comments Concerning the SOR Draft EIS, Appendix D

V. Comments Addressing Chapters and Appendices of the SOR Draft
EIS, Appendix D

VI. The Seven Proposed SOS Alternatives

VII. Summary and Conclusions



he Columbia River Syst . tion Revi

The (Columbia River) System Operation Review (SOR) is both a
study and an environmental compliance process being used by
the three Federal agencies to analyze future operations of the

system and river use issues. The goal of the SOR is to
achieve a coordinated system operation strategy for the river
that better meets the needs of all river users. (Appendix
D:1i)

As part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process for the
Columbia River Systems Operation (SOR), the responsible federal
agencies (the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE), and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), must
solicit and consider public opinion as well as consult with the
appropriate Native American peoples on the impact of the project on
significant cultural resources. Specifically, these agencies have
solicited opinions and concerns over the contents of the Columbia

River System Operation Review, Draft Environmental Tmpact
men A ndix D: ltur R r . Full consideration

must be given to the opinions and concerns they receive,
enforce?ble under the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. $706
(1982))

The Spokane Tribe of Indians is a Native American tribe whose
traditional lands and cultural resources are directly and
indirectly affected by this project. As part of the EIS process,
the tribe submits the following concerns about the SOR as related
to cultural resources. These express some, but not all, of the
tribe's concerns, and should not be considered final or exhaustive.

i f Indian A ne R v

The Spokane Indians are the Interior Salish group which has

" inhabited northeastern Washington, northern Idaho, and western
Montana for centuries. The native language spoken by the
Spokanes is common to other Salish tribes with only a slight
variation in dialect. Generally speaking, the Spokanes can
converse easily in their native tongue with the Kalispels,
Coeur d' Alenes, Colvilles, and Flatheads.

The aboriginal lands occupied by the Spokanes laid in eastern
Washington along the Spokane River -and surrounding area
encompassing some three million acres. The vast domain began
on the Columbia River near the present town of Hunters; thence
easterly along Hunters Creek to Deer Lake; thence to Mount
Spokane and southerly through Peone Prairie and the present
town of Opportunity to a point near Rosalia; thence west and
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slightly south to Ritzville and thence north to the old
townsite of Peach, and up the Columbia River to the point of
beginning.

The tribe originally ([ed: at the time of Euro-American
settlement] consisted of three bands: Upper, Middle and
Lower. These terms were apparently applied by the white man
to the three bands according to their location on the Spokane
River. The Lower band usually occupied an area along the
Spokane River from its mouth to the present site of Tumtum;
the Middle band occupied the area from Tumtum to the mouth of
Hangman Creek; and the Upper band lived in the Hangman Creek
region and through the Spokane Valley as far as the present
town of Post Falls, Idaho. (Wynecoop 1969:7)

Under extreme pressure from the U.S. military and Euro-American
settlement, the Spokane Indians ceded most of their traditional
lands, and on January 18, 1881, the Spokane Reservation was
established by Executive Order.

It is hereby ordered that the following tract of 1land,
situated in Washington Territory, be, and the same is hereby,
set aside and reserved for the use and occupancy of the
Spokane Indians, namely:

Commencing at a point where Chemekane Creek crosses the forty-
eighth parallel of latitude; thence down the east bank of said
creek to where it enters the Spokane River; thence across said
Spokane River westwardly along the southern bank thereof to a
point where it enters the Columbia River; thence across the
Columbia River northwardly along its western bank to a point
where said river crosses the said forty-eight parallel of
latitude; thence east along said parallel to the place of
beginning. (Executive Order of President R.B. Hayes, 1881)

Area of Tmpact

With the establishment of Grand Coulee Dam, the reservoir waters
which are known as "Lake Roosevelt" inundated the lands bordering
the Columbia and the Spokane Rivers. This includes the traditional
lands of the Spokane Indians on the east bank of the Columbia River
beginning at the mouth of Hunters Creek southward to the old
townsite of Peach, and on both banks of the Spokane River, from the
confluence with the Columbia River eastwd¥d to the Little Falls Dam
Bridge.

The area of physical impact by the reservoir operations includes
not only those areas which are inundated, but a much larger area
which is steadily increasing due to erosion, landslides, higher
visitation, etc. Areas not inundated but affected by reservoir
operations include, for example, a stream which traditionally was
used for fishing salmon, but which is now dysfunctional due to the
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construction of Coulee Dam. Another example includes a site
located on a high bluff or terrace, but which is affected by water-
induced erosion at its base. Yet another example is a spiritual
site which is now dysfunctional due to its tie with an inaccessible
(inundated) or site. There is a major impact on the integrity of
setting for any cultural resource on adjacent landforms, so that
cultural resources anywhere within that visual catchment are
negatively impacted. Furthermore, the erosion process continues,
so that a larger and larger area is impacted directly or indirectly
by the reservoir operations through time. A comparison of
diachronic topographic maps and photographs, as well as studies of
erosion of the rivers' bank substantiate this claim.

The indirect effects of Columbia River systems operations under the
federal agencies in fact impact even more cultural resources.
Before the construction of Coulee Dam, the Spokane people were
dependent upon and interwoven with an annual cycle. The removal of
any part of this cycle destroys all opportunity of continuing that
cycle. Removal of the salmon and related cultural components by
the construction of the dam destroyed traditional Spokane culture.
They could no longer carry out a traditional way of life with a
significant portion of their economy, diet, and spirituality
missing. Those elements of language, religion and custom that
dealt with riverine resources are in danger or destroyed. For
example, much of the technology and technological jargon of fishing
has disappeared; all of the critical religious rituals relying on
the river or its resources have been destroyed. Stories and
traditional names of places never seen by children are fdrgotten.
Furthermore, modern Spokanes must deal with a culture rendered
dysfunctional by the dam. They must deal with the guilt of losing
aspects of their traditional culture, and of not protecting the
lands and remains of their ancestors. The operation of Coulee Dam
directly and indirectly effects these 1less tangible cultural
resources at least as much as it does archaeological artifacts.

To be completed.



II. SPOKANE TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Spokane Tribal cultural resources affected by the Columbia River
systems operations include every '"type" currently recognized as
potentially eligible for National Register status by the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and include but are not limited
to archaeological and historic sites, traditional cultural
properties, historic (and prehistoric) landscapes, and the
locations significant in the lives of important persons. Other
types of cultural resources, such as culture-specific memories,
activities, language, cemetery and burial sites are also recognized
by the Spokane Tribe as significant.

Because of the special and often sacred relationship of these
cultural resources to the Spokane people, the tribe chooses to
perform its own cultural resource management activities. This
ability to perform such activities does not imply that other
agencies' responsibilities as set forth in federal mandates are in
any way relieved; but the tribe will be the agency to perform any
actions implemented forthwith concerning Spokane cultural
resources. When expertise is needed which tribal members do not
currently hold, they will be responsible for seeking that expertise
from outside sources.

Spokane cultural resources affected by the operation of Coulee Dam

includes  historic buildings and structures; Thistoric and
archaeological sites; groups of buildings, structures, and sites
forming historic districts; cultural landscapes; individual

objects; properties associated with significant persons; mining
properties; and traditional cultural properties which meet the
criteria specified in the National Register's Criteria for
Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4). There are also religious properties,
moved properties, birthplaces and graves, cemeteries, reconstructed
properties, commemorative properties, and properties that have
achieved significance within the past_.fifty years which may be
considered for inclusion in the National Register. Listing all of
these properties is neither possible nor desirable; a small sample
will instead be presented. We will attempt to list an incomplete
but representative sample of site and materlal types which have
been recorded within this area.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC SITES

Spokane archaeological and historic sites include prehistoric,
protohistoric, and historic materials. Prehistoric site types
include but are not limited to campsites, fisheries, plant and
animal procurement and processing sites, burials and cemeteries,
vision quest sites, petroglyphs, pictographs, village sites,
trading and meeting places, battle sites, and river crossings.
Prehistoric features include but are not limited to storage
features (such as talus caches); stone, plant and animal
procurement and processing features (for example stone ovens, shell
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middens, hunting blinds, stone weir sites, and lithic scatters);
and sacred and religious features (such as burials, vision quest
structures, and special stone gatherings). Prehistoric material
types include but are not limited to faunal remains (for example,
rawhide, antler, bone, hair, claw, horn, teeth, and shell), floral
remains (for example, seeds, pollen, bark, and roots), and
artifacts of stone (for example, mauls, manos and metates,
scrapers, spear and arrow points, crystals used for religious
purposes, and fire-cracked rock). Many of these material types
represent both man-made or modified artifacts, as well as evidence
of paleo-environment, diet, and economy.

Protohistoric and historic sites include all of the above-mentioned
prehistoric site and material types, plus European or Euro-American
site and material types. Historic site types include but are not
limited to those listed above plus schools, churches, stores,
farms, and ranches. Several homes of tribal members located in the
reservoir were left standing at the time of inundation. One church
building, important to the Spokane people as one of their earliest
church structures, was moved to higher ground immediately before
inundation. Its original foundation remains in the reservoir.
Material types include but are not limited to those listed above
plus items of modern manufacture, such as glass, ceramic and brick,
metals, and textiles of natural and synthetic materials.

The very early and continuous occupation represented in these
archaeological and historical sites offers scientists a unique
opportunity to study many critical areas. These realms include but
not limited to: £first human occupation of what is now the United
States; adaptation to climatic, geomorphological, faunal and floral
changes during the Pleistocene-Holocene boundary; expansion of
prehistoric population; evolution of Plateau Prehistoric social,
political, economic, and religious life; the relationships between
this centrally located group with Plains, Great Basin, other
Plateau, Montaine, and Pacific Coast peoples; Prehistoric Periocd
syncretism; changing Prehistoric gender roles; the relationship
between humans and Holocene environment; the effects of devastation
from European disease; the Protohistoric; contact with early
trappers, traders, and missionaries; Historic Period syncretism;
topics in conquest and conquering; processes in taking and
destruction of tribal lands by early settlers and the government;
effects of overcrowding; forced and non-forced assimilation
practices; the culture of poverty; deterioration and change of a
language through destruction of environment; change in economic,
social, political, and religious life due to forced change in the
environment; and culture survival. Protohistoric sites are
especially interesting in their mix of traditional and modern goods
and practices; they offer the unique opportunity to investigate
syncretism and the evolution of use of modern materials in a
traditional society.

These questions do not, of course, address the importance of these
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archaeological and historical sites to the Spokane people and
culture. Many of these archaeological and historic sites,
particularly cemeteries, but also vision quest sites, pictographs
and petroglyphs, fisheries, plant procurement sites, churches, and
others, carry special cultural and religious significance to the
Spokane people and culture. Prehistoric sites represent their
ancestors, a value which cannot be put on paper or underestimated.
Spokane ancestors are an integral and unforgettable part of the
Spokane people today. They must be respected. Prehistoric sites
are a key feature in legitimizing their culture as a complete,
valid entity. They represent a time when the Spokane peoples and
lands (including natural resources) were whole, and existed in
balance, as essential parts of each other. Protohistoric sites
represent the initial and devastating impact of Euro-American
culture on their society. Historic sites are significant to the
Spokane people because they represent the horrific period of
European settlement and forced assimilation into Euro-American
society, as well as the memories of living tribal members. The
Protohistoric and Historic Period sites represent conquest,
division, and suppression to the Spokanes, but also their ability
to survive.

The project area which includes Spokane lands affected by Coulee
Dam operations is currently being systematically surveyed for
archaeological and historical sites by the Spokane Tribe. We
estimate the total number of archaeological and historical sites
using site densities derived from the current survey as far as it
has been completed, though this estimate may be low since it
includes only the back portion of high river terraces (largely
between 1265' and 1290' elevation), which often have lower site
densities than riverine (now inundated) environments. The present
survey has found thus far an average of 9.1 sites per square

kilometer. If landslide and highly eroded areas are taken into
consideration, this number jumps to between 12.1 and 13.8 sites per
square kilometer. We estimate, then, that approximately 483

Spokane archaeological and historical sites are directly impacted
by the operation of Lake Roosevelt. This quantity does not include
sites indirectly impacted.

No diachronic studies have been performed to describe or quantify
damage to these resources, but past archaeological work (for
example, Hartzell 1994; Masten 1988 and 1990; and Spokane Tribe of
Indians 1994) as well as Bureau of Reclamation monitoring of slide
areas, sheds some light on the amount of -damage which is occurring.
Erosion at many sites is several meters per year, often in mass
wasting. Spokane cultural resources affected by Coulee Dam
operations are almost exclusively located on the unconsolidatable
Spokane flood deposits.



THE COLUMBIA AND SPOKANE RIVERS

The Columbia River system or district includes many archaeological
and historical sites, traditional cultural properties, and is an
(pre)historic cultural landscape. Within this district, there is
a significant concentration, linkage, and continuity of features
associated with the lifeways of the distinct and unique Inland
Northwest Native American, tied together through both cultural,
temporal, ecological, and physical connections. These properties
possess integrity as a whole.

The Columbia River, the Spokane River, and the Snake River are
eligible though not yet nominated National Register properties.
The Spokane Tribe of Indians is specifically interested and rooted
in the Columbia and the Spokane Rivers. Their eligibility as
National Register properties shall later be established through the
National Register process, but these are immediately recognizable
as eligible properties through a number of categories:
archaeological district, (pre)historic landscape, and as a
traditional cultural property.

This Columbia River system, or "district", is protected as a
potentially eligible National Register property under Criterion
(a) : Association with events that have made a significant

contribution to the broad patterns of our history, including those
properties with significance in a community's historically rooted
beliefs, customs, and practices; Criterion (b): Association with
the lives of persons significant in our past; Criterion - (c) (1):
Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction; Criterion (c) (2): Representation of the
work of a master; Criterion (c) (3): Possession of high artistic
values; Criterion (c) (4): Representative of a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; and Criterion (d): History of yielding, or potential
to yield, information important in prehistory or history. In
National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation, an example given as an eligible property
under Criterion A is "a hilltop associated in oral historical
accounts with founding of an Indian tribe or society is eligible"
(13). This describes the Spokane River for the Spokane Tribe,
substituting 'river' for 'hilltop', as the river plays the key role
in the origin of the Spokane Tribe. Oral accounts describing this
role have been recorded many time (e:vg. Ross 1984; also the
appendices of the Spokane Centennial Trail Report). Traditional
Spokane stories about the rivers which have been recorded include
"How the Spokane River was Formed", "Salmon and Rattlesnake", "The
Flood and Salmon and Spilye", "How the Sun Disc Came to Spokane
Falls", and many others (e.g. Ross 1991-1993).

The historic properties within the Columbia River district convey
the sense of time and place and historical development of the
people native and non-native to this area. These natives represent
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the oldest, most continuous cultural group in the United States.
No where else in America is there evidence for an identifiable
cultural group developing in a region from pre-Holocene times to
the present. Few places than this offer the rich opportunity to
follow the development of a pre-Holocene people into Holocene
survival and adaptation, through an identifiable Protohistoric
Period, through conquest and settlement by Euro-American, through
the Assimilation Period, through the Civil Rights Movement, and
into the Republican Period. As such, the Columbia River district
is significant not only to the Spokanes and the people of the
Northwest, but is significant on a national and even international
level.

These rivers are traditional culturally significant properties,
playing an essential and irreplaceable role in Native Americans'
historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices. These rivers
are associated with cultural practices and beliefs of living Native
Americans, including the Spokane Tribe of Indians among many
others, that (a) are rooted in our community's history, and (b) are
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the
community. Testimonies identifying the significance of these
rivers to the Native American peoples of this region were given
many times during meetings of the SOR EIS Cultural Resource Work
Group staff and full work group meetings. Some of the testimonies
given at one such meeting are included in Appendix Spokane-A.

These rivers fall into many of the categories outlined in the
guidelines for evaluating and documenting traditional cultural
properties in the National Register Bulletin 38; specifically
including but not limited to:

* a location associated with the traditional beliefs of
a Native American group about its origins, its cultural
history, or the nature of the world;

* a location where Native American religious
practitioners have historically gone, and are known or
thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in
" accordance with traditional cultural rules of practice;
and :

* a location where a community has traditionally carried
out economic, artistic, or other:s cultural practices
important in maintaining its histordical identity.

OTHER TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTIES

Other Spokane traditional cultural properties which are effected by
systems operations include but are not: limited to vision quest
sites, plant gathering areas, social/political gathering areas,
sites associated with traditional oral stories (such as the story
of creation) and traditions. Types of sites which are traditional
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cultural properties because of their sacred and central nature to
Spokane culture, but which may also be included in other National
Register categories include but are not limited to pictographs and
petroglyphs, camp sites, battle sites, churches, fisheries and
procurement sites.

Most of the vision quest sites used traditionally by the Spokane
peoples have been taken from access by inundation, or taken from
context due to inundation of the surrounding landscape. Many of
these vision quest sites could be restored if the land were no
longer inundated, if elders remain to identify their location.

Social and political gathering areas, often located at river foxds,
are now inundated, though some are within the zone of fluctuation.
Some of these areas were the sites of important battles, or
landmark peace agreements between warring tribes. Some of these
sites were the 1locations of sacred and religious ceremonies.
Others are important because of their association with famous or
outstanding individuals.

Sites associated with traditional oral stories include particular
landforms, some of which are inundated, others of which are not
inundated but eroding or threatened with erosion from reservoir
action. The ecological landscape is often key to understanding
these sites; changes in the surrounding landscape has negative
effect on the interpretation of the landform even if the landform
itself 1is not destroyed. Because of their often.  unusual
appearance, shape or composition, these sites often -attract
recreational use which further contributes to their deterioration.

Another type of Spokane cultural resource 1is the natural
environment. Both physically and spiritually, natural resources
are an essential and 1nseparable part of Spokane culture. The
salmon, eels, and other riverine resqQurces are more  important
cultural resources to archaeological and historical sites, and play
an essential role in Spokane cultural identity. Traditional
Spokane stories record the importance of these resources to Spokane
culture, belief, spirituality, and religion. Stories which express

this relationship include "Salmon and Rattlesnake", "The Flood and
Salmon and Spilye", "Son of Beaver Populated Big and Small
Bullheads", "How Coyote Dug a Ditch for the Salmon", and many

others (e.g. Ross 1991-1993).

The land itself is another cultural resource. One's homeland is
inseparable from the individual. One cannot be laid to rest in a
strange land, yet Spokane ancestors must be moved from their
original resting place due to erosion and looting, and Spokane
tribal elders cannot be laid to rest in their place of birth.

Procurement sites which should be assessed in reviewing systems
operations strategies include, in general, plant gathering areas
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and fishing areas. Those plants which were gathered traditionally
by the Spokanes and which are still in use today include many
different species in and near Lake Roosevelt. Some examples
include blackberries, blueberries; wild raspberries; pinenuts; and
many camas roots species, to name just a few. Other plants are
gathered for making baskets, hats, matting, etc. (See Ross (1991-
1993) for a more inclusive 1list of plant and animal species
important to the Spokane.) Most of the remaining gathering areas
are barely being maintained, as the environment they developed in
has been so drastically changed with the creation of Lake
Roosevelt. Furthermore, they were part of an annual round which
through destruction of the riverine environment, has been
destroyed. These plants and the gathering areas from which they
come are significant not only economically, but are essential to
the cultural, linguistic, and religious life of the Spokanes.

Fishing areas, as with plant gathering area, are important to the
Spokanes not only as archaeological sites with crucial information
on paleo-environment, social processes, technological change, and
diet, but are critical to the cultural, linguistic, and religious
life of the Spokanes. Fishing areas included not only the sites of
net and spear fishing, but for the gathering of eels, crawfish,
mussels, and other riverine resources. The fate of individual men,
families, tribes, and regions were made at these fishing sites.
Fishing techniques and technology were an integral part of Spokane
culture: fishing jargon and analogies were woven in daily dialogue,
in personal and tribal identity, in placing humankind in the
context of nature, and especially in the teaching of children.
Sacred landscapes or landforms often surround fishing sites. Camps
or social gathering areas were often located nearby. Spokanes grew
up with fishing areas being not only part of the annual cycle, but
part of the individual and family as well. The sacred nature of
fishing areas is emphasized by the fact that burial grounds are
often located overlooking these areas.

While hunting is also very important to the Spokane people, hunting
is usually done on higher ground, so is less directly effected by
different systems operations strategies. The negative impacts on
Spokane hunting are numerous. For example, the wolf, buffalo, and
antelope were primary religious and economic sources before whites
came, but no longer live here. Elk, golden and bald eagles, and
beaver were have been nearly eliminated from our area, though
through positive actions they are attempting to come back. The
salmon, the eels, some snakes, and riverine mammals such as otter
of important economic and religious status have all been wiped out
of our area by the destruction of their environment by the
reservoir: but these are not now effected differently by different
systems operations.

All of these plant and animal resources were an integral part of
Spokane physical and spiritual 1life. Without their riverine
resources, the "land" resources were not enough to sustain the
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Spokane physically or spiritually through the winter. The Spokane
were thus robbed (and continue to be robbed) of their self-
sufficiency, traditions, and religious practices by the
construction and operation of Coulee Dam.

The most sacred cultural resource to the Spokane people negatively
impacted by the operation of Coulee Dam is not currently eligible
for National Register status. These are the graves and cemeteries
of Spokane ancestors. As stated before, the respect, admiration,
and dedication for the ancestors by the Spokane people cannot be
written on paper, nor can it be underestimated. While many of
their graves were moved in the 1930's by the Ball and Dodd project,
many were left behind. Some of these sites include only a few
individuals which were missed during the Ball and Dodd project.
Others include entire cemeteries which were not included in that
project. Ball and Dodd did not attempt to move any graves upstream
of the Detillion Bridge area on the Spokane River, leaving the
largest part of that river which is inundated by Lake Roosevelt
unprotected. The Bureau of Reclamation has funded an irregular
"annual" monitoring of known burial erosion sites by hired
university staffs (see for example Masten 1988 and 1990; Stevens
and Keller 1992a and 1992b), and has funded one portion of a burial
movement project at one site (Spokane Tribe of Indians 1994) in
recent years. The frequency of exposure of burials requires more
effort than the federal agencies irreqular annual burial monitoring
program; most of this monitoring is done now by concerned locals
who do not have the training to properly identify or handle
burials. I

The Spokane Tribe of Indians is extremely concerned about the
protection of their ancestral remains. These remains are
frequently exposed due to reservoir erosion. Stable conditions are
impossible with continually fluctuating water levels. Looters are
attracted to burial sites and cemeteries as ancestral remains and
burial goods are exposed. These™ looters often finish the
destruction to graves and cemeteries, and destroy areas inland of
the exposed erosional front.

To be completed.

12



III. GENERAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE
THE SOR DRAFT EIS

We first question the lack of specific procedure used to consult
with Native American tribes during this EIS process. There are no
specific guidelines, no specific points of contact, and no attempt
at government-to-government relations. The process of consultation
has been left to the federal agents in the Cultural Resource Work
Group, who self-admittedly do not know what the proper procedure is
for government-to-government relations nor proper consultation
procedures. They did not contact the tribes until 1993, two years
after the EIS process began. They did not - and do not - possess
clear guidelines on how to begin or proceed. They only began to
contact tribes at a government-to-government level in 1995.
Decision-makers from the federal agencies met with Spokane tribal
leaders for the first time on March 30, 1995.

We question the effectiveness of procedure used to consider
comments from tribes during this EIS process. Both written and
oral comments by the tribes were to be considered in the EIS
process. As we understand it, written comments were chopped into
separate paragraphs or sentences (in a manner chosen by the
receiving federal employee), then these separated blurbs were sent
to the concerned federal agent (designated by geographic area,
again chosen by the federal employee), who then reviewed these
comments, supposedly before writing their own comments (whose
contents is again chosen by the federal agent). The federal
agent's comments were then forwarded to the appropriate work group
manager or technician for their review, and these comments were
then incorporated (or not) in whatever way that reviewer felt was
appropriate. However, all the federal agents' comments (excluding
one) had been received by the work group manager (Bill Willingham)
by January 1995, eight months before the contract for Spokane
Tribal comments would end. In summary, the tribes' written
comments were not reviewed by the considering official: they are
chopped into indiscriminate pieces, re-written and excerpted,
winnowed down and interpreted, sometimes just dropped, before they
ever reach the Work Group Leader who then makes the decision
whether this (whatever the comments have now become) is worthy for
consideration in the final draft.

This method for reviewing written comments is unacceptable; it is

arbitrary and capricious. Comments cannot be taken apart into
sentences and paragraphs and have thé&€ whole of their message
understood. If comments had to be written in sentences or

paragraphs which stand alone, this should have been made known to
the tribes before they began writing the comments, so that they
could construct them in that way. Furthermore, the federal
employee has no way of having a holistic understanding of the
tribes comments, nor of their intentions with each sentence and
paragraph. This editorial process is analogous to the historic
injustice done by federal agents' misrepresentation of tribal
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leaders' words when negotiating treaties or executive orders.

Each member of the working group and all technicians should have
received complete copies of tribal comments. This would not have
created any great expense, and would have allowed these individuals
access to tribal comments so that they could be incorporated into
the appendix. By having the receiving federal employee decide
which manager or technician shall receive which piece of
information, that employee is placed in the position of decision-
maker as to which comments are deemed important to whom. The
managers, technicians, and decision-makers then do not have the
best data available, nor complete information from which to work.

The tribes' comments should not be summarized nor interpreted by
any federal agent. The tribes' comments were written for decision-
makers, and their designated representatives. These comments were
not written so that they could be interpreted. They stand on their
own, and their contents can be reviewed so that the SOR EIS
Cultural Resource work group can re-write the draft appendix to
include and address tribal concerns. These comments were not
written so that several layers of federal employees can decide
which parts are worthy of consideration, and which parts are not,
nor for federal agents to rewrite and reinterpret those parts.
These employees should not - and are not authorized to be - the
decision-makers on the worthiness of tribal comments.

Oral comments during the SOR EIS Cultural Resource meetings have
also been inadequately considered. They received inadequate
recording, so that consideration of oral comments is limited to
whatever parts caught the fancy of the federal agents present. No
professional secretary or recorder has been present, and written
comments were limited to short excerpts chosen and recorded by a
federal agency work group member. This federal agent's intentions
were good, but he is not capable of having a immediate and total
holistic understanding of all tribal comments, and hence should not
be authorized to decide which are worthy of recording and which are
not. -Many, many oral comments have been made by tribal
representatives, Spokane and others, at these meetings which have
never received any consideration whatsoever, simply because those
federal agents present did not realize or understand the content
and/or import of those spoken words. Without adequate records,
agency decision-makers cannot consider these comments.

Finally, the deadlines set by federal agencies has been unrealistic
if they truly intend to gather best available information and to
consult with the tribes. For example, as mentioned before, federal
agents were pressed to submit their summary and review of tribal
comments before they had even received those comments. A March 6,
1995, deadline for comments on several chapters was announced at
the February 9th meeting in Portland, Oregon. At that meeting, the
Cultural Resource work group manager, Willingham, directly asked
Mr. Jaren as SOR manager, "the tribes have a. legitimate problem
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with contracts (for commenting on the EIS Cultural Resource
appendix) that extend as far as next year, but with the present
schedule, how can their comments be considered? Can we get an
extension?" Jaren answered, "The schedule stands." Another
Cultural Resource work group member, Ms. Burbach, then asked, "How
can we do that?" Jaren answered, "I won't micro-manage." When
Burbach repeated, "But how can we do that?" Jaren finally
admitted, "I don't know. You'll have to do the best you can. When
the time comes, we'll see." This clearly is not a procedure to
gather best available information; it is not adequately providing
consultation with Native American tribes; nor are tribal comments
receiving full consideration.

Agency decision-makers, Mr. Randy Hardy of Bonneville Power
Administration, Gen. Ernest Harrell of U.S. Army Corp of Engineers,
and Assistant Regional Director Pedde (representing the absent Mr.
John Keys) of the Bureau of Reclamation, met for the first time
with Spokane Tribe officials in Wellpinit on March 30, 1995. This
meeting was an excellent opportunity for these officials to hear
tribal concerns, as well as to explain the SOR process and
purposes. This type of consultation, by their own admission,
should have been held since the very beginning of the SOR EIS
process. More of such contact is required for true government-to-
government relations and consultation with the Spokane Tribe of
Indians.

To be completed.
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; .
CONCERNING THE SOR DRAFT EIS APPENDIX D:
CULTURAL RESQURCES

The parties in charge and/or responsible for this EIS should be
listed up front, at the beginning of the appendix (and all other

volumes). Their names and addresses should be on page i. This
should include, at a minimum, the heads of BPA, BOR, and COE, and
a statement of their responsibilities. The names of all SOR

managers and/or high staff and their responsibilities should also
be included.

Section 102(c) (v) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
requires that an EIS shall have a detailed statement on "the
relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment and
the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity." The
relationship between local short-term and "long-term productivity™"
is not adequately addressed in this document. Addressing just the
limited issue of cultural resources, "local, short-term use"
includes Euro-American recreational and industrial use of the
reservoirs, as well as the dams themselves, for 1less than a
century. Native Americans' activities have been long-term,
permanently inhabiting this same area for a minimum of 12,000
years, perhaps much longer.

Long-term productivity includes protection of the environment, of
which plants, animals, and human activities are a part. In
national, continental, hemispheric, or world-wide perspective, the
damming of the rivers and creation of reservoirs has destroyed an
ecosystem. It can be in no way construed as long-term
productivity, but rather addresses local short-term use at the
expense of the largest part of an entire region. The Native
American's culture has been knowingly degenerated for the sake of
this local short=term use. Their traditional way of life, the
human activities adapted for and compatible with long-term
productivity, has been destroyed for the sake of local short-term
use. '

Key portions of this region - its key waterways - have been
permanently taken away from native plants, animal, and man. These
waterways were the lifeline for the Inland Northwest; loss of these
waterways has had drastic negative impact on the environment for
plants, animals, and man throughout the entire Columbia watershed.
Addressing cultural resources alone, the Native Americans can no
longer carry on their traditional economy, maintain their social
groups, or have access to their most spiritual areas. They are
only able to keep a small, unsatisfactory portion of their
traditional character and practices because of the loss of these
areas. From any perspective except "local short-term", the damming
of the rivers, the construction of reservoirs, and the continued
operation of the dams has resulted in degradation of and continues
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to destroy the "long-term productivity" of this region.

Section 102(c) (v) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
requires that an EIS shall have a detailed statement on "any
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented." This
issue is not addressed in the draft appendix. In order to meet
this mandate, you must first inventory of all cultural and natural
resources which have been removed from access because of
reservoirs. This is a task which must be accomplished before
completion of the EIS process.

The draft appendix also does not cover in detail the magnanimity of
resource destroyed through inundation. It is just as important to
note now, however, that the operation of the hydro-regulating dams
also negatively effects not-inundated resources. The Corps of
Engineers has recognized this in a number of studies.

When a freshwater lentic ecosystem is superimposed on a
terrestrial and riverine ecosystem, the result is a mass
mortality or migration of terrestrial plants and animals
and the destruction of important environmental data from
an entire catchment basin. Significantly, these changes
are not necessarily limited to the permanent pool zone of
the reservoir, but may extend to the backshore and
downstream zones as well. (Lenihan et al. 1981, cited in
Ware 1989:7) ‘

This destruction has negative impacts on all aspects of native
culture for the Spokanes, as well as negative impacts on scientific
research potential.

Destruction of an ecosystem has far-reaching implications
for the interpretation of cultural resources. Accurate
palecenvironmental reconstruction in archeology relies on
the ability to reconstruct contemporary environmental
patterns (Butzer 1971). Since the present is so often
the key to the past in paleocenvironmental studies, the
" destruction of modern environments and landscapes may
make it impossible to understand past culture-
environmental relationships. (Ware 1989:7)

To be completed.
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To be completed.
Chapter 1: Introduction

Pg 1-1, 1st para. The second sentence reads "archaeological and
historic properties meeting the criteria of the National Register".
This statement should include other cultural resource types, such
as cultural landscapes, mining properties, properties associated
with significant persons, aids to navigation, cemeteries, historic
vessels and shipwrecks, and traditional cultural properties. It
should also be expanded to read "eligible or potential eligible for
inclusion on the National Register" in order to be truly accurate.

Pg 1-1, 1st para. This paragraph also states, "This study attempts

to determine and compare the impacts . . . on traditional wvalues,
properties or practices as identified by tribal governments;" vyet
at no time are these identified in the appendix. This goal is

stated in the first paragraph of the document, but never further
addressed, of course because these values, properties, and
practices have not been identified. Because obtaining an actual
inventory is not possible within the scope of this study, you
should take this statement out, or limit it by stating, "We would
like to determine and compare the impacts on traditional values,
properties, or practices as identified by tribal governments, yet
obtaining such an inventory is not possible within the scope of
this study."

Pg 1-1, 2d para.’ After the phrase "State Historic Preservation
Officers (SHPOs)" should read "Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers (THPOs).

Pg 1-1, 24 para. Creating "action plans, research design, and
coordination" suggest that the federal agencies involved are going
to plan for cultural resource management. However, there is no

mention of cultural resource management actions: implementation of
preservation, protection, and mitigation. Are the agencies just
planning for planning? Are they truly preparing for the required
preservation, protection, and mitigation actions, or are the plans
just to address required paperwork? Do these federal agencies
actually intend to follow the plans with action?

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 2d para. In this paragraph, you suggest that
study of cultural resources helps to understand people themselves
(human interaction) and environment (subsistence); however this
statement does injustice to the study of cultural resources. Also.
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to be included should be technology, economy, ecology, evolution,
human development, social development, and medical science, to name
just a few.

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 3d para. Understanding the definition of the
term "culture" is critical in understanding what “cultural
resources" are. The statement "The academic and legal definitions
tend to focus on tangible evidence such as sites and artifacts," is
false. Academic definitions of culture (at least in the past 100
years) places most weight on the intangible aspects of culture.
For example, in a popular anthropology text, Brian Fagan (1992:13)
(an archeologist) defines culture as:

Culture can be called a people's (or a society's)
traditional systems of belief and behavior, as understood
(or adapted) by individuals and the members of social
groups, and manifest in individual or collective
behavior. It is also part of our way of adapting to our
environment.

The flurry of activity by cultural anthropologists and linguists at
the beginning of this century to record those cultures in danger of
extinction - Native American tribes - recognized and was motivated
by the need to protect and preserve the intangible aspects of
culture as a unique, nonrenewable resource. There have been legal
definitions of "cultural objects" in federal mandates, such as in
NAGPRA: inclusion of the word "objects" in these documents implies
that the word "culture" alone does not denote material objects

The National Park Service (NPS-28), as the lead resource protection
agency in the Department of Interior, defines culture as:

Culture (is) a system of behaviors, values, ideologies,
and social arrangements. These features, in addition to
tools and expressive elements such_as graphic arts,_ help
humans interpret their universe as well as deal with
features of their environments, natural and social.

Culture is learned, transmitted in a social context, and

" modifiable. Synonyms for culture include 'lifeways,'
'customs, ! 'traditions,!' 'social ©practices,'’ and
'folkways.' The terms 'folk culture' and 'folklife’

might be used to describe some aspects of the system that
are unwritten, learned without formal instruction, and
deal with expressive elements such as dance, song, music
and graphic arts as well as storytelling.

This definition is cited and reinforced as the working definition
for the National Register programs in National Register Bulletin 38
(1) :

There are many definitions of the word "culture," but in
the National Register programs the word is understood to
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mean the traditions, beliefs, practices, lifeways, arts,
crafts, and social institutions of any community, be it
an Indian tribe, a local ethnic group, or the people of
the nation as a whole.

Therefore, when discussing the effect of dam and reservoir
operations on cultural resources, we must give at least equal
weight to their effects on the intangible aspects of culture as to
the tangible ones. The need for determining the effects of
operations on intangible cultural resources is acknowledged in the
second sentence of the SOR EIS appendix (pg 1-1), but is then not
applied in the rest of the document.

Pg 1-1, 2d column, 3d para. You state that "The Cultural Resources
Work Group (CRWG) has attempted to incorporate the tribes' views in

the impact analysis . . ." This statement is a good goal, but is
inappropriately stated as a completed task ("has attempted"). As
previously states, the work groups "attempt" at considering tribal
views has been arbitrary and capricious. To this point, the

tribes' views have not been incorporated at all. Until they have
been, this statement should be removed, or changed to state, "One
goal of the CRWG is to incorporate the tribes' views in the impact
analysis."

To be completed.

h r 2: R i h i
To be completed.
h r 3. h

Section 3.3, deserves a closer look, as the wvalidity of your
analyses 1is ©based on these assumptions and limitations.
Assumptions must certainly be made in the course of any study, and
all projects are subject to limitations. However, those involved
in your study are such as to render any conclusions questlonable at
the least and probably completely invalid.

3.3.1 "This analysis is limited in scope to areas downstream of
Brownlee Reservoir, as is the SOR analy51s in general." 1Is this
implying that reservoirs have no 1mpact on upstream cultural
resources? Or you don't know, so you're mot going to check it out?
Or are you just not going to be responsible for these areas, even
though you're federally mandated to do so? Perhaps you are
assuming the downstream effects of reservoirs are the same as
upstream, and so aren't considering them in your modeling. This
really needs some explaining. .

3.3.2 "The analysis assumes that cultural resources sites are
equally susceptible to erosion and processes of .landform change as
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are non-sites." This is a false assumption. Cultural resources
(landscapes, archaeological sites, cemeteries, sacred areas) are
rarely of the same material as the soil and rock matrix they are
associated with. Therefore these cultural resources are most often
drastically unequal to landforms in terms of susceptibility to
erosion and change. Even though a 1landform does not show
substantial change (say, an inundated terrace of sand and gravel),
its matrix and those materials therein are not necessarily (and in
fact rarely) in a static state. One very common example of such a
process occurs to lithic scatters on low terraces: the terrace may
be fairly stable because seasonal erosion and deposition may be
about equal, but the lithic scatter will be subject to vertical
sorting and horizontal scattering from water action, as well as
visitor ‘pickup" if it is exposed for part of the year.
Furthermore, losing a couple of feet of a landform per year may be
insignificant to the landform, but devastating to a cultural
resource.

3.3.2 continued
Some kinds of sites, such as archeological sites, however,
occur at higher density in places such as river terraces that
may be less susceptible to erosion, landsliding, and slumping
than some other locations. Steep slopes that are more subject
to geomorphic processes, such as land slumping and sliding,
may have fewer cultural resources.

Cultural resources probably do have differential distribution, but
there are three faults to the statement above. First, it is based
on studies which have mainly been federally-funded projects around
reservoir waters, which creates a strong bias toward sites in that
area. The original Columbia River bed under Lake Roosevelt nor
much of the area above the 1310 line, for example, has never been
surveyed. Second, making such statements is dangerous without
testing. Without equal sampling above and below, we cannot know
how archaeological sites are ~distributed; with adequate
information, this hypothesis could be tested. Finally, the
inexplicit assumption is that river terraces are not as subject to
erosion and landsliding. River terraces have fronts, often with
steep slopes, and these are subject to erosion if located at
reservoir level. Even more importantly, because they are often
composed of unconsolidated sands and gravel, river terraces not
only erode, but then often continue to erode without reaching a
point of stabilization. As stated ‘before, Spokane cultural
resources affected by Coulee Dam operations are located almost
exclusively on Spokane flood deposits which are inherently unstable
in reservoir conditions.

3.3.3 "The analysis assumes that the known cultural resources are
representative in type and location of all the cultural resources,
known and unknown, at the reservoirs." As addressed in the
previous paragraph, the surveyed area is small, and very biased
toward the upstream end of the "bathtub ring" and fluctuation zone.

21



Surveys have been of vastly different quality. Traditional
cultural properties and historic (and prehistoric) landscapes have
only recently been recognized, and none have been recorded as yet
in the Lake Roosevelt area. Native American groups have not been
consulted concerning their knowledge of cultural resources.
Therefore, this statement is false: we know that the "known"
cultural resources definitely do not represent all cultural
resources in type or location.

3.3.3 continued

"It is not clear from existing data what percentage of the
reservoirs has been surveyed." This information is necessary
before modeling or planning can occur. Percentage of area surveyed
is required information in any quantitative study, as Davy's
purportedly is. The actual area receiving systematic survey around
Lake Roosevelt includes only the area within the Kettle Falls
Archaeological District; no other part of Kettle Falls has received
systematic survey. The portion of Lake Roosevelt which has been
systematically surveyed for archaeological and historical sites
includes, then, roughly 3% of the area directly impacted by systems
operations, and does not even begin to address indirectly impacted
areas. (Please note, however, that the sites in this area were
recorded in the 1970's, and have not been formally revisited since.
Informal visits suggest that the condition of the sites within this
area has drastically changed, and the location and elevation data
recorded on the 1970 site forms is sometimes erroneous. Therefore,
even within this surveyed area, the conditions and exact location
of sites will need to be re-addressed.) All other cultural
resource types, such as traditional cultural properties and
cultural landscapes, have never received any survey,
identification, or treatment. For all cultural resource types
other than archaeological and historical sites, the portion of Lake
Roosevelt which has been surveyed in 0%. Three per cent (for
archaeological and historical resources) and zero per cent (for all
other cultural resource types) are not sufficient samples on which
to build a model. ) )

3.3.3 continued

"The hydroregulation models assume a constant rate of reservoir
change from month to month with no interim fluctuation, which is
not necessarily accurate." While this statement is true, it
assumes away a critical variable to cultural resources that
requires great consideration.

First, actual fluctuation may very considerably from the monthly
averages constructed. While decades of inundation studies have
recognized the destructive forces within the fluctuation zone, this
factor is only grossly considered in the "days exposed" field of
this study. There is no consideration of the quantity of variation
that may actually occur from the monthly average. Dealing with
monthly averages greatly underestimates the impacts caused by
actual fluctuation. .
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A site may be exposed and inundated many more times than suggested
by "monthly averages" due to daily fluctuations. Negative impacts
by mechanical processes are maximized in quickly fluctuating zones.
Both common sense and field experience show that sites that are
exposed and re-inundated quickly and frequently receive a great
amount of erosional impact caused by fluctuation of reservoir
levels. Common sense and field observations tell us that sites
which are inundated and exposed once per month receive 1less
mechanical impact caused by fluctuation than do sites which are
inundated and exposed ten times per month.

Types of materials are not considered. Some materials deteriorate
much more quickly (so much more quickly it cannot be overstated
here) in an environment of repeated wetting and drying. These
biochemical and chemical deterioration are greatly increased in a
fluctuating wet-dry environment. Bones and textiles are examples
of materials more greatly effected by fluctuating reservoir levels,
as opposed to stone artifacts. These same materials most often
appear in burials, and include the most sacred cultural resources.

Fluctuation also strongly influences other impacts on cultural -
resourges, especially recreation-related impacts. Low water levels
are periods of high off-road vehicle use (be it unauthorized) in
the fluctuation zone. Quickly fluctuating water is a favorite time
for looting. Locals all know that this is a great time to £ind
exposed artifacts and burials.

3.3.3 continued

"The hydroregulation models assume no significant daily or weekly
fluctuation in reservoir operations. . . . These fluctuations would
not necessarily differ among SOS alternatives, however." It is not
impossible to quantify the amount of actual fluctuation which
occurs in and between the different systems operations strategies.
We believe that the statement "These fluctuations would not
necessarily differ among SOS alternatives" is an assumption itself.
Daily or weekly fluctuations would differ between alternatives, and
these differences should receive consideration; this would be one
avenue to explore in order to minimize damage to resources. The
chosen alternative should minimize this impact.

3.3.3 continued

"The analysis assumes that all reservoirs are equally susceptible
to vandalism and artifact theft." This assumption is false as well
as unnecessary. Some areas and some site types have more active
looting, intentional and unintentional, than others. Lake
Roosevelt has a high level of unauthorized recreational vehicle use
during draw-downs. Because recreational vehicle use is popular
here, many locals own such vehicles, and because there is a general
lack of respect for federal regulations here ("after all, it is a
recreation area, not a park"), damage caused to cultural resources
within Lake Roosevelt is higher than in some other reservoirs.
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Likewise, looting is a popular and common activity around Lake
Roosevelt by both professional black-marketers and avocational
"Sunday" collectors. Because fluctuating reservoir 1levels
repeatedly expose new sets of artifacts and burials, Lake Roosevelt
serves as the "shopping mall" for artifact collection. While many
are content to pick up only those artifacts exposed by the
reservoir, others use these surface finds to locate rich subsurface
deposits; screens abandoned by looters at local sites attest to

their thoroughness. Many families in this area see artifact
collection and looting as a family activity; it is a popular
"sport". Professional artifact collectors realize, of course, the

Columbia River's rich prehistoric and historic wealth, and
regularly visit sites in this area.

Lake Roosevelt serves to increase the relative amount of negative
impact by recreational vehicles, vandalism and looting on cultural
resources, not only through its fluctuating levels, but through its
sheer size. The National Park Service has estimated over 660 miles
of shoreline along Lake Roosevelt; there is no personnel or funding
set aside to patrol the cultural resources there. National Park
Service and tribal rangers are understaffed and under-funded, and
can only patrol high use areas. No one is available to patrol low
use area, where looters (professional and avocational) know they
can surface collect and dig unbothered. The Spokane Tribe
requested funding from the Bureau of Reclamation to patrol exposed
cultural resources during the Spring 1995 drawdown. The Bureau
refused to fund the patrol, so the Spokanes have funded the project
themselves in order to protect these non-renewable resources.
Though this patrol cannot reduce the number and extent of exposed
resources, it has been very successful in reducing the impact of
looting and off-road vehicle use. The rest of the year, cultural
resources are exposed through erosion and other mechanical impacts
along Lake Roosevelt, and left unguarded for the taking.

Implicitly, your work assumes that_ all sites are equally
susceptible to vandalism and artifact theft as well. It is
precisely those most sacred cultural resources - burials - which
are most often sought by looters. Most locals know where burial
sites are eroding (ask at a local restaurant or bar) and many
patrol these areas, some with good and some with bad intentions,

but all to collect bones and artifacts as they erode. Assuming
away this factor - as all of your assumptions - does not erase
responsibility for damage which has and will occur. In assessing

the effect of systems operations on cultural resources, a more
serious look must be given to differences in cultural resource
types and impact levels.

3.3.3 continued

"The analysis treats all site types equally, even though some may
be more or 1less susceptible to damage because of exposure and
erosion." Again, different material types are differentially
susceptible to weathering, to the effects of inundation, to
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vandalism, etc. Pictographs, bones, and textiles are more
susceptible to biochemical chemical impacts; burials and cemeteries
are most greatly impacted by looting. Sites on exposed terraces in
the drawdown are most frequently impacted by recreational vehicles.
It is not impossible to consider these factors, and how they would

be altered between systems operating strategies. Sites could be
assigned a code expressing material and site types, and this factor
included in impact modeling. Assumptions do not release the

involved federal agencies from the responsibility to consider the
impact of operations on these resources.

3.3.3 continued
"The analysis assumes that inundation is a relatively benign
impact, since it prevents most kinds of erosion and site exposure."
First, this assumption though common is a false one (see for
example Ware 1989). Processes of erosion and deposition do occur
within conservation pools, and these processes do effect cultural
resources. Archaeologists have noted the effect of erosion and the
mixing of matrixes on archaeological sites at many reservoirs. The
destruction of a significant portion of the Kettle Falls
Archaeological District, for example, occurred during long-term
inundation. Sites which have been excavated after long-term
inundation have provided evidence that many forces, such as eddy
pools, do exist in reservoirs which actively destroy sites. We
simply do not understand the effects of long-term inundation,
though we do know they include forces of deposition as well as
mixing and erosion.

Second, even if a site is subject only to deposition, not erosion,

we do not know that site is not being destroyed.
Man-made lakes are essentially closed systems in which
sediment input greatly exceeds sediment output. .o
Cultural resources buried under tens of meters of
unconsolidated sediments are clearly not accessible for
research, arnd very little is known about the long-term
impacts of deep sediment burial. (Ware 1989:25-26)

There have been no studies conducted on the effects of large

amounts of sediment being deposited on archaeological materials.

Common sense tells us that there must be some effects, at least a

crushing weight on oftentimes fragile materials:

Third, there are many materials which are subject to greater
deterioration in water.  Pictographs -and bones, for example,
deteriorate much more quickly in the acidic environment provided by
Lake Roosevelt than the arid conditions in which they had been
originally part. Most of the cultural resources along Lake
Roosevelt would never have been subject to a wet environment.
Furthermore, assuming an anaerobic environment through inundation
by Lake Roosevelt is just that: an untested assumption. The
chemical composition of Lake Roosevelt, especially in the deeper
areas, is much different from a "natural" environment; we have not
considered this changed chemical environment on cultural resources.
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Many cultural resources have probably already been destroyed, and
many others are being more quickly destroyed, through the
biochemical and chemical changes during inundation.
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