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Location:  Sumner, Pierce County, Washington 
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SUMMARY 

Drayton Archaeology (Drayton) contracted with Widener & Associates to conduct a cultural 

resources assessment for the City of Sumner’s proposed Stewart Road Bridge Replacement project 

(the project) located in Sumner, Pierce County, Washington. The project proposes to replace the 

Stewart Road Bridge, which was constructed in 1952, with a new bridge. The project is subject to 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (Section 106). 

Section 106 requires that federal agencies having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed 

project (e.g. an undertaking) must consider the effect of that undertaking on historic properties that 

are or may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

 

In accordance with Section 106, Drayton’s cultural resources assessment for this project consisted 

of background research, field investigation, and production of this report. Background review 

determined the area of potential effect (APE) to be located in an area with moderate probability 

for cultural resources. Field investigation included visual reconnaissance, pedestrian survey, and 

subsurface testing.  

 

Two resources aged 50 years and older were identified in the APE: the Stewart Road Bridge and 

a segment of the A-Street County Line Levee. The Stewart Road Bridge has not been previously 

inventoried with DAHP. However, the Stewart Road Bridge falls under the Program Comment for 

Common Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges, which “relieves all Federal agencies from the 

Section 106 […] requirement to consider the effects of undertakings on certain common bridges 

and culverts constructed of concrete or steel after 1945 (Program Comment)” (USDOT FHA n.d.). 

The structure is a T-Beam Bridge that was constructed in 1952 making it exempt from further 

consideration under this regulatory review. 

 

An approximately 175-foot-long segment of the A-Street County Line Levee was also identified 

in the APE. The A-Street County Line Levee was constructed c.1914-1919. The levee was 

previously inventoried with DAHP (Berger 2015 and Mishkar 2010). Both made the determination 

that the levee was not eligible. Based on these determinations, no further inventory or evaluation 

was considered necessary for the segment of the A-Street County Line Levee. 
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As a result, no historic properties were encountered in the APE and therefore the project as 

proposed does not appear to have the potential to affect historic properties. Drayton recommends 

that the lead federal agency asserts a determination of No Historic Properties Affected to all 

consulting and concerned parties and that the project be permitted to proceed without further 

archaeological oversight. 

 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

This cultural resources assessment was conducted, in part, to satisfy regulatory requirements for 

Section 106 and the implementing regulations in 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 requires Federal 

agencies take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. A historic 

property is typically aged 50 years or older and is defined in 36 CFR part 800.16(l)(1) as follows: 

 

… any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, 

or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, 

and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The term includes 

properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or 

Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the National Register criteria.  

 

The procedures under Section 106 generally require the Federal agency involved in the 

undertaking to identify the APE, inventory any historic properties that may be located within the 

APE, and determine if the identified historic properties located within the APE may be eligible for 

listing on the NRHP. An APE is defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d), as follows: 

 

… the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or 

indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such 

properties exist. The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking 

and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking. 

 

If NRHP-eligible historic properties are identified within the APE, then potential adverse effects 

to the historic properties must be assessed and a resolution of adverse effects must be 

recommended. Under Section 106, the responsible Federal agency must, at a minimum, consult 

with and seek comment from the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or the Tribal 

Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), as applicable, and consult with any affected or potentially 

affected Native American Tribe(s). 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

This project is located on Stewart Road (8th Street) in Sumner, Pierce County, Washington within 

Section 1 of Township 20 North, Range 4 East (Figures 1 and 2). The City of Sumner is proposing 
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to replace the existing Stewart Road Bridge, which spans the White (Stuck) River, with a new 

bridge. 

The existing Stewart Road Bridge is a 232-foot long concrete T-beam bridge that was built in 1952 

and is currently rated as functionally obsolete. The existing bridge will be replaced with a 327-

foot long standard pre-cast and pre-stressed concrete girder bridge in the same location as the 

existing bridge (Figure 3). The proposed bridge will consist of two 12-foot center lanes and two 

15-foot outer lanes to accommodate both motorized and bicycle traffic. The approach road on 

either side will be widened, repaved, and lane lines adjusted for the transition from 2 to 4 lanes. 

The approach road to the west will include left and right turn lanes as well as a thru-traffic lane to 

transition back to two lanes west of Butte Avenue. A 10-foot shared use path, with a 2-foot buffer 

on each side, on the north side of the proposed bridge and a 6.5-foot sidewalk on the south side of 

the proposed bridge will also be added to provide pedestrian facilities that are currently lacking. 

 

The APE has been changed several times over the course of this project. The current APE, as 

describe herein, was defined in an APE letter addressed to Washington State Department of 

Transportation (WSDOT) Local Programs on May 28, 2018. The May 28, 2018 APE includes the 

footprint of construction, potential staging areas, and access for exploratory drilling activities. A 

maximum excavation depth of 8 feet will be required for general construction activities while up 

to 140 feet will be required for the drilled shafts.  

 

The May 28, 2018 dated APE also includes the following in the description:  

 

Four of the buildings that may be impacted have recorded Historic Property 

Inventories (HPI’s). These include a manufacturing building constructed in 1950 at 

13702 8th Street E, a manufacturing building constructed in 1961 at 14001 16th 

Street E, a single-family dwelling constructed in 1961 at 14009 16th Street E, and 

a manufacturing facility constructed in 1968 at 14017 16th Street E. Three of these 

structures are over the 50-year criteria for historic structures but have not been 

determined eligible for the NRHP. 

 

This information appears to be no longer relevant as these buildings are not located within the May 

28, 2018 APE and, as such, were not considered for this assessment. 
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Figure 1. Portion of the USGS (1993) Sumner, WA 7.5-minute topographic map detailing the location 

of the APE. 
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Figure 2. Aerial detailing the location of the APE. 
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Figure 3. Proposed plans for the Stewart Road Bridge Replacement Project. 
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BACKGROUND REVIEW 

Determining the probability for historic properties to be present within the APE was based largely 

upon review and analysis of past environmental and cultural contexts and previous cultural resources 

studies and sites recorded within one-mile of the APE. Consulted sources included reviewing local 

geologic data to better understand the depositional environment; archaeological, historic and 

ethnographic records on file on the Washington Information System for Architectural and 

Archaeological Records Data (WISAARD) database; and selected published local historic records.  

 

Environmental Context 

The APE for this project is located along the White River in the historic floodplain of the Stuck River 

approximately three miles north of Sumner proper. Sumner is located near the junction of the lower 

Puyallup River and White River valleys. Geomorphology here was largely shaped by Pleistocene and 

early Holocene glacial events and is characterized by glacial till, moraines, and outwash features as 

well as historic flooding events. The valleys were created when glaciers retreated north, carving a 

deep trough through the Puget Lowland. The region became ice-free approximately 10,500 years ago, 

leaving it suitable for habitation (e.g., Booth et al. 2003; Downing 1983; Dragovich et al. 1994; 

Kruckeberg 1991:22). 

 

Approximately 5600 years ago, a landslide originating from Mount Rainer displaced 0.7-mile of soils 

from the summit as far north as Kent (Crandell 1971; Dragovich et al. 1994; McKee 1972: 206-207). 

The event, termed the Osceola Mudflow, caused the spread of mud and alluvium over existing glacial 

drift on the lowland plains, and infiltrated the channels of the Puyallup, White and Carbon rivers. The 

effects of the mudflow entirely changed the course of the White River moving it away from the 

Puyallup River.  

 

Depths of the mudflow deposits vary in thickness and typically are thinner the further the distance 

from Mount Rainier. In Sumner, Osceola deposits are reported to be 97 feet (30 meters) thick in places 

(Dragovich et al. 1994:8). Soils of the Osceola Mudflow are heterogeneous and comprised of poorly 

sorted, hard mixtures of clay, silt, sand and gravel soils. 

 

Soils 

Various soil types have been mapped within the confines of the APE. The waterway corridors consist 

of Aquic Xerofluvents, and riverwash sediments sometimes forming sandbar features. The northern 

and southern portions of the APE that extend from the waterway have been mapped as Puyallup fine 

sandy loam and Pilchuck fine sand. 

 

Aquic Xerofluvents consist of moderately well drained fluvial sediments with 0 to 3 percent slopes. 

A typical profile consists of 0-20 cmbs (0-8 in) of sand, 20-51 cmbs (8-20 in) of very fine sand, and 

51-152 cmbs (20-60 in) of very cobbly sand (USDA NRCS n.d). 
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Puyallup soils/sediments are well drained and form on floodplains and low terraces with slopes 

ranging from 0 to 3 percent. A typical soil profile of the Puyallup series consists of an Ap horizon 

from 0-10 cmbs (0-4 in) of 10yr 2/2 very dark brown fine sandy loam (USDA NRCS n.d.). Below 

this layer is an A2 horizon from 10-20 cmbs (4-8 in) of 10yr 3/2 dark grayish brown loam. This 

deposit is underlain by an A3 horizon from 20-46 cmbs (8-18 in) of 10yr 3/3 dark brown fine sandy 

loam. Below the A horizon is a C horizon comprised of a top layer from 46-69 cmbs (18-27 in) of 

10yr 3/3 dark brown loamy sand and a lower layer from 69-152 cmbs (27-60 in) of 2.5 Y 3/2 very 

dark grayish brown gravelly sand (UCDavis SoilWeb n.d.; USDA NRCS n.d.). 

 

A typical profile of the Pilchuck series consists of an A horizon 0-51 cmbs (0-20 inches) of 10YR 3/1 

very dark gray fine sand, a C1 horizon from 51-63.5 cmbs (20-25 in) of 2.5YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 

loamy fine sand, a C2 horizon from 63.5-76 cmbs (25-30 in) of 10YR 3/1 very dark gray and 10YR 

4/1 dark gray fine sand, a C3 horizon from 76-96.5 cmbs (30-38 in) of 10YR 4/1 dark gray loamy 

find sand, and a C4 horizon from 96.5 -152 cmbs (38-60 in) of 10YR 2/1 black gravelly sand 

(UCDavis SoilWeb n.d.; USDA NRCS n.d.).  

 

Vegetation 

Prior to urban development, native vegetation in the APE would have been typical of the Puget Sound 

area Tsuga hetrophylla vegetation zone (Franklin and Dyrness 1973:44-5). The precontact 

environment would have consisted of an overstory dominated by western hemlock (Tsuga 

heterophylla), Douglas fir (Pseudotsgua menziesii), and western red cedar (Thuja plicata). Large 

areas would have differed from the broader regional pattern however, with areas of prairie, oak 

woodland, and pine forest being distributed throughout the southern Puget Sound basin (Franklin and 

Dyrness 1973:88). Other locally important and available species would have included bracken fern 

(Pteridium aquilinum), blackcap (Rubus occidentalis), currants (Ribes sp.), deer fern (Blechnum 

spicant), devil’s club (Oplopanax horridus), gooseberries (Ribes uva-crispa), huckleberries 

(Vaccinium sp.), Indian plum (Oemleria cerasiformis), oceanspray (Holodiscus discolor), red 

elderberry (Sambucus racemosa), snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), sword fern (Polystichum 

munitum) and trailing blackberry (Rubus ursinus) (Franklin and Dyrness 1973:44-5; Pojar and 

MacKinnon 1994). 

 

Cultural Context 

Precontact 

Human occupation of the Puget Sound area has been well documented in a number of archaeological, 

ethnographic, and oral historic records (e.g., Ames and Maschner 1999; Greengo and Houston 1970; 

Larson and Lewarch 1995; Nelson 1990). Providing a full summary of these accounts is beyond the 

scope of this report.  
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Traditional Coast Salish land use has shifted over the past 10,000 years in the region. The oldest 

archaeological assemblages date to 9,000-5,000 years before present and have been termed the Olcott 

phase, Cascade phase, or Archaic period. Sites dating to this period due to sea level changes are 

typically found in upland or upper river terraces. Lanceolate bifaces are typical of this period, and 

peoples were highly mobile hunter-gatherer-fishers (Nelson 1990; Morgan 1999).  

 

From 5,000-3,000 Before Present (BP) there is a diversification in toolkits and evidence of task-

specific seasonal activities such as salmon and clam processing, woodworking, and fiber arts such as 

basketry (Larson and Lewarch 1995). The earlier evidence for substantial residential structures such 

as the plank houses of the ethnographic period in Puget Sound date to 2,000 BP including Tualdad 

Altu on the Black River (Chatters 1989) and Biederbost (Rorabaugh 2015). Winter residences such 

as these provided a central location for seasonal activities. During the spring and summer, temporary 

camps were utilized while people traveled to resource locations owned in trust by kin. Fish, shellfish, 

waterfowl, roots, and berries were all key resources that were processed and stored. Near the APE a 

variety of fish including Chinook, sockeye, Coho, chum, and pink salmon were available from the 

White and Puyallup Rivers. Plant gathering of roots, bulbs, and reeds from nearby wetland, prairie, 

and forest environments were also critical for subsistence. 

 

Ethnohistoric 

The APE is located in the traditional territory of the Puyallup and the Muckleshoot (Castile 1985:20; 

Smith 1940; Spier 1936:42; Suttles and Lane 1990:485). The Puyallup are Southern Lushootseed 

speaking peoples who lived in villages located between the Puyallup River delta and Mount Rainier, 

along the Puyallup, Carbon, and Stuck Rivers, and on the shorelines of 

Commencement Bay, the Gig Harbor Peninsula, and Vashon Island (Smith 1940; Hilbert et al 2001).  

 

The Muckleshoot includes the descendants of multiple groups that lived in the Green and White River 

valleys, including the Skopamish, Smulkamish, Stkamish, Yilalkoamish, and Twakwamish (Smith 

1940; Spier 1936:42; Suttles and Lane 1990:485). Muckleshoot economies were largely based on 

hunting terrestrial resources such as goat, deer, and elk, however salmon were also a key resource for 

the Muckleshoot although they generally lived inland, several miles from the shores of Puget Sound 

(Haeberlin and Gunther 1930). Camas, berries, and shellfish were also harvested (Suttles and Lane 

1990). 

 

Several ethnographic place-names have been recorded near the APE. The confluence of the Stuck and 

Puyallup Rivers was known as StÉxo’-tsid which translates to either “pulled mouth, pulled opening, 

or pulled river mouth” (Hilbert et al. 2001). The placename for the Stuck River itself StEx translates 

as “plowed through” or “that which has been cut through” referring to the force of the rivers as they 

combined to cut through the land to Puget Sound (Smith 1940). StEx was also the name for a winter 

village on the Stuck River to the north of what is now the City of Sumner (Hilbert et al. 2001: 275). 

Qwe’qwestolb, “sandy place,” is a place name for the present location of Sumner (Hilbert et al 2001: 
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257). The traditional name for Stewart Creek, which drains into the Stuck River from the west was 

Xwowe’tEd, translates as red salmon (Hilbert et al. 2001). Qaqe’ultu, translated as “skunk cabbage,” 

is the traditional place name of the town Dieringer (Hilbert et al. 2001), which is located 

approximately ½ mile southeast of the APE (Hilbert et al. 2001). 

 

Historic 

Non-native settlement of the Puyallup and White River valleys began in earnest in the early 19th 

century. By 1853, William Kincaid settled the junction of the Puyallup and Stuck Rivers, starting an 

agricultural community that grew daffodils, rhubarb, hops, berries, vegetables, and turf grass (Kirk 

and Alexander 1990; Phillips 1971). Other settlers such as George Ryan also purchased land to grow 

fruit, vegetables and hops.  

 

By the mid-1850s, British and American settlement in the APE, as well as the greater Northwest, had 

drastically impacted local native groups and their traditions. Many Indian families were relocated and 

interned to reservation during this period. In 1854, following negotiations between tribal bands of 

southern Puget Sound with the United States government, the Medicine Creek Treaty led to the 

abandonment of most southern Puget Sound villages and compelled Indian people to relocate to 

reservations (Ruby and Brown 1992).  

 

In 1877, track for the Northern Pacific Railroad was extended to the area. In 1883, John F. Kincaid 

filed the plat for the town of Sumner on his father’s donation land claim. George Ryan constructed a 

large portion of the town’s business district and established a railroad depot. Sumner’s downtown and 

residential areas developed immediately around the depot. In 1891, the town was incorporated and 

Ryan was elected as the first mayor while his wife served as the first post-mistress. The town was 

first called Stuck Junction, and was later changed to Franklin. Franklin, however, was a common 

name that confused the U.S. Postal Department. The name “Sumner” was chosen after a drawing was 

held for the abolitionist Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner Boston (Kirk and Alexander 1990). 

 

Hops agriculture was a staple of the Sumner area. By 1884 there were over 100 hops growers is the 

area as a result of the hops boom started by Ezra Meeker in 1877 at the current city of Puyallup. 

Meeker cornered the global hops market and considered himself the “Hop King of the World” 

(Kolano 1976). In 1892, the hops economy was devastated by an infection of hop lice. This led to 

local farmers diversifying their crops, switching to berries and bulbs or to dairy farming (Kirk and 

Alexander 1990). 

 

Farming and agriculture eventually led to modification of the local waterways. The Stuck River was 

originally separate from the White River and, according to Muckleshoot accounts, was a small stream 

that could be stepped over during low water (Stein 2001). Seasonal flooding made farming difficult 

so farmers began to dynamite logjams and bluffs to divert the water from one area to another. This 

caused much tension between the farmers as in order to divert the water from one farmer’s area it 
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would flood another farmer’s area. This back-and-forth diversion of the waterways continued until 

1898 when the dynamiting destroyed a bluff and the resulting landslide diverted much of the White 

River into the Stuck River.  

 

In November 1906, the area flooded again. The Stuck River initially became blocked and eventually 

another logjam formed which forced all of the White River flood flows to rush southwest into the 

Stuck River and eventually the Puyallup (Roberts 1920). Hundreds of acres of land between Seattle 

and Tacoma were cut away by the flood currents. Following the 1906 floods, large-scale engineering 

projects were conducted over the next 14 years to straighten, widen and stabilize the banks along the 

White, Stuck and Puyallup Rivers (Roberts 1920:12).  

 

Around the turn of the century, flood control measures were agreed upon by the local area farmers. 

In 1914-1915, the river was dredged and completely revetted (Figure 4; King County 2014). Later, a 

diversion dam, drift barriers and levees were constructed. Nearest the APE, the A-Street County Line 

Levee was constructed. This levee was 1.3 miles long and confined the White River. A 1920 map 

indicates that immediately north of Stewart Road, the portion of the levee in the APE was noted as 

“bulkheads” while the portion of the levee located south of the bridge were noted as “concrete” 

(Figure 4). 

 

In December 1917, the river flooded again and destroyed the area.  Nearest the APE, it was noted 

that, “the lower 3,600 feet of levee and revetment was destroyed” … [in part] … because of “the 

constricted channel at the Stewart Highway Bridge” (Figure 5; King County 2014). A 1923 

photograph details the earlier iteration of the Stewart Road Bridge as well as the sloped concrete and 

compacted gravel levee that were subsequently built south of the APE (Photo 1). In 1948 another dam 

was constructed on the White River by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which further contributed 

to alleviating flooding in the valley.  
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Figure 4. 1920 map of A Street-County Line Levee with the approximate location of APE highlighted in 

red (cropped by Drayton). 
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Figure 5. 1931 map detailing the APE (in red) and the County Line Section (map courtesy of King 

County [2014] and cropped by Drayton). 
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Photo 1. 1923 photo of earlier Stewart Road Bridge (King County 2014). 

 

Previous Cultural Resource Studies and Sites 

Review of WISAARD (accessed November 2018) indicates that a portion of the APE has been 

previously surveyed for cultural resources. In 2005, a cultural resources survey was conducted for the 

Pacific Interurban Trail Project, which included a portion of the subject APE located north of the 

Stewart Road Bridge on the west side of the river. The project proposed to extend the existing 

Interurban Trail by developing an existing gravel access road that is situated atop, and adjacent to, 

the existing Stuck/White River levee. No cultural resources were recorded. 

 

An additional ten cultural resource studies have been previously conducted within a one-mile radius 

of the APE (Table 1).  These previous studies were generally conducted in association with 

infrastructure improvement projects. 

 

Table 1. Cultural resources studies previously conducted in, and within one mile of, the APE. 

Citation Report Title Proximity to Subject 

APE (approximate) 

Cultural 

Resources? 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Baldwin 2015 A Cultural Resources Review of the BNSF 

3rd Main Track Access and Protection 

Project (MP 24.3-24.8), Auburn, 

Washington 

One-mile northwest No -- 

Flenniken and 

Trautman 2015 

Cultural Resource Survey, Puget Sound 

Energy, Alderton to White River, Pierce 

230kV Expansion, Transmission Project, 

Pierce County, Washington 

One mile south Not in or within 

one-mile radius 

of APE 

-- 
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Citation Report Title Proximity to Subject 

APE (approximate) 

Cultural 

Resources? 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Berger 2015 Cultural Resources Assessment for the West 

Valley Highway, Pacific Project, Pierce 

County, WA 

0.75 mile west No -- 

Goodwin and 

Taylor 2014 

Archaeological Survey for Proposed SC2040 

Pacific Telecommunications Facility, Pierce 

County, Washington  

0.5 mile northwest No -- 

Hoyt, Mishkar, 

Wilson, and 

Lockwood 

2011 

A Street-County Line Levee Modification 

Project Cultural Resources Assessment, 

King and Pierce Counties, Washington 

Includes a portion of 

the subject APE 

located north of 

Stewart Road Bridge 

on east side river  

Yes, A Street-

County Line 

Levee 

Recommended 

not eligible 

Dellert 2014 Final Cultural Resources Assessment for the 

West Valley Highway Improvement Project, 

City of Pacific, King County, Washington 

One mile northwest No -- 

Baldwin 2012 RE: APE Addendum Area, Stewart Road 

Roadway Improvements Project, City of 

Pacific/City of Sumner, Pierce County, 

Washington 

0.58 mile west No -- 

Moreno and 

Mather 

2011 

Archaeological Assessment for the Valentine 

Avenue Corridor Improvement Project, 

Cities of Pacific and Sumner, Pierce County, 

Washington 

0.28 mile west No -- 

Berger 2009 Cultural Resources Survey for the White 

River Stormwater Treatment BMP Project, 

King and Pierce Counties, WA 

0.60 mile north No -- 

Chambers 2008 Cultural Resources Assessment for the 

White River Pedestrian Trail Project, 

Sumner, Pierce County, Washington 

0.5 mile south No -- 

Chambers 2006 Cultural Resources Assessment for the 

Stewart Road Roadway Improvements 

Project, Pierce County, Washington 

Included the subject 

APE 

No -- 

 

As a result of these and other previous studies, two cultural resources -- the A Street-County Line 

Levee and 45KI1258 – were recorded.   

 

Approximately 1.3 miles of the A Street-County Line Levee was recorded “from the base of the 

Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) double track through steel bridge to Stewart Avenue (8th Street 

East) bridge crossing of the White River” (Mishkar 2010). The levee was constructed by the Inter-

County River Improvement Commission c.1914-1919.  

 

The levee is described as being constructed primarily of rounded cobbles of various sizes less than 

10 inches in diameter and sand. The top of the levee ranged in size from 23 to 75 feet with a height 

of 0-25 feet. The portion of the levee located nearest the subject APE, was described as being 35 feet 

wide (Mishkar 2010). The A Street-County Line Levee was evaluated for listing on the NRHP. It was 

found not eligible under Criterion A as although it is associated with events that contributed to broad 

patterns in history it is only a segment of the greater levee, or Criterion B as it was not associated 

with a significant person, or Criterion C as it does not possess any significant build characteristics, 
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nor Criterion D as it was considered unlikely to yield additional information. As such, the A Street-

County Line Levee was recommended not eligible for listing on the NRHP by Mishkar (2010) and 

there has been no opinion recorded in WISAARD regarding SHPO concurrence. 

 

45KI1258 was recorded approximately 0.75 miles north of the subject APE. 45KI1258 is the Pacific 

City Landfill. The landfill was formally established in 1949, after years of private dumping episodes; 

its origins likely date to ca. 1914. Waste was burned daily after 1950 and was occasionally buried 

with soil. The landfill was operational until 1961 and in 1966 King County issued a land use permit 

to the City of Pacific to repurpose the landfill as a municipal park. Trenching conducted under the 

supervision of Environmental Science Associates (ESA) conducted in 2015 revealed a collection of 

early to mid-20th century artifacts including glass bottles, ceramic plates, tea/coffee cups, burned 

paper and wood, and personal items such as leather shoes, and general household refuse (Valentino 

2015). No information was reviewed that indicates whether or not 45KI1258 was reviewed for listing 

on the NRHP. 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCE EXPECTATIONS 

Based on review of the project scope; environmental and cultural contexts; and, previous cultural 

resources studies, the APE is considered to be located in an area of moderate probability for precontact 

and historic deposits and/or materials.  

 

Past cultural resources studies in the local vicinity indicate that if precontact archaeology were present 

in the APE it would likely be representative of resource procurement sites. Historic resources that 

may be present within the APE would likely be representative of early agriculture, residential 

activities, and/or associated with development of the levee. Considering much of the APE is located 

in a former active river channel that has been subject to extensive flooding and subsequently modified 

by levee construction and the surrounding transportation infrastructure, cultural resource deposits in 

the APE are likely to be disturbed and/or deeply buried. 

FIELD INVESTIGATION 

Initial field investigation for this project was conducted on November 7 to November 11 and the 14, 

21 and 22, 2016 by Drayton archaeologist Choya Davis. Conditions were mostly overcast with the 

exception of November 7, which was sunny. On July 6, 2018, Choya Davis returned to the APE to 

take additional photographs following adjustment of the APE to the current version. 

 

Field investigation included pedestrian survey and subsurface investigation. Pedestrian survey 

consisted of inspecting the APE for evidence of above-ground resources and the ground surface for 

evidence of buried cultural resources. Subsurface investigation consisted of excavating shovel probes 

(SP or SPs) to identify the subsurface soil conditions of the APE and to determine the 

presence/absence of buried cultural materials and/or deposits. SPs were judgmentally placed based 

on the project scope and available landforms. SPs measured approximately 40 to 50 centimeters (cm) 



 

Drayton Archaeology Report 1116A 17 

in diameter and were excavated to sterile subsoil, ground water infiltration, or glacial till, depending 

on conditions. Excavated sediment was screened through ¼ inch mesh hardware and upon completion 

of excavation each SP was backfilled. A log of sediment descriptions and contents are provided in 

Appendix A. 

 

The APE is characteristic of an urban industrial area (Photo 2 - Photo 5). The APE is centered on 

Stewart Road and is flanked by several adjacent parcels that are heavily developed with various 

construction and distribution companies. Nearly 50 percent of the APE is obscured by road pavement, 

and/or compacted gravel rights-of-way. Nearest the river, observed vegetation included grasses, red 

alder, snowberry, salal, vine maple, roses, scouring rush, and non-native plants including Himalayan 

blackberry, reed canarygrass, and English ivy. 

 

 
Photo 2. Overview of the portion of Butte Avenue SE located in the APE, view south. 
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Photo 3. Overview of 140th Avenue E as located in the APE, view west. 

 
Photo 4. Overview of 140th Avenue Ct E as located in the APE, view north. 
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Photo 5. Overview of Stewart Road as located in the APE, view west. 

 

A total of four SPs were excavated across accessible areas of the APE, mostly located near the river 

(Figure 6). Soil profiles revealed dark grayish brown sandy silt, loamy silt, very dark gray silty sand 

and very dark gray sand with varying amounts of well-rounded gravels and cobbles (Photo 6). These 

profiles are consistent with those mapped by UCDavis SoilWeb (n.d.) and the USDA NRCS (n.d.). 

Excavation of SPs revealed few modern glass fragments, concrete pieces, a metal axe-head and other 

modern trash.  
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Figure 6. Aerial detailing the location of the APE and excavated SPs. 
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Photo 6. Overview the typical soils encountered in the APE.  

 

RESULTS 

Two resources aged 50 years and older were identified in the APE: the Stewart Road Bridge and a 

segment of the A-Street County Line Levee (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Location of the two resources identified in the APE. 
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Stewart Road Bridge 

Stewart Road Bridge (Bridge No: 1204-A, Structure number: 079672000000000) is a 232-foot long 

reinforced concrete T-Beam bridge that crosses the White (Stuck) River on Stewart Road (8th Street) 

(Photo 7). The bridge was constructed in 1952. The bridge deck has three spans that are supported on 

solid walls at the interior pier locations and cast-in-place concrete abutments at the ends of the bridge. 

The piers and abutments are supported on pile foundations. The bridge consists of two 12-foot travel 

lanes with no shoulders or pedestrian facilities. Metal guardrails supported by wood posts line the 

bridge. 

 

The existing Stewart Road Bridge is scheduled for replacement. Historic documents indicate there 

have been at least two bridges in this location previously. A 1920 map indicates a bridge was present 

at that time (see Figure 4 and Photo 1). The 1952 as-builts for the current bridge detail “removing 

[an] existing structure” and show location of “existing piers”. Names of the previous bridges may 

include: White River Bridge, Stuck River Bridge, Indian Ferry – Stuck River Bridge, and/or Stewart 

Highway Bridge (ca 1931). 

 

The Stewart Road Bridge was not previously inventoried with DAHP prior to the present review. 

However, the bridge is a reinforced concrete T-Beam bridge which falls under the Program Comment 

for Common Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges and “relieves all Federal agencies from the 

Section 106 […] requirement to consider the effects of undertakings on certain common bridges and 

culverts constructed of concrete or steel after 1945 (Program Comment)” (USDOT FHA n.d.). As 

such, evaluation was not considered part of the present assessment. 

 

 
Photo 7. Overview of Stewart Road Bridge, view northeast. 
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A-Street County Line Levee 

Approximately 175 feet of the A-Street County Line Levee was identified in the APE (Photo 8 and 

Photo 9). The A-Street County Line Levee was constructed c.1914-1919. This segment of the levee 

was previously recorded and evaluated for listing on the NRHP; it was recorded and recommended 

not eligible (Berger 2015, Hoyt, et al 2011, and Mishkar 2010). There is no record of SHPO 

challenging or concurring on these results on WISAARD; therefore, the issue was not revisited as 

being precedence. 

 

 
Photo 8. Overview of APE north of Stewart Road Bridge on east side of river, view north. This area is 

previously recorded segment of the A-Street County Line Levee. 



 

Drayton Archaeology Report 1116A 25 

 
Photo 9. Overview of portion of recorded segment of the A-Street County Line Levee located in the 

north section of APE, view east. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Drayton’s cultural resources assessment for this project consisted of background research, field 

investigation, and production of this report. Background review determined the APE to be located in 

an area with moderate probability for cultural resources. Field investigation included visual 

reconnaissance, pedestrian survey, and subsurface testing.  

 

Two resources aged 50 years and older were identified in the APE: the Stewart Road Bridge and a 

segment of the A-Street County Line Levee. The Stewart Road Bridge was not previously inventoried 

with DAHP. However, the Stewart Road Bridge is a T-Beam Bridge that was constructed in 1952 and 

therefore falls under the Program Comment for Common Post-1945 Concrete and Steel Bridges, 

which “relieves all Federal agencies from the Section 106 […] requirement to consider the effects of 

undertakings on certain common bridges and culverts constructed of concrete or steel after 1945 

(Program Comment)” (USDOT FHA n.d.). As such no further evaluation was considered necessary 

for the Stewart Road Bridge as a result of this assessment. 

 

An approximately 175-foot-long segment of the A-Street County Line Levee was also identified in 

the APE. The A-Street County Line Levee was constructed c.1914-1919. The levee was previously 

inventoried with DAHP and evaluated for listing on the NRHP; it was recommended not eligible. 
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There were no recorded challenges or concurrence of these determinations by SHPO. As such no 

further inventory or evaluation was considered necessary for the segment of the A-Street County Line 

Levee identified in the APE as a result of this assessment. 

 

As a result of the present review, no historic properties were encountered in the APE and therefore 

the project as proposed does not appear to have the potential to affect historic properties. Drayton 

recommends that the lead federal agency asserts a determination of No Historic Properties Affected 

to all consulting and concerned parties and that the project be permitted to proceed without further 

archaeological oversight. 

 

It should be recognized that although Section 106 is the primary regulatory nexus for the project, 

Washington State law provides for the protection of archaeological resources in the state. Washington 

State Revised Codes of Washington (RCW) Chapter 27.53, Archaeological Sites and Resources, 

prohibits the unauthorized removal, theft, and/or destruction of archaeological resources and sites. 

This statute also provides for prosecution and financial penalties covering consultation and the 

recovery of archaeological resources. Additional legal oversight is provided for Indian burials and 

grave offerings under RCW Chapter 27.44, Indian Graves and Records. RCW 27.44 states that the 

willful removal, mutilation, defacing, and/or destruction of Indian burials constitute a Class C felony. 

A recent addition to Washington legal code, RCW 68.50.645, Notification, provides a strict process 

for the notification of law enforcement and other interested parties in the event of the discovery of 

any human remains regardless of perceived patrimony. The assessment of the property has been 

conducted by a professional archaeologist and meets or exceeds the criteria set forth in RCW: 27.53 

for professional archaeological reporting and assessment. 

 

In the event that archaeological materials are encountered during the development of the property, an 

archaeologist should immediately be notified and work halted in the vicinity of the find until the 

materials can be inspected and assessed. At that time, the appropriate persons are to be notified of the 

exact nature and extent of the resource so that measures can be taken to secure them. In the event of 

inadvertently discovered human remains or indeterminate bones, pursuant to RCW 68.50.645, all 

work must stop immediately and the police must be contacted. Any remains should be covered and 

secured against further disturbance, and communication should be immediately established with local 

law enforcement, the State Physical Anthropologist at DAHP, and the appropriate Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer(s). 
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APPENDIX A: SHOVEL PROBE TABLE 

DEPTH 

BELOW 

SURFACE 

(CM) 

SEDIMENT DESCRIPTION CONTENTS 

Shovel Probe 1 

0 – 35 Duff, bark, and treefall No Cultural Material 

35 – 100  Dark grayish brown sandy silt with high content of rounded 

pebbles and cobbles increasing with depth to approximately 

50% of volume. Pebbles and cobbles increasing in size with 

depth. 

Modern colorless glass 

bottle base with stippling 

embossed with “799/NW 

74/ E20”, 29 colorless 

glass fragments, 2 brown 

glass fragments, length 

of barbed wire at bottom 

of probe 

Shovel Probe 2 

0 – 20 Duff, bark, and treefall. Modern trash, plastic 

fragments 

20 – 100 Very dark gray sandy silt with 20-30% rounded pebbles 

and cobbles, increasing in content and size with depth. 

Roots present throughout. 

Modern trash, plastic 

fragments, aluminum 

Pepsi-Cola can at 85 

cmbs 

Shovel Probe 3 

0 – 6 Very dark brown loamy silt with high root content. No Cultural Material 

6 – 75  Very dark gray sand with very high root content. No Cultural Material 

75 – 83  Very dark gray sand with very high rounded gravel and 

cobble content. 

No Cultural Material 

Notes: Rock impasse at 83 cmbs 

Shovel Probe 4 

0 – 100 Very dark gray sand with high root content. No Cultural Material 

Notes: Ground water at 100 cmbs 

 


