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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

BHP Billiton Canada, Inc. (BHP) proposes to redevelop the Port of Grays Harbor’s (Port) existing 

Terminal 3 facility and adjacent parcels in Hoquiam, WA for the Grays Harbor Export Facility 

(proposed project), a bulk potash export facility. The site is located on the southeast corner of State 

Route (SR) 109/West Emerson Avenue and Paulson Road in the City of Hoquiam, in Township 17 

North, Section 10, and Range 9 West north of the Willamette Meridian.1 See attached Vicinity Map, 

Sheet 1. 

The proposed project consists of redeveloping the existing Terminal 3 industrial site and portions of 

adjacent parcels for unloading and storage of potash transported to the site via rail from the Jansen 

Mine in Saskatchewan, Canada, for shipment to international markets via ocean-going vessels.  The 

upland portion of the proposed project site (site) will include rail unloading and storage facilities, a 

conveyor system for transferring potash from the rail unloading area to the storage facilities or 

directly to the ship loader, and administrative and maintenance buildings. The ship loader and new 

berth facility will be located directly west of the existing Terminal 3 dock located in Grays Harbor. 

The proposed project will be developed to support the Jansen Mine potash production nominal rate 

of 8 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa). 

 The facility will receive deliveries via rail on eight to ten trains per week. 

The site includes upland and in-water areas. The upland portion of the site is approximately 200   

acres comprised of parcels owned by the Port, the City of Hoquiam (City) and private entities.  The 

upland portion is bounded by State Route (SR) 109/West Emerson Avenue to the north, Airport 

Way/ Moon Island Road to the south, Paulson Road to the west and a relatively undeveloped area is 

located to the east. 

The project would require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and, therefore, would be a 

federal undertaking. As a result, the project would need to be performed in compliance with Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The project may also be subject to review 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Washington State Environmental 

Policy Act (SEPA). BergerABAM retained ICF on behalf of BHP to perform cultural resources studies 

to support the project’s cultural resources documentation and Section 106 of the NHPA obligations. 

This technical report presents environmental and cultural contexts, the methods and findings of the 

cultural resources studies, and technical recommendations. 

Area of Potential Effects 
The project would occur on Port of Grays Harbor property (Parcels 056401000400; 056401000501; 

056401000600) and Adams Street Hoquiam LLC property (056401000801) along the northern 

                                                             
1 The project site is located on portions of tax parcels (056401000102, 517100331005, 517100331007, 
056401000101, 056401000102, 517101021001, 517101012001, 517101011001, 056401000600, 
517101011004, 056401000501, 056401000801, 056401000400, 056401000301, 056401000201, 
056401100204, 056401100202, 056401100100, 056401000302, and 056401100203) located in portions of 
Sections 3 and 10, Township 17 North, Range 10 West of the Willamette Meridian. 
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shore of Grays Harbor, west of Hoquiam, Washington at Township 17 North, Range 10 W, Section 10 

(Figures 1 and 2). Currently, these parcels are either not in active use or are being used for 

industrial activities. 

An area of potential effects (APE) is defined as the geographic area or areas within which the 

proposed project may directly or indirectly cause change of character or use of historic properties  

(e.g., archaeological sites, traditional cultural properties, and/or built resources). It includes both 

the horizontal and vertical extents of proposed project activities. Since no historic properties are 

located directly adjacent to the parcels upon which the project is proposed to occur, the horizontal 

extent of the APE would encompass the project’s construction footprint—an approximately  226-

acre (including in-water area) area. Approximately 25% of this area is currently over water. The 

vertical extent of the APE consists of the depth of anticipated ground disturbance, which would vary 

by activity. For example, the depth of ground disturbance for most of the proposed ground-

disturbing activities is anticipated to be less than 5 feet; whereas, the driving of piles for foundations 

and conveyors, and the excavation of a dumper pit is anticipated to disturb ground to undefined 

depths likely to be greater than 20 feet below the ground surface.  

During construction, the APE would be accessed via existing paved roads. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 1
Project Location

Cultural Resources Technical Report for the BHP Billiton Canada Grays Harbor Project
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Figure 2
Area of Potential Effects

Cultural Resources Technical Report for the BHP Billiton Canada Grays Harbor Project
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Regulatory Setting 
Federal, state, and local agency regulations recognize the public’s interest in cultural resources and 

the public benefit in preserving them. These laws and regulations require analysts to consider how a 

project might affect significant cultural resources and to take steps to avoid or minimize potential 

damage to them. A cultural resource is considered to be any building, structure, objet, site, 

landscape, or district associated with human modification of the environment. These resources are 

often valued by a particular group of people (monetarily, aesthetically, or religiously), and can be 

historic in character or date to the prehistoric (i.e., the time prior to written records).  

The project will require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and is therefore a federal 

undertaking. As a result, the project will need to be performed in compliance with Section 106 of the 

NHPA. The project may also be subject to review under the NEPA and SEPA. Finally, the project is 

also subject to the rules and regulations that govern the treatment of cultural resources in the State 

of Washington and Hoquiam. 

Federal Regulations 

National Historic Preservation Act 

First authorized by the Historic Sites Act of 1935, the National Register of Historic Places was 

established by the NHPA as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, state, and local 

governments; private groups; and citizens to identify the nation’s cultural resources and to indicate 

what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment.” The NRHP 

recognizes properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels. According to the 

NRHP guidelines, the quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 

engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 

integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and that meet 

any of the following criteria. 

 Criterion A. A property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 

the broad patterns of our history.  

 Criterion B. A property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  

 Criterion C. A property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic value, or represents 

a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.  

 Criterion D. A property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 

history.  

The NRHP requires that a resource not only meet one of these criteria, but also possess integrity. 

Integrity is defined as a property’s ability to convey its historical significance. Evaluating a 

resource’s integrity must be grounded in an understanding of that resource’s physical 

characteristics and how those characteristics relate to its significance. The NRHP recognizes seven 

aspects or qualities that – in various combinations – define the integrity of a property, including 

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. An adverse effect on a 

historic property is found when an activity may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics 

of the historic property that render it eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  
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National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider effects that plans and programs may have on important 

historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage by considering the unique 

characteristics of the vicinity of plan or program area. These unique characteristics can include 

proximity to cultural resources (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]1508.27 [b][3]) and the 

degree to which actions may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in 

or eligible for listing in the NRHP (40 CFR 1508.27 [b][8]). Although NEPA does not define standards 

specific to cultural resources impact analyses, the implementing regulations of NEPA (40 CFR 

1502.25) state that, to the fullest extent possible, “agencies shall prepare draft environmental 

impact statements concurrently with and integrated with environmental impacts analyses and 

related surveys and studies required by… the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966… and other 

environmental review laws and executive orders.”. 

State Regulations 

State Environmental Policy Act 

SEPA requires that all major actions sponsored, funded, permitted, or approved by state and/or 

local agencies be planned so that environmental considerations, such as impacts to cultural 

resources, are considered when state agency-enabled projects affect properties of historic, 

archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 197-11-

960). 

Under SEPA, the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) is 

the specified agency with the technical expertise to consider the effects of a proposed action on 

cultural resources and to provide formal recommendations to local governments and other state 

agencies for appropriate treatments or actions. The degree to which an action may adversely affect 

districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP is the 

primary criterion for determining significant impacts under SEPA. Secondary criteria include 

whether an alternative has the potential to affect districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 

listed in or eligible for listing in the Washington Heritage Register (WHR), the state equivalent of the 

NRHP.  

Other State Cultural Resource Laws 

Other state laws that govern the protection of archaeological resources include the following.  

 RCW 27.44, Indian Graves and Records. RCW 27.44 provides protection for Native American 

graves and burial grounds, encourages voluntary reporting of such resources when they are 

discovered, and mandates a penalty for disturbance or desecration of such resources. 

 RCW 27.53, Archaeological Sites and Resources. RCW 27.53 governs the protection and 

preservation of archaeological sites and resources and establishes DAHP as the administering 

agency for these regulations.  

 RCW 68.60, Abandoned and Historic Cemeteries and Historic Graves. RCW 68.60 provides 

for the protection and preservation of abandoned and historic cemeteries and historic graves.  
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Local Regulations 

The City of Hoquiam maintains a local register of historic places which includes individually 

registered city landmarks, historic districts, or conservation districts (Hoquiam City Code, Chapter 

10.06). The City’s historic preservation commission is responsible for the administration and 

oversight of these regulations. Any properties nominated to the local register of historic places 

would require a formal city council resolution before being listed.  

Personnel 
J. Tait Elder, MA, RPA, served as principal investigator, geoarchaeologist, and report co-author. 

Lauran Switzer, MA, RPA, served as co-principal investigator, report co-author, and field director. 

Patrick Reed, MS in progress, served as report co-author and provided geoarchaeological support. 

Shane Sparks, MA in progress, provided geographic information system (GIS) support. 
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Chapter 2 
Environmental and Cultural Setting 

This chapter describes the environmental and cultural setting of the APE. This information is used to 

help characterize cultural resources sensitivity and frame the research design and methods used for 

the cultural resources study.  

Environmental Setting 

Geology 

The APE is located within the Willapa Hills geomorphic province, a region characterized by uplifted 

bedrock ridges and hills, barrier beaches, and the estuaries of Grays Harbor and Willapa Bay. The 

province is bounded by the Olympic Mountains to the north, Puget Lowlands to the east, Pacific Ocean 

to the west, and Columbia River to the south. The APE is underlain by basalts formed during the 

Eocene epoch (around 56 million to 34 million years ago) and sedimentary rock derived from marine 

sediments deposited along the Washington coast during the Tertiary period (around 66 million to 2.6 

million years ago) (Schuster 2009).  

During the Pleistocene epoch (around 2.6 million to 12,000 year ago) the Puget Lowland and northern 

margin of the Olympic Peninsula were intermittently covered by glacial ice, which advanced southward 

from British Columbia (Troost and Booth 2008). Although the APE was located south of the southern-

most extent of the glacial ice, glacial meltwater from the Puget Lowlands drained into the Pacific Ocean 

through the lower Chehalis Valley, within which Grays Harbor and the APE are located. This occurred 

during the Vashon Stade of the Fraser Glaciation or Vashon Advance (around 18,750 to 16,950 years 

ago), when glacial meltwater pooled against the southern margin of the Puget Lobe ice sheet and 

flowed into the lower Chehalis valley through a series of low-lying drainages, including the Black Lake 

spillway in Olympia and Ohop Channel near Eatonville (Bretz 1914). As the water moved through the 

lower Chehalis valley, thick deposits of gravels and sands were deposited across the valley, including 

the Grays Harbor basin (Peterson and Phipps 1992). As glacial ice retreated farther north during this 

period, a lower elevation drainage was exposed along the northeastern edge of the Olympia Peninsula 

near Chimacum (Troost and Booth 2008). Following the exposure of this drainage, glacial meltwater 

ceased to drain through the lower Chehalis valley.  

As a result of the large volumes of water trapped in continental glaciers during the late Pleistocene 

epoch, global sea levels were significantly lower than present extending as much as 125 meters below 

their current levels approximately 15,000 years ago. From around 15,000 years ago to around 7,000 

years ago, global sea levels rose to around 5 to 8 meters below their current elevation, with sea levels 

approaching their present elevation approximately 2,000 years ago (Flemming et al. 1998). Although 

local geologic factors can affect the magnitude of local sea level change, the Grays Harbor basin appears 

to have undergone sea level rise comparable in timing and scale to the global pattern of sea level rise 

(Peterson and Phipps 1992). As sea levels rose, the lower course of the Chehalis River became 

inundated and formed Grays Harbor, which began to in-fill with sands and silts (Peterson and Phipps 

1992; Alt and Hyndman 1995).  

The Washington coast parallels the Cascadia Subduction Zone, which extends from northern California 

to southern British Columbia where the Juan de Fuca plate subducts beneath the Pacific plate. As a 
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result of the friction generated at the contact between the two plates, the Washington coastline 

undergoes long periods of gradual uplift that are interrupted by sudden slips, resulting in rapid 

cosesimic subsidence (Leonard et al. 2010). Evidence of at least eight subsidence events have been 

documented in the Grays Harbor area from around 5,400 years ago to around 300 years ago (Atwater 

1992; Phipps 2007), with rates of subsidence ranging from 0.5 to 2.0 meters (Atwater 1987; Dareienzo 

and Peterson 1990; Nelson 1992). Coarse grained sediment deposited by tsunamis, which are the 

result of the sudden displacement of water associated with rapid subsidence, have been documented in 

geotechnical cores and cutbanks throughout Grays Harbor (Phipps 2007).  

Review of the Washington Interactive Geologic map and U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey map reveals 

that the APE was an intertidal flat and salt marsh located seaward of the pre-development shoreline, 

and is currently a fill landform (United States Department of Commerce 1928; DNR 2017). 

Flora 

Grays Harbor is located within the sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis) vegetation zone, a long narrow area 

that stretches along the Washington and Oregon coastline. Forests in this area are typically very sense, 

and most commonly consist of sitka spruce, western hemlock (Tsuga heterphylla), and western red 

cedar (Thuja plicata). Red alder (Alnus rubra) is most abundant in recently disturbed areas (Franklin 

and Dyrness 1988). Understory shrubs of potential food value for Native Americans within the sitka 

spruce zone include, but are not limited to, salal (Gaultheria shallon); blueberries and huckleberries 

(Vaccinium sp.); blackberry, salmonberry, and thimbleberry (Rubus sp.); and red elderberry (Sambucus 

racemosa). Geophytes, such as common camas (Camassia quamash) and tiger lily (Lilium 

columbianum), were collected when available (Pojar and Mackinnon 1994; Gunther 1945).  

The APE is located along the Grays Harbor shoreline, an environment that can support several 

traditionally used salt-tolerant plant species, including, but not limited to, Pacific silverweed (Potentilla 

anserine); springbank clover (Trifolium wormskkjoldii); northern rice-root lily (Fritillaria 

camschatcensis); and Tule (Scirpus lacustris) (Pojar and Mackinnon 1994; Deur 2005).  

Fauna 

Terrestrial faunal resources in the region include, but are not limited to, mule deer (Odocoileus 

hemionus), elk (Cervus elaphus), black bear (Ursus americanus), squirrels (Scirius sp.), muskrat (Ondatra 

sp.), and raccoon (Procyon lotor) (Eder 2002). 

Aquatic faunal resources include the river otter (Lontra canadensis); ducks, and geese (Anas sp.) (Ames 

and Maschner 1999); Chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho (O. kisutch), and chum (O. keta) salmon; 

and steelhead (O. gairdnerii). The Hoquiam River has fall Chinook, chum, and both late and early coho 

runs (Phinney and Bucknell 1975). Marine faunal resources in the harbor include the cutthroat 

(Oncorhynchus clarki clarki) and steelhead trout (O. mykiss), eulachon (Thaleichthys pacificus), starry 

flounder (Platichthese stellatus), Pacific herring (Clupea pallasi), white (Acipenser transmontanus) and 

green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), Northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific lamprey (Lampetra 

tridentatus), and English sole (Pleronectes vetulus) (Pacific State Marine Fisheries Commission 1996). 

Although Grays Harbor has shellfish resources in addition to vertebrate faunal resources, they tend to 

decrease in frequency and variety east of where Grays Harbor feeds into the Pacific Ocean. The mouth of 

the Hoquiam River, however, was known for large quantities of bay mussels (Mytilus trossulus) in the 

early historical period (Van Syckle 1982). 
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Cultural Setting 

Precontact Context 

Cultural developments of the outer Washington coast (hereafter referred to as the Washington coast) 

have been considered in summaries of regional cultural patterns in the Pacific Northwest (Matson and 

Coupland 1995; Ames and Maschner 1999; Moss 2011) and with regard to local cultural and 

archaeological sampling patterns (Wessen 1990). Studies of the archaeology and prehistory of the 

Pacific Northwest divide the prehistoric cultural sequence into multiple phases or periods from about 

12,500 to 225 years BP, and are delineated by changes in regional patterns of land use, subsistence, and 

tool types over time. These phases are academic constructs and do not necessarily reflect Native 

American viewpoints. This document uses the Pacific Northwest coast cultural sequence provided by 

Ames and Maschner (1999) to help describe patterns in precontact cultural developments of the 

Washington coast. The sequence includes five periods, which are briefly summarized below: 

Paleo-Indian (prior to 12,500 BP). The Paleo-Indian period is characterized by sparsely distributed 

highly mobile groups that primarily used terrestrial resources. Assemblages include large stone bifaces 

and bone technology. No archaeological sites from the Paleo-Indian period have been documented along 

the Washington coast. The nearest archaeological sites from the Paleo- Indian period are located in the 

Puget Sound region on upland glacial plains. 

Archaic (12,500 to 6,400 BP). The Archaic period is characterized by increased technological diversity 

relative to the Paleo-Indian period. Typically located on alluvial terraces, assemblages include leaf-

shaped bifaces, cobble, flake, and bone tools. Evidence of littoral resource use begins to appear during 

this period in the larger Pacific Northwest region; particularly Southeast Alaska and British Columbia; 

but not along the Washington coast. Some inland lithic artifacts scatters on the Olympic Peninsula 

appear to have attributes similar to Archaic- to Early Pacific period archaeological assemblages from the 

Puget Sound. 

Early Pacific (6,400 to 3,800 BP). The Early Pacific period is characterized by expanded use of 

intertidal resources and increased dependence on bone and antler tools relative to the Archaic 

period. Assemblages include bone points, barbs, and harpoons; ground stone points and celts; and 

shell middens. Although evidence for the use of upland and riverine resources continued, the 

earliest evidence for littoral resource use in the Puget also occurs during this period. No 

archaeological sites from the Early Pacific period have been documented along the Washington 

coast. 

Middle Pacific (3,800 to 1800–1500 BP). The Middle Pacific period is characterized by the first 

evidence of permanent social inequality, as well as a shifting emphasis to a storage-based economy, 

intensification of salmon fishing, an increase in the variety of bone and antler tools, and near- modern 

art styling. Assemblages include artifacts similar to those associated with the Early Pacific period as 

well as plank house remains, wooden boxes, toggling harpoons, fish hooks, and fish rakes. Sites 

situated along the littoral zone become prevalent during this period. 

Late Pacific (1800–1500 to around 225 BP). The Late Pacific period is characterized by the 

emergence of extremely large houses, heavy-duty woodworking tools, and a decreased reliance on 

chipped stone tools. Assemblages include artifacts similar to those associated with the Middle Pacific 

period. 
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The precontact archaeological record for the Washington coast is almost exclusively comprised of sites 

with contents that are consistent with assemblages from, or have been dated to, the Middle and Late 

Pacific periods. This clustered chronological distribution is thought to be largely a function of coastal 

geomorphic processes and archaeological survey design bias (Wessen 1998; Elder et al. 2014). Many of 

the sites along the Washington coast are shell middens with bone and ground stone tools and very few 

chipped stone artifacts; consistent with many Late Pacific period archaeological sites. At least two shell 

midden sites, Sand Point and Martin, contain abundant chipped stone tools and debitage and appear to 

have been in use during the Middle Pacific period. The former is located along a relict marine shoreline 

inland of the current shore near Sand Point and the latter is located along the back-bay edge of the 

Long Beach peninsula (Wessen 1984; Shaw 1977). Although the contents of the shell middens of the 

Washington coast are consistent with those located elsewhere on the Pacific Coast, Wessen (1998) 

observes a distinction between the relative frequency and types of resources represented in shell 

middens along the northern and southern Washington coast. For example, northern coast shell 

middens tend to contain an abundance of marine mammal remains, while southern coast shell middens 

tend to be dominated by terrestrial mammal remains. 

Two well-documented archaeological sites with organic materials preserved in saturated 

environments, termed wet sites, are located along the northern Washington Coast. These sites,   Ozette 

and Hoko River, contained a wide range of wood and plant fiber tools and personal items that would 

not have otherwise preserved in dry or intermittently wet and dry environments (Wessen 1998). The 

similarity between many of these items and those used by Native Americans during the early historic 

era illustrates a long-standing continuity in a variety of cultural activities, most   notably basket 

weaving form and style (Croes 1977). In addition to the two wet terrestrial sites identified above, the 

Washington coast has several documented wooden precontact intertidal fish capture facilities, termed 

fish weirs. All of the documented fish weirs on the Washington coast, which range from around 1500 

year in age to historical in age, are located within the intertidal zone on tideflats in the Grays Harbor 

and Willapa Bay estuaries (Elder et al. 2014). These facilities, combined with the numerous wood and 

bone fishing implements identified in middens and wet sites along the entire Washington coast, reflect 

the importance of marine resources to the precontact inhabitance of the region. 

Ethnographic Context 

The vicinity of the APE was traditionally inhabited by the Hoquiam people, who spoke the Lower 

Chehalis dialects of the Salish language (Ruby and Brown 1986). The Hoquiam people along the banks 

of the rivers that share their namesakes. The waters in the vicinity of the APE, including the mouth of 

the Hoquiam River, were also seasonally used for fishing by the Quinault people, who spoke the 

Quinault dialect of the Salish language (Gibbs 1877; Curtis 1913; Hajda 1990). 

Grays Harbor, the landscape feature that the APE fall within, was an important hub for habitation, 

resource collection, and travel for coastal Native American groups. It served as a passage for coastal 

tribes to the Puget Sound by way of the Chehalis River, and to the Columbia River by way of the Chehalis 

River and then the Cowlitz River. As a productive fishing area, Grays Harbor was used by numerous 

Lower Chehalis-speaking groups, as well as the Quinault. As a result of this use, the Native American 

groups of Grays Harbor maintained strong relationships and trade networks with each other and with 

neighboring groups from the Upper Chehalis, Quinault, and Shoalwater Bay—relationships 

strengthened by intergroup marriages (Miller 2009). 

The waters of Grays Harbor were traditionally, and continue to be, important fishing areas for Native 

Americans in the region, while the shores served as productive hunting and plant gathering areas. 

Consistent with many Salish speaking groups, the precontact peoples of the Grays Harbor area relied on 
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fisheries for a large portion of their diet. Salmon fishing occurred throughout Grays Harbor and its 

associated rivers and creeks; and was particularly fruitful at the mouth of the Hoquiam River (Welsh 

1942:10; VanSyckle 1982:74). Salmon were caught with weirs, hooks and line, spears, gaffs, and drift 

nets. In addition to salmon, precontact peoples also caught eulachon, flounder, herring, lamprey, smelt, 

sole, and sturgeon. Sturgeon were usually caught with a large hook and line, but were also netted in 

conical bag nets between two canoes. Herring, smelt, and eulachon were caught with rakes and dip nets 

from canoes (Miller 2009); and the Hoquiam people used weirs built on or near eelgrass beds where 

herring spawned (Adamson 1969:329–342). Flounder and sole were captured by feeling along the 

mudflats with the feet and either impaling the fish with a sharp stick between the toes or holding it to 

the ground with the foot while another participant would dive down and grab it. Lampreys were 

captured by hand at night using a pitch torch (Miller 2009). 

The Grays Harbor shoreline provided habitat for terrestrial mammals, avians, and plant resources. Land 

game, which included bear, beaver, deer, elk, and otter, were hunted with bow and arrow, spears, and 

traps. Waterfowl was caught using duck spears, pole nets thrown from canoes, submerged or aerial net 

traps. Edible plants, such as berries, roots, and bulbs, were collected along the rivers and tide prairie. 

Sweetgrass (a particularly important traditionally used plant), cattail, swampgrass, and stinging nettle 

were collected for weaving and textiles. Nettle was also used to make nets and line for fishing (Miller 

2009). 

Contact with European Americans prompted rapid change to traditional life among Native Americans 

in the Pacific Northwest. Starting in the early nineteenth century, fur trade routes were established and 

a limited number of European Americans regularly visited the region, introducing metal tools, new 

clothing styles, and foods. This initial contact was followed shortly thereafter by a malaria epidemic 

that devastated native populations (Boyd 1985). Beginning in the 1840s, large groups of European 

Americans made their way into the region as part of a large wave of settlers and homesteaders, 

prompted in part by the passing of the Treaty of Washington in 1846 and the Oregon Donation Act of 

1850. As a result of this influx, traditionally used lands became increasingly inaccessible (Ruby and 

Brown 1995).  

Following unsuccessful negotiations with Governor Isaac Stevens for the establishment of a reservation 

in 1855, the United States government obtained title to Native American lands in Grays Harbor without 

consent. After being removed from their traditional lands, descendants of the Hoquiam live on the 

Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation, Quinault Reservation, or live in communities in the 

vicinity of their traditional territory (James and Martino 1986; Ruby and Brown 1995). 

Ethnographically Named Places near the APE 

At least two ethnographically named places are located within a few miles, but outside, of the APE. 

These places include: xwə′qwyamc (the Hoquiam River) and Ho-kwa-im-its (a village located at the 

mouth of the Hoquiam River) (James and Martino 1986; Miller 2009). Although other areas of 

ethnographic significance are undoubtedly located in the vicinity of the APE, they do not appear to be 

documented in the available literature.  

Historic Context 

Portions of this section were adapted from David W. Harvey and Katheryn H. Krafft, Historic Resources 

Survey and Inventory of the Cities of Aberdeen and Hoquiam, Washington, prepared for the Washington 

State Department of Community Development and the Washington State Department of Archaeology 

and Historic Preservation (1988). 
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Maritime explorers and fur traders were the first European Americans to explore what is now known as 

Grays Harbor, arriving during the late eighteenth century. Captain Robert Gray, sailing the American 

ship, Columbia Rediviva, first entered the mouth of the Columbia River on May 7, 1792, seeking to 

establish a fur trade foothold for Boston merchants (Scofield 1993; Van Syckle 1982). He then traveled 

further north, where he encountered Grays Harbor and named it “Bulfinch’s Harbor” after his ship’s 

owner. Six months later, Lieutenant Joseph Whidbey of the Vancouver expedition followed Gray’s route, 

entered Grays Harbor, and renamed the bay in honor of Gray (Hanable 2004; Hayes 1999; Van Syckle 

1982). Many years later in 1824, a Hudson Bay Company crew traveling to the Puget Sound via the 

Columbia River passed through the vicinity of present-day Aberdeen and Hoquiam initiating the first of 

many European American incursions into the region. 

Settlement 
Settlement in the Grays Harbor region increased significantly following the signing of the Oregon Treaty 

in 1846, in which Britain ceded all claims to land south of the 49th parallel to the United States. The 

Washington Territory was established in 1853 and Chehalis County (whose name was changed to Grays 

Harbor County in 1915) formed the following year (Douglas 1914; Wilkes 1845; Wilma 2006; Work 

1912). Although Grays Harbor would eventually become the sawmill capital of Western Washington, the 

area’s earliest settlers were typically cattle and dairy farmers who sought to clear the land of its thick 

forests. Discoveries of gold in the Fraser River region of British Columbia helped further spur this 

development, due to the increased demand for beef and butter. 

Several communities emerged to support this early settlement. Cosmopolis, a lumber-company town, 

was founded in the early 1850s on the Chehalis River’s south shore, approximately 3.5 miles east of 

present-day Aberdeen, followed by the towns of Hoquiam and Aberdeen in the late 1850s. 

Hoquiam 
Hoquiam, the town just east of the APE, was initially established on the west bank of the Hoquiam River 

where it enters Grays Harbor. The first settlers to arrive in present-day Hoquiam were Samuel James, 

Roger James, Edward Campbell, Selucius Garfield, and James Karr. Samuel James claimed land along the 

harbor’s north shore in 1857 and John Rogers James filed a 160-acre claim that encompassed nearly all 

of present-day Hoquiam that same year. Similarly, Campbell and Garfield staked claims on the Hoquiam 

River’s east bank in 1858 and James Karr moved into Grays Harbor from Oregon in 1859 (Lamb 1948). 

Edward Campbell applied for and received a commission from the United States government to 

establish a post office at the mouth of the Hoquiam River in 1867. When applying for the commission, 

Campbell chose the name “Hoquiam,” after some wrangling over its spelling. The local indigenous name 

for the Hoquiam River, it was commonly spelled “Hokium” at the time Campbell served as Hoquiam’s 

postmaster until his retirement in 1887 (Goings 2008). 

By the mid-1860s, the land along the lower Hoquiam River was mostly settled, increasing demand for 

infrastructure such as roads, schools, and mail service. However, Hoquiam and other Grays Harbor 

communities remained largely isolated from the outside world with only a few scattered farms and few 

established transportation routes until the 1880s. In 1879, the arrival of the steam schooner, Kate & 

Ann initiated greater access to the region’s vast timber and fishing resources for the first time and 

introduced an outlet for local products (Birks 1938). Shipping routes between Grays Harbor 

communities, Portland, and an increasing number of other cities nationwide soon enabled the 

development of the region’s logging and timber industries (Van Syckle 1982). 

During this period, Hoquiam transformed from a small agricultural community into a modern industrial 

city. Spurred by new sawmills, logging camps, and the potential for a local Northern Pacific terminal, the 



BergerABAM 

 

Environmental and Cultural Setting 
 

Cultural Resources Technical Report 
for the BHP Billiton Proposed Grays Harbor Potash Export 
Facility 

2-7 
September 2017 

ICF 00347.17 

 

town’s population increased from 400 to 1,500 between 1889 and 1890 and doubled again between 

1890 and 1900. By 1910, the population was 8,200 and featured “three theatres, nine churches, two 

banks, a public library, a Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) facility, three major hotels, 

numerous boarding houses, and dozens of up-scaled residences” (Hoquiam Public Library). In 1913, the 

city reached a population of 14,000 residents with the largest payroll per capita in the state. 

Development surrounding Hoquiam to the south was impacted by the high tides that frequently 

flooded sections of the city. Eventually, sidewalks were raised above the tide flats at 8th, I (Simpson), J, 

and K streets were planked and filled in with sawdust; and the city was linked to Aberdeen by a 

planked roadway. Hoquiam grew and developed west and north from the river, rather than the bay, 

which lacked deep water. Several substantial architect-designed commercial buildings were 

constructed in the 1920s when the community was relatively affluent. Despite the economic strength 

of Hoquiam at the time, a “Hooverville” community was established south of the railroad line along an 

upland area of the tide flats before or during the Depression. While Hooverville shanty towns were 

built on otherwise unoccupied land across the United States to shelter the unemployed and homeless, 

the Hoquiam community contained approximately 50 to 60 drift-and scrapwood structures, including 

some substantial structures, that housed loggers on the days they were not working and living in 

logging camps. No major commercial development occurred after 1930 due to the Great Depression and 

the recession in the lumber industry, and by the 1960s many structures were abandoned or underused. 

While both Aberdeen and Hoquiam attempted downtown renewal efforts in the 1960s, Hoquiam 

officially participated in a federal urban renewal program administered and largely paid for by the U.S. 

Housing and Home Finance Agency. While the city originally wanted to encompass 25 acres of 

downtown, a compromise of 9 acres was agreed upon, and a five-block area in the heart of the central 

business district was demolished. When new construction began in 1969, Hoquiam was the only small 

city in Washington State attempting to revitalize its downtown area through urban renewal. 

Logging Industry 
Harvesting and processing local natural resources, primarily timber, has defined the communities of 

Aberdeen and Hoquiam since their founding. Benefiting from vast expanses of fir, hemlock, cedar, and 

spruce trees combined with deep wide rivers, the Grays Harbor region was quickly discovered and 

exploited by enterprising lumbermen. Grays Harbor’s first sawmill was constructed on the bank of the 

Chehalis River in early 1852, followed by many other small operations. By 1881, local lumber mills 

began to export lumber to distant markets. When the Simpson-Emerson mill was completed in 1882, it 

became the first sawmill in the area created specifically for export (Lamb 1948; Pettit 1939; Van Syckle 

1980, 1982). Soon after opening, the mill reached a daily production volume of 100,000 board feet, and 

schooners waited their turn in the bay to load their cargoes. 

By 1890, the local lumber industry had evolved into a large-scale commercial business and had 

diversified to include wood shingles and ship building. Growth continued with completion of a railroad 

to the area in 1898, which connected Grays Harbor to new markets and provided access to regional and 

national rail transport (Cox 1974). By the end of the nineteenth century, these qualities made Grays 

Harbor one of the most important lumber-shipping ports on the West Coast (Andrews 1957; Cox 1974; 

Lucia 1965). 

The lumber-dependent economy of Grays Harbor thrived in the early 1900s and peaked in the 1920s. 

Responding to the insatiable demands of East Coast, Asian, and California markets, especially in San 

Francisco following the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, Grays Harbor became the leading exporter of 

timber and finished lumber on the West Coast during the first two decades of the twentieth century. 

Related industries also developed and succeeded in direct relation to the mills. Hoquiam’s first electric 

light plant was built on the Simpson-Emerson Mill yard in 1883, and the North Shore Electric Company 
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was built on the tideflats west of the shingle mill in 1891 (Sanborn Fire Insurance map 1902; Van Syckle 

1982). Electric plants in the area provided power to the mills and electric railways alike (Van Syckle 

1982). 

The economic hardships of the Great Depression greatly impacted the Grays Harbor region, as it did 

other parts of the country. During the 1930s, nine Grays Harbor’s mills ceased operations and closed 

due to the collapse of the national housing industry and decreased demands for lumber (Pettit 1939; 

Van Syckle 1980). Despite the slowdown, however, several significant technological advances emerged 

during this period, which partially mitigated the area’s economic decline. The most prominent of these 

advances was the formation of new wood products from wood fibers, such as plywood. During the 

1930s, Grays Harbor became the leading plywood-producing center on the West Coast for plywood 

production. 

Despite the advancements of the plywood industry, Grays Harbor’s timber and lumber industries never 

fully recovered from the Great Depression. Old-growth forests were decimated from years of unchecked 

harvesting, and an absence of proper resource management resulted in a lack of new stands of timber 

for decades. Modern forest management practices were implemented in the 1940s and the Forest 

Practices Act was enacted in 1946 to help alleviate these issues and stabilize future timber resources 

(Wilma 2006). 

In the late-twentieth century, increased foreign demand and lower overseas labor costs posed another 

substantial threat to the timber industry. During Asia’s economic boom in the 1960s,   foreign mills 

subsidized by the Japanese government were able to outbid the American mills time and again. 

Washington State consequently lost as much as 40% of its wood-processing capacity between 1965 and 

1975. Since then, the lumber and wood products industry has been Washington’s third largest 

manufacturing sector, accounting for 10% of all manufacturing output (Wilma 2006). 

Laborers 
Unlike other lumbering areas of the United States, where union organization was not always viewed as 

a solution to the problems faced in the industry, they thrived in the American West. Unions were 

“fought ruthlessly…by employers…and sometimes succumbed to force” (Jensen 1945:114). Since they 

were mostly native-born Americans or northern Europeans, loggers were ideal candidates for 

unionization because they “spoke English, lived together, drank together,…[and were] isolated in the 

woods or primitive mill towns, they were bound by ties much stronger than their separate skill or job 

classification” (Dubofsky 2000:73). 

The first organized meeting of lumbermen to occur on the west coast was October 1891.  Although 

“standards for grading lumber were adopted,” the depression of the 1890s soon disintegrated the 

group (Jensen 1945:115). Throughout the 1890s, other unions were formed only to quickly evaporate, 

possibly due to the early volatility of the industry. However, lumbermen had begun to understand the 

importance and influence of their organization when they were able to accomplish certain objectives, 

such as reducing shipping rates for lumber during this time (Jensen 1945: 115). 

The turn of the century brought one of the most well-known unions to the area: the Industrial Workers 

of the World (IWW). In 1905, a year after the union was first established, the IWW local in Seattle had 

800 members. By 1907, locals were created in various mill towns, including Aberdeen and Hoquiam 

(Dubofsky 2000:73). During this time, Hoquiam had eight labor unions consisting of carpenters, 

teamsters, tailors, and bartenders and even local women organized in label leagues and in the laundry 

workers’ and printers’ unions. 
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On March 4, 1912, IWW local in Hoquiam began a strike that would soon cover the Grays Harbor area 

and impact lumbermen and citizens alike. The demand of the strikers was a raise in pay from $2 to 

$2.50 per day. When their demands were rejected, the strike quickly spread to Aberdeen and Raymond 

(Reider 2005; Jensen 1945: 121). After the Aberdeen Trades Council refused to endorse the strike on 

March 24, a citizens committee was established on March 27 to resolve the impasse between the 

lumbermen and mill operators. Actions quickly turned to vigilantism, as IWW headquarters in 

Aberdeen was raided and the leaders present were arrested and escorted from the city (Foner 1965: 

222). In Hoquiam, “150 strikers were loaded into boxcars for deportation” (Jensen 1945:121); only 

after the mayor opposed the act were the detainees released. Sentiment siding with the strikers did not 

last, however, and soon the vigilantes were following “a program of systematic deportation throughout 

the area,” particularly targeting Greek and Finnish workers (Jensen 1945:121). Finally, the citizens 

committee proposed a compromise of $2.25 a day wage with preference given to native-born 

Americans; the operators accepted, and the strike was effectively broken and called off by the IWW on 

May 7 (Reider 2005; Jensen 1945:121).  

Industrial developments in Aberdeen and Hoquiam had attracted large numbers of European 

immigrants, especially Finns and Swedes, and a smaller number of Asian nationals. Of Aberdeen’s 

13,600 permanent residents before World War I, more than a thousand of these were Finnish-born 

(Lewarne 1975). Despite tensions between native-born Americans and these European and Asian 

newcomers, the Finns maintained a strong presence in the community after the strike and many 

buildings still remain, including churches and social halls, which were cultural, educational, and 

political centers for the Finns at the turn of the century. The Randall Street Hall (Finnish Brotherhood 

Association Hall) was the main social and political center for the Finnish community in Aberdeen for 

more than 80 years; it also housed the first Finnish public library and was the setting for entertainment 

as well as labor and political meetings. 

Organized labor continued to play an important role in Hoquiam and the surrounding areas after the 

IWW strike of 1912, as lumbermen struggled to obtain better working conditions and wages. While 

occasional scuffles occurred, it was not until 1935 that another major strike took place in Grays 

Harbor. In response to demands for higher wages and union recognition, calls for a strike were made 

by both unions and enthusiastic followers if demands were not met by May 6 (Ficken 1987: 210). 

Negotiations to settle the strike threat faltered and by mid-May, “90 percent of the Northwest 

industry’s capacity was shut down and 30,000 workers had walked the picket line” (Ficken 1987: 210). 

The U.S. National Guard was called to Tacoma in June and then to Grays Harbor on July 7 (Ficken 1987: 

211; Jensen 1945: 181). In Grays Harbor, “the wives and children of strikers stoned guardsmen, houses 

and stores were bombed, and employers hired teamsters to escort strikebreakers through the picket 

lines” (Ficken 1987: 212). Amid the violence, an agreement was reached in August establishing a 

minimum wage of $.50 an hour, a forty-hour week, union collective bargaining, and the rehiring of 

strikers (Ficken 1987: 211-212). Although lumbermen continued to pressure employers in the 

twentieth century, after World War I, fewer industrial mills and the introduction of machines that 

replaced unskilled labor jobs decreased the bargaining power of organized labor (Ficken 1987). 

Shipping 
Since Hoquiam was not the primary consumer of most of its wood products, transportation of the 

milled and raw lumber played a key role in the development of the region’s industry and local 

economy. The two primary modes of transportation were by ship or by rail. The development of each 

involved overcoming certain financial and natural barriers, specific to Hoquiam’s unique 

characteristics and geography. 
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Shipping by water was the primary method for getting finished lumber to Grays Harbor’s increasingly 

distant customers, prior to the development of railroads. However, navigating the waters of Grays 

Harbor was no easy task. In the late-nineteenth century, approximately nine-tenths of Grays Harbor 

consisted of exposed tideflats at low tide, making it nearly impossible for ships to access the shoreline 

(Davidson 1889). The first dredging of the Grays Harbors Navigation Channel began in 1889. Regular 

dredging continued to be carried out to provide safe passage for ships well into the twentieth century 

and remains a significant issue today. 

A regional shipbuilding trade also emerged in Grays Harbor in the late-nineteenth century. Given its 

high volume of shipping and readily available supply of lumber, Grays Harbor attracted some of the 

country’s best-known shipbuilders to the region. The first vessel built in Grays Harbor, a schooner, was 

constructed in 1887 at the Northwestern mill in Hoquiam. Grays Harbor’s shipyards produced all kinds 

of ships, including three and four masted schooners and steam schooners (Van Syckle 1980). The 1906 

San Francisco earthquake, in particular, spurred the industry by creating a large demand for lumber 

from Grays Harbor to rebuild the city, and for the ships to transport it. Soon, finished lumber was 

transported to destinations around the world by ships built in Grays Harbor. 

Between 1895 and 1915, some 50 vessels were built by local shipyards and, at the height of World 

War I, nearly 4,000 men were on shipyard company payrolls (Van Syckle 1980). 

Railroad 
The Northern Pacific Railroad was the first major railroad line to serve the Grays Harbor region. Its 

arrival spurred the early growth of Aberdeen, Hoquiam, and other burgeoning communities in the area, 

as they competed to become the railroad’s west coast terminus. 

The first portions of the Northern Pacific’s Grays Harbor Branch were completed in 1892. The railroad 

extended west from Elma to Junction City near Aberdeen, but then turned south over the Chehalis River 

to Cosmopolis. The Northern Pacific Railroad initially elected to bypass the towns of Hoquiam and 

Aberdeen, instead opting to establish an entirely new town to serve as the line’s terminus. The new 

town was a speculative venture named Ocosta-by-the-Sea, today known simply as Ocosta (Ott 2010). 

Despite its billing as the “Metropolis of the West,” its location proved a poor choice for the railroad, due 

to the harbor’s shallows and failed attempts to dredge the bay’s south channel. As early as 1891, the 

Northern Pacific entered into discussions with the town of Aberdeen for relocation of the terminus and 

the construction of a railroad depot. The Depression of 1893 and a widespread railroad strike in 1894 

provided even more impetus to the Northern Pacific to search for a more viable terminus. 

In 1893, the Northern Pacific reached an agreement with Aberdeen for the construction of a new 2- 

mile spur line into the town from Junction City. Resourceful Aberdeen and Hoquiam citizens recognized 

the opportunity to finally have full railroad service and decided to build the connecting spur to the 

Northern Pacific line at Junction City themselves. In Aberdeen, local lumbermen donated materials for 

tracks and ties, and Samuel Benn offered free lots to those that volunteered their labor. The line was 

completed in 1895 and subsequently turned over to Northern Pacific. Local folklore maintains that the 

Aberdeen spur was constructed using rails salvaged from the British bark Abercorn, which sank at the 

entrance to Grays Harbor in June of 1888 (Wilma 2006). The rails, which had lain in salt water for 

nearly six years and were pitted, reportedly creating a unique sound when trains ran across them. 

In 1898, the Northern Pacific extended the Grays Harbor Branch rail line an additional 4.6 miles over 

the Wishkah and Hoquiam Rivers, through central Aberdeen to Hoquiam (Goings 2008). Construction 

of the railroad included a wood bridge over the Hoquiam River, a wood trestle over the predeveloped 

shoreline along tide flats at the northern boundary of the APE near present-day West Emerson Avenue, 
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and the erection of Hoquiam’s Northern Pacific Railroad Depot. The wood bridge was replaced by the 

existing bridge in 1909 and the wood trestle was removed and in-filled with dredge materials. A spur 

line over the predeveloped shoreline’s tideflats just south of the APE originating from Fifth Street and ending 

at Moon Island, can be seen on historic maps from the 1960s, however it appears to have been demolished by 

the 1980s when the area was converted to a stable landform by the placement of mass intentional fill 

(NETRonline, accessed 26 June 2017). 

The railroad line through Aberdeen and Hoquiam serviced the many mills and industries that once 

existed along the waterfront in these communities, and provided passenger service between Grays 

Harbor and the Seattle/Tacoma area. The Northern Pacific Railroad line continued west toward the 

Pacific, terminating in the town of Moclips, Washington. The railroad later became connected with 

three transcontinental routes. Regularly scheduled passenger service of the rail line continued through 

the 1950s, when the Northern Pacific canceled the Seattle-Hoquiam passenger trains in February 1956. 

Today, the route is operated by the Puget Sound and Pacific (PS&P) railroad and carries freight service 

for the Port and other area industries. 

Port of Grays Harbor 
The Port, which owns most of the property in the APE, was first established in 1911, following the 

passage of the Washington Port District Act in March of that same year. Prior to the act’s passage, port 

facilities largely consisted of docks and piers built by the private mill companies in Hoquiam, and other 

communities, for their own use. Many of these mills were located along the shorelines of Grays Harbor 

or the Chehalis or Wishkah Rivers. These locations more easily accommodated the processing of 

timber, which would be rafted down rivers from logging camps, and the subsequent export of milled 

lumber on ocean- going ships to distant markets. Three warehouses and two structures associated with 

the Port’s bio filtration system are located in the APE (Grays Harbor tax assessor data accessed 5 July 

2017). 

The intent of the Port District Act was to provide the basis for comprehensive planning efforts and 

large-scale infrastructure improvements that would foster increased economic development in 

Washington’s port cities. The Panama Canal was under construction in 1911 and provided strong 

incentives to local businessmen to help ensure that Grays Harbor was able to handle the influx of large 

cargo vessels expect to pass through the canal. Grays Harbor was the only deepwater port north of San 

Francisco on the United States’ west coast, and its location was much closer to Asian ports than either 

California or Puget Sound ports at the time. The economic opportunities were tremendous, and many 

other Washington ports faced similar challenges and opportunities. 

The act authorized the formation of public port districts, which could develop new port facilities and 

fund their construction with property taxes, bond issues, and by other means. Dredging Grays Harbor’s 

inner harbor channels, for example, required significant outlays of capital that no one business typically 

could afford. By dredging the harbor, new docks and common freight-handling facilities could be 

developed that would help attract new businesses to the region. 

Three months after the act’s passage, area business owners organized an effort to create the Port. 

County commissioners agreed to put the measure before voters in December 1911. Proponents of the 

port district’s creation targeted the County’s farmers for support, arguing that a developed port would 

provide more markets for farm produce, as well as increase land values. Many of Grays Harbor’s timber 

and mill companies, the County’s largest landowners, opposed the plan. They opposed the increased 

taxes it would incur and stood to gain less in the short term from the creation of a public port, as they 

already had their own docks and operated their own freight-handling equipment. 
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Voters overwhelmingly approved the creation of the Port on December 12, 1911. The Port was the 

second in the state (after the Port of Seattle) and its jurisdiction encompassed the entire county, 

divided into three districts: Hoquiam, Aberdeen, and East County. From 1911 through the 1920s, the 

Grays Harbor Port commissioners worked to establish a public terminal, acquire land, develop a 

comprehensive plan, and overcome opposition to port development. Initial improvements included 

dredging navigation channels, adding piers and slips, filling tidelands, adding a railroad avenue in 

Hoquiam, and removing two bends in the Wishkah River. 

The Port’s first public terminal facility was purposely located on the waterfront at the border of 

Hoquiam and Aberdeen, to prevent disputes over which town would benefit more from future 

improvements. The facility was designed by Charles A. Strong, a civil engineer from Tacoma, who was 

hired by the Port in March 1920 to develop a 5-year plan for carrying out Port projects. The   plan called 

for an extensive dredging program for the inner harbor and river, and the construction of new dock 

facilities at Cow Point. 

Grays Harbor residents immediately received a positive return on their investment, when the Trans-

Marine Corporation announced that it would begin direct shipments to Grays Harbor instead of sending 

cargo through San Francisco. New development continued throughout the 1920s as Grays Harbor 

experienced prodigious growth in lumber exports, and expected shipping from the Panama Canal began 

to realize its full potential. Lumber exports grew enormously each year, and the Port celebrated its 

billionth board foot on December 21, 1924. Thereafter, exports surpassed a billion feet annually until 

the onset of the Great Depression, making the Port the largest lumber-exporting port in the world 

during this period. 

The Great Depression abruptly ended the region’s lumber boom. The Port struggled to maintain its 

facilities and to continue dredging operations during the 1930s, but recovered with assistance from the 

federal government. Thereafter, lumber exports continued to fuel the economy of Grays Harbor and 

provided the bulk of the Port's business into the 1980s. 

Development in the APE 
Capitalizing on postwar growth, the Port established newly formed Industrial Development Districts in 

the 1960s to attract new commercial and industrial industries to the area. This effort included the 

construction of new warehouses, wharves, manufacturing plants, and other facilities in the previously 

undeveloped lands south and west of Hoquiam during the 1960s and 1970s. However, development in the 

APE did not actually take place until the 1970s, similar to other tideland areas in Grays Harbor County. 

During the early twentieth century, the APE remained primarily undeveloped tidelands owned by the 

Port of Grays Harbor (Figure 3). A Northern Pacific rail spur line over the predeveloped shoreline’s tideflats 

just south of the APE originating from Fifth Street and ending at Moon Island can be seen on historic maps 

from the 1960s, however it appears to have been demolished by the 1980s when the area was converted to a 

stable landform by the placement of mass intentional fill (NETRonline 1953, 1960, 1977, 1984; USGS 1953, 

1957, 1962, 1973).  The segment of the PS&P rail line, formerly a BNSF and Northern Pacific segment at 

the northern boundary of the APE south of Highway 109 (West Emerson Avenue), is located in the APE 

and appears to be unevaluated for the NRHP. Currently, the segment’s alignment is incomplete and it is 

disconnected from its former outlet heading west just before it reaches Paulsen Road to a line that 

continues to Grays Harbor that is currently abandoned. Although the PS&P segment was 

decommissioned sometime during the 1990s and recommissioned to continue its current operations 

carrying freight service for the Port and other area industries, the segment appears to have been 

minimally altered over the years (NETRonline 1990; USGS 1983, 1992). As such, while the overall rail 

resource remains unevaluated but is likely eligible based on its age and the fact that it has remained 
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largely unmodified.. The proposed project activities on or adjacent to the PS&P rail line are to construct 

a railcar product unloading facility and install a rail spur to use the rail line for loading and unloading 

materials from one to two trains per week. This activity will not alter the existing segment or change 

the current function of the rail line, therefore it is not likely to impact the rail line’s significance or 

integrity. 

  



Figure 3
APE and 1928 Coast Geodetic Survey Map
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During	the	late	1970s,	the	Port	began	bulldozing	and	filling	some	of	the	tidelands	within	the	APE	with	
massive	intentional	fill	consisting	of	quarry	spalls,	layers	of	filter	fabric	cloth,	woody	debris,	and	other	
materials	under	a	shoreline	conditional	use	permit	to	create	a	stable	landform	for	timber	transport	and	
storage.	By	the	early	1980s,	four	structures	identified	by	tax	assessor	data	as	warehouses	and	a	
biological	filtration	system	were	present	in	the	APE;	however,	none	are	age	eligible	for	the	NRHP	or	the	
Hoquiam	local	register	of	historic	places	(Grays	County	Tax	Assessor	2017).	The	three	warehouses	are	
located	at	the	west	end	of	the	APE	along	Airport	Way	and	the	biological	filtration	system,	which	is	
currently	still	in	operation,	is	at	the	corner	of	Moon	Island	Road	and	Airport	Way	located	at	the	
southeast	end	of	the	APE.	A	portion	of	a	storm	water	pond	is	located	in	the	southwest	corner	of	the	
APE.	

Moon	Island,	just	west	of	the	APE	was	historically	known	for	moonshine	brewing	during	the	
Prohibition	era	due	to	its	difficulty	in	accessibility	and	its	tall	bushes	and	small	trees,	which	made	it	an	
ideal	hideaway.	During	the	1940s	and	1950s,	it	was	filled	with	dredge	spoils	from	Grays	Harbor	to	
create	an	airfield	known	today	as	Bowerman	Field	Airport,	which	is	also	owned	by	the	Port	(Grays	
County	Tax	Assessor	2017).				
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Chapter 3 
Records Review 

In June 2017, ICF conducted a literature review and records search using DAHP’s online Washington 

Information System for Architectural and Archaeological Records Database (WISAARD) to identify 

previously completed cultural resources studies and previously documented archaeological, 

ethnographic, and historic resources within a 1-mile radius of the APE. WISAARD contains all of the 

records and reports on file with DAHP, including completed cultural resources survey reports, 

properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, documentation of WHR-listed 

properties, archaeological sites, cemeteries, and inventoried built environment resources. 

The literature review identified two previous cultural resources studies conducted in the APE. One 

was conducted in 2014 for a proposed liquid bulk facility and the second was conducted in 2010 for 

the SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project (Chambers et al. 2014; Schneyder 2010). In addition, five 

other cultural resources investigations have been performed within 1 mile of the APE. Table 3-1 and 

Table 3-2 summarize the findings of these surveys. 
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Table 3-1.  Cultural Resources Studies Conducted in the APE 

NADB# Report Title Author/Date Description Resources 

1681151 State Route (SR) 520 Pontoon 
Construction Project- Draft EIS Cultural 
Resources Discipline Report 

Schneyder 2010 Historic Resources Survey, 
Geotechnical Testing, 
Archaeological Trenching 

45GH00179, Blagen Mill 
Site/Precontact Fish Weir Site; 
and 45GH00180, Hulbert Mill 
Site 

1685947 Cultural Resources Assessment for the 
Grays Harbor Rail Terminal, LLC 
Proposed Liquid Bulk Facility, Hoquiam 

Chambers, Jennifer, 
Diedrich Melanie, and Kelly 
2014 

Pedestrian survey, 
geotechnical testing, and 
archaeological trenching 

None identified 

Table 3-2.  Cultural Resources Studies Conducted within 1 Mile of the APE 

NADB# Report Title Author/Date Description Resources 

1683333 Cultural Resource Study Report of the 
Port of Grays Harbor Industrial 
Development District Parcel No. 1 
Hoquiam, Washington 

Blukis Onat, Phipps, James, 
Bernick, Cowan, and 
Lykowski 2007a 

Geological cores and 
archaeological trenching 

45GH000058, Northwest 
Lumber Company Mill Site 
(Kaiser Site); 45GH00130, 
Hooverville and Industrial 
Tidelands; Simpson Avenue 
Bridge 

1685947 An Assessment of Potential Effects on 
National Register-Eligible Properties in 
the SR 101: SR12 to SR109 Project Area, 
Grays Harbor County, Washington 

Holstine 1995 Historic Resources Survey Various Buildings/Structures 

1688549 Bowerman Field Airport Improvements 
Project, Grays Harbor County, 
Washington, Cultural Resources 
Assessment 

Marcotte et al. 2016 Cultural resources survey None Identified 

1683382 Historic Resources Survey and Inventory 
of the Cities of Aberdeen and Hoquiam, 
Washington 

Harvey and Krafft 1988 Historic Resources Survey Various Buildings/Structures 

1348014 Hoquiam Power Substation, Executive 
Order 05-05 Consultation 

Baldwin 2006 Pedestrian survey and 
records search 

None identified 
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No previously recorded archaeological resources are located in the APE. However, two 

archaeological sites were previously documented within 1 mile of the APE; 45GH130 and 45GH179. 

Tables 3-3 summarizes key attributes of each of these resources and presents their NRHP eligibility 

status as recorded in WISAARD. 

 45GH130. Located on the north shore of Grays Harbor, just west of its confluence with the 

Hoquiam River, the site is the location of an early-twentieth century lumber mill and a 1930s 

Hooverville community. The site has at least two historical cultural components, including the 

remains of lumber mill operations from the late-nineteenth century to around 1930, and the 

remnants of other various industrial and residential activities that occurred during the early to 

middle-twentieth century. The lumber mill component is characterized by sediments containing 

abundant milled wood, mill waste, bricks, and in-situ pilings. The second component is 

characterized by the presence of several domestic items in a single coherent stratigraphic layer. 

In addition to these items, the site contains wood plank features and pilings. 

 45GH179. Located on the north shore of Grays Harbor, just west of 45GH130, the site is the 

location of an early-twentieth century lumber mill and a late Holocene precontact fish capture 

facility. The site’s historical component includes abundant milled wood fragments and mill 

debris, structural remains of the mill’s boiler room, engine room, several associated 

outbuildings, planked roads, walkways, rail lines, and pilings. The site’s precontact component 

includes numerous split cedar stakes in linear alignments, identified between 17 and 21 feet 

below the current ground surface in archaeological test trenches. 

Table 3-3. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites Located within 1 Mile of the APE 

Trinomial Recorder/Date Contents NRHP Evaluation 

45GH00130 Blukis Onat and 
Lykowski 2007b 

Hoquiam Hooverville and Industrial 
Tidelands 

Potentially Eligible 

45GH00179 Mullaley et al. 2009 Blagen Mill Site/Precontact Fish Weir 
Site 

Potentially Eligible 

Four previously recorded built environment resources are located within 1 mile of the APE. Table 3-4 

describes each of these resources and presents their NRHP eligibility status as recorded in WISAARD. 

Table 3-4. Previously Recorded Historic Resources Located within 1 Mile of the APE 

Trinomial  Property Name Address Build Date 
NRHP 
Evaluation 

45GH00119 US Post Office-Hoquiam 620 8th Street, Hoquiam circa 1932 Eligible 

45GH00113 McTaggart Lauchlin House 224 L Street, Hoquiam 1907 Eligible 

45GH00129 Hoquiam Masonic Temple 510 8th Street, Hoquiam 1922 Eligible 

45GH00089 Hoquiam Timberland 
Library 

City Hall, Hoquiam 1911 Eligible 
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Chapter 4 
Research Design 

This chapter presents the objectives of this study, analytical framework used to frame the findings of 

the study, and methods used to collect the data necessary to address the objectives of the study.   

Objectives 
Based on the local development history presented in Chapter 2, Environmental and Cultural Setting, 

the rail alignment that borders the northern margin of the APE appears to have been minimally 

altered over the years and although it is currently unevaluated for the NRHP, it is likely eligible 

based on its age and what appears to be little to no modifications since its construction. The 

remainder of the APE was filled in the recent past. One historic potentially NRHP-eligible built 

resource (the PS&P rail line),  occurs in the APE, however, proposed project activities will not 

alter the existing segment or change the current function of the rail line. 

 

It is possible that some types of archaeological resources could be located at or below the interface 

between fill and the underlying predevelopment landforms. Therefore, the objectives of this study 

include the following items. 

1. To identify and assess the depth of the predevelopment intertidal surface across the APE. 

2. To assess the potential for encountering archaeological deposits if predevelopment landforms 

are encountered during subsurface investigations.  

3. To determine the location of the pre-development shoreline relative to the APE.  

Analytical Framework 
This study uses landforms as the unit by which the current and past landscape is divided to reflect 

patterns of prehistoric accessibility and land use. Landforms are physical landscape features with 

discrete attributes such as shape, lithology, and stratigraphy. The age and environment in which a 

landform is created has direct bearing on when it becomes accessible for human use, how humans 

interact with it once it becomes accessible, and how the material remains of these activities are 

preserved. Landforms are useful analytical units for considering the relationship between landscape 

history and human activities because each type has a unique set of physical attributes (e.g., age, 

depositional environment, stability, accessibility, resources) and can be recognized and contrasted 

at the macroscopic scale. Based on a review of geologic and U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey maps of 

the APE vicinity, it is anticipated that it has been primarily shaped by coastal and anthropogenic 

processes, likely resulting in the formation of three common landform types: anthropogenic, tidal 

flats, and uplands. Descriptions of these landform types, their attributes, and archaeological 

sensitivity are presented below.  
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Anthropogenic 

Human-induced (i.e., anthropogenic) modifications to the landscape result in the creation of new 

landforms that are anthropogenic, rather than natural, in origin. The APE was extensively filled 

during the late-twentieth century (United States Department of Commerce 1928, 1969, 2011). Fill is 

used to raise the elevation of the ground surface and to provide structurally suitable materials for 

construction. The process of filling can bury the predevelopment ground surface, which—when 

cutting has not removed deposits that retain archaeological potential—can bury archaeological 

resources, particularly in coastal environments (e.g., Schneyder et al. 2010; Elder and Sparks 2011; 

Elder et al. 2015; Valentino 2015). Depending on the fill material’s source of origin, it may contain 

accumulations of precontact, historical, and/or modern items that have been displaced from the 

location of their primary deposition. Such items would not be in primary depositional context and, 

therefore, would not represent intact archaeological deposits. 

Tidal Flats 

In this document, tidal flats is collectively be used to refer to three landform types that have similar 

physical attributes, but differ in their position relative to the intertidal zone (i.e., the area that is 

above water during low tide and submerged during high tide). These landforms include salt 

marshes, intertidal flats, and subtidal flats. All three landform types are relatively flat plains incised 

by sinuous or winding tidal channels. They form along coasts or in lagoons, estuaries, and 

embayments where the depositional effects of tidal action are the dominant landscape formation 

processes. Although all three types of low-energy intertidal landforms occur within or below the 

intertidal zone, they occur at different elevations within these zones. Salt marshes, for example, 

occur at the interface between the supratidal (i.e., the zone that extends above normal high tide, but 

is regularly splashed by waves and storm events) and upper intertidal zone (i.e., the zone that is only 

submerged during the highest tides) in locations where soil, salinity, and nutrient content is ideal for 

the growth of salt-tolerant vegetation. Intertidal flats occur throughout the intertidal zone, while 

subtidal flats occur below the intertidal zone. Although all three are formed by the same processes, 

each can exhibit minor variations in sedimentary composition relative to each other. All three 

landforms typically comprise finely laminated clays, silts, and fine sands, but salt marshes may 

contain a higher concentration of decomposed organics and subtidal flats may contain a slightly 

higher concentration of coarser sediments (Reading and Collinson 1996). 

Tidal flats have been forming within and in the vicinity of the APE during the period for which there 

is scientific consensus regarding the age of human occupation of North America (starting at the 

Pleistocene/Holocene transition, around 12,000 years ago) (Meltzer 2004; Erlandson et al. 2007); 

however, the conditions in which they form reduce their potential to contain archaeological 

deposits. For example, although salt marshes and intertidal flats are rich in floral and faunal 

resources, they are regularly inundated and cannot be used for habitation or for resource processing 

activities that require long periods of time, although salt marshes are typically inundated less 

frequently than intertidal flats. Since the ground surface associated with subtidal flats is 

permanently inundated, human activities would not have occurred directly on the surface. As a 

result of the limited ground surface accessibility for all three landforms, it is anticipated that any 

evidence of human use of the landscape would be limited to occasional isolated tools and intertidal 

resource capture facilities (i.e., nets and traps) associated with resource collection.  
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Depending on the local topography prior to the sea-level rise that occurred during the Holocene 

epoch, the formation of tidal flats may have buried landforms that were previously subaerially 

exposed earlier in the Holocene epoch. Therefore, although tidal flats may have moderate to low 

potential to contain archaeological resources, it is possible that tidal flats may bury landforms with 

the potential to contain archaeological resources.  

Uplands 

In this document, the term uplands is used to refer to any natural (i.e., nonanthropogenic) landforms 

located inland of the shoreline. Although uplands can be created via a wide range of processes, the 

uplands in the APE vicinity comprise Holocene-aged alluvial and aeolian deposits (Washington State 

Department of Natural Resources 2017). Depending on local resource availability, uplands are 

suitable for a wide range of land use activities; including resource collection, resource processing, 

and habitation.  

Methods 
Previous archaeological studies and historical U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey maps revealed that the 

APE vicinity is located on a tide flat that was filled during the middle-twentieth century (Schneyder 

et al. 2010; United States Department of Commerce 1928, 1969, 2011), and that the fill has been 

recorded as thick as 12 feet (Chambers et al. 2014). Therefore, to assess whether buried 

archaeological deposits are present, deep subsurface archaeological investigations are necessary. 

 To best accomplish the objectives of the study, ICF archaeologists excavated a series of mechanically 

excavated test units (TUs). This method was selected as opposed to other methods because it 

maximizes the visibility of subsurface deposits and minimize the number of sampling and logistical 

considerations while excavating (Elder et al. 2016). All TUs were spaced at approximately 100-meter 

intervals where subsurface project-related ground disturbance is anticipated and where buried 

utilities were unlikely to be encountered. The TUs were excavated to the maximum vertical reach of 

the excavator arm (22 feet) or until the sidewalls of the TU slumped and infilled faster than it could 

be excavated. TU dimensions varied depending on local logistical factors, but were typically around 

20 feet long and 6 feet wide. All TUs were excavated in successive shallow lifts of approximately 6 

inches to provide greater stratigraphic control in identifying any archaeological deposits if present.  

Two archaeologists were present during the excavation of TUs: one oversaw excavations and 

inspected trench profile walls and the other carefully examined the spoils pile. A metal shovel was 

used to break up any large peds (or cohesive blocks of sediment) to inspect them for archaeological 

materials. No sediments that warranted additional closer inspection were identified, so no sediment 

samples were screened. Once each trench was completed, it was photographed and plotted using a 

handheld global positioning system (GPS) unit. Trench contents, stratigraphy, depth to undisturbed 

native landforms, and other relevant information were recorded on a standard trench summary form. 

All mechanical trenches were backfilled and compacted. Trench summary forms can be found in 

Appendix A.  

No archaeological deposits were identified; therefore, no collection or analysis of artifacts was 

performed.  
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Chapter 5 
Findings 

ICF archaeologists J. Tait Elder, MA, RPA, and Lauran Switzer, MA, RPA, performed subsurface 

archaeological investigations in the APE on June 20 and 21, 2017. Weather conditions during this 

period were sunny and dry.  The field investigations consisted of excavating and recording the 

contents of 15 TUs (Figure 4). Two additional TUs were proposed at locations where project-related 

ground disturbance was anticipated, but could not be excavated because of confined working 

conditions, the presence of buried utilities, and wetlands. The following is a detailed summary of the 

depositional context observed during the archaeological investigations. No archaeological deposits 

or buried terrestrial surfaces were identified during the archaeological investigations. 

The APE is located in an area that was filled in a series of discrete events during the late-twentieth 

century. Prior to being filled, the northern and eastern margins of the APE appear to have been salt 

marshes, which typically occur in the upper intertidal zone (at or just above mean sea level [AMSL]), 

while the remainder of the APE appears to have been intertidal flats, which typically occur in the 

middle and lower intertidal zone (at or below MSL) (Reading and Collinson 1996; United States 

Department of Commerce 1928, 1969, 2011). After filling, the elevation of the ground surface in the 

APE ranged from 15 to 17 feet AMSL, except along the eastern edge of the APE, upon which an 

additional five feet of fill appears to have been placed. The placement of this additional fill is not 

represented in topographic maps, so the precise surface elevation of this area is unknown, but 

anticipated to be between 20 and 22 feet AMSL. 

Review of the sedimentary and stratigraphic data obtained during archaeological investigations 

identified five deposits with differing inferred depositional origins (Table 5-1). These deposits 

appear to correspond with the development history described above. Appendix A contains 

descriptions of the contents of individual trenches. Example photographs of mechanical trenches are 

provided in Appendix B.  
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Table 5-1. Deposits Identified in the APE and their Depositional Environment 

Designation Description 
Depositional 
Environment 

Quarry 
Gravels 

Densely compacted silty to sandy angular basaltic 
gravels ranging from granule- to boulder-sized; ranging 
from reddish brown just below the ground surface to 
dark gray at greater depths. 

Anthropogenic – late-
twentieth century 

Milling 
Debris 

Wood chips, scraps, and saw dust Anthropogenic – late-
twentieth century 

Massive Fill Loose to moderately compacted mixed and blocky silts, 
sands, and angular gravels with occasional dimensional 
lumber, concrete, and glass, and plastic; ranging from 
dark reddish brown to blush gray, to very dark gray in 
color.  

Anthropogenic – late-
twentieth century 

Hydraulic 
Fill 

Loose to moderately compacted massive to laminated 
dark gray to dark bluish gray silt, sandy silt, and fine 
sand with occasional lenses of detrital organics and very 
dark gray silt with rootlets and rhiozomes. Occasional 
dimensional lumber, saw dust, and plastic bottle 
fragments. 

Anthropogenic – late-
twentieth century 

Salt Marsh/ 
Intertidal 
Flat 

Moderately compacted massive to laminated dark gray 
to dark bluish gray silt, sandy silt, and fine sand with 
occasional lenses of detrital organics and very dark gray 
silt with rootlets and rhizomes. Occasional beds of Mya 
arenaria and Macoma Nasuta in growth position were 
also observed at depth. 

Low-energy pre-
development tidally 
influenced deposition 

Quarry gravels were observed in all but one of the TUs (#16), and ranged from 2.5 to 11 feet thick. 

They were thickest in the central portion of the APE, and thinned towards the north and west 

margins of the APE.  Milling debris was observed below quarry gravels in two TUs (#8 and #9), and 

ranged from 1 to 2 feet thick. The debris almost exclusively consisted of milled wood chips. TU#16 

contained massive fill at the ground surface, which consisted of large pieces of broken concrete, 

woody debris, and mixed sediments. The thickness of the fill at this location coincides with an area 

that appears to be approximately five feet higher than the surrounding area. 

In all instances, hydraulic fill was observed below the quarry gravels, milling debris (when present), 

or massive fill (when present), and ranged from 5 to 15 feet thick. Based on the occasional presence 

of laminae of organic silts with grass and cattail rootlets and rhizomes in growth position, it appears 

that the process of filling was periodic; and that the period between filling events was sufficient for 

vegetation to colonize the newly formed anthropogenic landforms. In some instances, laminae of 

sawdust or inclusions of dimensional lumber or plastic bottle fragments were embedded in 

hydraulic fill deposits. Hydraulic fill deposits also tended to be more loosely consolidated than the 

underlying undisturbed intertidal deposits. These attributes, combined with a comparison of the 

pre-development ground surface elevation and the current elevation, allowed for the clear 

differentiation between hydraulic fill and native salt marsh or intertidal flat deposits in most TUs. 

Salt marsh or intertidal flat deposits were observed below hydraulic fill in all but four instances 

(TUs #5, #8, #10, and #16).  Salt marsh deposits were observed along the northeastern margin 

(TU#2 and #3) of the APE and were differentiated from intertidal flat deposits because of the 

presence of organic silts with grass and cattail rootlets and rhizomes in growth position. Intertidal 
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flat deposits, defined as silts with lesser organic content than salt marsh deposits and absent 

rootlets and rhizomes, were identified below hydraulic fill in all other TUs. In some instances, 

bivalves (e.g., Mya arenaria and Macoma Nasuta) in growth position were identified in salt marsh 

and intertidal flat deposits. Since shellfish populations require time to colonize newly accessible 

landforms (Garbutt and Boorman 2009), the presence of numerous fully grown shellfish in growth 

position was considered to be an indictor native salt marsh or intertidal flat deposits.    

Summary 
The following summarizes how the findings presented above address this study’s objectives.   

1. Identify and assess the depth of the predevelopment intertidal surface across the APE. 

Across much of the APE, the pre-development ground surface appears to be between 17 and 18 

feet below the ground surface. The vicinity of TUs #5, #8, #10, and #16 were exceptions to this 

in that the pre-development ground surface was not encountered because it was at a greater 

depth than the maximum reach of the excavator that was being used for the project (21 feet). In 

all instances where the pre-development ground surface was identified, it consisted of salt 

marsh and intertidal flat deposits.  

2. Assess the potential for encountering archaeological deposits if pre-development 

landforms are encountered during subsurface investigations.  

No archaeological deposits were identified during subsurface investigations. Considering the 

depth of the pre-development ground surface and the composition of the archaeological site 

types that would be anticipated for salt marshes and intertidal flats (i.e., fish capture features – 

sparse and widely spaced wooden stakes), no method other than intensive and widespread 

subsurface investigations could fully rule out the potential for encountering these site types. 

However, the absence of such items, at minimum, indicates that they are not widespread and 

abundant in areas where project-related ground disturbance is proposed.  

3. Determine the location of the pre-development shoreline relative to the APE.  

As indicated above, in all instances where the pre-development ground surface was 

encountered, it consisted of either salt marsh or intertidal flat deposits – indicating that the APE 

is located seaward of the predevelopment shoreline. This finding is consistent with information 

presented in early-twentieth century U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey maps of the APE vicinity 

(United States Department of Commerce 1928). 

 



 

Cultural Resources Technical Report for the BHP Billiton 
Proposed Grays Harbor Potash Export Facility 

6-1 
September 2017 

ICF 00347.17 

 

Chapter 6 
Impacts Analysis 

Impacts 
Based on the local development history presented in Chapter 2, Environmental and Cultural Setting, 

the rail alignment that borders the northern margin of the APE appears to have been minimally 

altered since its original construction in the 1890s, and although the resource remains unevaluated 

for the NRHP, this segment would likely be considered an NRHP-eligible historic built resource as a 

component of a larger rail resource based on its age and because it has not undergone significant 

modifications since its construction. The proposed project activities on or adjacent to the rail 

alignment will not alter the existing segment or change the current function of the rail line, therefore 

it is not likely to impact the rail line’s significance or integrity. 

 The remainder of the APE was filled in the recent past and no historic built resources are present. 

The records review and archaeological investigations presented in this report revealed no 

archaeological sites in the APE.  

Proposed Action 

Based the findings presented in Chapter 2, Environmental and Cultural Setting, Chapter 3, Records 

Review, and Chapter 5, Findings, the proposed action would not impact NRHP-eligible historic built 

resources or encounter archaeological sites in primary depositional context. Although it is possible 

that as-yet undocumented archaeological sites could be located within the APE, following the 

measures outlined below would reduce impacts to these resources to less than significant. Based on 

this, the proposed action would not be expected to impact any significant cultural resources.   

No Action Alternative 

Under the no action alternative, the proposed action would not occur and the use of the APE would 

remain unchanged from its current conditions, and retain its current functions and use. Since no 

archaeological sites are known to exist in the APE, the project would not impact NRHP-eligible 

historic built resources, and the no action alternative would result in no changes to the current 

conditions; the no action alternative would not be expected to impact any significant cultural 

resources.  

Cumulative Impacts 

No significant cultural resources were identified in the APE; therefore, the proposed action is not 

expected to impact any significant resources. Thus, there would be no cumulative impacts on 

significant cultural resources.  
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Measures 
As indicated above, the proposed action is not anticipated to result in impacts to significant cultural 

resources. Despite this, ICF makes the following recommendations to avoid and/or minimize 

impacts to as-yet undiscovered significant archaeological sites within the APE: 

 Targeted Archaeological Monitoring: Although no archaeological sites were identified during 

the study, the nature of the archaeological sampling method used and the discovery of a deeply 

buried significant archaeological site in the same depositional context nearby (i.e., 45GH179) 

allow for the possibility that as-yet undiscovered significant archaeological sites may still be 

present in the APE. Therefore, ICF recommends that archaeological monitoring occur for any 

project-related ground disturbance that will exceed 17 feet in depth and that will result in 

excavation and exposure of native sediments (i.e., not pile driving). 

 Development of an Unanticipated Discovery Protocol: ICF recommends that an 

unanticipated discovery protocol be developed for the project and distributed to the 

construction contractor prior to commencing with project-related ground disturbance. This 

protocol should describe and provide examples of common archaeological site types, outline the 

procedures to follow in the event of an unanticipated discovery of archaeological materials or 

human remains, and provide the contact information for key individuals listed in the 

unanticipated discovery procedures.  

 Treatment of Significant Archaeological Sites: If significant archaeological sites are 

encountered during project-related ground disturbance, ICF recommends that ground 

disturbance cease at the location of the discovery until the appropriate treatment can be 

determined through consultation between the project proponent, lead agency, DAHP, and 

affected tribes; a memorandum of agreement describing the stipulations relating to the 

treatment is signed; and any treatment required prior to commencing with further ground 

disturbance is completed. 
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Chapter 7 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions 
A records review revealed no previously documented historic built resources located in the APE. 

Based on the local development history presented in Chapter 2, Environmental and Cultural Setting, 

the rail alignment that borders the northern margin of the APE has been minimally altered since its 

original construction, and although the resource remains unevaluated for the NRHP, the alignment 

would likely be considered an NRHP-eligible historic built resource as a component of a larger rail 

resource based on its age and because it has not undergone significant modifications since its 

construction. The remainder of the APE was filled in the recent past.  

A records review revealed no previously documented archaeological sites in the APE and deep 

archaeological testing revealed no archaeological sites at the locations where project-related ground 

disturbance is anticipated to exceed the depth of fill. The deep archaeological investigations also 

verified that the pre-development conditions in the APE consisted of an intertidal flat and salt marsh 

located seaward of the shoreline.  

Recommendations 
Based on the results of the cultural resources study presented in this document, ICF recommends a 

finding of no historic properties affected under Section 106 of the NHPA and a finding of no cultural 

or historic resources impacted under SEPA. 

It is possible, however, that as-yet unrecorded archaeological sites could be identified during 

project-related ground disturbing activities. Therefore, ICF makes the following recommendations 

to avoid and/or minimize impacts to such resources if they are encountered: 

 Targeted Archaeological Monitoring: Although no archaeological sites were identified during 

the study, the nature of the archaeological sampling method used and the discovery of a deeply 

buried significant archaeological site in the same depositional context nearby (i.e., 45GH179) 

allow for the possibility that as-yet undiscovered significant archaeological sites may still be 

present in the APE. Therefore, ICF recommends that archaeological monitoring occur for any 

project-related ground disturbance that will exceed 17 feet in depth and that will result in 

excavation and exposure of sediments (i.e., not pile driving). 

 Development of an Unanticipated Discovery Protocol: ICF recommends that an 

unanticipated discovery protocol be developed for the project and distributed to the 

construction contractor prior to commencing with project-related ground disturbance. This 

protocol should describe and provide examples of common archaeological site types, outline the 

procedures to follow in the event of an unanticipated discovery of archaeological materials or 

human remains, and provide the contact information for key individuals listed in the 

unanticipated discovery procedures.  
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 Treatment of Significant Archaeological Sites: If significant archaeological sites are 

encountered during project-related ground disturbance, ICF recommends that ground 

disturbance cease at the location of the discovery until the appropriate treatment can be 

determined through consultation between the project proponent, lead agency, DAHP, and 

affected tribes; a memorandum of agreement describing the stipulations relating to the 

treatment is signed; and any treatment required prior to commencing with further ground 

disturbance is completed.
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Standard 

Strata

Description Depositional 

Environment

Stratum 1 Densely compacted silty to sandy angular basaltic gravels 

ranging from granule‐ to boulder‐sized. Ranging from reddish 

brown just below the ground surface to dark gray at greater 

depths. Filter fabric commonly located at lower interface.

Quarry Spals

Stratum 2 Loose to moderately compactedmassive to laminated (with 

occasional blocks and fracture lines) dark gray to dark bluish 

gray silt, sandy silt, and fine sand with occasional lenses of 

detrital organics and very dark gray silt with rootlets and 

rhizomes. Occasional dimensional lumber, saw dust, and plastic 

bottle fragments. 

Hydraulic fill

Stratum 3 Moderately compacted massive to laminated dark gray to dark 

bluish gray silt, sandy silt, and fine sand with occasional lenses 

of detrital oganics and very dark gray silt with rootlets and 

rhizomes. Occasional beds of Mya arenaria and Macoma 

Nasuta in growth position.

Natural salt 

marsh/intertidal 

flat

Stratum 4 Wood chips, scraps and saw dust Milling debris

Stratum 5 Loose to moderately compacted mixed and blocky silts, sands 

and angular gravels with occasional dimensional lumber, 

concrete, glass, and plastic; ranging from dark reddish brown, 

to bluish gray, to very dark gray in color. 

Mixed and massive 

fill

Test 

Unit #

Deposit 

Thickness (ft)

Description Sites/Features

1 NA Could not excavate NA

0‐6.5 Stratum 1 None

6.5‐17 Stratum 2; laminae of sawdust at 12 feet, rootlets and 

rhizomes at 15 feet, laminated structure with fractures at 17 

feet.

None

17‐20 Stratum 3 None

0‐6 Stratum 1 None

6‐17 Stratum 2; laminated structure with fractures to depths of 17 

feet, rootlets and rhizomes at 17 feet. 

None

17‐20 Stratum 3; Shellfish (Macoma and Mya) observed in growth 

position.

None

0‐6  Stratum 1 None

6‐17 Stratum 2 None

17‐20
Stratum 3; shellfish (Macoma) observed in growth position 

below 17 feet. None

0‐7 Stratum 1 None

7‐21
Stratum 2; plastic jug‐shaped bottle "made in USA" stamped on 

base encountered at 15 feet. None

0‐4.5 Stratum 1 None

4.5‐17
Stratum 2; laminated structure with fractures to a depth of 17 

feet. None

17‐20 Stratum 3 None

2

3

4

5

6



0‐6 Stratum 1 None

6‐18 Stratum 2 None

18‐21 Stratum 3 None

0‐7 Stratum 1, occasional wood chips. None

7‐19 Stratum 2; loose, some milled wood fragments throughout. None

0‐4.5 Stratum 1 None

4.5‐6.5 Stratum 4 None

6.5‐18 Stratum 2; loose, fractures in laminae. None

18‐21 Stratum 3 None

0‐8 Stratum 1 None

8‐22 Stratum 2 None

0‐5 Stratum 1 None

5‐18 Stratum 2; laminae of sawdust at 12 feet, rootlets at 15 feet. 

Laminae with fractures at a depth of 17 feet.

None

18‐20 Stratum 3 None

0‐11 Stratum 1 None

11‐18

Stratum 2; laminae of sawdust, milled wood fragments, slight 

creosote smell, and fractured laminae. None

18‐20 Stratum 3 None

0‐6.5 Stratum 1 None

6.5‐18 Stratum 2; laminae of sawdust, fractured laminae None

18‐19 Stratum 3; shellfish  (Mya) in growth position observed None

0‐5 Stratum 1 None

5‐18 Stratum 2 None

18‐21 Stratum 3; shellfish (Macoma) in growth position observed None

0‐2.5 Stratum 1 None

2.5‐17 Stratum 2 None

17‐20

Stratum 3; shellfish (Mya and Macoma) in growth position 

observed None

0‐5 Stratum 5; several large concrete slabs None

5‐20

Stratum 2; milled wood fragments present, fractured laminae 

to depth. None

17 NA Could not excavate NA

7

14

15

16

10

11

12

13

8

9
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East profile view of Trench 3 showing fill material with filter fabric cloth.  Overview of Trench 3 area, view to the southeast.   

 

 

 
Example of laminated silts and organics of a well-established tideflat.  West profile view of Trench 5 showing imported fill above native tideflat.   
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         TU8 profile, view to the south. 

 

  

TU8 profile view to the east with compact fill over tideflat. 
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              Overview of TU 1, view to the west.   

  

 

 

 

 

               TU14, view to the southwest.   




