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Abstract:  

The North Branch Park River Cart Creek Site 1, as proposed, has benefited from a Class I 
literature review and Class III survey encompassing the entirety of the Cart Creek site APE. 
North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office and Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Archive searches were coupled with interviews with the landowner Rick Hannesson, USDA Soil 
data, and other State and Federal information sources. These efforts have resulted in the 
discovery of no culturally sensitive material nor properties eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places within the area of potential effect (APE) or one mile surrounding. The areas of 
excavation and earthen levee construction have been impacted by decades of agricultural use and 
flooding. The proposed undertaking rests within the ancient glacial lake Agassiz plain formed by 
glaciation and does not exhibit signs of glacial beach lines which could have the potential for 
cultural deposits. Based on the soil profile, land use, and the nature of the undertaking, which is 
primarily building up or rehabilitation of extant water control features and excavation/levee 
construction in previously disturbed areas, makes the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources 
unlikely.  

The purpose of this investigation was to assess what, if any, cultural resources are located within 
the 208-acre survey area, the area of direct impact (ADI) from ground disturbance. The 
investigation excludes survey of the proposed flood control/ inundation areas that will not have 
direct earth moving activities.  

On September 18, 2018, James Cummings (Principal Investigator for McFarlane Consulting 
LLC) conducted a Class I file search for a 260-square mile area surrounding the proposed project 
area (Appendix A). Two previously recorded sites (32BPX201 and 32BPX202) and one previous 
survey (015649) were identified within 1-mile of the proposed project area.  

In February of 2023, Janelle Harrison, North Dakota NRCS State Cultural Resources Specialist 
conducted a supplemental Class I literature review for a 1-mile radius around the proposed 
project area. No new cultural resources were identified in the file search.  

In 2020 one new site was documented within the projects APE: 32PB263. In May of 2023, 
Janelle Harrison resurveyed 10-acres, including the location of 32PB263 and recorded additional 
details to submit to the ND SHPO for a Smithsonian Institute Trinomial System Number 
(SITS#). 

Site 32PB263 is a small historic very disbursed artifact scatter consisting of glass shards, pieces 
of red and yellow brick, historic brown ceramic sherds, and various metal agricultural objects. It 
is the author’s professional opinion that subsurface testing would not provide additional 
information of the site that would contribute to Criterion D of the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Based on the additional historical records research conducted at the Pembina 
County Recorder’s Office, it is also the author’s professional opinion that 32PB263 is not 
recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A-C, and no further investigation is required. 

Therefore, NRCS recommends that the project proceed under a No Historic Properties 
Adversely Affected as surveyed, mapped, and described herein. 
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2.2   Northern Red River Study Unit 
The NRRSU includes in part or in whole 10 counties in North Dakota. One of these counties is 
Pembina. The proposed undertaking is located in Pembina County, ND. The Northern Red River 
flows in a northward direction until it drains into the Hudson Bay. The primary tributaries of the 
Red in the NRRSU from north to south are the Pembina (and Tongue), Park, Forest, Turtle, and 
Goose rivers. Many of these longer tributary streams exhibit relatively steep slopes as they drain 
eastward from the uplands across the Pembina Escarpment to the Red River Valley (Picha et al. 
2021). 
 
The NRRSU has six major physiographic features and the current proposed undertaking rests in 
the glacial Lake Agassiz plain with glacial beach lines and delta deposits. These land formations 
are the remnants of glacial sediments derived from glacio-lacustrine processes ((Picha et al. 
2021). The glacial lake plain of ancient Agassiz is flat and occurs throughout eastern portions of the 
NRRSU (Picha et al. 2021). This area has very little elevation change and consists primarily of Glyndon, 
Bearden, and Fargo series soils are routinely mapped here. 
 
The Paleo cultural chronology identifies Clovis, Folsom, and Plano complexes as occurring or 
anticipated in the NRRSU. According to Picha et al., one Clovis point was retrieved from an 
upland setting at site 32PB25 along the Pembina River. Investigations have yet to produce any 
Folsom components while more recent investigations have identified artifacts from the Plano 
complex (Picha et al. 2021). 
 
Additional periods of chronological occupation include the Plains Archaic, Plains Woodland, 
Plains Village, and Plains Equestrian/Fur Trade period. These periods are usually defined by 
projectile point typology, other artifact typology, and/ or radiocarbon dating. For further details 
consult the NRRSU. 
(https://www.history.nd.gov/hp/PDFinfo/9_NorthernRedRiverStudyUnit.pdf) 
 
2.3 Research Goals and Methods:  
Historic maps, topographic maps, literature review, and in person interviews were combined 
with LiDAR, satellite imagery and engineering plans to pinpoint areas of interest.  On April 23, 
2020, Chris Plount M.A., State Cultural Resources Specialist-East Zone completed Class III 
Survey of the area of potential effect (APE).  The entire APE was surveyed at 15-meter parallel 
pedestrian transects. Representatives of the NRCS Cavalier Field Office and Houston 
Engineering were present. On May 26, 2023, Janelle Harrison M.A. RPA, State Cultural 
Resources Specialist conducted an intensive survey of the locations identified as trailheads on 
the 1881 GLO maps and the agricultural field where a small historic artifact scatter was 
identified.  
 
The field reconnaissance was designed to achieve four goals: 
 

• Positive location and identification of known cultural resources within the APE. 
• Discovery and recordation of unknown cultural resources within the APE. 
• Field assessment of NRHP eligibility of any cultural resources. 
• Determine effects of the undertaking on any NRHP eligible properties. 
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The ground visibility ranged from 5% in the southeast with grass coverage and 100% to the west 
and northwest in the agricultural field where a small historic artifact scatter was located. 
Visibility at the location of site leads 32BPX201 and 32BPX202 ranged from as low as 5% on 
either side of the road/bridge crossing where is site lead is located and 100% on road 131st where 
two bridges were constructed to cross the creeks. On May 26, 2023, the weather was sunny with 
a slight breeze and high humidity.  
 

3.0 ENVIRONMENT:   
The project is in western Pembina County, North Dakota.  No traditional medicine or culturally 
significant plants needing protection are known to be in the area (NRCS-Plants 2020). Silty loam 
and silty clay soils dominate the area (USDA-Soil Survey 2023). The elevation of the project 
area is roughly 1000 feet to 925 feet above sea level. The proposed APE encompasses part of the 
Cart Creek channel which has been heavily modified by both natural and anthropogenic forces 
since the original 1881 mapping (Figure 4).   
 
3.2 Soil Description and Profile of APE: 

• 30.4% Niche Silt Clay: Neche soils are on nearly level fans, natural levees, splays, and 
stream terraces.  Slopes range from 0 to 3 percent.  The soils formed in recent alluvium 
deposited on older lake sediments of glacial Lake Agassiz. 

 
Typical profile 
Ap - 0 to 10 inches: silty clay 
C1 - 10 to 23 inches: silty clay loam 
Ab - 23 to 33 inches: silty clay loam 
2C2 - 33 to 60 inches: loam 
 
• 32.8% Fargo Silt Clay: The Fargo series consists of very deep, poorly drained and very 

poorly drained, slowly permeable soils that formed in calcareous, clayey lacustrine 
sediments. These soils are on glacial lake plains, floodplains, and gently sloping side 
slopes of streams within glacial lake plains. Slopes range from 0 to 2 percent. 

 
Typical profile 
Ap - 0 to 8 inches: silty clay 
A - 8 to 13 inches: silty clay 
Bss - 13 to 21 inches: silty clay 
Bkg - 21 to 32 inches: silty clay 
Cg - 32 to 79 inches: silty clay 
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• 24.1% Ryan-Fargo Silt Clays: The Ryan series consists of very deep, poorly drained, 
very slowly permeable soils that formed in alkaline clayey sediments.  These soils are on 
stream terraces and glacial lake plains and have slopes of 0 to 1 percent. 
 

Typical profile 
Ap - 0 to 10 inches: silty clay 
Btnz - 10 to 20 inches: silty clay 
Bkzg - 20 to 33 inches: silty clay 
Czg - 33 to 79 inches: silty clay 

 
  

Table 1. Soil types within the APE. Data Source: https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov 
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Figure 3. Soil Map with APE for reference only.  

Image source: https://websoilsurveysc.egov.usda.gov 







Figure 7 on the following page depicts the proposed locations for the: 

• North Inlet Channel/Overflow Spillway

• Principal Spillway Strncture

• Auxiliaiy Spillway Strncture

Figure 7. Design plans showing areas of focused investigation. Source: Houston 
Engineering. See Appendix C
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Figure 13. Area of berm structure (WL5) showing areas of sediment removal. 
Image Source: NRCS Archives. 
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5.5 Site 32PB263: 
 
Site 32PB263 is the surface remains of an unknown structure shown on the Mountain 7.5 minute 
(1964) topographic map (Figure 6) was determined to be the remains of a farmhouse. Several 
artifacts were scattered across a wide area. Red and cream bricks and a cartwheel hub (Figure 
14); pieces of laminate floor tile, and metal fragments were strewn about the surface. Various 
shards of thick brown bottles and glass containers, none with markings, were readily evident. Mr. 
Hanneson proffered that the farmhouse had been razed and the remains burned in the 1980’s.  
 
According to the landowner, the privy and cellar were filled in, then plowed under, in order to 
maximize the crop acreage. Additionally, Mr. Hanneson installed a subsurface drain system 
known as “Tiling”, far below the plow zone, that controls drainage/standing water further 
disturbing the potential site.  
 
The site has endured heavy ground disturbance. The heaviest concentration of surface artifacts 
was plotted (Figure 18) but are unlikely to provide meaningful context to the former farmhouse. 
In addition to a subsurface drain system and 40 years of agricultural production, figure 10 shows 
that sediment removal intersects the southernmost artifact area further disturbing the site. 
Temporal/stratigraphic integrity is unlikely due to heavy ground disturbance and the former 
home site is unlikely to provide further historic or scientific data under Criterion D of the NRHP, 
therefore no shovel probes were conducted at 32PB263. 
 

 
Figure 14. Red and cream-colored brick at razed farm site. 
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5.6 Engineering Plan Field Investigation: 
 
Examination of the engineering plans produced three areas for special scrutiny. The North Inlet, 
Primary and Auxiliary Spillways. All three areas are heavily disturbed with extant water control 
structures and adjacent to in use cropland. All showed evidence of semi-regular high-water 
events. No shovel testing was performed due to the level of continuous ground disturbance from 
previously constructed water controls and agricultural use. Ground visibility varied between 50-
90 percent. 
 
The North Inlet Channel will replace extant culverting (Figure 22) and will follow the previously 
excavated area south of Cart Creek, into the agricultural field. Pedestrian survey revealed no 
cultural material but evidence of heavy erosion due to flood events was apparent. The creek 
ditching and field are separated by a three-wire barbed wire fence with portions in disrepair. 
Areas described are readily visible on satellite imagery. 
 
 

 
Figure 22. Extant structure at proposed north inlet channel. Image: Google Earth 2019. 

 
The principal spillway will rehabilitate the visible culvert system (Figure 23) and clear and 
expand the extend the flood zone/drainage infrastructure. Pedestrian survey was hindered due to 
the knee high, brown grass and “gumbo” like sediment build up on the culverts west side. Prior 
flood events were apparent due to the quantity of modern detritus (beer cans, Styrofoam, plastic 
bags) in the area. Ground visibility was less than ideal but the conditions of the area make 
inadvertent discovery of cultural resources unlikely. 
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Figure 23. Extant structure and flood zone at proposed principal spillway. Image: Google 

Earth 2019. 
 
The Auxiliary Spillway will rehabilitate the visible culvert system (Figure 24) and deepen the 
existing flood zone/drainage infrastructure with a berm on the north side. The extant structure is 
8 feet (2.43 m) deep and 35 feet (10.72 m) wide. At the undertaking will not exceed the current 
footprint, visual examination from the top of the structure was deemed sufficient. Due to the 
volume of water that transits the canal, inadvertent discovery of cultural resources is unlikely. 
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Figure 24. Extant ditching at proposed auxiliary spillway. Image Source: Google Earth 2019. 
 
The proposed undertaking in T160N, R55W, S ½ Section 19 consists of deepening the extant 
drainage canal (Figure 25) between 132ND Avenue and 86th Street NE. The APE will act as 
improved drainage for flood events into Cart Creek. Overgrown shrub, rubbish removal and 
culvert replacement will occur within the existing footprint. The structure is a continuation of the 
drainage canal previously described and shown in figure 23. It is 8 feet (2.43 m) deep and 35 feet 
(10.72 m) wide No ground disturbance is anticipated beyond the outlined APE (Figure 26). 
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Figure 25. 2019 satellite view of Section 19 existing drainage improvement. 

 Image Source: Google Earth 2019. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 26. Section 19 existing drainage improvement highlighted in yellow. Image: Google Earth 2019. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS: 
 
A Class I literature review by McFarlane Consulting (2018) and reconfirmed by an SOI qualified 
NRCS Cultural Resources Specialist discovered no NRHP eligible properties within one mile of 
the APE. The minor difference in descriptions for 32PBX201 and 32PBX202 are germane for 
analysis of this report but regarding the APE, irrelevant. The undertaking will have no effect on 
the sites. 
 
The Class III survey conducted by Christopher Plount, M.A., in 2020 and Janelle Harrison, 
M.A., RPA, in 2023 resulted in no discovery of cultural resources or properties eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places within the APE. The structure visible on LiDAR was 
resolved to be a manmade water control berm that is regularly reinforced with surrounding 
topsoil and plant material. It has no historic value. 
 
The destruction of the farmhouse site in Section 24 is unfortunate. The lack of site integrity due 
to profound ground disturbance precludes any meaningful interpretation of the site or artifacts. 
Further investigation would be non-productive. 
 
The three areas of direct impact (ADI) are shown on the engineering plans are within the 
boundaries of extant water control structures. The areas are visibly affected by high water events 
and erosion. 
 
7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
North Branch Park River Cart Creek Site 1 has no cultural resource concerns that may delay 
action on the undertaking. The farmhouse artifact scatter 32BP263 is unlikely to yield further 
data that would contribute to its eligibility for the NRHP. The undertaking, as designed, should 
proceed and a determination of “No Historic Properties Adversely Affected” is recommended. 
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APPENDIX A  



 Information about the location of sensitive areas (e.g. archaeological sites, burials, sacred areas) should be removed from this 
report before public distribution. 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The North Branch Park River Water Resource District (NBPR-WD) is preparing the North Branch Watershed Plan 
– Environmental Assessment (EA) for the North Branch Park River in northeastern North Dakota (Exhibit 1). The 
North Branch Watershed Planning Project (Project) is located within portions of Cavalier, Pembina, and Walsh 
counties, North Dakota. The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages, resulting from a 10-year rainfall 
event, that occur to agricultural lands and public infrastructure with the communities that reside along the North 
Branch Park River. Also, the purpose is to increase flood resiliency during the 100-year rainfall event for the 
community of Crystal, ND. 

The Project is subject to review by the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (ND-SHPO). To ensure 
compliance with ND-SHPO regulatory requirements, Houston Engineering, Inc. (HEI), on behalf of NBPR-WD, 
contracted with McFarlane Consulting, LLC to perform a Class I Literature Search of the Project area. The purpose 
of the Literature Search is to identify all known historic cultural resources within the NBPR-WD.  Literature search 
results will be used to develop management plans and to evaluate adverse effects posed to cultural resources within 
the watershed district. 

Class I Inventory Search Results 

Two NRHP properties, 11 architectural structures, 46 historic sites, 16 historic cemeteries and 18 archaeological 
sites were identified within the watershed district (Exhibits 2 through 4). 

Based on the high number of known cultural resources within the watershed district, only general cultural resource 
management recommendations are being posed in this report. Detailed site-specific information will be provided as 
the North Branch Park River Watershed Plan – Environmental Assessment (EA) is formalized. In general, Class II 
Archaeological survey is warranted for all areas where ground disturbing activities and/or inundation are likely to 
occur. 
  

  

  9/18/2018           
James Cummings         Date 
Principal Investigator    

 

The indiscriminate disclosure or publication of cultural resource data herein may result in unnecessary damage to 
the resources. The public release of site specific locational data provided by the State Historical Society of North 
Dakota requires the written permission of the Director thereof. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 
The North Branch Park River Watershed District (NBPR-WD) is preparing the North Branch Park River 
Watershed Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) for the North Branch Park River in northeastern North Dakota 
(Exhibit 1). The North Branch Park River Watershed Planning Project (Project) is located within portions of 
Cavalier, Pembina, and Walsh counties, North Dakota. The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages, 
resulting from a 10-year rainfall event, that occur to agricultural lands and public infrastructure within the 
communities that reside along the North Branch Park River. Also, the purpose is to increase flood resiliency during 
the 100-year rainfall event for the community of Crystal, ND. 

The Project is subject to review by the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (ND-SHPO). To ensure 
compliance with ND-SHPO regulatory requirements, Houston Engineering, Inc. (HEI), on behalf of NBWD, 
contracted with McFarlane Consulting, LLC to perform a Class I Literature Search of the Project area. The purpose 
of the Literature Search is to identify all known historic cultural resources within the NBWD.  Literature search 
results will be used to develop management plans and to evaluate adverse effects posed to cultural resources within 
the watershed district.   

The literature search was conducted by James Cummings, Principal Investigator. The literature search results were 
compiled by staff archaeologist Joe McFarlane. 

3.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 
3.1 Class I Study Area 
The NBPR-WD encompasses approximately 260 square miles of study area (Exhibit 1). 

3.2 Area of Potential Effect (APE) 
For archaeological purposes, an APE is defined as any area where ground disturbing activities are likely to occur. 
Ground disturbing activities typically associated with watershed management projects include the construction of 
embankments, diversion ditches, outlet ditches, holding ponds, and discharge from outlet ditches with the potential 
to affect river bank stability.    

4.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 
4.1 Research Objectives  
Research objectives were designed to meet survey requirements of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Identification and Evaluation, and the North Dakota SHPO Guidelines Manual for Cultural Resource Inventory Projects, 
Revised Edition (2012, updated 4/21/2017). The objectives included:  
• Identify all historic properties within the Project area. 
• Delineate areas with high archaeological potential. 
• Provide recommendations to guide Project layout designs and develop strategies to minimize the adverse 

effects on all, if any, historic cultural resources within the Project area. 

4.2 Methodology 
Background research was conducted to identify all recorded historic properties within the project area. Historic and 
environmental contexts were also reviewed to identify areas likely to contain cultural materials. Archival records 
checked included but are not limited to: 
• Archaeological Site Files and report inventories of the ND-SHPO. 
• NRHP listings of the National Park Service. 
• Original Public Land Survey records, U.S. Department of the Interior. 
• Historical Atlases and Plat books. 
• Environmental literature of the project area. 
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8.0 EXHIBITS 
8.1 Exhibit 1: North Branch Park River Watershed Resource District 
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