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ABSTRACT

A cultural resources management plan based on a Phase I cultural
Tesources survey and assessment (Ray et al. 1983) on 5,848 acres of
residual lands and Phase II testing at sites 23CY20, 23CY352, and
23CY359 (Traver 1985) at the Union Electric Company's Callawvay Plant,
located in Callavay County, Missouri, is presented.

One bundred tventy nine cultural resources sites were identified
and evaluated during the Phase I survey and assessment: 79 prehistoric
archaeological sites, 29 historic archaeological sites, apnd 21
architectural sites. Twenty three prehistoric archaenlogical sites are
recommended as potentially eligible for pomination to the National
Register of Historic Places, and two historic sites are recommended as
potentially eligible. None of the historic architectural resources is
considered eligible for pomination to the National Register of Historic
Places. The remaining prehistoric and historic archaeological sites are
Lot considered eligible for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places; hovever, the sites vill be protected from subplov zone

disturbance by this management plan.
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A CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR RESIDUAL LANDS AT THE UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY CALLAWAY PLANT
CALLAWAY COUNTY, MISSOURI

m;goguctxgg

This management plan, the Phase I cultural resources survey {Ray et
al. 1983) and Phase II testing at three sites (Traver 1985) upon which
it is based represents Union Electric Company's anpliance vith the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (P.L. 89-665 and
96-515), Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974 as
amended, and Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the
Cultural Environment). Completion of the Phase I survey and accompanying
Management plan also provides documentation evidencing United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission compliance with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation regulations, 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historir
and Cultural Properties), and other applicable federal and state
regulations.

A Phase I cultural resources survey and assessment of approximately
5,848 acres (2,366 ba) wvas conducted on residual lands whick surround
the Union Electric Company Callavay Plant located in central Missouri 10
mi east of Fulton, Missouri (Ray et al. 1983). The primary objective of
the Phase I survey and assessment vas to locate, evaluate, and identify
potentially significant cultural fcsourccs: and the primary purpose of
the management plan is to provide guidance for the preservation of

potentially significant cultural resources. The Missouri Department of



Conservation manages the residual lands under a lease agreement vith the
property owner, Union Electric Company. A Ranagement plan currently in
effect (Missouri Department of Conservation 1976) recommends that the
bighest management priority is to maintain a diverse, high-quality
patural environment which vill provide recreational activities such as
fishing, controlled hunting, nature study, and other compatible
activities the Company may vish to incorporate. The cultural resources
mapagement plan will supplement the existing land use management plan
and vill be used by the Company and the Missouri Department of
Conservation as a planning tool. Implementation and coordination of this
plan is the responsibility of Union Electric Company's Radiological
Engineering and Environmental Services departments.

Prior to the comstruction of the plant and related facilitijes,
Union Electric Company wmet federal legislative and regulatory
requirements by funding cultural resources surveys in direct impact
zones. During the period 197% through 1979, Evans (1975, 1979) and Bvans
and Ives (p.d., 1973, 1978, 1979a, 1979b) vrote seven assessment
reports. Also, direct impact zones were surveyed in conjunction with
this project (McNerney 1982; Tucker and Morin 198la, 1981b). This
management plan includes the results of all surveys done on plant
property.

This cultural resources Banagement plan consists of two parts. The
first includes background information such as the legal anthority for
the study, previous cultural resources studies prepared for the plant
and related cupstruction ‘activities, current land use, concepts and

definitions of cultural resources management, summary of potentially



significant cultural resources identified during the Phase I survey, and

@ discussion of direct and indirect adverse impacts. The second part of
the report provides a discussion of the National Register nomination

process and guidance for implementation of the management plan.

Current and Future Land Use

There are tvo general types of land use at the Callavay Plant site,
operation and maintenance areas and wildlife management areas (residual
lands). Activities associated vith each of the tvo areas are different
and thus require different cultural resources management approaches.

Operation and waintenance zones include electrical transmilsiqn
lines, beavy bhaul road, settling ponds, railroad spur, quarry,
vaterlines (underground), emergency operations facility, meteorological
tover, landfill area, borrov pits, and ecology plots (Map 1). Activities
in these areas vould include inspection, repair, . maintenance,
monitoring, and, in the case of the borrov pits, earthmoving. Cultural
resources surveys and assessments have been completed and reviewed by
the MSHPO at all of these operation and maintepance locations (Evans
1875, 1979; Evans and Ives n.d., 1973, 1978, 1979a, 1979b; McNerney
19€2; Tucker and Morin 198la, 1981b). These assessments wvere carried out
ahead of construction and, with the exception of site 23CY20, did not
impact significant cultural resources. Excavations were carried out to
mitigate the impacts of railroad construction at site 23CY20 (Evans
1975; Evans and Ives 1979a). Therefore, with regard to future cultural
Tesources management decisions vithin operation and maintenance zones,

consideration must be given to the fact that (1) all areas have received
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survey and assessment, (2) all areas have been impacted by previous
copstruction activity, amd (2, all cultural resources sites which are
vithin the operation and maintenance zones (23CY20, 23CY352, and
23CY359) vwill be protected by this management plan.

The residual lands at the Cailavay Nuclear Pover Plant site are
being managed to enhance wildlife habitat and provide fishing, hunting,
and -outdoor recreational opportunities for any individual, group, or
organization wishing to make use of these privileges. Land use patterns,
either planned or existing, which support and facilitate this management
plan include forest habitat (5,251 acres), fishing ponds (10 ponds over
one-half acre), crop lands (2,480 acres crop and pasture), access roads,
hiking and equestrian trails, parking lots, and picnicing areas. The
acreages may change slightly from year to year depending on
agricultural, recreational, and vildlife management practices. A
visitor's interpretive center @¢lso has been proposed (Missouri
Department of Conservati:a 1976). Potentially significant cultural
Tesources within wildlife management and agricultural zones vwvill be

protected by this management plap.

Cultural Resources Management

Cultural resourcer constitute a fragile, limited nonrenewvable

portion of the total environment. Because they are the physical legacy
of various stages of past human lifevays, they are illustrative of man's
cultural development. Cultural resources include prehistoric and
bistoric archaeclogical resources and historic architectural resources.
These resources are represented ~y sites, buildings, districts, and
objects (Executive Order Counseling Notes Revised 8/1/74).
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Cultural rescurces management is tied inextricably to a body of
federal legislation. The Antiquities Act vas passed in 1906 in
recognition that cultural resources (archaeological sites only at that
time) required protection from destruction. The Historic Sites Act of
1935 provided for the preservation of historic American sites,
buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance. More
reciutly, the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966),
the National Envirommental Policy Act (1969), the Archaeological and
Historic Preservation Act (1974), and the Archaeological Resources Act
(1979) have expanded greatly the role of the federal government in the
area of cultural resources management. Central to this legislation and
cultural resources management are the concepts of preservation either
through data recovery prior to destruction or protection through
avoldance.

Assessing the nature of cul*ural resources requires special
techniques and methods, which may be thought of as "cultural resource
management” (King et al. 1977:8). These authors describe the many
dimensions of cultural resources management in an entire volume. Waile
many ponspecialists are required to evaluate reports and to make
decisions about cultural resources, these persons often do pot have the
time por the inclination to reviev the groving body of literature on the
subject. For the present purposes, a brief reviev of the idea in the
form of a working definition will be useful.

Cultural resources management seeks to have control (in
action and use) and to have responsibility for sites,
structures, objects, and districts which are historically,
architecturally, archaeologically, or culturally significant.
Implementation of such control or responsibility may include
inventory, assessment, recovery, research, protection,

6



preservation, and enhancement, depending upon ipdividual
resources and circumstances (McNerney 1978:93).

This definition emphasizes the control of and responsibility for
cultural resources, a situation with vhich many landowning agencies and
corporations find themselves confronted today. The primary wractitioners
of the discipline are anthropologists and archaeologists (requiring a
variety of supporting specialists in the physical and patural sciences),
bistorianms, and architectural historians. Other disciplipes rapidly
becoming involved admiristratively in cultural resources management
include land managers, planners, environmental planners, engineers,
ecologists, real estate developers, and recreation managers. At the
present time, the agencies which will be primarily involved in the
management of cultural resources on the residual lands will be Union
Electric Company, Missouri Department of Conservation, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, and the Missouri Office of Historic Preservation.
Using the above definition, the management process may be briefly
outlined.

The first step of the maragement process involves inventory and
assessment: the reviev of previously recorded resources, the location
and inventory of unrecorded resources on the landscape, the assessment
of the significance of the resources, and the assessment of potentjal
adverse impacts which may threaten the resources. These are the major
considerations ordinarily addressed in a Phase I survey and assessment.
A central issue during this phase ﬁnd throughout the management process
is the determination of significance. The evaluation of significance

includes the collection and analysis of artifacts from archaeological



sites, shovel tests or soil probings to determine the vertical and
horizontal limits of the site, and the evaluation of architectural sites
for historic significance.

Next, a conclusion regarding the significance of the site is
offered by the investigator. This conclusion is dased on the evaluation
of the results of the survey and the National Register of Historic
Places criteria for significance. The National Register is 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 ;or*protcctxon from
destruction or impairment. The National Register wvas designed to be and
is administered as a planning tool. The criteria are:

The quality of significance in American history,
architecture, archaeclogy, and culture is present in
districts, sites, buildings, integrity of location, design,
::;fing, witerials, workmenship, feeling, and association,

(1) That are associated with events that have made a

significant contribution to the broad patterns of our

history; or

(2) That are associated with the lives of persons sigunificant
in our past; or

(3) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of comstruction, or that represent the
vork of a master, or that possess bigh artistic values,
Oor that represent a significant and distinguishable
entity vhose components may lack individual distinction;
or

(4) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information

important in prehistory or bistory (Federal Register

1976:1595).
In 1987 a Master Plan for Archaeological Resource Protection ip
Missouri (Weston and Weichman, editors, 1987) was published. The Study
Units, Cultural Units, and Research Questions presented in this document



should also be considered in preparing research designs and evaluating
the significance of the cultural resources at the Callaway plant should
2Dy resources be impacted which would require Phase IJ testing in the
future.

The investigator's conclusion regarding the eligibility of a
particular property for nomination to the National Register is revieved
by the State Historic Preservation Officer in consultation with the
dgencies involved. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is a
state official appointed by the governor whose job it is to imsure that
the cultural resources of the state are not destroyed arbitrarily and to
pake recommendations to protect such resources. It is the SHPO vho helps
make certain that the legal responsibilities specified in the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 are fulfilled. If the SHPO and the
concerned agencies agree that the properties do not meet any of the
criteria for listing in the National Register, the matter goes no
further and the properties may be altered. If the agencies and the SHPO
agree that the properties are eligidble, or it they cannot agree, or if
some question exists regarding the eligibility of the pominated
properties, final determination of eilgihility rests with the Office of
Archaeclogy and Historic Preservation, a multicomponent office vithin
the National Park Service, the core unit of which is the Natjonal
Register of Historic Places (King et al. 1977:88). If the properties do
Dot meet any of the criteria, no further action is required. If the
property is determined eligible, then appropriate preservation measures
are developed by the responsible agencies.

Folloving the indentification and assessment phase of the cultural
fesources management process, land use limitations are offered vhich are
designed to protect and preserve the resource. As indicated earlier,
cultural resources are fragile, limited, nourenevable portions of the

S



patural and cultural environment; aay direct land altering activities
(ie. roads, reservoirs) or indirent «mpacts (ie. increased public use of
an area containing sites) may threaten the preservation of the site.
These potential impacts or adverse effects are evalvated, and
appropriate mitigative alternatives are offered. Mitigation may include
avoidance, data recovery through excavation, or other means of
preservation.

The foregoing provides a brief outiine of the cultural resources
management process including: a definition of cultural resources, a
summary definition of cultural resources management, a discussion of
significance, and key concepts of cultural resources management. These
concepts will serve as a framewvork within vhich to develop a cultural

resources management plan for the residual lands.

ummary of Cultyp Rescurc

One bundred twenty nime sites (Map 2, Table 1) vere identified and
evalvated during the Phase I sSurvey and assessment; 79 prehistoric
archaeclogical sites, 29 bhistoriec archaeological sites, and 21
architectural sites. For more specific information regarding individual
sites and related research information. the reader is referred to the
Phase I cultural resources report (Ray et al. 1983).

Predistoric Besources

Of the 79 prehistoric sites, cultural affiliation could not be
determined for 62 sites (78.5%) due to the absence of culturally
diagnostic artifacts. Forty tvo (53.2%) of the sites recorded produced
10 wacte flakes or less. Cultural affiliation was established for 17

(21.5V) sites.
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Prehistoric and Historic Archase!
Union Eleciric Corpany, Cal

Table §

feal Sties Locatel on Residus! {andy
sway Nuclear Power Plant Site

Site Sec  Appron Culture! Site Type/Activity Present Ground (over Land the LUl
Mo Stre Affiitation Land tse Linttationss Potential®*
2xr. {Acres)
LEVEL UPLAND PRAIRIE (m=41)
2420 13 . Prehtstortc /Tnapping Aqri Veeds Subplow zome disturbence Hot eligidle
Exclusion rone
1 15 Mo Prehistoric JEnapping Agri Crop stubble Subplow 2ome ¢!sturbance Rot e lalbie
52 1 8.0 Prehistoric /¥napping Rgri Grass Subpiow zeme disturbence Wot 2ligtble
ne 12 A8 Prokisteric /¥napping Rert Weeds Subplow reme disturbance Hot eligible
754 1 195 Prehlistorie Camp /¥napping Rort Cuitivated Subpiow rone disturbarce Mot eltgible
Crop stubble
55 oo Prehistoric Comp  [Enapping Rgr! Cultivated Subpiow rome disturbance Mot eligible
Crop stubble
256+ 1" 59 Middle-Late Comp  /Xnapping Kgri Cultivated Subplow rone disturbence Not eiigidle
Rrchatc Crop stubble
ny i 4.8 Prehistoric/  WCamp /Enapping Agri Cultivated Limfted Agri Eliginie
Ristoric Febricating Crop stubble
Processing
58 2 1.0 Prehistoric /¥napping Agri Cultivated Subplow 1ome disturbance Mot eligible
frop stubble
% 18 N | ] ¥istoric Cemetery/Buriel Cemetery Yeeds, brush Rvoid Mot eligible
Llegend: Sec - Section Wuwber € - Uneble te Evaluate *limited Agricelture-see page 28
N - Monhsbitstion Type (outbulldings) - MHabitation Avo'd-see page )9

0 - Discerd {dump)

“*Nonellgible designations are beted on the
e g g

are prolected by the recosmendations |

“ - Sile with fewer than 10 Artifacts

results of the Phase | survey.
n this management pian.

There 15 the remate ms!bﬂn'y that these sites may be eligible



Table | {comt )

Site  Sec Appres Celters! Site Type/Rctivity Present Ground Cover Lond Use v

L) Stre Affttiation Land Use Uimitatfons s Potential**
27 {Acres)

760* 1 - Prehistorie /Xnapping Agri Grass Subplow rone disturbance Mot elligible
%! 13 1 Historic H Nomaqgr! Forest, brush Avoid fliginle

%7 ? 8.2 Pales Coamp /Xnapping Agri Crop stubhle Limited agri 5!l plow Tligible

for surface collection
269 it ., Nigtoric " Ronagri Forest, brush Subpiow rone diyturbence Mot eligible
e 1 17.2% Predistoric Comp /inapping RAgri Coltivated Subplow rone disterbonce Kot 21igible
Crop stubbie
nt 1n 1 Misteric L] Nonagri Forest, brsh  Subplow rome disturbance %ot ellgibie
m 18 1 #isterte " Ronagr Forest Subplow rome 41sturbance Mot eltgible
2774 18 2.4 Prehistoric /¥ranping Agri Crop stubble Subplow rome disturbence ot eligible
21%* ? 2.5 Prehisteric /¥napping Agri Crop stubble Subplon rone 4 sturbance Hot eligitie
78 3 2.5 Wistoric L Bonggr ! Forest Subplow reme disturbance Mot sligible
2 10 .9 Historic Nolland .o @ iat Cemetery Brush Rvoid Not eligible
Cometory

28 19 1 Wistoric ] Agri Grass Subplow zome disturbance Mot eligible
279 10 1 Histeric " Ronsor | Weeds | brush Subplow zone disturbence Hot eligible
1 i 1 . Prehisteric 7Enapping Agrt Crop stubble Subplow rone disturbence Mot s!llgible
Ing 1 1 Wistertc # Agrt Grass Subplow rome disturbance Wot eligible
297 1 3 Hister!c Y Ronagri forest Subplow rome ditturbance Mot eltgible
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Table 1 {eromi.}
Site  Sec  dppres Cultursi Stte TypelZictivity Present Ground Caver Lend Use NRP
*o Stze  Arfiliation Land Use Limitations? Patestial*®
Y- {Acres)
798 { 3.4 Prehtstoric /¥napping Bari Crop stubble Subplow rome disturbance Kol eligisle
00 2 1 Higtoric H Agri Crep stubble Subplow rome disturbence Bot eligibie
e 4 N Prehistoric finapping Rari Crop stubble Subplow rome disturbance Mot eliginle
302 3 5 Prehistorte Tomp [¥napping Agri Cuitivated Subpiow romne disturbence Rot eligitle
03 10 LR ] farly Archsic Casgp /Enapping Agri Crop stubble Limited A'rl‘ fligible
food processing
Yoae " 10.2% Prehistoric FAnapping Agri Crop stubble Subplow rone disturbence Rot eligibie
b o ) 10 138 Late Archatc Comp /Ynapping Agrt Crop stubble Lim! od Agri Eligidle
Hunting, butchering
n 1 239 Prehisteric Cemp /Xnapping Agrt Crop stubble Subplow some disturbence Not eilgidle
n2 L 1 Historic L] Rorsgri Forest Subplow rome disturbance Mot eligibie
33 3] 82 Prebisteric Camp [Enapping Agrt Crop stubble Subplow rome d1sturbence Rot elizibie
38 1 .25 Prehistoric Campp ing Agrt Crop stubble Uimited Agri! Eliginle
{feature}
e (5] " J Prehistoric /trapping Agrt Crop stublife Subplow rome disturbance Hot =1igible
ne 14 H Historic ® Agrt Crop stobble Subplow rome ¢ <turbance Mot eligible
m 15 10.% Prehistoric fEnapping figri Trap stubbie Ulmited Agri Eligitle

food processing
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Table | fcont }

Site  Sec Approx Cultursl Stte Type/Activity Present uwround Cover Land tse R»
::t.v- (::::1) T AP Ve Ulmitatlons s Potential**
PRAIRIE/FOREST £0GF {n=34}

262 13 1 Risteric 4 Agri Grass Subplow zome disturbance Nul eligible
263 7 1.4 Prohistorie f¥napping Agri Crass Subplow rone disturbance %ot eligible
264° ? z.8 Prehistoric f¥napping Agrt Grass Subpiow rone 4isturdbance Mot eligible
268 7 1.2 Prehisteric /¥napping Agr? Grass Subpiow zone dl.stwh-:o Mot eligible
266* 18 N | Prehisteric /Enapping RAgrt Cultivated Subplow rone disturbence Mot eligibie
bt ) 1o 1.7 Prehigteric /¥napping Agri Grass Subpiow rone disturbence Mot eligible
72 15 78 Prehistoric {inepping Agri Grais Subplow rone disturbence Fat etigitle
80° 1 .4 Prehistoric fnapping Ronage ! Srushk Subplow 2one disturbance Net eligible
282 12 i.5 Frehistoric {¥napping Agri frop stubble Subplow rome disturbence Mot ellgible
b 3} 14 5 Historic Low Cometery /Burial Cemetery forest, grass Avoid Mot eligibie
4 L .3 Prehistoric /Xnapping KRonagri forest Subplow rone disturbance fot eligibie
286 23 L] Prehisteric fEnapping Nonagri Brush Subplow rone disturbance Not eligibie
Crop stubble

90 L] 78 Prehisteric f¥napping Honsqri Brush Subpiow rone disturbince ®ot eligitie
b4 ] L3 é Prehistoric Comp  /¥mapping Agrit Crop stubble Limited Agri fiigible

Fahricating

Processing
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Table 1 {cont.)

Site Sec  Approx Culturs! Stte Type/Activity Present Ground Conr Land Use EE
) Sire Arfiitation Land Use Limitations ® Potentta*
Y- Acres) ,
292+ ’ : Frahisteric fEnapping HMonagr! Forest Subplow rowe disturbance Hot sligible
293 ' A1 Prehistoric /¥napping Horagr! Forest Subplow rone disturdence Not eligible
294 ? 12.¢ Prehisteric /¥napping Monagr! Forest Subpliow rome disturbance Kot eligible
2954 7 .15 Prehistoric /Thert procurement #oragri Mothing Sebplow rome disturdance Kot eiigible

Enepping b
299 L] .1 Historie v Nonsgr i Forest Subplow rome disturbence Mot eligible
e 10 3.2 Late Weodland/ Comp /Enepping Rgri Crop stubble Limited aqrt ftigtble

Mississippion Hunting

food precessing

Fabricating
05 10 .25 Historic L] Monsgri Forest, brush “ubplow rome disturbance Nct oligible
306+ o 1S Prehistoric Fenapping Nonagr | Brush, grass Subplow zome disturbance Kot eligitle
wre e 1.2 Pref fgtortic [¥napy!ng Sonagr ! Forest Subpiow zome disturbance Mot eligibie
Jto* 10 .3 Prehistoric /¥napping Agri Crop stubble Subplow zone disturbence Sot eligible
318 1 o Prehistoric [Xnappineg Nonagr i Forest Subpiow rone disturbance Mot eligible
7 13 25 Wisteric 4 Agri Grass Subplow 2eme disturbance Kot ellgible
Jiee " 58 Prehistoric fEnapping Agri Crop stubble Subpiow zome disturbance Mot eligidle
320 i€ 1.5 Prehistaric /¥nepeing Agri Crop stubbile Subplow rome disturbance Kot elligible
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Table © (cont.}

TN et 1 Tetel e T e Potentan®s
)Y {Acres} '

e 23 .05 Prehistoric f¥napping Nonagri forest Subplow rone disturbance Mot eligibie
328 2 .05 Prehistoric {¥napping Ronagri Forest Subplow ronc disturbance Rot eligible
m 2 o Kistoric ] ¥onagri Brush Subplow rome disturbance Kot eligible
kre ) 23 1 Late Archeic) Camp /Enapping Agri Croz stubble Limited Agri Eltgible

Early Woodisnd {biface manufaciure)
Cutting, butchering
39 23 R Historic L] Reqri Grase Meintein present wse ¥ot eligible
e 23 % 4 Prehistoric fnapping Nonagri Brush Maintain present wze WMot eligible
DISSECTED UPLAND OAK-HICRORY FOREST (ne1?)
2% in .25 Histortc B Bonegr! Forest Subplow rome disturbance Mot eltgible
22 2 45 Late Woodland/ Camp  /Enapping Ronagr i Weeds Limited Agri fiigible
Mississipplan Hunting

323 22 A5 Prebisteric /¥napping Bonagri Forest Subpliow zome disturbance %ot eligible
“326* 23 . Prehisteric {¥napping Monagri Forest Subpiow rene disturdance Not eligrnie
e 2 - Prehistoric {¥napping RAgri Grass Subpiow rone disturbance Mot eligidie
3320 2% .1 Prehistoric /Xnapping Nonagr | Forest Subplow rone disturbenc: Mot eligible
m % P Historic ] Monsgr | Forsst, grass  Subplow rone disturbance Mot eliglble
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Table | (comt .}

Site Sec  Approx Caltural Stte Type/Rctivity Prosent Ground Cover Lond Use PRIt
Mo Stre Affilistisn Land Use Limitationss Patent fal**
23y {Acres)
3¢ 25 1.t Prehistoric Chert  /Chert procurewent Monagr! Forest Avold fligible
source Ynapping
m 24725 188 Prehistoric /Enzpping Agr! Grass Subplow rone disturbence Mot eligible
33 25 s.7% Prebistoric /Enapping fert Grass Subplow zene disturbance Mot eligible
wm | 25 - Kisteric fRock pile Sorsgr Forest Subplow rone disturbence Rot eligible
1me 5 2.4 Prehistoric /¥napping fori Grass Subplow zone disturbance Mot eligible
e 2% 25 Historic L Nonagr i Forest Avoid Eilgible
a0 76 ) Prebistoric fnapping Roragri Grass Subplow tome disturbance Hot eligible
M 26 .1 Prehistoric /Amapping Nonagri Forest Subplow rome disturbence Mot eligidle
2 26 B Historic i Honagr! Weeds Subslow rone disterbance Kot eligibie
L3 o 28 A Prehisteric /Enspping Nonagr! Forest Subpliow rene disturbance Kot eligible
DISSECTED UPLAND/BOTTOM AND FOREST EDGE {n=16}

N % 14 mener ~apping ' C— Veeds Avotd 5::::::"":“ sy
74 s A Niddie?/ Mound /Burial? i Bonagri Forest Aveid m
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The more intensively occupied sites which exhibit a more
diversified range of prehistoric activities occupy the ridge tops and
lover terraces vhere the dissected uplands meet the Missouri River
floodplain. In this zone, site “ypes range from burial mounds (23CY74)
to pessible villages (23CY356).

Less intensive prehistoric occupations utilized the upland forest
zone and the prairie zone in the northern half of the project area.
Sites in the prairie and prairie forest edge, currently in agricultural
production, are characterized by widely and sparsely distributed
scatters of waste chert flakes. Occasionally, clusters of flakes and
tool fragments mark a location vhere more time wvas spent manufacturing
or maintaining stone tools,

The most common artifacts recovered at all sites vere chipped stone
tools and the vaste flakes fror their manufacture. This is true on many
prebistoric archaeclogical sites, but it is especiafly common in the
study area where quality chert resources are plentiful.

Historic Resources

Twenty nine historic components were recorded in the study area. Of
these, 19 are determined to be habitation sites based on foundation
remains and artifact scatters cousisting of ceramics, building
materials, and other domestic artifacts. The remaining 10 sites comsist
of 1 nponhabitation site (outbuilding), 1 dump area, 3 cemeteries, and 4
sites which were unable to be evaluated due to an insufficient amount of
artifactural material and historical documentation. Sixteen of the 29
historic components are located within nopagricultura) areas.

Safety regulations required early demolition and bulldozing at 15
sites. This activity has eftected the archaeological integrity at sites
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23CY269, -271, =278, -279, -285, =297, -300, =319, =327, =329, =347, -
348, ~273, ~276, and -342.

Historical documentation and archaeclogical evidence indicate that
the historic occupation period for 19 of 29 sites ranged from 1840 to
i975 with the majority o them, 14 (74%), clustering between 1870 to
1900. Ten sites wvere not assigned to a chronological period due to an
insufficient amount of archaeological material and historical
documentation.

ctura 0 s

Tventy one architectural sites vere recorded within the project
area. They vary from sites vith a single structure or ruin to farmsteads
¥ith a bouse and several outbuildings &nd associated structures. Only
one site (21) dates exclusively to the nineteenth century, while the
rest exhibit conmstruction Sequences spanoing the nineteenth and
tventieth centuries or are restricted exclusively to the tventieth
century.

Of the 7] structures associated wvith these sites, 10 are houses or
foundations, 59 are outbuildings or related structures, 1 is a bridge,
and 1 is a telephone substation. Barns and sheds are the most common
structures (14 each), vhile animal shelters number among the least
common. Overall, the configuration of existing structure and ruins is

typical of rural Missouri and the rural Midvest.

Evaluation of Site Significance
Prebistoric Sites

Conclusions regarding site significance are a major objective of

all cultural resources surveys and assessments, and are fully discussed
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in the Phase I and Phase II reports. The National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) criteria for significance was applied to each of the sites
recorded and has been presonted previously. Those si #s which appear to
be potentially eligible for momination to the NRHP are summarized in the
folloving section. For site specific {information or additional
background information, the reader is referred .o the Phase I report
(Ray et al. 1983). While the NRHP criteria are useful for many historic
and historic archiectural sites (e.g.. a president's birthplace or a
battlefield), they often are too general %o establish clearly the
potential significance of a prehistoric archaeological site or to
Justify Phase Il investigations at these sites (cf. Comptroller General
1961:23-32). The Comptroller Genmeral's report notes that "jit is
impractical for [the Department of the) Interior to design all-
ercompassing criteria by which archaeological sites can be centrally
evaluated for state and local significance” (1981:25~2€). Thus,
significance is established through a process of recommendations to the
MSHPO by recognized professional archaeologists which are then subject
to reviev and evaluation by the MSHPO. In order t. jinitiate and
facilitate this process, eight vorking criteria wvere employed by
American Resources Group, Ltd., to evaluate potential NRHP eligibility
of each of the prebistoric archaeological sites recorded on the residual
lapds. For the purposes of this evaluation, a site vas considered
potentially eligible for the Natiomal Register of Historic Places if it
exhibited one or more of the folloving attributes:

3 site appeared to offer the potential to ansver specific local

or regional research problems.
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site exhidited culturally diagnostic artifacts suggesting
successive occupations through time, but artifact densities
vere light

organic staining was present, suggesting an jintensive
cccupation, but the site did not produce culturally diagnostic
artifacts,

site occupied a unique or poorly understood microenvironmental
zone.

$ite represented 2z cultural period which has received little
research attention.

artifact densities were medium to heavy, suggesting an
intensive occupation, but no culturally diagnostic artifacts
wvere recovered.

evidence suggested that the site may represent a poorly
understood segment of a particular settlement system.

site contajned cultural material (animal bone) or artifacts
(metate) which suggested it may contain specific subsistence

data.

These eight working criteria are supplemental to the National

R 4ister criteria. Specifically, the eight criteria are linked to the

National Register criteria which relate to archaeclogical sites: "(4)

that bave yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in

prebistory or history” (Eederal Register 1986:31115). These provide the
field investigator and the reviewer vith specilic guidelines vith which

to evaluate archaeological resources, justify recommendations of

additional research or mno gurthcr research, and to make statements of
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significance and recommendations of potential National Register
eligibility.

The rationale for considering a prehistoric site nonsignificant and
thus potentially nomeligible for momination to the Natiomal Register of
Historic Places is based on tue following interrelated factors:

1. Bite failed to meet any of the eight criteria.

2. Site produced very few artifacts suggesting a highly transient
occupation. Of the 4] prehistoric sites considered potentially
porsignificant, 27 produced 5 or fever vaste {lakes (35%), and 14
produced 10 vaste flakes or fewer (18%) and no other evidence of
prebistoric occupation. Smal)l sites producing nothing more than a few
wvaste flakes and lacking culturally diagnostic artifacts offer little
research potential or pev data beyoad site location infermation.
Further, such sites are numerous in areas of abundant chert resources
such as the project area.

3. Items 1 and 2 above, combined with the fact that the 23
prehistoric sites considered potentially significant constitute a sample
of the koown cultural and environmental diversity represented in the
project area, provide the basis for recommendations of nonsignificance.

Architectural sites were evaluated and considered significant or
ponsignificant using the criteria of the National Register of Historic
Places.

Historic archaeological sites vere considered ponsigrificant based
on the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places, integrity,
tenporal considerations, and the availability of published sources of

historic documentation other than the archaeological record.

25



Evaluating all sites using these criteria and NRHP criteria, 23

sites are considered individually significant and potentially eligible
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (Map 3). A
briet summary of each site is provided belov. For more detailed
discussions of these sites potentially eligibie for momimation to the
NRHP, the reader is referred to the Phase 1 cultural resources survey
2nd assessment report (Ray et al. 1983) and the Phase Il investigations
at 23CY20, 23CY352, 23CY359 (Traver 1985).
24CY20 ‘

The site is a village or residential base camp and may be
associated vith either or both the large earthen mound (23CY74) and low
rock mound (23CY3%0) located on top of the adjacent ridge system or the
mound group (23CY356) on the opposite ridge 700 m to the east. Similar
pottery sherds suggest 23CY20 is at least contemporanecus, if not
affiliated with, 23CY352, another village site located on a similar
terrace 500 m east of Lae site.

An analysis of the chert sample from 23CY20 indicates an unexpected
selection for locally occurring Burlington chert, probably procured
entirely from stream deposited sources, and supplemented by Jefferson
City chert, another locally occurring chert. The preference for
Burlington chert may be due to its Susceptibility and responsiveness to
heat treatment. Over 50N of the Burlington artifacts at the site had
been heat altered. )

Based on reported materials from the site, Evans and Ives (1973:10)
suggested the site is a multicomponent occupation, spanning 10,000 years

including a Middle Woodland component. However, the pottery recovered
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from the site, a Scallorn arrovw point, and other possible Woodland
artifacts (Evane and Ives 1979a:19) indicate that the major occupation
vas probably Late Woodland (1500-1000 B.P.). The site's topographic
setting indicates a high potential for buried cultural borizons (Map 2).
Phase II testing conducted in 1985 varified the NRHP significance of
this site (Traver 1985).
23CY74
The site is dpparently a burial mound and is probably
representative of the Boone Phase in central Missouri. The setting high
oo a bluff overlooking the Missouri River Valley is consistent with the
location of Boone Phase mounds (Denny 1964:137), and the mounds are
sometirmes constructed entirely of earth (Chapman 1980:112). This
prubable mortuary site may be associated with the village site (23CY20)
located on a terrace 600 m to the east. The Bnome Phase is largely
confined vithin the Lover Missouri Valley Locality 11 (Chapman 1980:121;
Denny 1964:1%3), and it is firmly affiliated with the Late Woodland
period (Chapman 1980:112; Canny 1964:158) which ranges from 1500-1000
B.P.
23CY256
The site is a small field camp and knapping station. The Big Sandy
Notched point suggests a data range from 7000-5000 B.P. {(Chapman
1975:242). Thus, the site is affiliated vith the Middle Archaijc period.
23CY257
The site is a field camp and kpapping station with little evidence
of long-term habikation. The kigh perceuntage (84.6%) of flakes greater

than 2 cm2 suggests an initial lithic reduction station, and the almost
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exclusive use of Burlington chert indicates procu.ement of peardby chert
resources. The ool types suggest fabricating and processing activities.

Site 23CY257 vas revisited in May of 1982. A surface inspection of
the main portion of the site revealed a moderate scatter of
predominantly large secondary decortication flakes concentrated at the
bead of a ravine. Also located vere three large bifaces, one large
preform, one mano, and a probable platform preparation abrader; only the
prefors and tke platform preparation abrader were collected. It was
noted that many of the secondary decortication flakes and one of the
large bifaces were kaapped from stream deposited chert. The high
percentage of secondary decortication flakes, the relatively high number
of bifaces (6 total) for a small field camp, the preform, and the
platform preparation abrader all Sugjest the gite was used primarily for
initial reduction and biface manufacture. The fact that the majority of
artifacts with cortex surfaces vas knapped from stream deposited nodules
Suggests that most of the chert probably was procured from the nearby
ravine and transported to the top of the ridge for reduction. The large
preform, which was pot bheat treated, exhibits several attributes that
are suggestive of an Etley Stemmed projectile point/knife (Chapman
1975:246) including the large form (14 em in length), blade shape, and
the preliminary shapiag of the hafting element. Because of this Etley-
like projectile point/knife, a Late Archaic affiliation has been
assigned to the site. The probable platform preparation (or antler
flaker abrader) is a sandstoie slab, 12 x 18 cm, and exhibits tvo

parallel, slightly sinvous grooves on one surface.
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23CY267

The site is a small field camp and knapping station with no
evidence of substantial babitation. Analysis of the chert sample from
23CY267 indicates an almost exclusive use of Jlocal Burlington chert,
mostly procured from stream deposits; however, the two Jefferson City
flakes indicate transportation of that chert from at least 1.5 km
distant. A fluted Clovis projectile point i{ndicates a Paleo~Indjian
OcCupation ca. 12,000 B.P.

23CY29]

The site is a small field camp with three disc.ete knapping

stations. The relatively high perceatage (63.4%) of flales greater than

2 cm2

indicates initial reduction lithic workshops. The artifactual data
2lso indicate an almost exclusive use of local Burlington chert,
procured from both stream deposited and residual sources; hovever, the
Jefferson City flake indicates transportation of iﬂat chert from
approximately 1.8 km distant. The tool types suggest fabricating and
processing activities. Cultural affiliation is unkpown.
23CY303

The site is a small field camp and kpapping station. The projectile
point base and serrated biface midsection suggest activities related to
bunting and butchering, and the pitter/ha-ncr/grinding stone indicates
plant processing activities. The Rice Lanceolate component suggested by
the poiut base and serraied midsection is affiliated with the Early

Archaic period (9000-7000 B.P.) and possibly contibue: inte the Middle

Archaic (Chapman 1975:253).
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23CY304

The site appears to be a seasonal field camp and knapping station.
The high percentage (69.7%) of flakes greater than 2 cm< indicates
initial lithic reduction; two secondary decortication flakes actually
bad diameters of 16 em. Other activities suggested by the tool types
include hunting and butchering, fabricating and processing, and plant
food preparation.

Analysis of the chert sample from 23CY304 indicates a predomipant
utilization of Burlington chert, mostly procured from the nearby creek
bed. A small triangular arrow point recovered at the site is affiliated
wvith the Late Woodland/Mississippi period vhich ranges from 1200-500
B.P. in the study area.

23CY309

The site appears to represent a seasonal or reoccupied field camp
and knapping station. Analysis of the chert sample from 23CY309
indicates a predominant use of local Burlington chert, mostly procured
from stream deposited fources. Activities other than flint Kknapping
suggested by the tool types include bunting and butchering.

The Etiey Stemmed projectile point/knife is affiliated with the
Late Archaic period (5000-3000 B.P.) and is a diagnostic artifact of the
Booth assemblage and Cuivre River ceremonial complex in mortheast
Missouri (Chapman 1975:246).

23CY314

The site is probably a small field camp and knapping station with

one and possidly two features visidle on the surface. The feature(s) may

be a simple fire hearth(s) or possibly chert heat treatment pit(s). The
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beat-altered chert was exclusively Burlington chert probably procured
from the nearby creek. Cultural affiliation is inknown.
23CY321
The site is a swall field camp and knapping station with evidence
of plant food processing activities. Based on available data, chert
procurement was predouinantly from the closer Burlington sources.
However, one-third of the artifacts vere mzde from Jefferson City chert
located at least twice as far avay. Cultural affiliation is unknown.
23CY322
The site is a small field camp and kncpping‘sthtjnn vith no
“1idence of substantial babitation. The relatively i1k percentage of
secondary decortication flakes and flakes in general with dimensions
greater tham 2 em? (61.3%) ipdicates initial lithic. reduction. A
trisngular arrov point Buggests the site vas als> used as a bunting camp
during the Late Woodland/Mississippian period ca. 1200-500 B.p.
Analysis of the limited chert sample from 23CY322 indicates a
preference for BDurlirgton chert. Both stream deposited and residual
chert sources wvere utilized.
23CY328
The site is a rmall fjeld camp and kpapping station lacking
evidence of permanent babditation. The artifactual evidence indicates
bifacial tool manufacturing, probably for cutting and butchering
purposes. A corne:i-notched, hafted tool is probably affiliated with the
Late Archaxé/tarly woodland transition period, which ranges from 4000-

2500 3.P, in the study ares.
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23CY334

The site is a chert procurement and primary reduction knapping
Station with no evidence of habitation. The presence of 53 cores, the
near absence of worked/utilized artifacts, the fact that 67.5% of the
flakes recovered were decortication flakes, and that 85.9% were greater
than 2 em? are all consistent with what would be expected at an initjal
reduction lithic vorkshop. Quarrying was unnecessary at the site since
the residual chert readily outcrops on the southvest exposure of the
ridge. Thermil pretreatmeat was alse unnecessary due to the inherent
fipe-grained pature of the chert. The artifactual evidence supports a
nearly exclusive use of this residual Jefferson City chert source.
Cultural affiliation is unknown.

23CY345

The site is . =mall field camp and koapping station. The hafted
drill indicates activities such 4s stome, bone and/or wood boring, and
the chert analysis indicates a beavy reliance on Burlington and, thus,
sirezm deposited chert resources. Suggested cultural affiliation for the
$ite based on the hafted drill is Middle Archaic (7000-5000 B.P.).

23CY346

The site is probably a seasonal camp and knapping station. A chert
analysis of the artifacts from 23CY346 indicates a selection for and
predominant utilization of Burlington chert, probably procured entirely
from stream deposited sources, over readily available residuval/
redeposited Jefferson City chert. The fact that 74% of the flakes
collected wvere less than 2 cm? Suggests primary reduction at the chert
sources (creek beds) and tertiary reduction of finishing/reshlrpeninq on
the site. Activities other than flint knapping suggested by tool types
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include bhunting and but bering. The three Callavay chert flakec all
found in one shovel test ipdicate some use, although minimal, of thics
ECarce chert known to occur 6.5 km avay
A Dalton point recovered at the site represents the transitional
period betwveen Paleo~Indian and Archaic times or Late Paleo/Early
Archaic period, ca. 10,600-5000 B.P (Chapman 1975:96; Goodyear 1982)
Daiton points bave been found iR _situ in the earliest levels of pearby
Ary i Researed ave and Graham Cave (Chapman 1975:245%
The sitq & probably a reoccupied camp and Kpapping station with
( ence of plant processing activities The analysis of the chert
samplie Irom 23CY349 indicates a bheavy reliance on or preference for
Bl ngion chert, probably procured from local redeposited sources, over
ead avallal residual or stream deposited Jefferson City chert
s s habitat site nm be associated or affiliated vith 23CY74
Middle or Late Woodland mound iocated at the southern end of the site
230y
T! m kK feature is probably a mortuary mour sile &nd may
reg ent a B e Phase mound. A fev waste flakes suggests that flint
ANapping also wvas carried on in the site vicinity. The setting high on a
biuff overlooking the M §50url River Valley is consistent with the
locatior [ Boone Phase mounds (Denny 1964:137), and burials d
somelimes occur under stone cairms (Denny 1964:14) The Phase is
iargely confipe”.vithin the lower Missouri Valley Locality II (Chapmar
19¢ 12, Denny 1964:1%4 and it is firmly affiliates wWith the Late
Woodland per i (Chapman 1980:117 Penny 1 158)
14
;
H . -




23CY351

The site is probably a seasonal camp and knapping station with

evidence of plant processing activities. There is alsc some evidence of
@ possible hearth on site. Analysis of the chert artifacts from 23CY315)
indicates a predominant use of and ¢ veference for Burlington chert,
probably procured entirely fro redeposited sources, over readily
available residual or stream deposited Jefferson City chert. Most of the
limited amount of Jefferson City chert that was used probably came from
residual sources. One-fourth of the Burlington artitacti vere thermally
altered, vhereas ouly two flakes knapped from Jefferson City chert had
been heat treated. The fact that three-quarters of the flakes were less
thar 2 cm? suggests primary reduction at the chert sources and tertiary
reduction or finishing/resharpening on the site. Cultural affiliation is
“nkaosn.
23CY352

The site is a village or residential base camp and is probably
associated with the mound group (23CY356) atop the adjacent ridge.
Similar pottery sherds suggest 23CY352 is at least contemporaneous if
pot affiliated with 23CY20, apother village site located on a similar
terrace 500 m to the west. Activities suggested by the tool types and
debitage include secondary, but predominantly tertiary, flint knapping
and tool maintenance, the manufacture of groundstone tools, butchering,
drilling, hematite processing, plant food processing, and pottery making
and food preparation/storage.

As evidenced by the sand, grit, and dolomite tempered pottery, the
major component at 23CY3S2 is prebably affiliated with the Late Woodland
period and may be associated with the Boone Phase of central and east-
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central Missouri; suggested dates range from 1500-1000 B.P. Both Boone
Plain and Moreau or Boonme Cord Marked pottery types are identified as
Boone Phase in the Late Woodland period (Chapman 1980:276-277, 288-289;
Denny 1964:96~99, 72-75), and Darnell or Graham Cord Marked and Graham
Plain pottery types probably are associated with Late Woodland peoples
(Chipman 1980:280-281). L1l four pottery types are found primarily in the
Lover Missouri valley I1 Locality (Chapman 1980:27¢, 280-281, 289). The
site's location on anm alluvial terrace suggests a high potential for
buried cultural deposits.

Phase II testing produced two radiocarbon dates, A.D. 470 + 1.0 and
A.D. B30 # 100 and veritied Middle Woodland and Late Woodland
bccupations, the latter represented by artifacts diagnostic of Maramec
Spring Phase, Boonc Phase, and Moreau Subphase (Traver 1985). This site
is eligible for ﬂomination to the NRHP.

23CY353

The site is probably a reoccupied seasonal camp and knapping
station. Analysis of the chert artifacts from 23CY35) indicates a
predomipant wutilization of Burlington chert (71w), probably procured
entirely from stream deposited sources, and a supplemental role (29%)
for Jefferson City chert. Even among the Jefferson City chert that was
used, there vas a tendency to procure it from nearby stream deposited
sources rather than from residual sources.

Examination of the debitage Suggests prima.y, secondary, and
tertiary reduction on the site. Activities other than flint knapping
suggested by tool types inmclude bunting and butchering, hide processing,

and plant fond preparation/processing. The incidence of heat treatment
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among Burlington chert tools wvas very high at this site -- 68% of the
tools are thermally altered as compared to 23% of the debitage.

The diagnostic tools found at 23CY353 indicate a multicomponent
site vith predominantly Archaic and Woodland occupations. Although
possibly inhabjited during the Early Archaic period, the major components
suggested by the surface collection tentatively bhave been affiliated
vith the Middle to Late Archaic (7000-2500 B.P.) and Late Woodland
(15001000 B.P.) periods. The site's terrace setting provides the
potential for buried cultural deposits.

23CY356

The sitc is a seasonal camp and knapping station with a probable
mortuary mound complex located on the south end of the site. Five low
earthen mounds wvere Jlocated, recorded, and tested with a soil probe.
Analysis cf the chert artifacts from 23CY35%6 indicates an unexpected
preference for Burlington chert, probably procured entirely from stream
deposited sources, and a supplemental role for nearby Jefferson City
chert.

Cther activities suggested by thke tool types and debitage include
bunting and buichering, drilling, plant food processing, and bhuman
burial. Twenty two bifacial thioning flakes indicate a fair amount of
biface manufacture/maintenance, and at least three pieces of fire~
cracked rock suggest the presence of a hearth on the site.

The diagnostic artifacts found at 23CY356 indicate a multicomponent
$ite with predomimantly Archaic and Woodland occupations. The two Big
Sandy Notched points located by the Survey are associated wvith the

Middle Archaic period ca. 7000-5000 B.P. (Chapman 1975:242), and the tvo
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Big Sandy~like points represent styles whick may have persisted into the
Late Archaic period.

The major component at 23CYI5€ is affiliated with the Late Woodland
period (15000-1000 B.P.) and Way represent a manifestation of the Boone
Phase in east-central Missouri. The setting high on a bluff overlooking
the Missouri River Valley is consistent with the location of Boone Phase
rounds (Denny 1964:137), and the mounds are sometimes constructed
entirely of earth (Chapman 1980:112). The grit-tempered sherd (Graham
Plain) found on mound A is similar to Late Woodland pottery found at
Grabam Cave and Arnold Research Cave (Chapman 1980:121). In addition,
the Rice Side Notched, Steuben Expanded Stemmed, and Scallorn Corner
Notched projectile points found on the site are all characteristic of
Late woodland Boome Phase (Chapman 1980:115). This Late Woodland
component is probably associated vith the village or residential base
camp (23CY3S2) located on the adjacent terrace directly belov or vest of
the ridge and 23CYa%6.

23CY359

From the small (selective) amount of material collected during the
preliminary reconnaissance, it is evident that the site is probably a
seasonal camp and knapping station. Although the small selective sample
is biared towvard tcols, there ¥as no bias in collecting artifact chert
types. A chert analysis indicates that there may have been a preference
for making tools out of Burlington chert since all of the projectile
points and all but one biface were knapped from this fossiliferous
chert. Activities other than flint knapping fuggested by the tool types

include hunting and butchering and plast food processing.
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The diagnostic artifacts indicate the site is multicomponent with
predominantly Archbaic and Woodland occupations. The side-notched point
tentatively identified as Graham Cave Notched suggests the site may have
been occupied during the Early Archaic (10,000-7000 B.P.) period
(Chapman 1975:249) and the Big Sandy-like point probably representing
the Middle to Late Archaic period (7000-3000 B.P.). The expanding
steﬁmed Steuben point is restricted to the Middle Woodland and Late
Woodland periods (Chapman 1980:313), and the Scallorn Corner Notched
arrov point 1is a Late Woodland (1500-1000 B.P.) point type (Chapman
1975:312).

Phase 11 testing confirmed the function and mulliple Archaic
occupations at this site (Traver 1985) The site is eligible for
romination to the National Register of Historic Places.

Significant Historic Arcbaeological Sites

As indicated earlier, many of the former bhomes lnd:farmsteads in
the study area wvere razed and impacted by subsequent clearing. As a
result, archaeological integrity is lacking at most of the sites;
however, two sites appear to be potentially significant and offer some
potential for further archaeological and bistorical research.

Site 23CY26]1 is ap undisturbed bomestead in the upland prairie
Zone. The artifact assemblage from the site ranges from ca. 1840-1929.
The site is depicted on early maps in 1876, 1897, and 1919. This
evidence indicates some continuity from the mid nimeteenth century to
the early twventieth century. This vas a period of rapid change in
central Missouri, and the apparent undisturbed nature of the deposits
may offer an opportunity to study this change in the archaeological
record.
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e 2 & iog structure, partially in ruin, 1 ated in the

ugged fore : 4€ southern part of the study area (Map 2). Tkt

Sit¢ tique lJocation on a rocky hillside poses interesting historical
research questions

Historical Architectural §i

WHEN measured against the criteria of the National Register of

Historic Places the bistoric architectural sites and features do not
ap; t represent & significant level of lpnovatior uniqueness, oI
artist while they may be potential cardidates for preservation, they
ére best categorized as standard examples of their respective building
LyDE 4 more det led information on tt architectural resources th
€ad referred 1t the Phase ] cultura resources survey report (Ray
et a )

er ] Imr t
E 4
Protect ] preservir Jltura res f from a variety of
act cies stimulated by ap expanding societ 15 fundaments
t rces managen The recognition over 8¢ Yéars ago that
; 3 ¢ g 3] and !} torical sites wvere being destroyed and would
s ' o1 o 9 .'!

provided the impetus for the enactment of the

906, Today, two types of adverse impacts, direct and

indirect, are recognized (Schiffer and House 1975). Direct impacts are
Sually major land altering activities carried out in conjunction with
road, reservoir, pipeline, stock pond, and landfill

construction, to

o
.
o
p
o

activities on fragile, non-

renevable cultural resources is obvious and often decisive There are
direct mpacts that are much less destruct §




construction activities. Cultivation related to agricultural production,
logging activities, trenches for underground telephone cables, trenches
for small diameter vater lines, camp grounds, and development of picnic
araas are examples of direct impact which are Jess destructive than the
impacts from major construction. Each category of direct impact may have
related indirect impacts. For example, various silvicultural harvesting

techniques may have varying degrees of adverse effects te cultural

resources; however, a nev road constructed to the proposed logging area

vould be far more destructive to cultural resources Ehln the actua)

timber harvest. Or, a 100~acre reservoir constructed in a ravinpe vhich

contains no archaeclogical sites may bave a varjety of construction

related ipdirect impacts (e.g., borrov areas used for dam fill) which

may effect other archaeclogical sites. Toe construction of equestrian or

hiking trails on the residual lands would have little or no direct

adverse impacts to cultural resources, yet, potential indirect adverse

impacts could be high due %o increased public exposure to archaeological

Sites. For example, a hiking trail near the prehistoric mound (23CY74,

%ap 2) would increase the opportunities for vandalism, malicious

looting, or uninformed collecting. Some examples of potential indirect

impacts might include increased public usage of all recreational
facilities on the residual lands, soil erosion on archaeclogical sites,
and timber barvesting.

Examination of these potential impacts serves to point out the need

for a cvitural resources management plan and the usefulness of a

management plan as a short ard long range planning tool, both for Unjon

Electric Company and the Missouri Department of Conservation. Generally,
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the current land use management plan which emphasizes vildlite

management and recreation is compatible with the needs of cultural
resources management. Potential adverse impacts from cultivation,
erosion, trail construction, pienic grounds, silviculture, etc., are not
a5 destructive as some other types of activities. Also, agricultural
crop rotation niy be altered easily to accommodate archaeological site
preservation wvithout compromising the requirement of vildlife food and
habitat production. For example, limited agricultural activities could
occur at some of the potentially significant archaeological sites
vithout adverse effects to the site. The various types of land use

restrictions and limitations will be central to the specific management

recommendations.

Mapagement Recommendations and Guidelines

The key management elements with regard to the prehistoric and
historic archaeclogical sites which vill be of primary concern tc Union
Electric Company and the Missouri Department of Conservation will be
current land use, land use limitations, and the statement of potential
National Register eligibility.

The four primary types of land use on the residual lands are
Cemeteries, agricultural, monmagricultural, and Operation and maintenance
of the pover plant. Cemeteries consist mostly of small tamily plots,
long abandomed and overgrown with brush and weeds. Agricultural use
includes rov crop, pasture, and related agricultural land usage.
Nonagricultural use consists of forest, brush, and veeds. The lar' use
and ground cover potations (Table 1) reflect conditions at the time of

survey in the fall and wvinter of 198].
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For management purposes, land use recommendations consist of three
types of limitations: (1) subplev zone disturbance, (2) avoid, and (1)
limited agriculture (Table 1). A land use limitation of "subplov zone"
is recommended at all sites which are not considered potentially
eligible for nomination to the National Register but will be protected
by the recommendations in this mapagement plan. Avoidance requires that
d site's surface and subsurface integrity be maintained by prohibiting
land altering activities. All potentially eligible sites which are in
forest vegetation and all historic cemeteries are to be avoided.

Current state cultural resources Badagement guidelines recommend
Phase 11 testing of potentially eligible sites identified during the
Phase I survey to further evaluate National Register eligibility
(Weichman 1979). Three potentially eligible sites (23CY20, 23cY3s2,
23CY3E9) are located in ap area of potential environmental impact
related to the operation and maintenance of the plant or associated
facilities. Phase 11 testing vas conducted at the three sites in 1985 by
American Resources Group (Traver 1985). The results of these
investigations indicated that all three sites were eligible for
nomination to the MRHP. National Register forms were completed for the
sites and submitted to MSHPO folloving completion of the assessments
(Traver 1985:133). Sites 23CY3%? 2.4 23C/359 are located within
transmission line rights-of-way and 23CY20 in the area of the railroad
spur, “"Areas of Potential Effects of the Underteking”, as defined in
J6CFRB00.2. Current operations and maintenance activities inm the

vicinity of the three sites is as follovs:

4]



Table 2

Managreent Recommendztions for Potentiatly Significant Sites

Shte Sire fecation Cultural Ground Cover Land Use Celtural Resources

No {Acres) Aftitiation Limitations? Recommendat lons *

2y

20 7.4 SER, W), SWE, 35 Middl> Woodiand Werdy Limited Agri Preserve, Phose 11 testing complated

) A SME, AME, SEL, S35 Middle-tate FOSs IR forns sutaltiet to NN
¥oodland forest Avoid Freserve, Phase 11 1f threatened
Purial mound

56 5.9 NE}, SER, SER, S Niddle Archaic Crop Limited Agr! Preserve, Phase i 1f threatened

% 8 SER, WMy, SEE, S Late Archatlc Brush, crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 17 threstened

%7 8.z My, Swy, Swg, S2 Paleo-indlan Crop tinited Agri Preserve, Phese 11 i1 threatened

ba ) 6.0 i, W, Sy Unknown Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened

NER, WER, SER, S6

303 4.8 SEq, Sci, sio Unbnown Crop Linited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 1f threatened

30¢ 3.2 M), W, SER, S10 Late Sioed!and Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 17 threstened
Misstssippian

n 38 €}, Wi, wES, SiO Late Archatlc Crop Limited Agri Freserve, Phuse 11 17 threatensd

e .25 WER, wER, WED, S1§ Uk nowen Crop Limtted Agri Preserve, Phacs 11 If threatened

by | s NED, SWE, MR, 518 Unknown Crop Uimited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened

”m s SW, wEp, mEy, S22 Late Woodland Weeds Limited Agri Preserve, Phese 11 1f ‘hrestened

- Mississippian
320 1.6 M, SWE, SEg, 323 Late Archaic? Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened

#Limited Agriculture-see page 38
Avoid-gen
m-wﬂm.cs ma intenance
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Table 2 {cont )

Site Stre Locattion Culturasl Ground Crvir Land Use Celtural Resources Management
Mo (Acres) Affiltation Limitsttongs Recommends tions *
2¥r.
334 i1 Sh, meg, mEp, 3528 el nowm Forest Avoid Preserve, Phase i1 §f threatensd
Jes 1.2% Si. SE3, wr; Middle Archalc Grass Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
RE), Sed, SER, S35
346 .2 ny, W3, sEy Early Archaic Srass Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 1 1f threstened
) S5E3, Swa, mEg, <38 Tton
k1) ] 2.8 ¥i, W), SE3, 338 Late Woodland forest Avold Preserve, Phase 11 7 threatered
%0 .1 Wi, Wi, sER, S3% Late Woodland Forest Avoid Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
Burfz) sound?
»: s.0 Wi, NE}, SEs Unknown Grass Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 ¢ threatensd
NER, WE}, SER, 335
11 6.2 wy, Wl S Middle and Late Crop Utwited Agri Preserve. Phose 11 testing completed
NEL. W, WL, S36 Moodlend 1985, WR forms submitted to MSHPO
353 3.4 E§, WE3, mip, S36 Kiddle and Late Crop Uimited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 7 threatened
Archaic
58 1.0 i, WEE, Swp Hiddle Archaic Peede Uimited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
SEN, SE3, me3, S8 Late ¥oodland
359 3.9 Wi, W), 5% Middis Archalc Grass Close upper road to Preserve, Phase il testing compieted
Late Woodland :remt erosion; 1985, MR forms submitted to MSHPD
void
26! 1o NEF, WEL, W, S1) Mistoric Grass Limited Agri “Phase 11 evaluation 1f threatened
m 1.0 SEL, SEN, mg, S2% Histeric Forest Avnid Phase 1§ evaluatton i7 threatened



Tbe railroad spur is no longer in use and bas been abandoned in
place. Therefore, no further operational or maintenance activities will
take place in the area of 23CY20. This site has been fenced and any
activity vithin the fence, including vehicular traffic (other than
routipe grass maintenance), is prohibited.

Activities associated with maintenance and repair operations on
transmission facilities will be those associated vith vehicular
movements, wvhen required, along access roads and rights~of-vay. No
earthmoving vork is required. Herbicides will be applied, as necessary,
to saintaip rights-of-way and trees will be trimmed to maintain the
required line clearance. Vegetation grovth will be controlled on a
periodic basis using a standard farm tractor with a bush hog in tov.
Vegetation is normally cut above the ground surface with mo ploving or
excavation required. No other maintenance activities are anticipated.

In accordance with Callavay Plant written procedures, any new
construction or change in procedures requires that the folloving two
questions be ansvered:

1. Will there be a physical change to site grounds or land
layout?

2. Will there be any excavation on UE property outside of owner
controlled area fence?

If the ansver to either of these questions is yes, then a Final
Environmental Evaluation must be performed by Radiological Engineering.
This includes a full evaluation of cultural resources impacts. If it is
determined that any cultural resources site could be impacted, then the
hev construclion or procedure vill be altered to avoid the effect or the
NKC and SHPO wvill be contacted for comsultation prior to implementation
of the activity or procedure.

In addition to the above plant procedural safeguards, the Missouri
Devartment of Conservation (DOC) has been notified that activities such
as fisbing, bunting, and outdoor recreation will e planned to minimize
opportunities for vandalism, malicious looting, or uninformed collecting
by not directing attention to potentially sigonificant cultural
resources. DOC is required to submit all plans for any land disturbing
activities (including parking lots, roads, and 22y pev significant
public attractions) to Radiological Engineering for review prior to
iuplementation.

It is the opinion of the writer that the operations and maintenance
activities described above do nmot constitute any effect to sites

23CY20, 23CY352, and 23CY359.
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The otber 22 sites identified as potentially eligible for
nomination to the Nationpal Register of Historic Places vill be protected
from adverse impact by placing a comservative protection boundary zone
around each site. The protection boundary vill range from 50 ® to 100 m
depending upon site specific circumstances. Por example, at many gites,
the boundary stakes are set along the fence line even though the
artifact distribution is well out in the field.

Limited agriculture can continue at potentially significant sites
presently being used for agricultural purposes. Limited agricultural
activity wvith reference to potentially significant afbhqgological sites
permits shallov discing to allov the soving of grass seed. The rationale
for this recommendation is twofold. First, these sites are often
surrounded by major row crop areas and to allev brush and forest
vegetation to return could be inconvenient to other agricultural
activities. Second, the sites could be used for hay production and
grazing vithout adverse effects to the cultural resources.

Final management considerations and objectives are: to preserve the
potentially significant archaeological sites in place, provide
recommendations for nonsignificant resources, and provide specific
guidelines for potentially significant archaeological sites for Union
Electric Company and the Missouri Department of Conservation. The
following guidelines will insure site preservation and facilitate the
management objectives of Union Blectric Company.

To insure the identification and preservation of all prehistoric
archaeological sites and these sites potentially eligible for pomination
to the NRHP, metal reinforcing rod stakes hLave been placed at the
corners of all sites along field edges. Boundaries vhich fall within
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agricultural fields (pastures) are marked with wvooden lath to avoid
damaging farm machinery. All stake tops are painted and flagged. The
boundaries are placed approximately S0 » to 100 m beyond site limits to
provide a proper buffer zone.

In addition, all archaeological sites are identified vith an
aluminum plate affixed to a reinforcing rod upon which is painted the
Archaeological Survey of Missouri site pumber (Pigure 1). These site
numbers are keyed to confidential site location saps and field npotes
describing the marker and site locations. A map vith accompanying potes
vill be on file at the Environmental Services Department of Union
Electric Company.

1. Land altering activities are prohibited at all potentially
significant archaeological sites (Table 1). These activities include,
but are not limited to, road construction, water linpe excavation,
electrical and telephone linpe excavations, transmission line
copstruction, pond and reservoir construction, building construction,
electrical trapsmission substation construction, cultivation (deep
ploving or chisel ploving), and silviculture.

2. Limited cultivation in the form of shallov discing is
permissible in order to maintain grass cover on those sites wvhere
limited agriculture is recommended (Table 2).

3. Coordination with the Environmental fe:vices Department of
Union Electric Company should occur well in advance of any land use
activities outside those found in Table 1 which may affect the

potentially significant sites. The Buvironmental Services Department

48



227

UE BNV, S0l DEPT
o—C

Ay

Figure 1. Site Identification Marker

¥ill insure identification of site boundaries, will establish buffer
zones, and contact other regulatory agencies vhen appropriate.

§. Phase ]I testing for the purpose of further evaluating
significance will not occur until a potentially significant site is
threatened by adverse impacts (Table 2).

5. The architectural sites on the residual lands are not eligible
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places and are oot
subject to Jand use limitations.

€. There is the remote possibility that the prehistoric and
historic archaeoclogical sites considered roneligible for nomination to
the National Register may contain useful information. Current land use
(ie. farming) may occur at these sites but land altering activities are
permitted only after consultation with the proper authorities.

7. For planning and management purposes, a USGS topographic map

precisely locates all the cultural resources on the residual lands. 1f
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there is any question regarding the exact location of a site, the
Environmental Services Department shoud]l be contacted.

€. There is the possibility that sites 23CY20, 23CY352, and
23CY35) contain buried cultural occupations. The Environmental Services
Department should be avare of this, and future research plass should
account for these buried deposits.

9. Although a very intensive survey vas conducted, there is the
possibility that undiscovered resources may be present. If artifacts or
cultural features are encountered during comstruction projects,
supervisors will be instructed to notify the Envirommental Services
Department immediately.

The Phase I cultural resources survey and assessment and the Phase
1T testing of three sites in the operations and maintenance zome of the
callavay residual lands along with the several other survey and
assessments of the direct impact zopes adequately meet Lhe letter and
spirit of federal lavs and regulations dealing with cultural resources.
Further, responsible use of this management plan will insure the
continued preservation of the potentially significant archaeological

resources into the future.
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1807 Chowttan Avene

Post Office Box 149 ENCLOSURE 3
St {ouis, Missour 53156
J14-554. 2650
Donald F. Schnell
Senwr Vice President
March 29, 1994 Nutisar

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commigsion
ATTN: Document Control Desk

Mail Stop P1-137

Washington, D.C. 20555

Gentlemen: ULNRC-2986

DOCKET NUMBER 50-483

CALLAWAY PLANT

CULTURAL RE RCES NAGEMENT PLA
References: 1) ULNRC-2566 dated 2/21/92
2) ULNRC-2620 dated 4/16/92

X2

Reference 1 transmitted our request for a
revision to the Callaway Operating License concerning
cultural resources sections of Appendix B. The following
represents Union Electric's continuing commitment to
protect cultural resources on Union Flectriec property
surrounding Callaway Plant.

There are twenty-five cultural resources sites
which are considered potentially eligible for nomination
Lo the National Register of Historic Places located on
Union Electric property. While only three of these sites
are located within the "area of potential effects" of the
"undertaking" (i.e., operation and maintenance of the
plant) as defined by 36 CFR 800.2, all of the sites are
protected through implementation of our Management Plan,

: ., Gated
March, 1992 (as transmitted by Reference 2), will
continue to be used as a basis for compliance with 36 CFR
800.4 through 800.6 and 36 CFR 800.11 for treatment of
the twenty-five sites. If a revision to this Management
Plan, which changes the essence of the Plan, is
contemplated by Union Electric, the Missouri State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) will be notified for
consultation prior to implementaticn of said vevision.
Copies of any changes will be provided to each agency.

~
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Page 2
ULNRC -~ 2986

If it is determined that any of the twenty-five
cultural resources sites could be impacted by any new
construction or procedure, the new construction or
procedure will be altered to avoid the effect or the NRC
and SHPO will be contacted for consultation prior to
implementation. In addition, should Union Electric
become aware of vandalism, malicious looting, or
uninformed collecting at any of the twenty-five sites,
the SHPO will be promptly notified.

There is the remote possibility that other
cultural resources sites identified in the Management
Plan not consideresd zligible for nomination to the
National Register may contain useful information. While
current land uses are permitted at these sites, any new
construction will be permitted only after consultation
with the SHPO.

If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact us.

Very truly yours,

ChatB) 0

Donald F. Schnell

NGS/kea




STATE OF MISSOURI )
)
CITY OF ST. LOUIS )

Donald F. Schnell, of lawful age, being first duly sworn
upon oath says that he is Senior Vice President-Nuclear and an officer
of Union Electric Company; that he has read the foregoing document and
knows the content thereof; that he has executed the same for and on
behalf of said company with full power and authority to do so; and
that the facts therein stated are true and correct to the best of his
knowledge, information and belief.

By
onald F. Schnell
Senior Vice President
Nuciear
SUBSCRIBED and sworn to before me this o2 92/ day
of [Fuu/{/ 1994,

,ébojuzg .
)\ ) BAPBARA J. PFAFI

NOTARY PUBLIC —~ STATE OF MISSOUR!
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES APRIL 22, 1997
ST, LOUIS COUNTY
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Bruce Bartlett

Callaway Resident Office
U.S. Regulatory Commission
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Steedman, MO 65077
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Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Rockville, MD 20852

Manager, Electric Department
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