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1.0 Executive Summary 

Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc. (WCRM) identified and evaluated cultural resources within 
the study area for the alternatives described in the Southern Delivery System (SDS) Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  The SDS Project is a regional water delivery project (proposed project) designed 
to serve current and future water needs of the City of Colorado Springs, City of Fountain, Security Water 
District, and the Pueblo West Metropolitan District (Project Participants).  At the current level of design, 
impacts to cultural resources have been identified within all alternatives.  It is likely that avoidance, 
minimization, and protection will occur for certain cultural resources as a result of final design.  The 
Project Participants will implement compensatory mitigation for unavoidable adverse effects that remain 
after all appropriate and practical avoidance has been achieved.  The goal of the cultural resource 
mitigation plan is to identify the types of resources that will be subject to mitigation as well as appropriate 
methods for avoidance, discovery, protection and/or treatment of those resources. 

Each of the alternatives will have direct and indirect effects on cultural resources ranging from at least 
104 potential cultural resource sites in the Wetland Alternative to at least 252 potential sites in the 
Fountain Creek Alternative.  All alternatives, with the exception of the Wetland Alternative, contain 
between 227 and 252 previously recorded National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible or 
unevaluated cultural resource sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  The Wetland Alternative 
does not include Jimmy Camp Creek and Williams Creek Reservoir sites, resulting in the lowest number 
of potentially affected resources.  The Arkansas River Alternative does not include the Williams Creek 
Reservoir site and would affect a smaller number of resources than all the alternatives except the Wetland 
Alternative. 
For the proposed project, compensatory mitigation opportunities are considered in terms of a thematic 
approach to cultural resource site types within a multiple property treatment format.  Such an approach 
considers common characteristics and chronological associations within a group of historic properties in 
order to identify and evaluate the qualitative data potential collectively within a research theme.  In this 
manner, the most optimal sources of recoverable architectural and archaeological information will be 
identified and become the focus of detailed study.  This process will be guided by stipulation contained in 
a Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), Eastern Colorado 
Area Office, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Colorado Springs Utilities, and the Colorado 
State Historic Preservation Office (Appendix F of the DEIS).  The conceptual plan lays the ground work 
for the detailed mitigation plan that will be developed once all portions of the preferred alternative have 
been surveyed to a Class III level and identified resources have been officially evaluated with regard to 
the NRHP.  An integrated adaptive management program will be developed for the project that will 
coordinate with the participants existing monitoring programs and the Environmental Management 
System discussed in Appendix H of the DEIS. 
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2.0 Introduction 

Reclamation is preparing an EIS for the proposed SDS project, a regional water delivery project designed 
to serve current and future water needs of the City of Colorado Springs, City of Fountain, Security Water 
District, and Pueblo West Metropolitan Districts.  As proposed, the SDS Project would deliver water from 
the Arkansas River near the City of Pueblo to an area east of Colorado Springs.  Because the proposed 
project would involve long-term storage, conveyance, and exchange contracts from Reclamation, 
Reclamation is the lead federal agency for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

Construction of the alternatives would unavoidably affect cultural resources.  Compensatory mitigation 
for unavoidable adverse impacts that remain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance has been 
achieved would be implemented.  WCRM has developed this Conceptual Cultural Resource Mitigation 
Plan to compensate for unavoidable project impacts on cultural resources. 

This plan is a draft conceptual plan.  Between the DEIS and the FEIS, after Reclamation identifies a 
preferred alternative, this conceptual plan will be modified to focus on the mitigation for the preferred 
alternative.  After a Record of Decision has been released, during the final design process, the Project 
Participants will continue to define and implement additional avoidance and minimization techniques not 
outlined in this draft conceptual plan.  An integrated adaptive management program will be developed for 
the project that will coordinate with the participants existing monitoring programs and the Environmental 
Management System discussed in Appendix H of the DEIS. 

2.1 Preliminary Effects of Alternatives 

A total of 1,538 eligible or unevaluated sites have been identified within the SDS Project APE.  Of that 
number, 586 sites are within the analysis area or area of direct effects, while an additional 592 sites are 
within the APE or area of indirect effects.  Sites determined as NRHP eligible or determined as eligible 
for listing in the NRHP are formally designated as “historic properties”  and will be referenced to as such 
in this document. 

The number of sites physically located within each alternative varies due to the variety of different 
planning elements within each alternative.  Site types are defined chronologically as prehistoric and 
historic sites.  All alternatives, with the exception of the Wetland Alternative, contain more known 
prehistoric sites than historic sites.  Each of the alternatives will have direct and indirect effects on 
cultural resources ranging from a potential 104 cultural resource sites in the Wetland Alternative to a 
potential 252 sites in the Fountain Creek Alternative.  All Alternatives, with the exception of the Wetland 
Alternative, contain between 227 and 252 cultural resource sites considered NRHP eligible or 
unevaluated cultural resource sites. 

Construction of new reservoirs and related facilities has the potential to adversely affect cultural 
resources.  Direct effects include construction of access roads, borrow pits, transmission lines, pipelines, 
and dam facilities.  Inundation and shoreline wave action also can be considered potential direct effects.  
Indirect adverse effects are possible as a result of increased visitation to reservoirs or parks by the public; 
increased exposure of sites contributes to the illicit collection of artifacts, unauthorized excavation of 
archaeological material, and potential erosion from facility development.  Table 1 lists the number of 
NRHP eligible or unevaluated sites by alternative and level of affect.  The number of sites potentially 
subject to direct effects ranges from 39 to 99 depending on the alternative.  A range of 65 to 153 sites may 
be subject to indirect effects depending on the alternative selected. 
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2.2 Mitigation Goals and Objectives 
The cultural resource goal for the SDS project is to avoid and minimize impacts to cultural resource sites 
that are NRHP listed or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and to provide compensatory 
mitigation for all unavoidable impacts to such resources.  The objectives of this Conceptual Cultural 
Resource Mitigation Plan are to: 1) demonstrate that impacts can be mitigated; 2) describe possible 
mitigation options; and 3) allow for public comment on mitigation options.  Compensatory cultural 
resource mitigation focuses on: 1) resource protection where possible; 2) in-depth documentation of 
selected archaeological and architectural resources; and 3) public education through appropriate signage. 
The following measures will be incorporated into project planning in order to mitigate adverse impacts: 1) 
avoiding the impact; 2) minimizing impacts by limiting the magnitude of the action; 3) rectifying the 
impact through repair, rehabilitation or restoration; 4) reducing the impact by preservation; and 5) 
compensation.  Cultural resources are non-renewable and unique, and it may not be appropriate to 
mitigate loss of such resource values by preserving an equivalent one.  The mitigation norm for such 
impacts is through recovery of important data and materials for a cultural resource site.  Data recovery 
plans are addressed as part of the project PA.��A detailed mitigation plan will be prepared for the cultural 
resources specific to the preferred alternative once that alternative is selected.  Development of the 
mitigation plan will involve coordination with regulatory agencies and the proponent.  These coordination 
efforts will provide opportunities to discuss the minimization of impacts to the construction schedule and 
implementation of phased mitigation fieldwork.  

Compensatory mitigation opportunities will be considered in terms of a thematic approach to cultural 
resource site types within a multiple property treatment format.  Such an approach considers common 
characteristics and chronological associations within a group of historic properties to identify and 
evaluate the qualitative data potential collectively within a research theme.  In this manner, the most 
optimal sources of recoverable architectural and archaeological information will be identified and become 
the focus of detailed study.  The framework for this type of approach to mitigation is found in the 
bulletins published by the National Register (National Park Service 1991a, 1991b). 

Application of compensatory mitigation to cultural resources must be consistent with federal and state 
agencies responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and any related protocols 
or Programmatic Agreements.  This will include coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), tribes, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). 

2.2.1 Regulatory Process and Procedures  

Signatories to the PA will be Reclamation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Colorado 
State Historic Preservation Office, and Colorado Springs Utilities.  The PA will identify stipulations that 

Table 1.  NRHP Eligible or Unevaluated Sites by Alternative and Level of Effect. 

Alternative Direct Effects 
(Analysis Area) 

Indirect Effects 
(APE outside of Analysis Area) 

No Action 94 153 

Proposed Action 84 147 

Wetlands 39 65 

Arkansas River 87 140 

Fountain Creek 99 153 

Downstream Intake 94 147 

Highway 115 89 147 
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will be implemented: 1) to take into account the effects of the project on cultural resource sites that are 
considered NRHP eligible or unevaluated; and 2) to satisfy all responsibilities under Section 106 of the 
NHPA and its implementing regulations under 36 CFR 800.  As such, the stipulations cover the 
identification and evaluation of historic properties, development and implementation of a treatment plan 
to resolve adverse effects, and development of a plan to manage unanticipated discoveries of historic 
properties. 

Traditional cultural properties (TCPs) are protected under Section 106 of the NHPA, the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act of 1978, and the Native American Grave Protection Act of 1990.  A TCP may be 
eligible for listing in the NRHP because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community that are rooted in the history of the community or Native American tribe, and that are 
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community or Native American tribe.  If 
previously unrecorded cultural properties are discovered during construction, a series of actions will be 
put in place as outlined in the PA.  If the discovered historic property is near an area identified by a 
Native American tribe as a TCP, Reclamation/Colorado Springs Utilities will consult with the concurring 
tribes regarding the proposed treatment before consulting with the SHPO.  The Native American tribe(s) 
shall provide comments to Reclamation/Colorado Springs Utilities within 15 calendar days.  Any Native 
American tribe failing to comment within the review period shall be considered to have concurred with 
the proposed treatment. 

In addition, Colorado Springs and Pueblo are Certified Local Governments (CLGs).  The CLG program 
was created in 1980 by amendments to the NHPA.  The CLG program works to develop and maintain 
local historic preservation programs that will influence the zoning and permitting decisions critical to 
preserving historic properties.  CLGs are local governments that are involved in the process of identifying 
and nominating buildings and districts to the NRHP, fostering local preservation activities, and 
networking with local preservation agencies.  CLGs administer local preservation programs that follow 
Secretary of the Interior’s preservation standards.  In Colorado, CLGs participate in the review and 
negotiation process when a federal undertaking might negatively affect historic properties within a CLG 
community.  CLGs have historic preservation commissions to enforce appropriate laws, maintain an 
inventory of historic resources, and involve the public in the preservation process.  CLGs can request 
Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) financial assistance for the following types of projects:  survey, 
preservation planning, NRHP nominations, context development, public education programs, preservation 
activities or publications, and the development of innovative preservation methods, tools, or technologies. 

The National Park Service does not have a regulatory role in this project; however, the National Park 
Service provides important guidance to federal agencies and SHPOs relative to the documentation and 
evaluation of cultural resources.  The significance of cultural resources is evaluated based on standards 
established for the NRHP.  The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service, part of the 
Department of the Interior. 

2.2.2 Multiple Proper ty Treatment  
The framework for planning a project-wide mitigation strategy is based on the concept of “Multiple 
Properties,”  which focuses treatment of historic properties on the themes, trends, and patterns of history 
shared by the properties organized into related historic contexts and specific property types (National Park 
Service 1991a).  All project Class III studies have used historic contexts and related property types as the 
framework for providing NRHP evaluation recommendations.  This approach facilitates mitigation 
planning by comparing similar historic properties and associations with one another to ascertain which 
specific properties can provide, through various possible mitigation treatment possibilities, essential 
information that will preserve the historical significance of the collective group of historic properties 
related to any particular context or property type. 
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Class III investigations of all areas not previously surveyed within the preferred alternative will not be 
performed as part of the mitigation effort; they are part of the identification responsibilities of the federal 
agency under Section 106.  Cultural resources must be identified, recorded, and evaluated before 
mitigation measures can be proposed.  Mitigation efforts will apply to all cultural resources that have 
been officially determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 
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3.0 Mitigation Strategies 

Mitigation strategies for cultural resources include avoidance, minimization, and protection and 
compensatory mitigation.  Avoidance of cultural resources is the preferred method of mitigation; however 
in many situations avoidance is not possible.  Minimization of impacts, although preferable to complete 
destruction of the resource, does result in irreversible effects on resources.  Protection of resources may or 
may not be possible.  If protection is possible, vigilant oversight may be required, especially in areas 
where public access is allowed.  If data recovery is necessary, Phase I and Phase II compensatory 
mitigation methods may need to be employed (Figure 1).  Phase I mitigation involves the evaluation of 
specific sites by means of surface and/or subsurface investigations.  Phase II mitigation focuses on 
subsurface data recovery and treatment of specified sites.     

 

 
Figure 1. Identification of Historic Properties and the Implementation of Mitigation Phases. 
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3.1 Avoidance, Minimization, and Protection 

Avoidance, minimization, and protection are fundamental approaches to conservation of non-renewable 
cultural resources.  Impacts to cultural resources have been reasonably considered during the development 
phase of each alternative.  The APE and the analysis area were employed to define the cultural resources 
that may be primarily subject to potential construction impacts (analysis area) and that may be indirectly 
impacted (APE buffer areas).  It is anticipated that cultural resource impacts will be further reduced 
during final design. 

Project Participants will provide for implementation of avoidance measures that will include physically 
marking boundaries around historic property locations in order to avoid construction-related impacts 
where practicable.  In-place protection is defined as protection of a site in the location where it is found.  
This type of protection will not be feasible for resources located below the water line within the preferred 
reservoir(s); plans call for the basins of new SDS reservoirs to be completely scraped.  In-place protection 
may be a feasible mitigation objective in site locations that lie on the periphery of water bodies and that 
may be subject to the effects of wave action and or public use.  Within public use areas, resources may 
need protection from vandalism in the form of artifact collection and site destruction. 

3.2 Compensatory Mitigation 

The Project Participants will implement compensatory mitigation for unavoidable adverse impacts that 
remain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and protection has been achieved.  They will 
provide mitigation for adverse effects to historic properties using methods identified in Table 2. 

Mitigation strategies will be guided by a Treatment Plan and a Discovery Plan approved by Reclamation 
and SHPO prior to implementation.  The Treatment Plan will provide a research design that addresses: 1) 
characteristics of the physical environment and the associated culture; 2) related historic contexts and 
specific property types; 3) field and laboratory methods to be employed while working with historical and 
archaeological sites and materials; 4) proposed work to be conducted on specific historic properties; 5) 
reporting standards; 6) standards for curation of project collections in approved curatorial facilities; and 7) 
standards for public participation and Native American involvement.  The Discovery Plan will provide 
details relating to: 1) methods and standards for construction monitoring; and 2) protocols for discovery 
situations, including the presence of human remains. 
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Research themes and property types are important in developing a mitigation plan (Table 3).  They assist 
in guiding and directing the information gathering effort.   

Mitigation is commonly conducted in phases to facilitate treatment of historic properties as well as 
minimize delays to the project schedule.  Phase I mitigation will focus on surface and subsurface study 
and evaluation of the nature and extent of the research potential of specific historic properties.  The results 

Table 2.  Conceptual Mitigation Plan Methods. 

Mitigation Plan Archaeological Research Methods Historic Research Methods 
Phase I – Surface and Subsurface 
Evaluation/Specified Sites 

Archaeological Documentation 
·  Surface Collection 
·  In-field Artifact Analysis 
·  Surface Stripping 
·  Surface Mapping 
·  Backhoe Trenching 
·  Test Excavation 

Units/Core/Auger 
·  Profiles and Plan Maps  
·  Geomorphology  
·  Photo-Documentation 

Historic Documentation 
·  Archival Research 
·  Oral Interviews 
·  Structure 
·  Documentation  
·  Mapping 
·  Photo-Documentation 

Phase II – Data Recovery and 
Treatment/Specified Sites 

Excavation: 
·  Surface Stripping 
·  Intact Subsurface Deposits 
·  Features 
·  Structures 

Additional: 
·  Archival Research 
·  Oral Interviews 
·  Structure 

Documentation  
·  Mapping 
·  Photo-Documentation 

 

Table 3.  Possible Property Types and Research Themes by Time Period. 

Time Periods Property Types Research Themes 
Prehistoric Lithic scatters; campsites; buried 

hearths; lithic and ceramic 
scatters; lithic and bone scatters; 
lithic, charcoal , and ceramic 
scatters; buried lithic; campsites 
with bone beds; lithic, ceramic, 
and bone scatters; and lithic and 
charcoal scatters 

Chronology; population dynamics; 
technology; settlement and subsistence 
strategies; and geomorphology and 
paleoclimates 

Historic  Individual farms and ranches with 
associated buildings, structures, 
and features; wagon roads, 
roads, highways, railroads and 
related resources; state and 
federal government structures 
and related facilities; mining and 
mining refining structures and 
related features; and sites or 
features related to exploration, 
trapping or trading 

Farming and ranching; transportation; 
government facilities; mining resources; 
and exploration and fur trade 



 

 9 

of Phase I investigations will determine if additional (i.e., Phase II) data recovery efforts are warranted.  It 
is anticipated that the Phase I investigations will constitute a sufficient level of investigation at some sites 
and, alternatively, demonstrate the need for additional data recovery (i.e., Phase II) at other sites.  
Findings that would initiate Phase II mitigation would address research design criteria.  For example, 
lithics and ceramics can address some chronological research design questions as a result of their 
diagnostic and technological characteristics.   

Phase II mitigation refers to data recovery and specific treatments to historic properties that provide the 
quality and quantity of data required to fulfill the research design.  Criteria for constructing Phase II 
investigation at specific sites will include:  

1. Physical integrity of cultural deposits;  

2. Degree of preservation of biotic remains applicable to chronometric, subsistence, and 
paleoenvironmental studies;  

3. Number and type of features associated with the deposit;  

4. Character of the features;  

5. Diversity of feature assemblage;  

6. Quantity of artifacts;  

7. Diversity of the artifact assemblage; and  

8. A number of cultural components.   
 

These criteria will be evaluated with respect to their potential to contribute significant data relevant to 
project research goals. 

3.2.1 Histor ical Research Methods 
For mitigation projects, historic research offers flexibility through variable combinations of methods to 
best address the research needs and opportunities of a specific resource.  The methods include archival 
research, oral history interviews, and structure documentation through narratives, mapping, and 
photography.  These activities can be conducted at different levels of intensity to meet the specific 
mitigation needs of a resource and are explained in more detail below. 

The historical research methods described in this section offer routes to mitigate the adverse effects to 
historic properties by establishing a more detailed permanent record of the property than the 
documentation typically completed during an intensive (Class III) survey.  The mitigation work focuses 
on capturing and preserving a record of the qualities that made the property eligible for NRHP inclusion 
and is completed prior to impacts to the by the project.  The historic research methods discussed here 
offer flexibility through various resource-specific combinations to best address the mitigation needs and 
research opportunities of a given resource.   

The methods include archival research, oral history interviews, and structure documentation through 
narratives, mapping, and photography.  These activities can be conducted at different levels of intensity to 
meet the specific mitigation needs of a resource and are explained in more detail below.  These methods 
would be employed when a historic period resource faces an adverse effect from a project-related activity 
such as destruction of the resource by pipeline construction.   

For example, if a farmhouse sits in the path of the pipeline and the house is eligible for NRHP listing due 
to its architectural values, then when the specific mitigation plan is framed it might be recommended that 
the site be further researched in newspapers and county records to develop a complete construction 
history.  At the same time a photo-documentation, detailed narrative description, and mapping effort 
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could be completed in the field.  Through this combined approach the architectural qualities that made the 
farmhouse eligible would be captured for the permanent record and future reference, thus mitigating the 
adverse effects of the project on the resource. 

3.2.1.1 Archival Research 

Archival research includes treatment strategies that recover contextual information about a site beyond 
that which can be documented through analysis of the artifact assemblage or feature layout.  These 
treatments will include research into published or unpublished primary and secondary sources in order to 
document the historical context of a site or other relevant information.  Research includes searching 
General Land Office (GLO) and other maps, county clerk and recorder and tax assessor records, mineral 
survey reports, materials stored at local museums and libraries, and informal discussions with the present 
owners and occupants of the site. 

3.2.1.2 Oral Interviews 
At present, no known TCPs are located within the vicinity of the SDS project area.  TCPs are places that 
communities believe are important for their religious, spiritual, and ethnic values, character, or cultural 
coherence.  If they are present, TCPs will be identified through on-going consultation with the local 
community as well as the appropriate Native American tribes and ethnic groups.  The NRHP registration 
requirements are determined by the nature of the property and the concerns of the affected group.  These 
are detailed in  National Register Bulletin 38 (National Park Service 1990).  It is dependent on whether 
the property has an integral relationship to traditional cultural beliefs and traditions and whether the 
property retains enough integrity to maintain that relationship.     

 Consultation with communities and Native American and ethnic groups is conducted by the  federal 
agency directing or leading the 106 process.  Consultation procedures will follow agency guidelines.  The 
results of consultation will be incorporated into recommendations and mitigative activities.  Reclamation 
has contacted a number of tribes during the initial consultation process for the SDS project, but none have 
indicated the presence of TCPs within the project area.  It should be noted that TCPs may include 
intangible entities, such as traditional areas for gathering of medicinal plants or sacred places, that may 
have no visible manifestation to non-members of the traditional group.  In addition, the location of TCPs 
may not be readily disclosed to the federal agency.  

With regard to all other historic resources, if knowledgeable informants can be located, supplemental 
interviews may be conducted to obtain additional background for specific sites or historic themes.   

3.2.1.3 Historic Structure Documentation 
Level I architectural documentation includes mapping the site, locating it on appropriate USGS 
quadrangle maps, and exterior photography of the component buildings, structures, and features.  The 
photographs are completed with 35mm black and white film.  The film and prints are processed to 
archival standards and fiber-based paper is used to make the photo prints, reflecting Historic American 
Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) standards.  To maintain 
consistency with current (2007) OAHP standards, all reports, forms, maps, and photographs are produced 
using stable archival materials and processes. 

Level II architectural resource documentation includes two levels of effort to document NRHP eligible 
historic buildings and structures.  Level II documentation represents a mid range level of effort while 
Level III documentation relies on the most intensive efforts.  Decisions about the appropriate level will be 
made in consultation with Reclamation and SHPO.  The level of effort often reflects the architectural 
merit of the resource.  More complex or unique architecture or engineering resources often warrant more 
intensive Level III documentation.   
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Level II recording is used for treating (mitigating effects on) NRHP eligible historic buildings or 
structures that do not have sufficient architectural values to warrant Level III recording.  Level II 
recording includes use of medium format (120 roll film) black and white photography following 
HABS/HAER standards for processing and printing to assure archival permanency.  The Level II 
recording includes floor plans and/or profile sketches made at ¼ inch = 1 foot or similar scale.  

Level III recording is used for treating (mitigating effects on) NRHP eligible historic buildings or 
structures possessing complex architectural or engineering values that require the most intensive level of 
recording.  Level III recording is the equivalent to National Park Service HABS/HAER in quality and 
detail.  This level of recording includes use of large format (4 inch x 5 inch or larger sheet film) black and 
white photography following HABS/HAER standards for views, detail images, processing, and printing 
to assure adequate documentation of the details and the archival permanency of the images.  Depending 
on the alternative selected, this level of recording may be necessary at the Jimmy Camp Ranch site 
(5EP4912). 

3.2.1.4 Mapping 

Plan view and/or profile sketches will be created of sites, features and profiles to scale.  The Level II 
recording includes floor plans and/or profile sketches made at ¼ inch = 1 foot or similar scale.  Details 
such as the location of windows and doors are included in the floor plans.  Level II sketches require 
access to the interior of the subject building or structure.  These drawings are less complicated that those 
associated with Level III documentation.  The final sketches are completed using ink on Mylar or, if 
computers are used, archival bond paper to assure permanency.  The Level III recording includes 
measured architectural drawings of the resource with floor plans, elevations, and detail drawings as 
appropriate.  Details such as the location of windows, doors, interior walls and spaces, and other 
information are depicted on the drawings.  The drawings are approximately 24 inch x 36 inch or larger 
and are completed under the supervision of a licensed architect.  They are completed using ink on Mylar 
or, if computers are used, archival bond paper to assure permanency and done to HABS/HAER standards.  
Research focuses on the architectural history of the resource. 

3.2.1.5 Photo-documentation 
Photo-documentation of archaeological features will conform to Level II recording.  Level II recording 
includes use of medium format black and white photography following HABS/HAER standards for 
processing and printing to assure archival permanency. 

3.2.2 Archaeological Research Methods 
Archaeological research techniques utilized for mitigative measures can be varied to address the specific 
needs of the research design.  Possible techniques include in-field artifact analysis, surface stripping, 
surface mapping and collection, backhoe trenching, testing, and excavation.  Testing methods can include 
formal excavation units, coring or and/or augering.  During the course of the work, profiles, plan maps, 
specialized analyses, and photographic documentation may be necessary to adequately record and 
interpret the cultural resource evidence.  In addition, a specific set of procedures will be necessary in 
order to deal with human remains. 

3.2.2.1 In-Field Artifact Analysis 

In-field artifact analysis is a treatment strategy that recovers pertinent data values without requiring 
collection or processing of the artifacts.  This type of analysis cannot be used for excavations and is 
conducted under special conditions; the normal standard is to conduct analysis under laboratory 
conditions.  In this process, the artifact content of a site is recorded in the field on forms similar to those 
that will be used in the laboratory for the analysis of excavated artifacts.  This information is integrated 
into the research design for the project to aid in data interpretation. 
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3.2.2.2 Surface Stripping 

Surface stripping is an exploratory technique that is useful in quickly exposing shallow cultural deposits 
that lack readily discernible surface definition.  The technique involves shovel skimming within 
controlled grid blocks and screening the fill until culturally sterile deposits are encountered. 

3.2.2.3 Surface Mapping and Collection 
Surface artifacts will be systematically mapped and collected.  The collection strategy will include the use 
of 10 meter x 10 meter collections units where appropriate.  Surface artifact concentrations, thermal 
features, potentially datable deposits, botanical remains, or other data values will be subject to subsurface 
testing using hand excavation techniques.  Detailed maps will be prepared of the surface of all historic 
properties prior to additional data recovery.  Maps will include the locations of all tools, concentrations, 
grids, features, test units, backhoe trenches, geologic and environmental locations. 

3.2.2.4 Backhoe Trenching 
Backhoe trenching will be exploratory in nature in order to locate intact and datable cultural components 
within sites as well as to minimize adverse effects to significant cultural deposits resulting from proposed 
construction.  

3.2.2.5 Test Excavation Units, Coring and/or Augering  
Test excavation units are single or multiple groupings of 1 meter x 1 meter excavation pits that serve to 
provide initial information on the nature and extent of subsurface cultural deposits.  Coring and augering 
can be used in conjunction with test excavation units to help determine the depth and extent of the cultural 
deposits.  In addition, placement of test units will be aided through use of hand augers and/or mechanical 
coring. 

3.2.2.6 Areal Excavations 

Areal excavations are larger scale excavation blocks used to extract information from significant intact 
buried cultural deposits.  All collected artifacts and samples will be subject to laboratory analysis. 

3.2.2.7 Profiles and Plan Maps 
Scale plan view and/or profile sketches will be created of sites, features and profiles. 

3.2.2.8 Specialized Analyses 
Specialized studies will support the archaeological fieldwork and analysis.  These studies will include 
ceramics, lithics, faunal remains, botanical remains, radiocarbon analyses, and geo-archaeological 
interpretation. 

3.2.2.9 Photographic Documentation 

All levels of Phase II fieldwork will be fully documented using standard 35mm photography as will as 
digital photography. 

3.2.2.10 Human Remains 
The discovery of human remains will entail a specific set of procedures and treatments that follow state 
and federal guidance.  When appropriate, Native American tribes will be consulted.  Disposition of Native 
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American remains will be determined by consultation between Reclamation and/or the SHPO and the 
Native American community. 

3.2.3 Curation 

All of the pertinent records and cultural remains will be curated at an approved curatorial facility 
following completion of the analyses and production of the requisite reports.  Generally, the artifacts, 
ecofacts, and other cultural materials recovered during the project investigations will be submitted to the 
appropriate curation facility for curation.  Project records, including photographs and maps, will also be 
submitted to the curation facility.  Exceptions to the curation plan may be made where cultural remains 
are recovered from private property.  In such cases, the private land owner may elect to retain the cultural 
materials.  If so, inventories of the cultural materials, photographs of diagnostic artifacts, and copies of 
the excavation records will be submitted to the curation facility for curation with the remainder of the 
project materials. 

3.2.4 Repor ts  

Reports will comply with federal and state standards.  All artifacts and other data from the mitigation 
action must be analyzed and a formal technical report produced. 

3.3 Other  Mitigation Options 

Another possible mitigation measure will focus on public education.  For example, prehistoric artifacts or 
their replicas and explanatory written information and visual displays can be placed within publicly 
accessed locations of the project area, park, or open space.  Signage, pamphlets, and displays that provide 
the public with information about archaeological and historic values related to the study area can be 
included.  Other interpretive techniques that may serve as mitigation measures for historic sites include 
the repair, rehabilitation or restoration, preservation, and relocation of historic objects or structures.  
Permanent interpretive areas can be developed around these resources that include written and visual 
displays.  Public education efforts can be integrated with information from other studies such as wildlife 
and vegetation. 
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4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 

WCRM has identified mitigation measures that will be integral parts of the plan for mitigating adverse 
effects to historic properties.  The mitigation process will be guided by stipulations contained in a PA 
among Reclamation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Colorado Springs Utilities and the 
Colorado SHPO.  Each alternative will have direct and indirect effects on significant cultural resources.  
Proposed mitigation methods include avoidance, minimization and protection as well as compensatory 
actions.  Compensatory mitigation opportunities are considered in terms of a thematic approach within a 
multiple property treatment format.  This approach considers common characteristics and chronological 
associations within a group of historic properties in order to identify and evaluate the qualitative data 
potential collectively within a research theme. 
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