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Abstract

A new field in archaeology, cultural resource management, emerged
during the environmental and conservation movements of the mid 1960s and
early 1970s. The term cultural resource management (CRM) was first
introduced into the archaeological literature by American archaeologists. CRM
combines the philosophy of conservation (i.e. the preservation and public
stewardship of archaeological resource for future use) with management skills
to create a process to asséss and mitigate archaeological resources affected by
adverse impacts.

The main purpose of this thesis is to examine the development of CRM
in Canada' at the federal and provincial levels and to present alternative
conservation strategies that may prove to be as effective as present government
heritage legislation and policies. To achieve these aims, first the general
literature on CRM is reviewed. From this examination, archaeology, cultural
resources and CRM are defined. Second, CRM in the United States and Canada
is discussed by examining federal preservation laws and environmental policies
which address the issue of archaeological resources located on federal lands.
Emphasis is placed on the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).
This Act introduced an environmental impact assessment process that became
the model used to identify, evaluate, assess and mitigate archaeblogical _
resources affected by a project’s actions. Third, a study is made of a provincial
policy guideline and an impact assessment procedure for archaeological
resources. Using this literature review, an evaluation of the provincial
archaeology agency is presented. Fourth, alternative methods for conserving

and managing archaeological resources are analyzed. Finally, after a brief



summary, policy recommengations are presented for developing an integrated
planning approach to facilitate the achievement of a more effective CRM plan.
Examination and analysis of the literature concerning CRM in Canada
reveals several main problems. The four most important deficiencies are: 1) a
failure to integrate CRM planning with the planning policies and programs of
other land agencies; 2) the lack of a federal archaeology policy; 3) the lack of a
legislated mandate to enforce adherence to the provincial archaeology policy
guidelines or to the archaeological impact assessment procedure; and 4) the
centralization of final decision-making regarding the designation and |
preservation of archaeological sites. These related problems suggest that a new
approach to conserving and managing the resource base should be considered.
This thesis contends that if archaeological resources are to be preserved
for future generations, then alternative resource management strategies should
be implemented immediately. In addition, the management of archaeological
heritage should be the joint responsibility of all levels of government and
community groups. Therefore, a successful and effective CRM plan should
integrate government heritage legislation and policies with community needs

and values.
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Glossary

ArcHaeoLoGy: The scientific study, interpretation and reconstruction of past
human cultures based on the analysis of surviving material remains.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE: The total Native Indian archaeological resource base of a
country.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT: A process used to determine the heritage
impacts of a proposed development on archaeological resources. The
archaeological impact assessment process consists of three components:
overview, assessment and management.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The document produced from the data collected
during the archaeological impact assessment process.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE: Also called cultural resources. All evidence of past
human occupations which can be used to reconstruct the lifeways of past
cultures. These include sites, structures, artifacts, fauna and floral remains and
skeletal remains.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE BASE: See resource base.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: The management, preservation and
conservation of Native Indian archaeological sites, objects, and structures. Also
known as cultural resource management.

ArcHaeoLocicaL siTe: A Native Indian habitation, ceremonial, activity, or
manufacturing location where physical remains or traces of occupation is found.

ArcHarotoaisT:  Individuals trained in archaeology to conduct such studies.

ARTIFACT: A portable object produced from human activity, usually applied to
items found in or removed from historic or Native Indian archaeological sites.

AssessMenT:  Inventory and evaluation of archaeological resources.

CoNSERVATION ARCHAEOLOGY: An approach to archaeology based on a philosophy
stressing the protection, preservation and management of cultural resources for
present and future use.
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Curturat LANDscAPE: A geographic area, including both cultural and natural
resources, that has been influenced by or reflects human activity or was the
background for an event or person significant in human history.

Curturat rResource:  Finite and non-renewable man-made features, sites, structures
or objects possessing archaeological significance. Used interchangeable with
the term archaeological resource.

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT:  The application of management skills combined
with a conservation philosophy to create a process for the preservation,
conservation, use, protection, and designation of Native Indian archaeological
remains. Same as archaeological resource management.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AsSESSMENT:  The assessment and evaluation of all potential
social, cultural and natural impacts of a proposed development and the
recommendations of feasible alternatives to the action.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: The environmental document produced from the
data provided by the environmental impact assessment.

Excavamion: The scientific examination of an archaeological site through the
layer-by-layer removal and study of the contents within a prescribed unit size.

HerITaGE RESOURCE: A natural or man-made resource that is of cultural interest.
Hermace site: A historic or Native Indian archaeological site.

ImpacT MaNaGemenT: Follows the assessment stage and is concerned with
managing unavoidable and unanticipated adverse impacts on cultural resources.

Insitu: Archaeological resources found in their original location.

Lanp Manacers:  Individuals or agencies responsible for the control, maintenance
and care of land and all resources located thereon.

Mimcation: Refers to any steps or procedure used to reduce or eliminate
adverse impacts of a development on heritage resources through avoidance,
protection or data recovery.



Pustic coop: A commodity or service that is not priced in the market place.
Market cannot restrict the use or consumption of the good and is therefore
unable to allocate costs and benefits.

Resource Base:  All the archaeological resources in the country or province.

Sawvace: Also called rescue archaeology. It is the physical removal of portions
of the resource and their preservation through professional investigations and
documentation of significant data associated with cultural resources.

Site:  see archaeological site

Stupy area: The zone or region selected for research in a cultural resource
management study.

Survey: A comprehensive physical examination of a study area to locate,
identify, and inventory the presence of archaeological sites or objects and
associated environmental variables. Surveys provide information on all the
cultural resources affected by a project’s actions.

Xiii
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AlA
AIS
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ARM
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CED
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Archaeological Impact Assessment
Archaeological Impact Statement
Archaeological Resource Center
Archaeological Resource Managment
Archaeological Survey of Canada

British Columbia

British North American Act

The Archaeology Branch

Canadian Archaeological Association
Community Economic Development
Canadian Heritage Information Network
Canadian Inventory of Historic Buildings
Cultural Resource Management
Department of Transportation Act of 1966
Environmental Assessment and Review Process
Environmental Impact Assessment
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Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose
The purpose of this thesis is to examine the role of archaeology in the
development of cultural resource management in Canada and to describe some
methods by which the management of this resource base is achieved at the
federal, provincial, municipal and community levels. For the purpose of this
thesis, emphasis is placed on discussing the legal foundation of cultural
resource managment (CRM) at the federal level. An examination of British
Columbia’s approach to CRM focuses on the archaeological impact assessment
process. However, a more specific purpose of this thesis is to examine how
new and innovative conservation strategies in CRM are proving to be as
effective as government legislation and policies in conserving and managing this
resource base.
Five objectives are addressed in this thesis:
1) To discuss the role of archaeology in creating a new
field known as cultural resource management and to
identify the concepts of CRM in general terms;
2) To examine the federal evolution of CRM in the United
States and Canada through preservation and environmental
laws and policies and to compare the results of the two
countries;
3) To present a provincial approach to CRM through
examination of the Archaeology Branch, the Heritage
Conservation Act, an archaeology policy and the
archaeological impact assessment process;
4) To discuss alternative conservation strategies for
managing archaeological resources through increased
public participation, the development of archaeology
sites for community economic development plans and
Native management of archaeological resources; and
5) To present policy recommendations for improving the

management of the archaeological resource base
through an integrated planning approach to CRM.



1.2 Rationale

The management of cultural resources, specifically archaeological
resources, has been mainly a function of the federal or provincial government
through the enactment of historic preservation laws and environmental policies.
These laws and policies provided the legislative foundation for conserving and
managing archaeological resources. The federal government believes that an
appropriate method for managing archaeological resources is implementing
land-use controls through the legal system.

In British Columbia, provincial responsibility for the management of
archaeological resources led to the creation of an archaeology agency. This
agency, now called the Archaeology Branch, is supported by a Heritage
Conservation Act designed specifically to protect archaeological resources, a
policy outlining the objectives and goals of the agency, and a process for
assessing and mitigating adverse impacts on archaeological resources.

CRM in Canada is supported primarily by federal and provincial policies
and heritage legislation. Unfortunately, this top-down planning approach has
failed to implement effective CRM plans and policies. As a result, private and
public development of the land base continues to deplete archaeological
resources.

Accordingly, the central premise of this thesis is to suggest that other
methods for conserving archaeological resources may prove to be as effective,
if not more so, than government Iegislatioﬁ and policies. These alternative
conservation strategies are community oriented because they emphasize public
participation as the key to a successful CRM plan. A community conservation
approach focuses on the role of local government for preserving archaeological
sites located on private property. In addition, this approach integrates the

social, cultural and economic goals of the community into an archaeological



preservation plan. Finally, this approach recognizes the need for greater Native
Indian management of archaeological resources as part of their heritage
revitalization movement and desire for self-government.

This community planning approach to CRM is in clear opposition to the
present top-down planning approach. However, the main objective of both
plans is similar - to conserve and preserve the archaeological heritage for future
use. The federal and provincial governments perceive this objective as being
achieved through legislation, while the other approach envisions public
involvement and greater community and Native Indian management of the
resource base.

The final premise of this thesis suggests that the management of the
archaeological resource base is the collective responsibility of all levels of
government, communities, special interest groups, Native Indians, and the
general public. This sharing of responsibility can only occur if all the needs and
values of each group are integrated into a CRM planning process. Integrated
planning recognizes the interconnection of various systems within our society.
An integrative process would expand CRM's original concept of conserving and
managing archaeological resources into a broader framework integrating social,
cultural and economic considerations of all levels of government and

community groups.

1.3 Methodology

The first objective of the research is addressed by reviewing the literature
on CRM in general and in particular, on the development of CRM from the
discipline of archaeology, as it was influenced by the environmental and
conservation movements of the 1960s and the 1970s. From this review, the

terms archaeology, cultural resources and CRM were defined.



The second obijective is met by studying a range of material on the
history of the federal preservation and environmental acts which influenced the
development of CRM in the United States and in Canada. To supplement the
sparse literature available on the federal management of cultural resources in
Canada, greater emphasis was placed on reviewing American archaeology laws.

Information on the provincial approach to CRM was obtained from
government publications ouﬂining the Archaeology Branch’s policy guidelines
and archaeological impact assessment procedure, and from sections of the
Heritage Conservation Act (1977) that pertain to archaeology. Additional
relevant government materials and documents were supplied by the Resource
Centre located in Victoria, British Columbia. Personal communication was
sought with various professional archaeologists concerning the archaeological
impact assessment process.

Current literature on new and innovative strategies for conserving
archaeological resources was reviewed to determine alternative methods in
CRM planning. Published articles on case studies were supplemented with
correspondences from American land agencies, Native Indian groups, and
communities presently involved in community planhing approaches to CRM.

The last objective is accomplished by analyzing and synthesizing the
deficiencies in the present top-down approach to CRM, and presenting

recommendations for a more effective and improved CRM plan.

-

1.4 Organization

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the definition of archaeology, cultural
resources and CRM (see Figure 1). In addition, this chapter presents a
discussion of cultural resources as non-renewable items, and as public goods

that possess social, ethnic and economic significance. Chapter 3 outlines the



development of CRM through the enactment of federal preservation and .
environmental laws in the United States and Canada. Chapter 4 focuses on the
management of archaeological resources at the provincial level, with British
Columbia used as the case study. In addition, an in-depth examination of the
archaeological impact assessment process is presented. Chapter 5 discusses
some examples of alternative conservation strategies in CRM that are currently
in use or under consideration. A few case studies are presented to
demonstrate the implementation and success of these new strategies. Finally,
Chapter 6 presents a summary, provides policy recommendations for improving
CRM at the federal and provincial levels, and suggests that an integrated

planning approach may be the key to a successful and long-term CRM plan.
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CHAPTER 2
ARCHAEOLOGY AND CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

2.1 Archaeology

Archaeology is defined as the study of the material remains produced
from past human activity. Archaeology interpretes these remains (e.g. artifacts,
structures, features, sites, sediments, faunal and floral remains, skeletal remains
and manufacturing debris) in an attempt to understand the actions that led to
their formation, and their relationship to the practices and life styles of
prehistoric cultures (Wickham-Jones 1988:186). As such, archaeology deciphers
past activities in order to understand current and future events.

A main component of archaeology is ‘interpretation.” The interpretation
of an archaeological site involves the scientific analysis of the site to obtain
information concerning the processes which led to its formation. Interpretation
provides context and meaning because ”it places the resource within a setting
and it suggests the actions that might have led to their creation” (Wickham-
Jones 1988:186). However, archaeological interpretation is a subjective matter
influenced by such variables as the politics, the culture, and the wisdom of the
times (Stone et al. 1990).

Context and meaning are also important in archaeology. Context places
the resource under investigation within a place and time frame by relating it to
past environmental and/or human conditions and to an identifiable time period
(Wickham-Jones 1988:186). The 'meaning’ of an archaeological item identifies it
in terms of a human activity, such as hunting, domestic chores, manufacturing
or ceremonial rituals. Without context and meaning, no knowledge is obtained

from a resource and consequently, it becomes just another item or piece of

property.



2.2 Cultural Resources

The term cultural resources was first introduced into the literature by the
United States National Park Service in 1971. Traditionally, cultural resources
have referred to archaeological sites and structures. However, under the Park
Service, cultural resources included natural or man-made features, such as sites,
structures or objects “possessing significance, either individually or in groups, in
history, architecture, archaeology or human development” (Fowler 1982:1).

Today there exists a growing worldwide trend to expand the definition of
cultural resources to include more than just archaeological material remains
(Biornstad 1989:73; Harding 1978:29). Many archaeologists féel that cultural
resources should not remain exclusively archaeological in perspective. Rather,
they should include additional disciplines, such as history, architecture,
ethnology, folklore and anthropology (Adams 1977; Lipe et al. 1974; McGimsey
et al. 1977; Schiffer and House 1977). However, for the purpose of this thesis,
the term cultural resources will focus principally on Native Indian archaedlogical

properties and objects.

2.3 Conservation Philosophy

The conservation approach in archaeology began with a Swedish Royal
Proclamation in 1666. This Proclamation declared all objects .of antiquity to be
the property of the Crown. For “the first time, the intrinsic importance of the
remains of the past was acknowledged by a national legal code. By the end of
the 18th century, most of the ancient monuments of Europe were covered by
protective legislation” (Cleere 1989:1).

The integration of heritage management with social and economic
planning policies began at the end of World War II. The destruction of historic
buildings and monuments in Europe gave birth to massive heritage revitalization

programs throughout the Continent and in England. in addition, Postwar
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reconstruction coupled with increased industrialization led to the economic
booms of the 1950s and 1960s. Massive resource exploitation, large scale
development projects (e.g. highway construction, dam building and reservoir
flooding), population growth, and urbanization began to have profound
negative effects on the natural environment.

The mid 1960s and the 1970s gave rise to worldwide concern for the
environment. Conservation and protection of the land and its resources
became a common international theme. Public sentiment and attitudes towards
the land were reflected in new environmental policies. The development
pressures of the 1960s and the environmental movement of the 1970s had a
profound effect on the discipline of archaeology.

Archaeologists became aware that the entire resource base was being
threatened and destroyed at an incredibly fast rate. They began to explore new
methods to slow the rate of destruction, and to develop measures to guide,
preserve and protect the remaining resources for future use. The result was

the emergence of cultural resource management.

2.4 Cultural Resource Management

The concepts of cultural resource management (CRM) were developed
by American archaeologists during the 1970s. These archaeologists were the
first to realize that the conservation movement coupled with detrimental
changes being brought about by increasing land altering activities, demanded a
new type of response from the archaeology profession. Almost every European
country enacted new legislation on antiquities during the 1970s to replace the
outdated and ineffectual statutes created during the pre World War Il era

(Cleere 1989:4). This ‘new archaeology’, expressed as CRM, was guided by a
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conservation ethic applied to archaeological sites and their material remains
(Schaafsma 1989:39).

The term ‘management’ was coined by Lipe (Lipe et al. 1974) in reference
to the way that the protection and preservation of cultural resources,
specifically Native Indian archaeological sites, could be accomplished through
the political process. Consequently, CRM became defined as the application of
management skills (e.g. planning, organizing, directing, controlling and
evaluating) to create a process whereby “the protection and administration of
archaeological resources in its original environment and in its relationship to
history and contemporary society is preserved for present and future use.
These activities can be viewed as a process which includes survey,
inventorization, excavation, research, protection, presentation, conservation and
education” (Biornstad 1989:72; Department of Communications 1988:1; Fowler
1982:1; Lipe 1975:1).

A basic principle of CRM is the conservation of the total resource base
within sound scientific principles. Conservation archaeology includes the
notions of a wise use of the resource, and of maintaining the material remains
*in their original deposit (Cordell 1984:55). However, when material remains
must be removed from their original deposit, all contextual and archaeological
items should be documented and analyzed in accordance with the highest
professional standards (Knudson 1982:166). Closely related to the conservation
concept is the premise that all archaeological sites and materials are non-
renewable resources.

Finally, an important aspect of CRM is the recognition of these resources
as public goods possessing societal significance. The federal government,

acting as and for the people of the nation, introduced the concept of



12

‘stewardship’ of the cultural heritage by assuming responsibility through

legislation for protecting these resources for public benefit and use.

2.5 Archaeological Resources As Non-Renewable

Archaeological resources were initially viewed as being an inexhaustable
supply available for consumption and use by academics and professional
archaeologists. Today, archaeological resources are classified as being non-
renewable because they are irreplaceable and limited in quantity. These
resources cannot be re-created, rejuvenated, restored, or replaced, when the
context of the resource is disturbed or the resource itself is destroyed
(Ferguson 1978; Lipe et al. 1974; Scovill et al. 1977).

The main mechanisms in which archaeological resources are lost are
through modification of the natural landscape for development projects, natural
resource exploitation, vandalism to sites and looting of cultural items. In many
instances, the contextual relationship between the resource and the
environment can be destroyed by relatively minor modifications of the ground
surface.

Archaeological resources are finite in quantity. The greater the human
demand for development and use of the land, the greater the depletion and
loss of the resource base. Donahue (1982) stated that between the years 1979
and 1982, 130,313 hectares (322,000 acres) were disturbed each year in Alberta.
In addition

: .most disturbances were related to forestry and new agricultural
activity. Fifteen percent of the disturbance was related to the energy
industry, of which well site activity alone accounted for the impacting of
20,603 acres or 6.4% of all land surface disturbance in 1980. Well site
activity alone may account for an estimated loss of 600 to 2,780
archaeological sites. Since 1974 when the Archaeological Survey of
Alberta started developing, approximatelKe 41,252 sites may have been

lost. This stands in sharp contrast to the less than 13,000 sites presently
on file in Alberta (Donahue 1982:256).
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The finite and limited quality of the resources assumes even greater
relevance and significance since the location of archaeological sites is patterned
and predictable to some degree (Ham et al. 1984). Archaeological sites are
often concentrated in river valleys, coastal plains, the piedmonts, and the desert
springs regions of the landscape. These are the very places where Western
society has developed or desires to develop or exploit the land base and its
natural resources. It is therefore not coincidence then that “the factors of site
selection used by past humans have been similar over exceedingly long spans
of time and are frequently congruent with the factors we moderns use today”
(Scovill et al. 1977:46-47).

Western society intensifies the destruction of the finite resource base
through the alteration and rearrangement of the man-made and natural
landscapes. ”Our society has the technological capacity, the economic motive
and the sociopolitical mandate to do so” (Scovill et al. 1977:47). Rather than
adding a new cultural layer to the existing archaeological record, modern man

completely obliterates the cultural debris of the past.

2.6 Archaeological Resources As Public Goods

A public good is a commodity or service that is so widely dispersed or
consumed by everyone that the market is unable to restrict its consumption,
and hence, unable to allocate costs and benefits (Seldon et al. 1973:165). As a
result, it is usually not possible to charge a price for a public good since people
cannot be excluded from enjoying its benefits. In addition, ”it may be
undesirable to charge a price for it, because that would discourage some
people from using it, even though using it does not deplete its supply” (Baumoi

et al. 1988:583). Since public goods are not priced in the market place, they
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cannot be financed by private enterprise. Therefore, the government must pay
for these goods if they are to be provided at all.

Archaeological resources represent the cultural legacy of Native Indians
in particular, and in general, the human heritage of all Canadians.
Archaeological resources, as items and properties representing heritage, are
considered to be the collective property of all a nation’s citizens. These
resources “contribute to the historical identity of nations, people and local
communities. They represent an irreplaceable contribution to what has been
termed the collective memory of mankind” (Kristiansen 1989:27). Presented in
this manner, these resources are considered to be public goods in that
individuals cannot be excluded from enjoying the benefits of the country’s
archaeological heritage. The lack of excludability means that archaeological
resources, as a commodity, are automatically available for all people to enjoy.
Therefore, since the commadity is a publicly consumed good, the management,
preservation and finanéial support of the archaeological data base becomes a
government responsibility.

The Government of Canada has assumed public responsibility or
‘stewardship’ of archaeological resources by enacting legislation to protect
heritage, and establishing government agencies and national heritage
institutions which promote, manage, preserve and conserve this resource base
for future generations of Canadians. The Government has also demonstrated
its responsibility for these resources through financial support of conservation
programs and archaeological research.

There are three main problems with perceiving archaeological resources
as public goods under the stewardship of the Government. First, it does not
consider Native Indian ownership and guardianship of their own archaeological

resources. Second, archaeological sites located on private property are
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considered to be ‘owned’ by the landholder. Finally, many institutions (e.g.
private and public museums, universities, and private corporations) and
individuals (e.g. scholars, antiquities dealers, collectors and museum curators)
sell or export archaeological artifacts. Many opponents state that the trade in
cultural properties should be controlled to prevent the illegal looting of sites,
the theft of artifacts from museums and black market trading of unique items.
However, international and domestic laws prohibiting the selling or export of
cultural properties have not discouraged illegal activities from continuing.

Warren (1989) stated that the questions, “Who owns the past and Who
has the right or responsibility to preserve cultural remains of the past?” are at
the heart of debate over cultural properties. These questions raise important
issues about what constitutes the past, the diversity of values associated with
archaeological resources and the conflicts of interests of the various parties to
the dispute (e.g. government, private citizens, Native Indians, antiquities
dealers, and collectors) (Warren 1989:1).

Warren suggested that ‘ownership’ and ‘responsibility’ may lie in an
integrative perspective towards archaeological resources (1989:21-22). This
would integrate cultural differences in defining ownership and encourage both
Native and non-native stewardship. An integrative perspective would also
understand private ownership while encouraging the ’‘sharing’ of cultural items
(e.g. museum loans, photographing private collections, and donations for
exhibitions). Finally, an integrative perspective would emphasize the
preservation of the resource base as the central issue and support the return of

artifacts illegally exported from the country of origin.
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2.7 Significance of Archaeological Resources

Archaeological resources are managed because they have social, cultural,
and economic significance to special interest groups, local communities,
regions, or nations. Significance is assigned to these resources as a way to
justify their conservation, and as a method to select and determine which
resource to preserve for the present and future use.

The term significance means different things to different people. Flood
stated that “significance of Aboriginal sites can be divided into two categories --
those of significance to Aboriginal people and those of significance in a
Western value system” (1979:21).

... Any rock art site is likely to be of interest to a non-Aboriginal; to the

Aboriginal, rock paintings are generally of limited interest unless the site

is one of religious significance. Even where a rock Fainting is regarded

as important by the Aboriginal, it is often the site of the painting which
is important, not primarily the detail depicted. In absolutely preserving
any Aboriginal rock paintings, non-Aboriginals must be aware that it is
analogous to reserving one frame from a strip of movie film. This is to
the Aboriginal as unimportant as one frame is to the total sequence
(Hope Committee of Inquiry into the National Estate 1974:169 in Flood
1979a:21).

Classifications of significance need to be dynamic. As archaeological
resources become rarer, the significance of the remaining resources increase.
Conversely, as more sites of one particular type are investigated, so the
significance of the remainder may be reduced (Coutts 1979:42).

Regional differences must also be considered when evaluating the
significance of cultural items. The Inuit Cultural Institute stated that it is
counterproductive to attempt to impose 'southern’ notions of cultural
significance on the North. [nstead, the Inuit must be given the responsibility to
determine the future of their own culture and cultural resources” (Federal
Cultural Policy Review Committee 1982:63). The significance of archaeological
resources also varies and changes in response to the needs and values of the

region or the local community. Consequently, it is difficult for one region to
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dictate the heritage needs of another. "This situation is made more complex by
the fact that the degree of significance can also change as the discipline of
archaeology evolves” (Lipe 1975:31).

In terms of purely archaeological criteria, significance can take into
account a number of factors. These include: state of preservation of sites; rarity
of sites (e.g. age, cultural affinities or site type); importance of the site to living
Native Indians; the environmental context in relation to other sites in the same
area; the intrinsic and esoteric value (e.g. rock art sites); and the degree to
which they have been previously investigated (Coutts 1979:42). However, no
”single universal or absolute frame of reference can be established against
which all archaeological resources can be measured to determine significance”
(Lipe 1975:31). Therefore, though several types of significance have been used
to evaluate archaeological sites, the criteria of social, ethnic and economic

significance are the most common.

2.8 Social Significance

The social significance of archaeological resources is often difficult to
measure. This is because it refers to “the direct and indirect ways by which
society benefits from the study and preservation of archaeological resources”
(Scovill et al. 1977:56). In Canada and the United States, the social significance
of archaeological resources is expressed through prdtective heritage legislation
(see Chapter 3). British Columbia’s provincial heritage agency assigns
significance to archaeological resources as part of the archaeological impact
assessment process (see Section 4.5.2). Significance is used by the government
agency as a criterion to evaluate and rank sites. The ranking of sites or objects
enables the agency to determine whether that resource warrants preservation

and protection. This government agency helps to give awareness of the past to
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communities. Social significance also includes the informational, symbolic and

aesthetic values of cultural items.

2.8.1 Informational Significance

Information on archaeology is in great demand from the general public.
"Many people are interested in human origin and development. They want to
know what happened, how it happened and why it happened” (Mayers-Oakes
1989:55). Archaeology provides the physical evidence of what people were like
in the past. Archaeology can also educate non-natives to understand and
appreciate Native Indian culture. It can help to change “ingrained concepts
throughout the community, government and industry by instilling a respect for
Native Indian culture and the present descendants of the early immigrants”
(Sutcliffe 1979:56). Therefore, public education is considered to be a powerful
conservation method because greater public awareness in archaeology can
result in greater public pressure on government agencies to fund archaeology
projects and programs, and to enact and enforce heritage laws.

All archaeological resources convey some type of information about the
past. The informational significance of these resources is also important to the
scientific community since every archaeological site has potential research
value. The management of the resource protects the data base for future
research purposes. The scientific analysis of the resource base enables the
interpretation of the activities which led to the formation of the site, and in the

derivation of explanations in cross-cultural comparisons between past cultures.

2.8.2 Symbolic Significance

Archaeological resources, particularly artifacts, represent tangible and
durable symbols of the past. Artifacts provide visual means of communicating

and learning about past cultures. “Their authenticity is the basis for creating in
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the contemporary viewer, the subjective knowledge that he has experienced a
contact with the past that is direct and real, however incomplete that
experience may be. This quality of archaeological resources makes them

powerful as symbols of, or mnemonics for, the past” (Cleere 1984:4).

2.8.3 Aesthetic Significance

Many archaeological resources have aesthetic qualities, such as form,
design, texture or colour, that enhance our feelings and improve the quality of
our lives. These aesthetic qualities, combined with the location of the
resources in the natural and cultural environment, can give a.community its
unique identity (Province of British Columbia 1987:29).

Cleere stated that the aesthetic value of a cultural resource is influenced
by preferences and standards established by an individual and his culture
(1984:7). For example, “traditional standards of style and beauty; the
conceptions of what aesthetic standards were held by the culture that produced
the item; and by standards deriving from the existence of a market for the type
of cultural resource in question, all influence its value” (Cleere 1984:7).
Therefore, the aesthetic significance of an archaeological resource can create
strong emotions. These feelings coupled with the item’s symbolic significance
can increase and enhance the power and importance of that particular

resource.

2.9 Ethnic Significance

Every nation has a right to its history. Archaeology offer methods of
regaining lost history where few other sources are available. 'Prehistoric times’
can be very recent in those parts of the world where foreign influence has
prohibited or delayed the growth of an indigenous historical consciousness and

feeling of identity (Trotzig 1989:62).
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The use of archaeology is of great value to Native Indians. Many Native
groups, whose ties with the tradition have been severed, are now
reconstructing the pattern of traditional activity. In this way Native people can
renew cultural ties and gain some knowledge of lost traditions (Sutcliffe
1979:56). The process in which cultural ties and knowledge become re-
established has been termed revitalization.

. Traditionally Indian groups had no need for the preservation of
archaeological remains because the culture was self perpetuating. For
untold centuries they lived with their material culture and preserved
knowledge of it by oral tradition. There was no need to save everyday
items to remind people of the past because essential change was slow
enough for people to adjust and live comfortably within it. Within a
very brief time period, the Indian ways were disrupted critically. The
land, religion, the material culture almost disappeared from the earth.
Now we are engaged in a long struggle to regain some of our former
glory and traditions. We must revive and preserve our Indianness
(Horse Capture 1981:1).

Archaeology supplies accurate data for the revitalization process by
providing people with knowledge of their past. It also gives people a sense of
self-identity and pride by enabling them to make positive identification with the
achievements of their ancestors. Finally, archaeology aids in the land claims
process by demonstrating the human continuity of Native people in Canada

(Flood 1979a).

2.10 Economic Significance

Achaeological resources compete with human activity on the natural
landscape. As a consequence, the economic significance of archaeological
resources are defined in monetary value or in the manner in which they can be
marketed and ’sold’ as a commodity to the general public. Cultural resources
may enter the market place through the development of cultural tourism. ”In
many parts of the world, cultural tourism is a major economic force” (Cleere

1984:8) (see Section 5.5). However, using archaeological resources merely for
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strict economic goals may produce negative results. For example, “the most
unsophisticated artifact may have little commercial value, but could have great
information or scientific significance” (McGimsey et al. 1977:34). (n addition,
the marketing of antiquities has resulted in vandalism and looting of
archaeological sites and structures (Graham 1986). Finally, “the economic
development and changes in property values and land use that often
accompany cultural tourism projects may have unforeseen effects on the local
community” (Cleere 1984:8). Therefore, emphasis on the economic potential or
value of an archaeological resource should not be the only criterion for
determining which resource to preserve or to manage for the enjoymeht of

present and future generations.

2.11 Chapter Summary

Archaeological or cultural resources possess unique qualities which make
them vuinerable to natural and man-made land-altering activities. These
resources are irreplaceable, limited in quantity and fragile in nature. As a
consequence, archaeological resources are classified as non-renewable
resources, and the need to conserve, manage and preserve them for present
and future use has created the field of cultural resource management.

CRM first developed during the 1960s and 1970s in the United States as a
result of the environmental and conservation movements and the political
response to society’s awareness of man’s activities on the landscape. CRM
became a management process designed by government officials and
sUpported by heritage legislation. This strong philosophy of protecting
archaeological resources through a political process and government

administration is illustrated in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
A FEDERAL APPROACH TO CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

3.1 Cultural Resource Management in the United States

CRM in North America originated in the United States. It was American
archaeologists whd recognized that with increasing industrial development, the
availability of archaeological resources was diminishing (Redman et al.
1978:411). To counteract the rapid depletion of these resources, they lobbied
the federal government to amend existing preservation laws and to enact
statutes explicitly pertaining to archaeology. The appearance of these federal
preservation statutes produced a distinct American archaeology or what is now
known as CRM

The history of CRM in the U.S. is structured by a set of federal laws
(Fowler 1982:4; McGimsey et al. 1977:9). These laws rested on four bases:
study and designation of nationally significant sites; regulation of archaeological
resources; preservation of sites on federal lands; and National Park Sérvice
assistance in administering recreational lands (Duerksen 1983:197).

The movement in the U.S. to bring cultural resources into a management
framework began in 1966 with the passage of The National Historic Preservation
Act and the Department of Transportation Act (see Table 1). The appearance of
these two federal Acts coincided with "increasing activism on the part of Native
Americans for self-determination and concern for the protection of
archaeological sites, repatriation of sacred objects and reinterment of burials”

(Nichols et al. 1989:28).

3.1.2 The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) was acknowledged

“as being "the key federal law designed to encourage identification and



TABLE I SUMMARY OF U.S. FEDERAL PRESERVATION ACTS

ANTIQUITIES AcT OF 1906:
provides for the protection of historic and prehistoric remains on
federal lands; establishes penalities for vandalizing or looting of
federally owned antiquities; and issues permits for archaeological
excavations.

THe Historic Sites Act of 1935:
establishes a register for nationally significant archaeological sites; and
provides financial assistance to state and local preservation programs.

REeserRvOIR SALVAGE AcT OF 1960:
Erovides funds for the recovery of archaeological data lost or destroyed
y dam or reservoir construction.

THe NaTioNaL Historic PreservaTioN AcT oF 1966 (NHPA):
expands the National Register to include regional, state and local
archeological sites of significance; establishes the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation; and introduces a preservation process for
archaeological resources.

THe DePARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AcT OF 1966 (DOTA):
allocates funds for Brotecting, avoiding or studying archaeological
resources affected by highway construction.

THe NatioNaL ENvIRONMENTAL PoLicy AcT oF 1969 (NEPA):
requires the evaluation of the effects of major federal actions on cultural
resources.

THE ARCHEOLOGICAL AND HisTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1974:
amends the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960; all federal projects and
federally funded projects are responsible for identifying, assessing and
evaluating affected cultural resources.

THE ArcHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT OF 1979:
increases the penalties established by the Antiquities Act of 1906; and
defines archaeological resources as being at least 100 years of age.

(source: Duerksen 1983; Fowler 1982; McGimsey and Davis 1977)
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preservation of America’s cultural resources” (Duerksen 1983:195). NHPA
incorporated four activities which formed the basis of the federal CRM
preservation program. The Act identified Native Indian archaeological sites on
federal lands; determined the significance of the site through an evaluation
process; protected archaeological resources affected by proposed development;
and encouraged state and local heritage preservation activities. NHPA also co-
ordinated all federal departments and agencies involved in the preservation of
cultural resources.

NHPA decentralized the federal government’s heritage policy by
expanding the National Register of Historic Places to include archaeological
sites of local, regional, state and national significance. Under the Act, specific
properties not listed with the Register received no protection. To encourage
regional listing of cultural resources, NHPA authorized grants to state authorities
for archaeological surveys, heritage planning and preservation activities. In
addition, the Act gave the National Park Service authority to designate privately
owned cultural resources as significant resources. The listing of privately
owned cultural items with the Register enabled the owner to receive federal
income tax benefits.

Title 1l of NHPA established the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP). Under Section 106 of the Act, the ACHP was to consult with federal
agencies regarding the effects of federal development projects on the resource
base. In 1971 Section 106 was expanded by the issuing of Executive Order (EO)
11593.

EO 11593 required federal agencies to locate, inventory and nominate all
archaeological sites on their lands by July 1, 1973. The result was that
landholding agencies could no longer ignore affected archaeological sites not

on the Register’s list. The ACHP had to review affected archaeological
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resources for possible inclusion in the National Register. Consequently,
archaeological resources assumed greater significance and required more

attention than previously (Storey 1987:29).

3.1.3 The Transportation Act of 1966

The Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (DOTA) stated that funds
were to be provided for the "purposes of protecting, avoiding, or studying
archaeological sites affected by federally supported road construction”
(McGimsey et al. 1977:10). DOTA protected any heritage properties that were
declared by the federal government to be of federal, state or local significance.
This Act incorporated CRM into the early planning stages of federal highway
construction projects. This action ensured that damage to affected

archaeological sites was minimized.

3.1.4 The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) was considered to
be the most important complementary authority for historic preservation and
for comprehensive CRM (King et al. 1977:47). NEPA stated that federal agencies
must consider during planning the impacts of their activities on the natural and
man-made environment, and to also consider alternatives to ‘proposed actions.
Cultural resources were recognized as being part of the environment. Hence,
NEPA required that federal agencies “fund, identify and plan archaeological
assessments of their own as a part of their overall project-planning and land-
management programs” (King et al. 1977:48; Wilson 1978:443). As such, NEPA
established two major societal goals with regards to archaeological resources.
The first was to preserve significant archaeological resources for future
generations. The second, to recover and record affected archaeological data

prior to their loss (Scovill et al. 1977:44).
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Section 102 of NEPA established procedural requirements for federal
agencies through the introduction of the environmental impact assessmént
(EIA). The EIA assessed and evaluated all potential social, economic, natural and
cultural impacts of a proposed project and discussed and evaluated feasible
alternatives to avoid or minimize the impacts (Fowler 1982:8). The EIA provided
the data needed to complete an environmental impact statement (EIS).

The EIS component of NEPA forced archaeologists to determine the
direct, indirect and the cumulative impacts of a proposed development on the
archaeological resource base. In order to make such an assessment, CRM
introduced an archaeological impact assessment (AlA) study. The AlA located
and identified all archaeological resources in a development’s area; collected
and evaluated the archaeological data within the scope of NEPA’s environmental
approach to planning and decision-making (Scovill et al. 1977:51); and proposed
alternatives to minimize the damage and destruction of the affected
archaeological sites. The archaeological impact statement (AIS), the report
produced as a result of the AIA, contained recommendations and conclusions
pertaining to the effects of the project’s actions on the archaeological
resources. Therefore, working within NEPA's guidelines, CRM introduced
complementary assessment and statement procedures for archaeological
resources.

NEPA became a major legal tool in preventing the indiscriminate and
inappropriate destruction of archaeological resources by federal projects.
However, NEPA only required federal agencies to evaluate their proposed
development effects on cultural resources. Also, like NHPA, NEPA had no legal
authority over private, state or local actions that affected cultural resources.
Nevertheless, when used in conjunction with NHPA, NEPA provided effective

protection of cultural resources on federal lands.
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. if NHPA does not apply to a cultural resource, NEPA might. While
some courts may hold that agencies need not continue to comply with
NHPA after a federal project has commenced, courts have generally
agreed that NEPA does apply in such situations. If NHPA is weakened
through funding cuts and revisions to the federal regulations of the
ACHP, NEPA can still be used to compel agencies to consider historic
properties (Duerksen 1983:305).

3.1.5 The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960

The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 "made it imperative for federal
agencies constructing dams to notify the Secretary of the Interior about
possible archaeological data that might be endangered by the building
operations}' (Hosmer 1987:14). The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act
of 1974 (Public Law 93-291) amended the Reservoir Salvage Act and instituted
several prominent changes. It made all federal construction projects or
federally funded projects that might endanger archaeological data responsible
for evaluating, protecting or recovering these resources. The Act placed co-
ordinating responsibilities with the Secretary of the Interior to ensure a
relatively uniform data recovery program. It authorized monies to compensate
those who suffered losses as a result of the Act’s execution. Finally, the Act
"permitted agencies either to undertake the requisite recovery, protection and
preservation themselves in co-ordination with the Secretary, or to transfer a
maximum of one percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for

each project to the Secretary of the Interior for this purpose” (Wilson 1978:445).

3.1.6 The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 provided further
protection for the nation’s archaeological heritage. This Act introduced stiffer
penalities than those previously established under the 1906 Antiquities Act (see
Appendix A) for individuals charged with commercial vandalism of cultural

properties (Merlan 1987:170). The 1979 Act also issued permits for the
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excavation or removal of archaeological material remains on federally owned
lands.

Current federal efforts to protect archaeological resources are now based
on this 1979 Act. However, the Act also arbitrarily defined archaeological
resources as being at least 100 years of age (Duerksen 1983:238; National Trust
for Historic Preservation n.d.:16). This Act reflected the uncertainty of the
federal government in dealing effectively and appropriately with archaeological

resources.

3.2 Cultural Resource Management in Canada

Canada’s heritage preservation laws and a CRM process are not as well
developed or explicit as those of the U.S. In addition, Canada does not have
‘any legislation or policy setting out the federal responsibility for the country’s
archaeological heritage. This is due to two main factors: first, the inclusion of
archaeology with natural resources or history, and second, the federal and
provincial jurisdictional division of responsibility for archaeological resources.

Canada’s cultural resources first received acknowledgement and some
degree of protection through the establishment of national parks. Canada,
using Yellowstone National Park in the U.S. as a precedent, created Banff
National Park by the Rocky Mountain Park Act of 1887. This Act established a
national system protecting and preserving natural and cultural resources located
within national park boundaries. The Act also “vested ownership of the
parkland to the Federal Crown in order that proper control could be exercised”
(McCallum 1984:71). As a result, the Park Act emphasized federal responsibility
and duty to manage and preserve the resources found in national parks.
However, the Act stressed natural resource protection and development, but

failed to address the issue of archaeological resources adequately. This attitude
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did not change until the 1960s when Parks Canada began to investigate Native
Indian and historic archaeological sites located within national parks (Reeves
1984:23).

Federal policies that focused exclusively on heritage sites and properties
did not exist until the establishment of The Historic Sites and Monuments
Board in 1919. The Board operated in an advisory role to the Minister,
designating persons, places or events of national significance. However, similar
to the Park Act, the Board also faced difficulties in incorporating archaeological
resources into its heritage preservation program. Consequently, the Board
emphasized the preservation of historic buildings and structures while
neglecting the need to preserve archaeological properties of national
significance.

Canada has preservation legislation which deals with natural resources
and historic properties and structures (e.g. national parks, national historic
parks and heritage buildings). However, the Government considers
archaeology to be a component of either the national park system or the
historic building system. Unfortunately, this attitude has resulted in:

1) no umbrella policy for the management and preservation of
archaeological resources under federal jurisdiction;

2) no protection for those resources that fall outside existing legislated
mandates;

3) no co-ordinated approach to administering this resource base; and
4) no consistent application of impact assessment procedures for
archaeological resources under federal domain (Department of
Communications 1988:28).
This is complicated by the federal and provincial jurisdictional division of
responsibility for archaeology.

The type and quality of federal jurisdiction over archaeological resources

is influenced by the British North American (BNA) Act of 1867 and 1982 (Weil
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1978:52). Section 92 (13) of the BNA Act state that all matters pertaining to
property and civil rights are the responsibility of the Province. Since all
archaeological sites are located on property, and all objects are property, the
provinces have interpreted archaeological properties as provincial resources
(Spurling 1984b:35; Weil 1978:52). Therefore, the provinces have claimed
exclusive responsibility for the protection and management of archaeological
resources within their boundaries (with the exception of archaeological sites on
federal lands within the Province). The constitutional division of powers
effectively splits responsibility for archaeology between two levels of
government. Therefore, the management of archaeological resources in Canada
consists of “the sum of federal policy and legislation within its jurisdiction plus
provincial and territorial policy and legislation within their jurisdiction”
(Department of Communications 1988:34).

The beginnings of CRM in Canada coincided with the appearance of
‘salvage’ archaeology of the 1950s, 1960s and early 1970s (Spurling 1984b:40).
Salvage or rescue archaeology occurred when the rapid recovery of
archaeological data was required due to unanticipated impacts on the resource.
This form of archaeology provided information on the tradition culture of
various regions within the country. Private corporations began to sponsor
salvage archaeology projects as part of their public relation campaign. The
government was also satisfied that salvage archaeology was meeting its
objectives: people were being employed; the resource base was being
investigated; and government was viewed as being a responsible ‘steward’ by
funding and encouraging the preservation of archaeological resources.

Currently, Canada has four federal ministers who are responsible for
archaeological sites situated on Crown land, railway lands or in federal waters.

These ministers, Communications, Indian Affairs and Northern Development,
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Transportation and Environment, are responsible for the research,
commemoration, management and protection of archaeological resources (see

Appendix B).

3.2.1 Department of Communications

The Minister of Communications administers two important Acts related
to archaeological properties. The first is the Cultural Property Export and
Import Act (1977) which prohibits the export of archaeological artifacts from
Canada without a permit (see Table II). In addition, the Act provides tax
incentives for the donation of a nationally significant cultural property to
designated institutions, and it provides loans and grants to these institutions to
purchase cultural items. The second, the National Museums Act (1968), sets
out the responsibilities of the Archaeological Survey of Canada (ASC), and
provides for the research, curation, conservation and exhibition of
archaeological items in the federal museum. The Act also provides for the
collection of archaeological artifacts from museum-sponsored excavations, and
all artifacts recovered from excavations in the Yukon and the Northwest

Territories.

3.2.2 Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development

The Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs, under the Indian Act, is
responsible for specific ethnographic and archaeological sites located on
reserve land. This Act ”“controls the transfer of title to Indian grave houses,
carved grave poles, totem poles, carved house posts, pictographs and
petroglyphs situated on reserves and prohibits their destruction or vandalism”
(Department of Communications 1988:48).

The Territorial Lands Act (1970) governs the management of unalienated

federal Crown land in the Northwest Territories. The Lands Act "prohibits land



TABLE Il SUMMARY OF CANADIAN FEDERAL PRESERVATION ACTS

THE Rocky MOUNTAIN PAarRk AcT oF 1887: ,
preserved natural and cultural resources in national parks for the public;
and vested ownership of parkland in the Federal Crown.

THe NaTioNAL Park AcT of 1930:
Erotects archaeological sites or objects located within national park
oundaries.

THe HisToric SiTes AND MONUMENTS AcT OF 1953:
lists federal, provincial, and municipal archaeological sites of
significance; and established the Canadian Inventory of Historic
Buildings in 1970.

NaTiONAL Museums AcT oF 1968;

provides for the collection, curation, and display of archaeological
artifacts.

TerriTORIAL LANDS AcT OF 1970:
issues permits for archaeological excavation in the Territories.

inDIAN AcT OF 1974:
protects archaeological resources on reserve lands.

THe ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND REViEw PrROCESs OF 1974:
assesses, evaluates and mitigates the impacts of federal projects
involving Crown lands on cultural resources. '

Tre CutturaL PrOPERTY EXPORT AND IMPORT AcCT OF 1977:
prohibits the export of archaeological artifacts from Canada without a
permit.

CANADIAN SHIPPING ACT
Part X protects underwater archaeological sites.

(sources: Department of Communications 1988; Ward 1986)
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use operations within 30 meters of a known or suspected archaeological site
without a permit, and provides for the authorities to be notified if
archaeological resources are accidentally discovered during land development”

(Department of Communications 1988:48).

3.2.3 Department of Transport

Archaeological resources located on air transport lands, railway lands or
in federal waters fall under the management of the Department of
Transportation. The Minister is also responsible for the Canada Shipping Act.
Section X of the Shipping Act provides for the protection of underwater

archaeological sites if they are classified as wrecks.

3.2.4 Department of the Environment

The Minister of the Environment is responsible for all matters relating to
the environment (i.e. natural landscapes and cultural heritage) of the country.
The Department of the Environment contains the Canadian Parks Service which,
through the National Parks Act (1930) and the Historic Sites and Monuments
Act of 1953 (HSM), has the mandate to protect archaeological fesources in
national parks or in national historic parks.

The HSM Act established the Canadian Inventory of Historic Buildings
(CIHB). The CIHB updated the 1919 Historic Sites and Monuments Board
through the initiation of a computer based inventory of all federal, provincial
and municipal archaeological sites of significant heritage value.

The Minister of the Environment is also responsible for archaeological
sites that may fall under federal jurisdiction through the application of the
Federal Policy on Land Use. This policy applies to all federal land, and states

that the National Parks Act, in conjunction with the HSM Act, shall be used to
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identify and protect through designation or acquisition, lands of particular
heritage (Department of Communications 1988:49).

CRM in Canada developed and expanded under this Department with
the 1974 Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP). EARP,
modelled after NEPA, established an administrative procedure for assessing,
evaluating, and mitigating the impacts of federal projects, federally funded
projects, or those involving federal Crown land on the natural and cultural
resources. EARP introduced EIA requirements into the planning process prior
to project development.

The formal review of EIS is administered by the Federal Environmental
Assessment Review Office (FEARO). FEARO'’s role is to ensure that the potential
environmental and social effects are taken into account early in the planning
process for projects funded or implemented by the Government or projects
carried out on federal lands. ”Projects were referred to FEARO by initiating
departments when the latter’s internal screening processes revealed potentially
significant impacts” (Rees 1980:357).

The EIS ”presents an evaluation of existing conditions as well as
predicting and evaluating the potential impacts from the proposal” (Tanner
1985:5). In most EIS, archaeology is a study component, since archaeological
sites represent a non-renewable resource of considerable magnitude.
Consequently, EIS propelled archaeology out of the academic realm and into
field research by providing funds for the survey and excavation of areas with
archaeological potential threatened by large-scale development projects (Epp

1974:33).
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3.3 The Federal Role in Cultural Resource Management

The Government of Canada has established
. a solid foundation of institutions dedicated to safeguarding and

developing heritage resources. The National Museum of Canada traces

its roots back to 1842, the National Archives of Canada to 1880, the

Canadian Parks Service to 1885, and the Historic Sites Monuments

Board of Canada to 1919 (Department of the Environment 1990:1).
The Heritage Canada Foundation was also established in 1973 as a non-profit
charitable organization to conserve Canada’s natural and cultural heritage
(James 1983:22). Heritage Canada serves as a national organization providing
financial assistance, pub