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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Department of Defense (DoD) manages nearly 30 million acres of land as well as substantial
air and sea space to conduct missions vital to the national security of the United States. These
same lands also contain significant amounts and types of cultural resources, from archaeological
sites to historic buildings and structures. With the number of cultural resources continually
growing (for example, as buildings and other infrastructure reach eligibility to be regarded as
historic structures), it is imperative that DoD understand the relative importance of its cultural
resource properties, be able to evaluate them in an efficient and cost-effective manner, and make
the best management choices possible based on available information.

DoD is currently responsible for more than 150,000 archaeological sites, 71 National Historic
Landmarks, and over 19,000 individual historic properties represented by over 600 entries in the
National Register of Historic Places. Preserving the integrity of these resources is a significant
aspect of DoD’s stewardship responsibilities—a responsibility that daily must be balanced with
its primary mission of training troops and testing weapons systems. With this balance in mind,
DoD’s Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) and Legacy
Program jointly sponsored a workshop in 2000 focusing on cultural resource research and
management needs.! By 2005, however, it became clear that DoD and the Military Services were
again in need of refocusing their respective research and management agendas to ensure that
efforts were not being duplicated and that future activities were appropriately coordinated. To
meet these needs, the Environmental Security Technology Certification Program (ESTCP) joined
the SERDP and DoD Legacy Resource Management Program (Legacy) as a sponsor for the 2006
Cultural Resources Workshop.

In preparation for this workshop, the sponsors commissioned a series of white papers to help
elucidate the current state of cultural resources (CR) and CR management in the nation in
general and within the DoD in particular. Paper topics ranged from exploring the challenges
associated with identifying and evaluating cultural resources to preserving Cold War-era
resources. These papers provided a common basis on which participant discussions could build.

The workshop opened with a series of presentations summarizing current military service CR
policies, as well as DoD’s current archaeological and historic infrastructure needs. Participants
then toured Fort Lewis, Washington, to see examples of DoD’s cultural resources, and to learn
how DoD personnel manage these resources in light of training mission requirements. The
following two days were comprised of four concurrent breakout groups within each of three
technical sessions: identifying needs and goals, identifying gaps and barriers, and prioritizing
recommendations. The four breakout groups were Identification and Evaluation, Mitigation and
Treatment, Management, and Knowledge Management.

This proceedings document summarizes workshop discussions, identifies priority information
gaps, and enumerates identified needs, including the need for improved or alternative mitigation
and treatment options, the creation of a centralized repository/data clearinghouse, and updated
historic building cost/benefit analyses. Additional priority needs identified by workshop
participants include creating useable historic contexts, developing best management practices for

! See Section 1.3 for the 2000 Cultural Resource Workshop results.
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Traditional Cultural Properties, and improving tools for identifying and evaluating cultural
resources in inaccessible areas.

By considering the recommendations outlined in this document, SERDP, ESTCP, and Legacy
can help address important needs across the more than 200 military installations that contain
cultural resources, while ensuring that DoD maintains and maximizes its training and testing
flexibility.
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DOD CULTURAL RESOURCES WORKSHOP:
Prioritizing Cultural Resource Needs in Support of a Sound Investment Strategy

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Maintaining access to land, airspace, and water is crucial for military training and testing
operations, which are routinely conducted in the global commons. DoD has stewardship
responsibility for nearly 30 million acres of land in the United States. These lands harbor a
significant variety of natural and cultural resources that represent important contributions to our
Nation’s heritage, including historic structures and irreplaceable archaeological sites. Through
the Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP), Environmental
Security Technology Certification Program (ESTCP), and Legacy Resource Management
Program (Legacy), DoD is working to support readiness, quality of life, adherence to legal
mandates, and responsible stewardship of its cultural resources.

This document presents a summary of results from the Department of Defense (DoD) Cultural
Resources Workshop sponsored by SERDP, ESTCP, and Legacy, and held 11-13 July 2006 in
Seattle, Washington.

11 CURRENT STATE OF DOD HISTORIC PROPERTIES

DoD manages approximately 30 million acres of land, making it the third-largest land
management agency in the United States. DoD manages more than 150,000 archaeological sites,
71 National Historic Landmarks, and nearly 600 entries listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (encompassing over 19,000 individual historic properties), all located on the
more than 200 military installations located across the United States, and totaling nearly 2.3
billion DoD square feet — 61% of all federal square footage.

According to information provided by the Military Services to the Secretary of the Interior’s FY
2005 Report to Congress, DoD had inventoried just 29% of its properties for archaeological sites
(Table 1). Currently, DoD’s inventory includes 507,000 buildings and structures on 46,000
square miles of real estate. The Plant Replacement Value for these resources exceeds $650
billion. Yet, in the next 20 years, DoD’s number of eligible buildings and structures to the
National Register of Historic Places may increase by over 40% (Figure 1).

Table 1: FY 2005 DoD Archaeological Data

Total DoD Acreage ~30,000,000
Military Service Total # of Recorded Sites Total Acres Inventories
Department of the Army 68,605 5,713,447
Department of the Navy (including US 17788 943,656
Marine Corps)

Department of the Air Force 15,784 1,692,191
. 11,963,666

DoD-Wide 155,644 (29% of total)

1-1
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507,000 Buildings and Structures in the DoD Inventory

2025

O Over 50 Years Old O Over 50 Years Old
W Under 50 Years Old M Under 50 Years Old

Figure 1: Projected Potential Inventory of DoD Historic Buildings
and Structures (including ~345K buildings)®

DoD’s CR inventory includes historic buildings (e.g., the Pentagon), districts (e.g., West Point),
structures (e.g., USS Nautilus), objects (e.g., Medical Museum Collection at Walter Reed), and
archaeological sites (e.g., Petroglyphs at China Lake). Significantly, and as a portent of the
future, DoD has two properties on the study list for the next World Heritage List nomination —
Trinity Site, New Mexico (held over from 1992 study list) and Wright Field, Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio (part of a multiple property History of Aviation theme for the 2007 list), and two
more NHL nominations pending — Fort McCoy, Wisconsin (WWII on the Home Front) and,
again, Wright Field — Aviation theme study.

DoD’s main tool for managing its CR responsibility and integrating CR actions with other
mission responsibilities is the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP).
ICRMPs serve to integrate CR management into installation mission and operations planning in
compliance with CR legislative mandates and DoD policies. Successful implementation of
ICRMPs will ensure installation assets are available to support mission requirements.

® These numbers are based on a status quo assumption (i.e., no demolition, no programmatic alternatives, no BRAC
and, for percentages, no new construction).
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1.2 WORKSHOP SPONSORS

SERDP and ESCTP support CR efforts through the Sustainable Infrastructure program, while
Legacy supports CR management efforts through specific areas of emphasis. Together, the three
programs can function as an adaptive research, demonstration, and management implementation
cycle whereby research and development (R&D) initiatives begun in SERDP may find
opportunities for demonstration or validation through ESTCP or application and implementation
through Legacy. Or, conversely, on-the-ground management funded by Legacy and
demonstrations funded by ESTCP may result in the identification of new R&D needs that create
new avenues of research investments through SERDP.

Through competitive processes, SERDP, ESTCP, and Legacy provide funding to academia,
industry, nonprofit, and governmental organizations.

1.2.1 Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program

SERDP is DoD’s environmental science and technology program, planned and executed in full
partnership with the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), with participation by numerous other federal and non-federal organizations. To address
the highest priority issues confronting the military, SERDP focuses on cross-service
requirements and pursues high-risk/high pay-off solutions to DoD’s most intractable
environmental problems. SERDP’s investments range from basic research through applied
research to exploratory development in support of long-term sustainability of DoD’s training and
testing ranges, as well as to significantly reduce current and future environmental liabilities.
Through its annual solicitation process, SERDP releases Statements of Need for specific efforts
within each of its four focus areas:

Environmental Restoration
Munitions Management
Weapons Systems and Platforms
Sustainable Infrastructure

The Sustainable Infrastructure focus area encompasses natural and cultural resources, and
facilities management issues. For more information on SERDP, please visit www.serdp.org.

1.2.2 Environmental Security Technology Certification Program

ESTCP is DoD’s environmental technology demonstration and validation program. Its goal is to
identify, demonstrate, and transfer technologies that address DoD’s highest priority
environmental requirements. ESTCP promotes innovative, cost-effective environmental
technologies through demonstrations at DoD facilities and sites. These technologies provide a
return on investment through improved efficiency, reduced liability, and direct cost savings.
ESTCP’s strategy is to select lab-proven technologies with broad DoD application, and subject
them to rigorous field trials, then document their cost, performance, and market potential.

For more information on ESTCP, please visit www.estcp.org.
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1.2.3 Legacy Resource Management Program

Legacy provides financial assistance to preserve our nation’s natural and cultural heritage. The
program assists DoD in protecting and enhancing resources while supporting military readiness.
Three principles guide the Legacy Program: stewardship, leadership, and partnership.
Stewardship initiatives assist DoD in safeguarding its irreplaceable resources for future
generations. By embracing a leadership role as part of the program, the Department serves as a
model for respectful use of natural and cultural resources. Through partnerships, the program
strives to access the knowledge and talents of individuals outside of DoD.

Legacy’s Areas of Emphasis for FYQ07 were:

Readiness and Range Sustainment

Integrated Natural Resources Management

Regional Ecosystem Management Initiatives

Invasive Species Control

Monitoring and Predicting Migratory Patterns of Birds
Cultural Resources Management

National and International Initiatives

Historic Preservation and Force Protection
Cooperative Conservation

Curation of Archaeological Collections, Associated Records and Documents, and
Management of Archaeological Sites

e Native American Issues

Cultural resource conservation efforts are funded in several of these categories. For more
information on Legacy, including the dates for their annual solicitation and to view past issues
for the monthly CR newsletter, please visit www.denix.osd.mil/legacy. For general program
information, please visit www.dodlegacy.org.

1.3 2000 CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT WORKSHOP

The SERDP and Legacy programs jointly sponsored a “Cultural Resource Management (CRM)
Workshop” held 13-16 June 2000 at the Patuxent River Naval Air Station, Lexington Park,
Maryland. The workshop was organized in response to co-sponsor recognition that they needed
to more fully consider the state of CRM and its impacts to DoD’s mission. Specifically, the
workshop sought to identify how research and development, processes and tools, and other
methodologies can support CRM requirements on military installations.

Participants at the 2000 CRM Workshop developed goals, objectives, and priorities based on a 3-
5 year planning horizon. The stated goals of the 2000 workshop were:

e To further define DoD’s needs pertaining to CR management.

e To define the state-of-the-art in science and technology for CRM.

1-4
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e To identify potential technologies that can be adapted to reduce cost, effort, and
ineffectiveness in meeting CR stewardship requirements. Ideally, identify those
technologies that generate environmental solutions from military investments.

e To identify possible avenues of development of frameworks for comprehensive
management.

e To identify technology transfer opportunities and single research investments in products
designed to be beneficial to the entire DoD CRM community.

Four topics were used to define the breadth of issues related to CR management. That is “Find-
It,” “Conserve/Preserve-It,” “Manage-It,” and “Apply-It” (with “It” referring to cultural
resources). Each group was tasked with defining their area’s major knowledge gaps, as well as
the research, development, and demonstration needs. Although the sponsors’ intent was to focus
on all CRM issues, the 2000 workshop dealt primarily with archaeological issues. The event’s
proceedings are available on DENIX at https://www.denix.osd.mil (search for

“CRM Workshop). Outcomes from the workshop resulted in multiple projects funded by both
SERDP and Legacy.

1.3.1 SERDP Funding of 2000 Workshop Outcomes

In FY 2002, SERDP released a Statement of Need (SON) entitled “Cultural Resources
Management Detection and Evaluation Technologies.” This SON focused on archaeological
methods that (1) effectively detect, locate, and identify historic and pre-historic archaeological
resources on military and DOE lands and ranges, (2) produce improved models for predicting the
location of resources, and (3) identify improved technologies for detecting surface and/or
subsurface resources. Three projects were funded under this SON:

e Detection and Identification of Archaeological Sites and Features Using Radar Data
(http://www.serdp.org/research/upload/CS-1260.pdf)

e Developing an Efficient and Cost Effective Ground-Penetrating Radar Field
Methodology for Subsurface Exploration and Mapping of Cultural Resources on Public
Lands (http://www.serdp.org/research/upload/CS-1261.pdf)

e New Approaches to the Use and Integration of Multi-Sensor Remote Sensing for Historic
Resources Identification and Evaluation (http://www.serdp.org/research/upload/CS-

1263.pdf)
1.3.2 Legacy Funding of 2000 Workshop Outcomes

The Legacy Program used the outcomes of the 2000 Workshop to improve relevant in-progress
efforts and to guide future funding priorities. For example, projects involving management
aspects of remote sensing, predictive modeling, and data standards continued from FY2001
through FY 2006. While not direct outcomes of the Workshop, the following projects benefited
from its recommendations.
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Predictive Modeling in the Military: Similar Goals, Divergent Paths
(https://www.denix.osd.mil, search for 01-167)

Implement Cultural Resources Geospatial Database and Tool: Military Cultural
Resources Analysis Database (MCRAD)
(https://www.denix.osd.mil, search for 01-168)

A Workshop on Predictive Modeling and Cultural Resource Management on Military
Installations
(https://www.denix.osd.mil, search for 03-167)

Non-Invasive Burial Determination Using Near Surface Geophysical Survey and Soil
Chemical Testing at Fort Hood, Texas and Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
(https://www.denix.osd.mil, search for 03-193)

Integrating Predictive Models into the CRM Process (in-progress)

Artifact Collection Data Integration - MCRAD Phase Il (in-progress)
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2.0 APPROACH: 2006 DOD CULTURAL RESOURCES WORKSHOP

With recent changes within the CRM field due to aging resources, policy changes, Base
Realignment and Closure, and other factors, it became clear in early 2006 that the action items
identified at the 2000 CR workshop were in need of updating, and that a new evaluation was
needed.

For the 2006 DoD Cultural Resources Workshop, the sponsors expanded the event’s focus
beyond archaeology-related research and management issues to also include a focus on issues
related to DoD’s built infrastructure (i.e., buildings, structures, objects), and to consider
technology demonstration and validation needs. The specific workshop objectives were to:

1) identify and prioritize the needs for CR management across DoD;
2) examine the current state of practice across DoD for CR management;

3) identify the current state of the art for CR management relevant to DoD’s
requirements; and

4) identify the gaps in knowledge, technology, and management for cultural resources
that limit both the transition of emerging technologies and the implementation or
development of new management approaches.

21 STEERING COMMITTEE

Formal invitations were extended to representatives from the various sectors of the CR
management and research communities, including federal, state, non-government organizations
(NGO), and academia. The committee’s purpose was to provide information and direction to
help develop the agenda and set topical priorities. Members also were asked to identify potential
speakers, chairpersons, and white paper topics and authors.*

22 WORKSHOP STRUCTURE AND CHARGE

With an end goal of developing prioritized recommendations that could be used to help
formulate and guide a sound investment strategy, the workshop consisted of a small number of
prepared papers and presentations followed by multiple breakout sessions. Based on the specific
workshop objectives, the Steering Committee selected four breakout session themes as a way to
categorize CR objectives and to provide sufficient breadth to facilitate diverse discussion. The
themes were:

2.2.1 Ildentification and Evaluation

Properly identifying and evaluating cultural resources is a key component of CRM. Within DoD,
installations are required to maintain an inventory of cultural resources in accordance with
Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA).” Once a cultural
resource has been identified, it then needs to be evaluated for its eligibility to the National

* See Acknowledgements section for list of Steering Committee members.
> See http://www.achp.gov/section110.html for more information.
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Register of Historic Places (National Register). If a cultural resource is found eligible for the
National Register it can be nominated and listed on the National Register in accordance with the
individual Military Service’s policy. Whether the resource is listed on the National Register or
not, eligibility requires that the resource be treated as if it were listed.

2.2.2 Mitigation and Treatment

In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA,° all federally funded undertakings must be
evaluated for potential effects to cultural resources. When an eligible cultural resource is found
within an project’s area of potential effect, installation personnel must develop mitigation and
treatment options with identified stakeholders (e.g., State Historic Preservation Office, Native
American Indian tribes, and others) to eliminate and/or diminish any adverse effect of the project
on the resource.’

2.2.3 Management

DoD installations are required to designate an individual as a Cultural Resources Manager to
oversee the inventory of cultural resources. The day-to-day management of cultural resources
includes, but is not limited to, conducting identification and evaluation studies, project review in
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, and coordination with various installation
departments, stakeholders, or other parties interested in the installation’s cultural resources.

2.2.4 Knowledge Management

Managing the full complement of knowledge associated with cultural resources can be
challenging. Information (e.g., Geographic Information System data, artifacts, photographs) must
be maintained for identification, evaluation, mitigation, treatment, and management purposes,
and its availability to interested parties must be considered. This is particularly important since
multiple installations within a given region may share similar cultural resources (e.g.,
archaeological sites of a similar time period), thereby enhancing DoD’s understanding of
resources in a broader context and facilitating responses to various data calls.

2.3 PARTICIPANTS

In selecting workshop invitees, the sponsors wanted to ensure that participants represented a
diverse group of archaeology and built infrastructure experts who could provide the broad
technical basis for informing DoD’s CR investment strategies within its research and
development, technology demonstration and validation, and management programs. In addition
to inviting installation and headquarters-level representatives from all of the Military Services,
the sponsors also invited a balance of federal and non-federal CRMs, tribal representatives,
academic researchers, and representatives from various private CRM firms. Of 120 invitees, 95
individuals participated in the workshop (see Appendix A).

® See http://www.achp.gov/regs.html for more information.

" An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a
historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the
integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Reference: www.afcee.brooks.af.mil/PRO-ACT/fact/crm.asp.
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24  AGENDA STRUCTURE AND OBJECTIVES

In developing the agenda (Appendix B), the Steering Committee wanted to ensure that
participants were provided with sufficient background information regarding DoD’s
archaeological and built infrastructure policies and resources, as well as the current state of
science and practice, so that they could engage in informed and productive working group
discussions. To help achieve this goal, the agenda was structured to include 1) presentations on
current Military Service CRM policies and resources,? 2) overviews of white papers on the State
of the Science, Art, Knowledge, and Management of DoD cultural resources (see Section 5.0);
and 3) a field tour, so participants could see first-hand how military personnel strive to achieve
the dual missions of training soldiers and testing equipment while serving as good stewards of
the cultural resources with which the military is entrusted.

Additionally, sponsors felt it was important to clarify the two distinct branches of cultural
resources: archaeology (located below ground) and built infrastructure (above-ground buildings,
structures, objects, etc). With these considerations in mind, the first two days of the workshop
were devoted to providing attendees with background and contextual information.

The workshop opened with introductory talks from Ms. Maureen Sullivan, DoD Federal
Preservation Officer (FPO); Mr. Bradley Smith, SERDP Executive Director; and Dr. Julie
Schablitsky, former Cultural Resources Management Specialist, Legacy. Mr. Smith and Dr. John
Hall, SERDP/ESTCP Sustainable Infrastructure Program Manager, then detailed the workshop’s
goals and expected outcomes. Following this, the individual military components provided
overviews of their respective CRM programs and policies, and participants engaged in the first
of three breakout sessions. In the afternoon, nearly all workshop attendees participated in a field
tour of Fort Lewis, Washington (see Section 4.0).

The following two days were comprised of paper presentations and a series of breakout sessions
on Identification and Evaluation, Mitigation and Treatment, Management, and Knowledge
Management. Technical sessions concluded before lunch on Thursday, marking the end of the
formal workshop. On Thursday afternoon, session chairs, rapporteurs, and Steering Committee
members met to discuss, review, and refine priorities and recommendations identified during the
workshop.

8 |dentification of policy issues was not a specific workshop objective. It was agreed that if policy items were
identified, they would be captured and relayed to the appropriate military service action officer.
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3.0 ESTABLISHING A COMMON GROUND: PRESENTATION
OVERVIEWS

The primary goal for this workshop was to identify and prioritize CR research, demonstration,
management needs in ways compatible with the military training and testing mission. Towards
that end, the sponsors felt it was important to lay a foundation of common understanding among
all participants.

3.1 CURRENT DEFENSE CULTURAL RESOURCE POLICY AND MANAGEMENT
NEEDS

Although DoD has specific policy and guidance for the identification, preservation, and
management of its cultural resources, each military service has developed its own interpretations
of this guidance, based on specific Service needs. Following is a summary of the DoD and each
of the Service’s CRM programs.®

3.1.1 U.S. Department of Defense Cultural Resource Program

Ms. Maureen Sullivan, DoD Federal Preservation Officer, provided an overview of the current
status of DoD’s CR programs and policies, and outlined the current and emerging challenges
DoD faces in managing this ever-growing catalogue of resources. Specifically, Ms. Sullivan
discussed:

e Scope of the Challenge: Historic Buildings, Federal Real Property Inventory,
Archaeological Sites, Archaeological Collections

e DoD’s Cultural Resources Vision
e The Defense Installations Strategic Plan

e New Cultural Resource Policy (updating DoD Instruction 4715.3, Environmental
Conservation Program, May 1996)

e Access to Information (including web-enabled access)

Ms. Sullivan explained that DoD is the nation’s third-largest federal land managing agency and
the country’s largest real property manager. DoD manages 507,000 buildings and structures,
with a Plant Replacement Value of over $650 Billion on 46,000 square miles (approximately 30
million acres) of real estate. Department-wide, DoD’s cultural resources include 71 National
Historic Landmarks and 600 entries in the National Register of Historic Places (encompassing
over 19,000 historic properties).

3.1.2 U.S. Army Cultural Resource Program

Mr. Lee Foster, Cultural Resources Action Officer for the Army Chief of Staff for Installations
Management, presented information on the Army’s CR program. Specifically, after providing
some general background, Mr. Foster discussed the Army’s:

® powerPoint presentations are available https://www.denix.osd.mil (search for “CRM Workshop”).
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e Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations and Environment’s Cultural Resources
Program Directive

e Historic Preservation Campaign Plan (including goals and objectives)

e Historic Preservation Vision Statement

Mr. Foster’s presentation provided specific quantitative information designed to reveal the scope
of the Army’s CR challenge. For example, of their 150,000 buildings, nearly 63,000 are over 50
years old and, thus, subject to NHPA evaluation. Additionally, the Army manages approximately
90,000 archaeological sites and 38,000 cubic feet of archaeological collections. These resources
are only a fraction of the projected total, Mr. Foster explained, since the Army has inventoried
just 43% of its 13.3 million acres. The Army’s current policy for cultural resources is Army
Regulation (AR) 200-4, Cultural Resources (October 1998).

3.1.3 U.S. Navy Cultural Resource Program

Dr. Jay Thomas, Department of the Navy Deputy Federal Preservation Officer, then presented
information on the Navy and Marine Corps programs. Dr. Thomas’ presentation provided
summary information in the following areas:

e Organization/staffing
0 Cultural Resources Program
o Historical / Museum Program
e Types of Cultural Resources
e Number of Cultural Resources
e Characteristics of the Inventory
e Program and Technical Challenges
e Keys to Success for the Overall Program

The Department of the Navy, he stated, currently manages approximately 9,000 historic
buildings (out of a total of 145,000) and 17,000 archaeological sites. An additional 17,000
air/ship wreck sites are estimated to exist, though many have not yet been located. The Navy’s
current CR policy is Secretary of the Navy Instruction (SECNAVINST) 4000.35, Department of
the Navy Cultural Resources Program (April 2001).

3.1.4 U.S. Air Force Cultural Resources Program

Lieutenant Colonel Doug Burkett, Natural and Cultural Resources Program Manager for the
Secretary of the Air Force, provided the Air Force overview. In his presentation, LtCol Burkett
provided a general overview of the Air Force’s program and policy, then provided highlights of:

Installation Cultural Resources

Historic Facilities

Archaeology

Native American Consultation and Partnerships
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LtCol Burkett described the broad diversity of the Air Force’s 166 installations (which together
operate fighters, bombers, transport aircraft, and space systems), including the fact that the built
areas contain an estimated 4,500 historic buildings. Similarly, though the bulk of the Air Force’s
eight million acres of land are used as ranges and test facilities, these sites contain most of the
Air Force’s natural resources and the majority of their approximately 15,000 archaeological sites.
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7065, Cultural Resources Management, is the current Air Force
policy document (June 2004).

3.2 DOD ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC BUILT INFRASTRUCTURE

Following the Service-specific presentations, workshop participants were provided overviews of
the current status and trends regarding DoD’s archaeological and built infrastructure.

3.2.1 Current Department of Defense Needs for Cultural Resources—Archaeology:
Planning for the Future Challenges, Issues, Trends, Innovations

Dr. Laurie Rush (Cultural Resource Manager, Fort Drum, New York) and Mr. Russ Kaldenberg
(Cultural Resource Manager, Naval Air Station and Weapons Center, China Lake, California)
provided a summary of DoD’s archaeological needs. Their presentation focused on the ongoing
challenges cultural resource managers (CRMs) face, including developing and evaluating
management plans for tens of thousands of identified archaeological sites, dealing with the lack
of an institutionalized CR network across DoD, and overcoming obstacles to transferring best
management practices to new managers (i.e., DoD institutional knowledge).

They further identified the several specific needs to help overcome these and other challenges,
including: 1) holding an annual DoD CR management meeting; 2) overcoming the moratorium
on listing new sites and structures on the National Register; 3) developing methods of permanent
protection for significant sites; 4) improved working relationships with SHPOs and Public
Affairs Officers; 5) developing guidance on management of paleontological resources and
collections, and 6) writing guidance to help manage historic military features in training areas.
According to Dr. Rush and Mr. Kaldenberg, the greatest military CR needs are to increase
visibility of CR programs among the war-fighting community and to demonstrate the tremendous
potential that cultural resources have for mission support. This is especially important to convey
to deployed personnel so they can better address the challenges associated with cultural heritage
preservation in-theater. Further, there is a need to develop increasingly creative alternatives to
data recovery for site mitigation, to emphasize heritage tourism and outreach, and to more
effectively use volunteers. Innovation, the authors contend, is the key to addressing many of the
military’s current CR related challenges, issues, and needs.

Military CR programs, they stated, stand at the threshold of challenge and opportunity. Placing
CR management responsibilities within the main structure of installation organization would
encourage more effective support for the training and testing mission (e.g., placing CR personnel
in planning offices or within range management). Additionally, the military needs to examine
whether Spatial Data Standards for Facilities, Infrastructure, and Environment (SDSFIE) or other
data standardization initiatives may be imposed on CRMs in terms of how they manage program-
specific data sets.

3-3



DoD Cultural Resources Workshop Proceedings

The more effectively CR management programs integrate with the military mission, the more
opportunities the discipline will have for technology transfer and information sharing, especially
in areas such as remote sensing, Geographic Information System (GIS), and field
reconnaissance. Innovation offers solutions for improved networking and alternatives to data
recovery and mitigation (e.g., virtual touring of archaeological sites and historic structures).

DoD’s CR managers represent an extraordinary group of talented, intelligent, dedicated, and
experienced professionals. With sufficient tools and capabilities, they will be able to work at
maximum potential in supporting the military’s dual missions.

3.2.2 Current Department of Defense Needs for Cultural Resources—Built Infrastructure

Mr. Adam Smith, Architectural Historian with US Army Corps of Engineers (Engineer Research
and Development Center, Construction Engineering Research Lab-CERL), and Ms. Julia
Cantrell, Project Manager at US Air Force Headquarters (Air Force Center for Engineering and
the Environment-AFCEE), provided the overview on built infrastructure resources. By way of
background, the presenters pointed out that, currently, more than a third of all DoD facilities are
over 50 years of age and, therefore, subject to NHPA provisions. By 2025, they stated, this
number will rise to two thirds of all DoD structures.'® Consequently, there will be an increased
demand to identify historic properties within the built environment and, further, a need to view
more strategically how DoD deals with this challenge.

For example, the physical maturation of DoD’s built infrastructure combined with an improved
understanding of historic significance will significantly increase DoD’s CR management burden
in the coming years. It also may result in increased building demolition, since the deteriorating
physical condition of these buildings will otherwise mean replacing them or rehabilitating them
through an adaptive reuse program, both costly options.

Three specific emerging issues may prove challenging to effective and efficient management of
DoD’s built infrastructure. First, the current use of the “50 Year Rule,” which refers to the
practice of evaluating structures for historic significance when they reach 50 years of age. This
“rule” is in fact an arbitrary guideline. Blind application of this rule can result in problems with
the evaluation of the recent past. For example, DoD Military Construction Appropriations often
establish local construction programs that require as many as ten years to complete. Strict
adherence to the “50 Year Rule” leads to an incomplete assessment of mid-century resources.

Second is a need to move beyond the “Cult of the Beautiful” (i.e., classifying only those
buildings that are aesthetically appealing as historic). During the Cold War, the primary military
construction method was to use concrete block and metal buildings. These buildings, originally
intended to be temporary, are typically described as “uninteresting” or “ugly” and, thus, not
meriting serious preservation consideration. This, combined with a CR management trend to
base determinations of eligibility solely on the National Register’s Criterion C (architecture)

19 This increase in age correlates with an increase in the number of properties that are eligible for listing to the
National Register of Historic Places.
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further reinforces the “Cult of the Beautiful” while minimizing the importance of Criterion A
(historical events).

Third is a need to better understand the military’s 125 year history of standardized plan use.
Recent research indicates that structures built from standardized plans are often determined to be
ineligible for the National Register. For example, the same 1956 standardized plan for Army
chapels was utilized at Fort Leonard Wood, Fort Gordon, Fort Bliss, Fort Bragg, and many
others. At first glance, these buildings all appear to be the same; however, upon further
inspection, one finds that each chapel is unique (e.g., the Fort Bragg chapels have stained glass
windows depicting the history of the 82" Airborne Division). Again, this blunt approach to
evaluation tends to emphasize the National Register’s Criterion C over Criterion A.

In conclusion, Mr. Smith and Ms. Cantrell outlined their management and research
recommendations. Specifically, they recommended the following actions be taken:

e develop a comprehensive Service- or DoD-wide inventory of eligible and listed historic
properties;

e improve cross-Service and intra-Service information sharing;

o facilitate technical resource support;

e apply technologies for the management and treatment of the historic built environment
that can be shared across Military Services;

e strategically target eligibility and management of “classes” or specific property types;

e develop a comprehensive approach to the inventory and evaluation of built environment
resources;

e create a program comment for metal temporary and metal semi-permanent buildings

e conduct an analysis of overall Cold War master planning to respond to the “Cult of the
Beautiful;” and

e examine Cold War standardized plans and how planned structures should be addressed.
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4.0 FIELD TOUR OF FORT LEWIS, WASHINGTON

To better understand the challenges DoD personnel face in meeting both its CR stewardship and
training mission responsibilities, workshop participants were provided an opportunity to tour an
active military installation. Fort Lewis! is an 87,000 acre installation located outside of Tacoma,
Washington, and adjacent to McChord AFB.? Despite increased mission responsibilities
resulting from the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure, the installation’s CRM has continued to
demonstrate excellence in balancing stewardship responsibilities with day-to-day military
operations. Further, over the last few years, the installation as a whole has repeatedly
demonstrated its commitment to successfully balancing these responsibilities. This commitment
is reflected in the base’s motto: “Preserving the Past for a Sustainable Future.”

Fort Lewis Military Museum, listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Photo courtesy of Fort Lewis.

Fort Lewis CRM personnel Dr. Bret Ruby (Cultural Resources Manager) and Mr. Dale Sadler
(Cultural Resources Specialist) led participants on a bus tour through the post’s Garrison Area
Historic District and training areas. Key significant buildings, ranging from a World War I-era
Red Cross Hostess House to Cold War-era barracks complexes, were highlighted in and outside
of the Garrison Area Historic District. The tour extended into the range and training areas, where
participants learned how CR management staff at Fort Lewis conduct archaeological
investigations in the midst of an aggressive live-fire training mission. Participants also learned
how the installation works hand-in-hand with the neighboring Nisqually Indian Tribe to protect,
enhance, and provide access to natural resources, sacred sites, and properties of traditional
cultural and religious importance.

1 \www.lewis.army.mil
12 http://public.mcchord.amc.af.mil/.
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5.0 WHITE PAPERS: STATE OF THE SCIENCE, ART, KNOWLEDGE,
AND MANAGEMENT

To encourage participants to begin thinking about DoD CR management issues in advance of the
workshop, the sponsors commissioned a series of informational white papers that would be used
as read-ahead materials. Steering committee members selected topics and recommended authors.
Invitees were asked to read those papers relevant to their area(s) of expertise. By way of
refresher, authors were then given the opportunity to provide overviews of their papers at the
workshop.

In all, there were eight “perspective” papers commissioned given on the following subjects:
Identification/Evaluation, Mitigation/Treatment, Management, Knowledge Management,
Cultural Landscapes, Traditional Cultural Properties, Underwater Archaeology, and The Recent
Past.'®

5.1 PERSPECTIVES IN IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Dr. Lynne Sebastian, SRI Foundation, opened with an overview of current approaches to
identifying and evaluating the eligibility of terrestrial archaeological sites and the “built
environment” (i.e., historic buildings, structures, and districts). She then discussed some of the
challenges managers face in identifying and evaluating these resources, offering some
suggestions for possible innovations in meeting these challenges. She concluded her presentation
by encouraging flexibility, especially in using programmatic approaches to streamline
compliance activities, to focus on historic places of significance, and to achieve a better balance
of stewardship and mission needs.

5.2 GETTING THE PUBLIC BENEFITS FROM MITIGATION

Dr. Ray Luce, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for the state of Georgia, then
summarized his thoughts on the mitigation and treatment of historic properties. Specifically, Dr.
Luce examined some mitigation measures used in Georgia to make information more available
to the public.

Mitigation and avoidance, Dr. Luce stated, are at the heart of the planning process established in
Section 106 of the NHPA. When an adverse effect cannot be avoided, mitigation is the public
benefit that balances the loss (or diminishment) of the historic resource. Too often, he contended,
we follow the easy path of recording a property or excavating a site. Yet, the available mitigation
options are broad and should be maximized to ensure that the public receives full value in
compensation for a loss.

Many memoranda of agreement now include a community outreach and/or education clause as a
way to ensure public benefit. Projects in Georgia that have utilized outreach components to allow
for public education including an exhibit of artifacts excavated from the Ford Plantation near
Richmond Hill, Georgia; publication of excavation activities for the Georgia Ports Authority in

13 See Appendix D for white papers and https://www.denix.osd.mil (search “CRM Workshop”) for presentations.
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Savannah, which uncovered the remains of Mary Musgrove’s trading post; and investigations for
a new housing development near St. Mary, Georgia, where the site of the last battle in the War of
1812 was discovered.

In addition to a discussion of mitigation and its connection to public benefit, Dr. Luce identified
a number of traditional publications that include results from mitigation efforts. His presentation
concluded with an examination of how enhancement mitigation can focus on inventory,
production of historic contexts, and rehabilitation and/or protection of adjacent historic
properties.

5.3 PERSPECTIVES ON MANAGEMENT

Dr. Christopher Hamilton, Cultural Resource Manager at Fort Benning, Georgia, then provided a
military installation-based perspective. Dr. Hamilton’s presentation articulated how the
management of cultural resources within an installation’s primary mission involves goals that
may appear to be contradictory. Specifically, how the need for new and improved infrastructure
or training to meet current or anticipated mission objectives might conflict with the need for
preservation and interpretation of cultural resources.

According to Dr. Hamilton, the keys to achieving CR management success are: 1) having the
necessary and sufficient data to make informed decisions, 2) effectively communicating the data
among relevant DoD staff, and 3) entering into consultation with stakeholders and the general
public with a positive attitude, and an obvious willingness to achieve levels of mutual
understanding. By employing these strategies, installation CRMs can help ensure that both the
general and military publics get the opportunity to develop a connection to the past, an
understanding of society, and an appreciation of military traditions.

5.4 INTEGRATING GIS AND GPS TECHNOLOGIES INTO CULTURAL
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Ms. Deidre McCarthy, National Park Service (NPS), Washington, DC, discussed knowledge
management as a broad concept that applies to many subjects. With respect to cultural resources,
managers collect data in the form of observations and documentation to identify patterns and
understand other cultures and, thus, better understand the context within which resources are
managed.

However, Ms. McCarthy contended, CRMs must use all available tools to assist in this data
management, including newer technologies that enhance traditional data collection methods.
These technologically-based tools provide the flexibility to better integrate data, bringing new
perspectives to understanding and enhanced management of resources. Specifically, Global
Positioning Satellite (GPS) offers a way to quickly locate important resources with enhanced
levels of accuracy, while GIS provides the tools to analyze and integrate a wide variety of data
types. GPS/GIS applications ranging from survey to documentation to predictive modeling can
now be part of daily CR management procedures. Given that having accurate locational
information is fundamental to understanding traditions of the past, and that this understanding is
critical for determining how best to manage resources, GPS becomes the best tool to collect data
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while GIS is the optimal tool for integrating data from various local, state, and national level
sources.

In order to take full advantage of GIS, there must be defined standards for the spatial data that
underpin the system. OMB Circular A-16 defines the set of requirements that federal agencies
must follow when creating spatial data. Further, A-16 identifies the National Park Service (NPS)
as the lead agency for developing the CR spatial data set. In this role, the NPS must develop and
implement standards compliant with the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC). These
standards, once implemented, will be used to guide federal agencies in the collection and
management of their CR spatial data, allowing data to be shared across agencies, as well as with
state and local groups.

As the inventory of cultural resources grows, GPS and GIS will become increasingly important.
Cultural resource specialists have shown through individual projects that GIS is the best way to
integrate data, evaluate its content, and protect our nation’s heritage. Without standards to define
the basic building block of GIS, efficient data sharing cannot take place.

5.5 CULTURAL LANDSCAPES AND THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Dr. Cari Goetcheus, Clemson University, explored the critical role the Department of Defense
has played in United States expansion, settlement, and development, as well as in the continued
protection of the nation’s lands and peoples. DoD manages a variety of National Historic
Landmarks and National Register of Historic Places, designated and eligible historic buildings,
archaeological sites, and historic districts. Yet, even with the cultural resources that DoD
currently protects, only a portion of the story regarding its influence in U.S. history is revealed —
cultural landscapes can help tell the rest of the story.

The NPS Cultural Resource Management Guidelines (CRMG) define cultural landscapes as "a
geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic
animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or
aesthetic values" (CRMG, p.179)." The NPS recognizes four cultural landscape categories,
which are not mutually exclusive: historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes,
historic sites, and ethnographic landscapes. While both designed and vernacular landscapes are
somewhat self-explanatory, historic sites are defined as significant for their associations with
important events, activities, and persons; whereas, ethnographic landscapes are defined as
associated with contemporary groups, and typically are used or valued in traditional ways. These
categories are helpful in distinguishing the values that make landscapes cultural resources and in
determining how they should be treated, managed, and interpreted.

Essentially, a cultural landscape is a tapestry upon which other cultural resources, such as
historic buildings, archaeological sites, etc. reside. The tapestry is made of layers of information
that all overlap; natural factors such as topography, geology, soils, hydrology, etc. are mixed
with human factors (e.g., past land uses, built/removed structures). Each of these information
layers may remain in whole or only in part. The goal in understanding a cultural landscape is to

14 See http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a016/a016 rev.html.
15 See http://www.nps.gov/history/history/online books/nps28/28contents.htm.
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tease out each layer of information (or period of development) and see both what it reveals and
what remains hidden. Cultural landscapes record land use changes over time, and the residual of
those changes can be studied and understood. The cultural landscape methodology consists of
historic research to determine significance and identify character-defining features; inventory of
existing conditions; evaluation to determine integrity and extant historic features; and definition
of an appropriate treatment approach and management/maintenance strategy.

Understanding military cultural landscapes completes gaps in history that cannot be understood
solely from individual historic buildings or archaeological sites. In many cases, significant
historic events happened within the context of a landscape (battles, military training on parade
grounds, food production on farmsteads located on military lands). As such, it is critical to
protect these varied cultural landscapes such that the entire context of an historic event is
remembered into the future, inexorably linking public history to DoD.

5.6 PERSPECTIVES ON TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTIES

On behalf of Dr. Sherry Hutt, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) Program Manager, who authored the paper, Mr. Reid Nelson, Assistant Director,
Federal Programs Office, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), then provided
some insight into Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs), which are identified as districts, sites,
buildings, structures, or objects eligible for nomination to the National Register. Examples of
TCPs include the German Village Historic District in Columbus, Ohio; Honolulu’s Chinatown;
and Nicodemus Historic District in Nicodemus, Kansas (declared a National Historic Landmark
in 1976). These areas are considered TCPs because they are characteristic of specific traditional
economic, artistic, or other community life. Here, the examples are representative of historically
significant German, Chinese, and African American communities, respectively and thus meet the
NPS Bulletin 38 definition: “The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, then, is
significance derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs,
customs and practices.”

A TCP can also be a place “where Native American religious practitioners have historically
gone, and are known or thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in accordance with
traditional cultural rules of practice” (NPS, National Register, Bulletin 38).1° It is the use of the
place for customary ritual that forms the basis for protection, and not the ritual itself. Further, the
term “culture” has been clarified as “a system of behaviors, values, ideologies, and social
arrangements...in addition to tools and expressive elements such as graphic arts, [that] help
humans interpret their universe as well as deal with features of the environments, natural and
social” (NPS Director’s Order-28)."’

These definitions raise some challenges for federal agencies managing TCPs. There are a number
of current and emerging issues involving the identification, evaluation, and treatment of these
sites that must be considered. For example, there is a need to involve traditional cultural
communities early in the planning process when there are undertakings involving cultural and
natural resources in which they may have an interest, as well as a need to develop the means to

16 See http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb38/.
17 See http://www.nps.gov/policy/DOrders/DOrder28.html.
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integrate compliance with the cultural property laws into management decisions. Additional
research is needed to fully inform the TCP management process, including how best to integrate
decision making in NHPA with other cultural property laws.*®

5.7 UNDERWATER ARCHAEOLOGY IN DOD

Shifting focus from land to sea, Dr. Robert Neyland, Naval Historical Center, opened his talk by
clarifying that the wrecks of warships, military aircraft, spacecraft, and other government vessels
are still U.S. owned. The principal government agency owners are the Military Services. The
Underwater Archaeology Branch of the Naval Historical Center manages the Navy’s ship and
aircraft wrecks, including locating and assessing shipwrecks through real world survey. It is
possible, Dr. Neyland contended, to combine CR management of shipwrecks with military R&D
in a way that benefits both communities.

Underwater archaeology is dependent on advances in technology, but it also pushes the science
and technology forward with the research questions it asks. The multi-disciplinary solutions can
have benefits to the military and private sectors. Key research areas with potential for advancing
the management of DoD ship and aircraft wrecks and, simultaneously, accomplishing new
cutting edge R&D benefiting the DoD mission include: 1) technologies such as Autonomous
Underwater Vehicles (AUVSs) that enable economical remote mapping and identification of
wrecks; 2) predictive modeling to determine the location of significant wrecks to minimize
impacts from marine activities such as dredging and pipeline and cable laying, or to define
search areas (e.g., drift or re-navigation models based on last historic sightings and projections of
sinking locations from wind, current, and tide information); and 3) a GIS system to manage the
inventory of wrecks and to store and manipulate large electronic files derived from remote
sensing data — this would facilitate world-wide resource management through easy manipulation
of large data files.

DoD manages and preserves wrecks for not only cultural reasons but also because of potential
environmental hazards from oil spills, explosive ordnance, weapons systems, and war grave
issues. Research is needed to discover ways to not remove (i.e., leave in place) ordnance and/or
oils bunkers from wrecks, as the cost of salvage operations are high and the risk of spills great.
Potential research efforts might focus on the development of technologies and identification of
processes whereby wrecks survive longer on the sea bottom or are encapsulated. R&D for in situ
preservation could take the form of studying the corrosion and deterioration of steel and
aluminum hulls of ships and aircraft, in order to enable them to contain their contents
indefinitely. Developing Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and AUV technology, sensor
packages, and processes can facilitate monitoring of wrecks, their rates of deterioration, and the
water quality around them.

18 For additional information see: CRM, Volume 23, No.9, Beyond Compliance: Tribes of the Southwest, NPS,
2000: http://crm.cr.nps.gov/issue.cfm?volume=23&number=09.
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5.8  PERSPECTIVES IN THE PRESERVATION OF COLD WAR ERA CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. Wayne Donaldson, California SHPO, provided his perspective on preserving Cold War era
resources by describing the Cold War architecture of California military bases. This architecture,
he stated, reflected three somewhat contradictory trends. First, for the comfort of its troops and
officer corps, the military built administrative and residential buildings that were commodious
and fashionable. Second, the military valued nimbleness and flexibility in its training and relied
upon essentially temporary buildings for most operational purposes. Third, the military in
California was heavily involved in weapons development and testing, giving California bases
hundreds of permanent and odd-looking research and test facilities.

Although military designers occasionally called upon Modernist architects from the well-known
to the unknown, the vast majority of Cold War buildings were built to be inexpensive and easily
modified or moved. These structures, not having been built to last, probably will not last.
Structures built for the third purpose, however, were quite different.

The third category of buildings associated with the Cold War includes a huge variety of
structures used to develop and test weapons. Unlike Butler Buildings,™ these were not only
extraordinarily well-built, but were dedicated to very specific purposes and could thus not easily
be adapted. Examples in California include the famous rocket test tracks at Edwards and China
Lake; the massive rocket test stands and silos at Vandenberg AFB; the great radar facilities like
the PAVE PAWS at Beale; and the “always-ready” Strategic Air Command (SAC) bomber
hangars at Travis AFB. In terms of historical significance and intrinsic interest, these Cold War
design development and testing facilities are especially important.”

19 Butler Buildings are semi-permanent metal structures built on concrete slabs. Originally, these structures were
built by the Butler Company.

% For additional information on historic military buildings and structures of California, please visit:
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/NCR/NHL /ca.html
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6.0 TECHNICAL SESSIONS: PRIORITIZING MANAGEMENT NEEDS
FOR A SOUND INVESTMENT STRATEGY

A primary objective for this workshop was to develop a list of prioritized research and
development, technology demonstration and validation, and management needs for DoD cultural
resources. Towards that end, participants were divided into four breakout groups, based on the
four key themes of the workshop: 1) identification and evaluation; 2) mitigation and treatment;
3) management; 4) and knowledge management. In order to ensure a balance between
archaeological sites and built infrastructure, each breakout session was chaired by an
archaeologist and an architectural historian. Furthermore, to ensure identified DoD needs fit
within a broader context and vice versa, each breakout group was chaired by both a DoD and
non-DoD individual. Each breakout group was provided a workshop charge that was to form a
common basis for discussions.** Listed in each of the following sections are discussion outcomes
reflecting priority needs and objectives identified within the each of the breakout groups.

6.1 BREAKOUT SESSION 1: NEEDS AND GOALS

During the first set of breakout groups, participants were asked to identify research,
development, demonstration, and management needs in each of their topic areas.

6.1.1 Identification and Evaluation

The identification and evaluation of cultural resources is a key component of CR management on
DoD installations. In accordance with Section 110 of the NHPA, installation personnel are
required to inventory cultural resources and to determine, as appropriate, their eligibility to the
National Register. Properly identifying and evaluating resources is therefore a significant issue.

The breakout group identified the following identification and evaluation needs:

e Improved understanding of historic land use for properties now occupied by Military
Services. That is, rather than looking at an installation’s cultural resources by type, there
is a need to study cultural resources holistically (e.g., landscape).

e ldentification of all potential burial sites or features on DoD installations, including their
cultural affiliations.

e ldentification of cultural resources in inaccessible areas to accomplish a true 100% CR
inventory. Inaccessible areas include impact and high security areas, submerged
environments, areas covered with heavy vegetation, and deeply buried horizons.

e Identification and evaluation of cultural resources in training areas. Resources evaluated
and determined to be ineligible for the National Register should then be returned to
training rotation (i.e., resource should be mitigated so area can be used for mission-
related purposes).

e Increased training and improved communication among the DoD community to more
effectively focus CR management efforts.

21 See Appendix C for workshop charge.

6-1



DoD Cultural Resources Workshop Proceedings

e Improved and expanded tools for identifying and evaluating cultural resources.

e Establishment of DoD-specific research priorities, as well as guidance for developing the
tools needed to meet and achieve these priorities.

6.1.2 Mitigation and Treatment

In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, all federally funded projects must be evaluated for
impacts to previously identified and evaluated cultural resources. When an eligible cultural
resource is found within a project’s area of potential effect, DoD installation personnel must
determine mitigation and treatment options to eliminate and/or diminish the adverse effect.?

The breakout group identified the following mitigation and treatment needs:

e Increased availability of information related to mitigation measures used at DoD
installations, including but not limited to: Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) survey documentation; installation-
specific history, interpretive books, and/or CR presentations; examples of adaptive reuse
projects; agreements (e.g., MOA) between installations and stakeholders.

e Increased communication with stakeholders both within and outside of an installation
regarding mitigation and treatment of cultural resources.

o Better defined relationship between identification and evaluation and mitigation and
treatment.

e Because context helps determine significance, scale (i.e., local, state, regional, or
national) also is an important consideration.

e Exploration of alternative and/or creative forms of mitigation.
e Focused mitigation and treatment on cultural resources with the greatest significance.

e Balancing Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) measures with mitigation and
treatment of cultural resources.

e Expanded discussion of CR issues, requirements, and management in installation plans
beyond the required Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plans (ICRMPs).

6.1.3 Management

DoD installations are required to designate a Cultural Resources Manager to oversee the
inventory of cultural resources and to ensure that mission operations can continue. The day-to-
day management of cultural resources includes, but is not limited to, conducting identification
and evaluation studies, project review in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, and
consultation with stakeholders and interested parties.

The breakout group identified the following management needs:

22 An adverse effect is defined as an action that would compromise the integrity of a cultural resource and its
eligibility to the National Register.
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e Improved integration of CR management with the military mission, with a goal of
achieving balance whereby neither impedes the other.

e Determination of which properties are “most significant” so that resources can be more
efficiently targeted.

e Increased and improved communication with stakeholders outside the DoD community.
6.1.4 Knowledge Management

Managing both tangible and intangible knowledge associated with cultural resources can be a
challenge, yet information (GIS layers, artifacts, photographs, etc.) is necessary for
identification, evaluation, mitigation, treatment, and management purposes.

The breakout group identified the following knowledge management needs:

e Improved information sharing among DoD CRMs, SHPOs, and affiliated Native
American Tribes.

e Increased flow of CR information within the installation management structure.

e Increased CRM knowledge and understanding of other installation offices and their needs
and processes.

e Development of specific categories of known CR knowledge organized by importance
and level of user access.

e Establishment of standards and practices for future archiving needs, including:
0 Current and future knowledge management protocols.
o0 A common language to be used when storing CR knowledge.

e Improved access to CR information to better inform and direct CR-related projects,
including:
o0 Development of software to improved ability to keep and use past information about
current project areas (e.g., grey literature).
0 Increased access to decision aids (e.g., economic analysis, lessons learned).

6.2 BREAKOUT SESSION 2: GAPS AND BARRIERS

In the second set of breakout sessions, participants were asked to identify gaps (i.e., what DoD
needs to do in order to accomplish its goals) and barriers (i.e., obstacles preventing DoD from
accomplishing its goals) for informing future research, development, demonstrations, and
management initiatives.

6.2.1 Identification and Evaluation

Breakout group participants identified numerous gaps and barriers that hinder CR identification
and evaluation efforts.
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Gaps and Barriers:

e Lack of available and useful (i.e., functional) historic context information for
identification and evaluation efforts that require:
o0 Qualitative improvement;
o Connection to specific historic properties;
o Guidance on National Register requirements, including examples of eligible and non-
eligible historic properties; and
0 Management recommendations or guidelines.

e Unreliability of existing data in identification and evaluation efforts.

e Inefficient and ineffective methods for remotely identifying and evaluating human burials
(all types and affiliations).

e Poor understanding of cultural landscapes.

e Lack of integration of cultural landscape approach into existing processes (common
terminology and clear definitions).

e Insufficient guidance and methodology for using cultural landscapes in identification and
evaluation efforts.

e Insufficient standards and methodological guidance for using predictive models to aid in
the identification of underground and underwater cultural resources (e.g., predictive
modeling for Paleo-Indian, or earlier, land surfaces and environments).

e Paucity of studies to understand and help predict the likely effects and impacts of new
land use practices, new training practices, or new vehicle uses across different
environments and resource types.

e Lack of tools to prioritize identification and evaluation efforts (e.g., studies and
predictive models) to understand the effects and impacts of different kinds of current
military training.

e Lack of site monitoring strategies and methods to help guide new identification
strategies.

e Insufficient thematic studies of recent periods (e.g., Korean War, Cold War).

e Insufficient guidance on evaluating the historic integrity of Cold War era cultural
resources.

e Using real property inventory as basis for built infrastructure identification and
evaluation efforts.

e Too few studies on DoD military construction efforts, built infrastructure uses, and
special programs.

e Lack of emphasis and awareness of ethnographic resource types, needs, and standards for
work and data management.
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¢ Insufficient methodological guidance (i.e., determining boundaries, continued use, use by
multiple Tribes) for identification and evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCPs).

e Lack of best management practices (BMPs) for identifying and evaluating cultural
resources.

e Lack of Tribal access to collected information.
e Insufficient guidance on protection of sensitive information.

e Lack of training on predictive models, cultural landscapes, historic contexts, and TCPs
for senior installation personnel, and installation CR management professionals who have
no formal CR management education.

e Exclusion of CR information from GIS applications, including lack of an incorporation
protocol.

e Poor communication among federal agencies.

e Insufficient access to CR management information for CR management professionals.
e Insufficient consultation with stakeholders.

e Lack of DoD data standards for archaeological survey and evaluation.

e Lack of studies on deterioration of metal artifacts.

e Outdated archaeological site monitoring technologies.

e Insufficient funding to perform basic identification and evaluation of resources.

e Increasingly limited access to training areas for archaeological inventories.

e Inability to identify archaeological features within sites without excavation (i.e., non-
invasive).

e Inability to identify and evaluate cultural resources in inaccessible areas (e.g., impact
areas, high security areas, submerged environments, heavily vegetated cover, deeply
buried horizons).

6.2.2 Mitigation and Treatment

Breakout group participants identified a number of specific gaps and barriers that hinder CR
mitigation and treatment efforts.

Gaps and Barriers:
e Unclear link between the management of cultural resources and a given installation’s

mission.

e Lack of guidance or protocols for prioritizing significant cultural resources when
considering potential impacts, including how an installation’s priorities fit into the
broader regional context.
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e Use of data recovery (i.e., digging it up) as “default” form of mitigation, versus first
examining mitigation alternatives.

e Lack of useable historic context studies.

e Numerous issues involving the installation...
0 Planning process:
= Not involving CR management staff and stakeholders from the beginning of a
project, which results in higher mitigation costs and greater risks to cultural
resources;
= The unknown of new contracting requirements;
= The process and speed of design/build; and
= Privatization of installation resources that may subvert consultation
responsibilities, involve contractors not familiar with historic fabrics, and the lack
of standardization.
o Lack of training for:
= Senior decision makers;
= Elected officials;
= Installation personnel;
= |nstallation residents;
= Cultural resources managers and archaeologists by Native American Tribes; and
= Developing Programmatic Agreements and Memorandum of Agreements.
o Mitigation:
= Development of alternative and/or creative mitigation and treatment strategies;
= The unknown risks in attempting new mitigation and treatment strategies causing
CRMs and stakeholders to be critical of the proposed strategy; and
= Data recovery or alternative and/or creative mitigation and treatment strategies
not being an either/or proposition.
o0 Treatment:
= Projects involving cultural resources not being reviewed by the cultural resources
manager; and
= AT/FP may not be immediately compatible resulting in negative impacts.
0 Public outreach:
= Not knowing, and engaging, the appropriate stakeholder;
= Poor cultural understanding among individuals;
= CRMs building strong relationships with stakeholders and other installation
personnel;
= Turn over of CR management staff at the installation and with the stakeholder;
= Lack of public access to cultural resources due to security issues;
= Inconsistency for how the installation delivers information about cultural
resources to the public.

6.2.3 Management

Breakout group participants identified the following gaps and barriers that hinder proper
management of DoD cultural resources.
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Gaps and Barriers:

6.2.4

Inconsistent visibility, understanding, and respect of cultural resource at the command
level. Specifically, CRMs should be placed within the installation structure in such a way
as to be consistent across Military Services and bases and to allow increased opportunity
for direct contact with command level personnel (note: policy issue).

Low level of awareness among command and legal staff about the benefits of Section 106
program alternatives (and of ways to avoid the perceived drawbacks).

Lack of partnerships and coalitions with other programs (e.g., installation planning,
operations, energy).

Poor communication among installation staff and information exchange with
stakeholders.

Low level of stewardship ethic and appreciation for the inherent value of cultural
resources among installation personnel and the public.

Lack of installation staff education on compliance process, needs, and limitations, as well
as the importance of heritage resources.

Confusion regarding CR business processes and practices (note: policy issue).

Insufficient CR guidance; lack of examples from previous studies and efforts completed
at other installations.

Lack of a central repository for information on best practices, creative solutions, previous
studies, etc.

Lack of mechanisms/metrics for monitoring and gauging program success (i.e., how
successfully are CR programs balancing stewardship and mission support).

Insufficient legal consequences for failure to comply with CR laws (need something
comparable to NEPA).

Lack of a DoD-wide membership organization for CR staff (need something comparable
to the National Military Fish and Wildlife Association).

Insufficient emphasis on trust-building with stakeholders and regulators; the “Us vs.
Them” approach whereby regulators are viewed as adversaries.

The current focus on short-term compliance needs for individual projects (e.g., focusing
on current costs rather than long-term costs and benefits).

Unwillingness of installation management (and/or CRMSs) to accept responsibility as the
decision-maker for complying with Section 106 of NHPA (i.e., the “SHPO made me do
it” syndrome).

Knowledge Management

Breakout group participants identified several gaps and barriers that hinder proper knowledge
management.
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Gaps and Barriers:

6.3

Delays in converting and/or transferring CR knowledge through applications interface,
existing data/reports, and assessing older data sets.

Lack of common data standards or application of standards to existing CR data. Need to
assemble CR knowledge through application of standards to create a common language
and data integration.

Not validating knowledge through quality assurance/quality control, understanding the
exact purpose of the data, or correcting existing data sets (including oral histories).

Not synthesizing CR related knowledge.

Insufficient use of available information (knowledge) in established decision making aids
such as economic analysis/feasibility studies; lessons learned (economic); flow charts;
and core data elements.

Lack of a standardized mechanism to disseminate information to the public, or utilize
report content for differing purposes.

Unavailability of standardized outreach tools (e.g., template for websites).

Insufficient maintenance or preservation of knowledge through archival technologies or
due to differing platform compatibilities.

Loss of knowledge due to lack of security and confidentiality measures.

DoD’s limited and focused view of its information needs (i.e., enough to make a decision
on Section 106 inventory, evaluation, or mitigation, but not the “big picture”).

Insufficient funding to use/apply CR data.
Poor access to technology for all owners/users (e.g., CRMs).

BREAKOUT SESSION 3: PRIORITIZATION AND SYNTHESIS

Based on the presentations, white papers, and previous breakout sessions, the third workshop
session synthesized input to develop a list of high-priority research and development, technology
demonstration and validation, and management needs that SERDP, ESTCP, Legacy, or other
stakeholders may use in guiding their funding decisions.

6.3.1

Identification and Evaluation

Following is a complete list of the priority Identification and Evaluation needs identified by
workshop participants. The top priorities are discussed at greater length in Section 7.

Creating useable (i.e., functional) and available historic contexts as they are
essential for identification and evaluation of historic buildings, structures, and other
above-ground cultural resources. This would include historic context studies on
military environments created in the last fifty years, an inventory of Legacy-funded
historic contexts, and the development of standards for historic contexts.
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Developing best management practices (BMPs) guidance for Traditional Cultural
Properties. Guidance should provide examples showing sound inventory and evaluation
methods, identify effective management practices, and demonstrate how capacity can be
increased for identification and evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties within
Tribes and among government officials.

Analysis of existing cultural resources data. Specifically, a determination of the quality
of survey data collected to date, guidance on BMPs for installation-level CRMs, and a
sound estimate for the error rate (i.e., percentage of cultural resources missed through
standard survey methods) for DoD property surveyed.

Improved tools and strategies for identifying and evaluating cultural resources in
inaccessible areas, such as impact areas and danger zones. In addition to these areas,
tools and strategies are needed for improved identification and evaluation of underwater
cultural resources and artifacts.

Methodological guidance for identifying and evaluating cultural landscapes. This
guidance should show the analytical utility and data management benefits that can be
achieved through the use of cultural landscape perspectives as a “holistic” approach,
clarify misconceptions and misunderstandings about the concept of cultural landscapes,
focus on specific resource types, and emphasize integration of archaeological landscape
and built environment.

Identification of landscape features that can benefit military training needs. Certain
resource types are found around the world (e.g., petroglyphs are in the American
southwest, the Middle East, and Central Asia). To train troops as they will fight, these
resources should be identified and included in training exercises as sites of special
interest or care, rather than being excluded. Military trainers should participate in the
identification process to ensure full understanding of the potentially delicate nature of
cultural resources. Not all sites or resources will be suitable candidates for "real world"
training.

Research on understanding interface of natural and cultural processes in shaping
landscapes on military installations. In order to better understand existing landscapes, it
is necessary to fully understand if existing land conditions are the result of natural
impacts (e.g., storm events, invasive species) or of human habitation and development, or
both.

Studies on how land-use and training practices affect archaeological resources.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that most military training activities have little or no effect
on archaeological resources; however, there is currently no empirical evidence
quantifying the effects of various training activities on different types of archaeological
sites. Studies examining how different types of training affect archaeological sites could
perhaps facilitate the expanded use of training sites. Further, if quantifiable effects are
known, trainers can work with CRMs to better predict how new vehicles, training
exercises, and land-use practices may affect archaeological resources.
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e Improved techniques for expediting archaeological excavations. Specific concerns
here include expediting excavations without undermining data-collection standards, and
determining what methods and technologies can be used to increase efficiency.

e Methodological guidance on conducting ethnographic research. Standards and
guidelines are needed for ethnographic research, as is increased awareness regarding the
utility of ethnographic research.

e Increased funding and additional trained professionals and general manpower to
accomplish basic identification and evaluation of DoD cultural resources in
accordance with Section 110 of the NHPA. This might be achievable through
implementation of awareness training for senior DoD leaders on the National Register
(what it is, what its significance is, etc.); emerging CR issues (e.g., cultural landscapes,
Traditional Cultural Properties); and ethnographic resource types, needs, and standards.

e Use of existing DoD real property inventories to understand the full scope of the
DoD built infrastructure. The goals would be to determine what information about
historic built infrastructure can be extrapolated from this inventory, and if data drawn
from the real property inventory can serve as a basis for preli