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From: Davis (WCD), Jennifer  
Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 2:42 PM 
To: Trefethen, Jean 
Subject: FW: Appendix D and E Files 
 
PINGP historical files.  Looks like I only have paper copies of the cultural resource reports.  What I have are 
files that lead to developing their cultural resources management plan. 
 

From: Holthaus, James J. [mailto:James.Holthaus@xenuclear.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2010 6:11 PM 
To: Davis (FSME), Jennifer 
Subject: Appendix D and E Files 
 
Jenny,  
 
The “Appendix C-BIA…..” in the first e-mail is actually “Appendix D –BIA ……” which is included above with the remaining 
Appendix D and E files. 
 
James Holthaus 
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature 
Project Manager 
414 Nicollet Mall, MP4 - Minneapolis, MN 55401 
P: 612.330.6635 C: 651.270.7959 F: 612.330.7781 
E: James.Holthaus@xenuclear.com 
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         November 19, 2009 
 
Mr. Dennis Gimmestad, Compliance Officer 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Minnesota Historical Society 
345 W. Kellogg Blvd 
St. Paul, MN  55102 
 
RE:  Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant 
 Phase 1 Site Survey Report 
 
Dear Mr. Gimmestad: 
 
In the summer of 2009, Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant (PINGP) conducted a modified 
Phase 1 survey of the entire plant grounds not in active use (i.e., no buildings or improved 
surfaces on top of the soil).  The survey was a modified Phase 1 survey as no shovel testing 
was done in accordance with Xcel Energy’s April 2, 2009 settlement agreement with the Prairie 
Island Indian Community. 
 
Included with this letter is a copy of the draft report for your review and comment.  We would 
appreciate your timely review of the survey report.  No action is proposed, however the report 
will be included as an appendix to the Cultural Resources Management Plan PINGP is currently 
drafting.   
 
We look forward to your comments, corrections or concerns. Please feel free to contact James 
Holthaus at 651-388-1121 (ext 7268), james.holthaus@xenuclear.com, RaeLynn Asah at  
612-330-6512, raelynn.asah@xcelenergy.com or myself. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mark A. Schimmel 
Site Vice President  
(612) 330-7762 
 
 
Attachments 

1. Boden, Peg.  2009.  A Modified Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of the Grounds 
of the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant, Welch, Goodhue County, Minnesota.  
Draft Report. October. Merjent. 

 
Cc:   James Myster, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Heather Westra, Prairie Island Indian Community 
Phil Mahowald, Prairie Island Indian Community 
Wayne Wells, Prairie Island Indian Community 

Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant 
1717 Wakonade Drive East 
Welch, MN  55089 



Comment/Response for Draft Report

BIA Comments, dated November 13, 2009

General
You might want to use the Term “limited” rather than “modified” in the title since the survey was 
limited to only above ground work.

We adopted the term “limited.”

The red tagline on the bottom of each page should match exactly the report title.

We could find no style guidelines that require exact matching between technical report title 
and footer tagline.

Project Description
It appears that the project area is in the City of Red Wing, not Welch as the report title indicates.

The report’s title has been changed to “Red Wing,” the legal location of the Plant. Welch is 
the plant’s mailing address.

Why no shovel testing? Did the Settlement Agreement prohibit the digging of shovel tests?

The discussion of shovel testing in the report was expanded.

Literature Search
Pages 8-9, Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Studies. The background starts with Prairie 
Island in general, then focuses on the PINGP area. Do you want to include more information 
(like a map with the location of these surveys) on the other archaeological work that had been 
done on Prairie Island after Johnson and before Schirmer?

A map showing previous surveys is in the assessment report that is referenced as Boden 
2008. Also, Hildebrant Iffert’s report (Draft 2009) covers background cultural material, including 
extensive discussion of previous archaeological investigations.

Page 8. Do you have a copy of NSP’s announcement to protect the archaeological sites? If so, 
please quote and put in references. Was this a press release, quote in the newspaper or 
internal memo?

Reference to NSP’s announcement to protect sites has been removed.

Page 9-10, Table 1. This table is not cited in the text. It’s best to put tables on one page.

A reference to the table was added. The final report will be formatted for table readability. 

Pages 10-11, Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites in the Project Area. Suggest 
summarizing Hildebrandt Iffert’s report, or make it available in conjunction with this review. 



Hildebrant Iffert’s report was recently provided to the BIA, and will be available in conjunction 
with the Phase I report.

Page 12, Larger Context Study Area, para 1. The end of sentence 3 is incomplete. How high 
was the water level raised when the lock and dam were constructed? Reference the early trader 
reports if known. 

The sentence in question has been changed. We couldn’t find a source that reported 
precisely how high the water level was raised following construction of the lock and dam. A 
reference to early trader reports has been added.

Project Findings

Can you add the historic descriptions of the sites, besides their current condition you provide in 
the report?

Hildebrant Iffert discusses the history of investigations for each site in her study.

Page 15, para 2. How do you know the “isolated” historic finds are not part of any subsurface 
deposit, since no shovel testing was done? Cannot make this statement with confidence. Some 
of these concentrations might have context and integrity. This is a Phase II question. 

The discussion has been changed to describe historic finds more accurately and include 
recommendations for Phase II testing.

Area A Findings

Page 15, last para. Site 21GD58 is referenced in the report as 21GD58/61 except in Figure 3 
and Pages 15, 18, 21, and 23. Need to remain as consistent as possible.

This has been corrected.

Pages 18-22, Figures 6-10 are out of sequence. The photos should be larger for better viewing.

The photos have been moved to an appendix to the report. The figures will be re-formatted 
and checked for correct order for the final report.

Page 18. We thought that NSP announced that they were saving sites on the property. Why 
would Johnson be “salvaging” sites so far away from the reactors?

We would be speculating, but it’s probable that the footprint for the energy producing 
reactors and associated built environment was not finalized when Johnson did his work. We know 
that the location of the cooling towers was changed from a preconstruction map. Xcel Energy was 
probably still in the decision making process about locating facilities such as the ISFSI, 
administrative buildings, parking lots, etc., and they wanted the entire grounds cleared for future 
construction. 

Page 19. Figure 6 should include “Shoreline Survey West” in caption and legend.



The east and west areas of the shoreline survey have been added to the map as “East and
West Shoreline,” respectively.

Pages 21-22, 21GD62. One of us isn’t convinced that this is a mound site. The mound could be 
anywhere within 40 acres of Winchell’s legal description. Why wasn’t this site plowed low like 
21GD58/61, since both sites were probably in the same farm field? The living floor may have 
been the old ground surface where someone in historic times dumped a load of soil, maybe for 
use by the railroad. Would the railroad have any records? Is it possible that Lewis’/Winchell’s 
lone mound site is actually 21GD277?

We concur that the mound could be anywhere within a 40 acre area, and Johnson may have 
mis-identified this spot as a mound. We have added a discussion to the report. We think it is unlikely 
that 21GD277 is the mound in question because it is in a different quarter-quarter section. 

Page 23, PS002. Our agency believes that this midden site could have some subsurface
integrity and could be associated with 21GD280. It would need Phase II study to find out. It has 
components greater than 50 years old. It should get a state site number or attached to 
21GD280. 

The discussion of this refuse deposit was expanded. The OSA decided not to assign the find 
a state site number at this time. They did request that the find be included in the site form topos 
provided for 21GD0280 and other historic sites.

Area B Findings

Page 24, para 1. “BIA archaeologists” should be singular.

This change has been made.

Pages 24-26, 21GD280. Are there historic atlases or maps that might identify the possible 
owner/occupant of this site?

We looked at the 1894 C. M. Foote & Co. plat map, but this did not provide any useful 
information. If a Phase II is done, historic maps and land records should provide more information. 

Page 27-28, Figures 14 and 15 are out of sequence.

References to the figures in the text will be checked for correct sequence in the final report.

Page 27, Isolated Historic Finds. The depth of the depression at PS003 seems too deep to be 
an old tree fall. Perhaps a small borrow pit or well?

The text has been changed to include these possibilities. 

Page 29, PS007. How old are the artifacts? If it is older than 50 years and there are subsurface 
deposits than it should get a site number.

We did not confirm the presence of intact subsurface deposits. The OSA will not assign a 
site number until intact material remains are identified. 



Page 29, PS006. We would also consider this a site like PS002 – associated with a farmstead. 

Again, the OSA decided not to assign this find a site number. They did request that we put it 
on the site form topos for farmsteads that were recorded and assigned site numbers during the 
survey.

So what about Site 21GDl (Vergil Larson II)? It is mentioned on page 24 but not addressed later 
in the section . Destroyed? Never exisited?

Table 3 reports that the unverified mound group was not located during the survey; a phrase 
was added to the introduction of Area B Findings.

Area C Findings

Page 32. The sites on Figure 17 and Figure 5 don’t match. Is the red “X” 21GD148? Where is 
21GD59 or 207? Or even 21GD2 (Bartron)? Need to label Figure 17 much better. 

Additional labels will be added or clarified on this map.

Page 33, PS006. Duplicaiton of a number. This can’t be the same as PS006 found in Area B on 
page 29. Whatever site this may be, we would also consider it a site like PS007 and not an 
isolated find. Could it be associated with the Nauers?

The duplication has been corrected, and this isolated find re-assigned the number PS008. 
The OSA decided not to assign this find a site number.

Page 34, 21GD59. Since Hildebrandt Iffert’s report is not available, please quote that portion of 
her report.

Xcel has since made the report available to the BIA.

Page 35. At first look PS008 is not mapped anywhere. Upon further review, it does appear as a 
“push pile” in Figure 17. But, if it is not a possible burial mound a field number doesn’t seem 
necessary. It confuses the reader. You could give the number PS008 to the duplicated PS006. 

The isolated find number “PS008” was re-assigned to the refuse deposit in Area C formerly 
assigned duplicate number “PS006.” The report discussion was adjusted accordingly. 

Page 37. 21GD0002. Why are you not including any close-up maps of the Bartron site? What is 
the current knowledge of the site boundaries? How can Xcel Energy manage to avoid a large, 
complex site of which they don’t know the boundaries?

A sentence was added about Ron Schirmer’s recent work at the Bartron Site. Xcel uses the 
maps originally drawn by Elden Johnson to define the boundaries of the site, as did we in Figure 18.
Our survey was not designed to define the boundaries or intra-site deposits of the site. It was just too 
overgrown to even do an effective survey to identify artifact patterns. 

Area D Findings

Page 39. Put location of 21GD149 in Figure 20 even if you couldn’t find it (if it existed).



These maps were designed to show the findings of the current survey. But we will add the 
locations of previously recorded sites because of your request.

Area E Findings

Paged 41-42. Figure 23, 24, and 22 are out of sequence.

The photos have been appended to the report.

Area F Findings

Page 46, para 3, line 9. Do you really mean “marine shell” and not “fresh water shell”?

This change has been made. 

Area G Findings

No comments.

Area H Findings.

Page 48. The 1938 aerial flyover shows a farmstead at the location of PS018 and architectural
and other debris over 50 years old is still present. Is there any way to find out whose farmstead 
this was? Given that no subsurface testing was done, we believe the site might have some 
integrity left (especially with some of the areas to the west and south relatively undisturbed) with 
perhaps a filled in cellar pit or even a privy pit or two. For management purposes at least, this
site should get a state site number.

Additional description was added to show that the historic architecture at this site appeared 
to be pushed into its present location, indicating that the surface material did not represent any intact 
farmstead deposits. The OSA determined to not assign the find a site number.

Page 52. Perhaps the boundaries of 21GD279 should be expanded to include the features 
observed in H5.

A sentence was added to the discussion about this possibility subject to further study.

Page 52. The Schoolhouse (PS0017) definitely needs a state site number. It could have a 
substantial basement pit under it. What do we know about the schoolhouse?

See Hildebrant Iffert for a discussion of this site. The Minnesota OSA will not assign a site 
number to a reported location without confirmed material remains.

Page 52. Was the “mound” in H6 looked at by the State Archaeologist? Why couldn’t it be one?

This paragraph, which represented the speculation of Xcel employees, was removed from 
the report.

Shoreline Survey Findings

Page 53. Did the shoreline have beaches, cutbanks, aquatic vegetation, and/or rip rap areas?



No change, we think the report adequately describes the characteristics of the shoreline.

Recommendations and Opportunities for Improvement

Page 56, Compliance Recommendations, para 1, line 7. Revise end of sentence to read: 
“comply with Section 106 of the NHPA.”

This change has been made.

Pages 60-61, Subsurface Testing. Put “diameter” after “30 cm”. As indicated earlier, if not 
prohibited by agreement, shovel testing really should have been used during this 
reconnaissance. If the Plant wants to do some “shallow” construction it will have to send out 
another archaeologist to shovel test on a case by case basis. Deeper projects will have to be 
cored. Most areas are so overgrown that non invasive methods may not work any better that 
shovel testing or using mechanized equipment to search for buried cultural resources. Any 
buried site out there has been disturbed to some extent by tree roots, farming, burrowing 
animals, roads, trails and possibly blow downs from high winds.

“Diameter” has been added to the sentence. We concur that every ground disturbing project,
whether it be a federal undertaking or not, will require a cultural resources review and possible 
subsurface testing and/or deep coring. At this time, we consider case by case review to be the most 
advisable management practice. Shovel testing the entire Plant at close intervals (because of the 
high site potential) would be cost prohibitive, potentially destructive to mound sites, and not 100% 
effective as a discovery tool.

References Cited

Is Emily Hildebrant Iffert’s name hyphenated? If not, it should be listed under “I” not “H”. If not 
hyphenated, citation is the main body should be only “Iffert”.

This change has been made. 

Donald W. Johnson should be “Johnson, Donald W.”

This change has been made.

Overall

The report is light on background analysis and maps, given that this survey/report was done to 
provide background information to the Cultural Resources Management Plan, it is presumed 
that this report was not intended to be a one-stop-shop for all things archaeological. The Xcel 
Energy Environmental Coordination (in cooperation with the NRC) will still have to refer back to 
all the previous reports to make a decision about what to do if a project is proposed and whether 
a Phase II survey is warrant on a known site. 

This report, along with Hildebrant Iffert’s literature review, provides a summation of the 
current state of archaeological investigations of the Plant. No single report is a one-stop-shop for 
archaeological review, but now the Environmental Coordinator should not have to refer back to all 
previous reports to conduct a cultural resources review for a proposed project.



Comment/Response for Boden, Maki and Jones Draft Report, A Modified 
Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of the Grounds of the Prairie Island Nuclear
Generating Plant, Welch, Goodhue County, Minnesota. 

Ronald Schirmer comments

There are a few things that I wanted to note.  First, although they repeatedly say 
that they didn't do any subsurface testing (shovel testing), they never say why.  
Why was no subsurface testing done?  It's not a huge deal - given that they say 
in their conclusions that subsurface sites could exist anywhere and so this work 
would need to be done if any plans are made - but still... it should be stated why 
they did their work this way.  Also, throughout the document they continuously 
refer to areas as "disturbed", while at the same time not providing actual 
documentation of that in the form of subsurface testing.  I understand that aerial 
photos can be used for some of this, but not for all of it.

The discussion of shovel testing was expanded. 

Discussion of “disturbed” areas

The discussion of disturbed areas has been expanded.

Jim--I seem to recall that shovel testing was not done out of deference to the 
Prairie Island Indian Community's concerns.  If so, this could be mentioned in the 
report.

This has been added to the report.

On p. 8, 2nd full paragraph, they refer to "Henry Wincell" - his name was Newton 
Horace Winchell.  In this area, too, they should mention Marshall McKusick's M.A. 
thesis on the Bartron site excavations of 1948.

This correction has been made.

On p. 9, remove second paragraph, as it seems to be defending Johnson's 
shoddy technique by saying that he was working (in the 1960s) at a time when 
scientific archeology was just beginning to be practiced.

This paragraph has been removed.

On p. 11, paragraph 2, they have a misspelling - "though" should be "through".  
Also on that page and et seq. in the table, I think it deserves some explanation 



at some mound sites, the most extensive and frequent source of disturbance 
was archeological excavation.

This misspelling has been corrected. The discussion of disturbance to 
mound sites has been expanded in the report. 

On p. 15, paragraph 2, although noted that the isolated historic finds have no 
integrity or subsurface components, it could be noted that no subsurface testing 
was done (to clarify this point for the reader).

The discussion of isolated finds has been expanded. 

On p. 29, under "Opportunities...", there is a misspelling - "formerly" should be 
"formally".

This misspelling has been corrected.

Lastly, when they are discussing the "Nauer Cemetery" and saying that they're 
getting a new site number for it, they should be cautious.  I believe that the 
mound with historic burials in it is Lewis' Mound #49, part of the Nauer Mound 
Group (21GD0001). I'm working with my geologist, Dr. Chad Wittkop, to review 
the LiDAR images from the county, redraft the Lewis info from the original survey, 
apply the appropriate corrections (5% linear addition [cf. Dobbs 1993]), and 
determine whether or not my suspicion is correct.  Giving it another site number 
without adequately considering whether or not it's part of an already-numbered 
site has the potential to create yet another circumstance where multiple 
numbers are given to single sites.

The discussion of the Nauer Cemetery has been removed from the report. 
We did submit a site form to the OSA, who made the decision to assign the 
cemetery a new and separate site number. 

 


