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ABSTRACT

A cultural resources management plan based on a Puase I cultural
resources survey and assessment (Ray et al, 1983) on 5,848 acres of
residual lands and Phase Il testing at sites 23CY20, 23CY3%2, and
23CY359 (Traver 1985) at the Union Electric Company's Callaway Plant,
located in Callavay County, Missouri, is presented.

vne hundred twenty nine cultural resources sites were identific
and evaluated auring the Phase 1 survey and assessment: 79 prehistoric
archaeological sites, 29 historic archaeological sites, and 21
architectural sites. Twenty three prehistoric archaeclogical sites are
recommended as potentially eligible for nomination 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 nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places. The remaining prehistoric and historic archaeological sites are
not considered eligible for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places; however, the sites will be protected from subplow 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

Introduction

This management plan, the Phase I cultural resources survey (Ray et
al. 1983) and Phase I testiug at three sites (Traver 1985) upon which
it is based represents Union Electric Compzny's compliance with 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 1 survey and accompanying
management plan also provides documentation evidencing United States
tuclear Regulatory Commission compliance with the Advisory Council on
Historic Prese.. tion regulations, 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic
and Cultural Properties), and other applicable federal and state
regulations.

A Phase 1 cultural resources survey and assessment of approximately
5,848 acres (2,366 ha) was conducted on residual lands “hich surround
the Union Electric Company Callaway Plant located in central sissouri 10
mi east of Fulton, Missouri (Ray et al. 1983). The primary objective of
the Phase I survey and assessment was to locate, evaluate, and identify
potentially significant cultural resourcec; and the primary purpouse of
the management plan is to provide guidance for the preservation of

potentially significant cultural resources. The Missouri Department ~f
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Conservation manages the residual lands under a leise agreement with the
property owner, Union Electric Company. A management plan currently in
effect (Missouri Department of Conservation 1976) recﬁnmends that the
highest management priority is to maintain a diverse, high-quality
natural environment which will provide recreational activities such as
fishing, controlled hunting, nature study, and other compatible
activities the Company may wish to incorporate. The cultural resources
nanagement plan will supplement the existing land use management plan
and will 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 denartments.

Prior to the construction of the plent and related facilities,
Union Electric Company met federal legislative and regulatory
requirements by funding cultural resources surveys in direct impact
zones. During the period 1975 through 1979, Evans (1975, 1979) and Evans
and Ives \n.d., 15873, 1978, 1979a, 1979b) wrote 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 ot all surveys done on plant
property.

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

definitions of cultural resources management, summary of potentially
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survey and assessment, (2) all areas have been impacted by previous
constructicn activity, and (3) all cultural resources sites which are
vithin the operation and maintenance zones (23CY20, 23CY352, and
23CY359) will be protected by this management plan.

The residual lands at the Callavay Nuclear Powver 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 lauds (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 wildlife management practices., °*
visitor's interpretive center also has been proposed (Missouri
Department of Conservation 1976). Potentially significant cultural
resources within wildlife management aund agricultural zones will be

protected by this managemeat plan.

tural urces Management

Cultural resources constitute a fragile, limited nonrenevable
portion or the total environment. Because they are the physical legacy
of various stages of past human lifeways, they are illustrative of man's
cultural development. Cultural resources include prehistoric and
historic archaeoloqicél resources and historic architectural resources.
These resources are represented by sites, buildings, districts, and
objects (Executive Order Counseling Notes Revised 8/1/74).

5
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Cultural resources management 1s tied inextricably to a body of
federal legislation, The Antiquities Act was passed in 1906 {n
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
recently, the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966),
the National Envirommental Policy Act (1969), the Archaeclogical 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
avoidance.

Assessing the nature of cultural 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. While
many nonspecialists are required to evaluate reports and to make
decisions about cultural resources, these persons often do not have the
time nor the inclination to review the growing body of literature on the
subject. For the present purposes, a brief review 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 individual
resources and circumstances (McNerney 1978:93).

This definition emphasizes the control of and responsibility for
cultural resources, a situation with which many landovning agencies and
corporations find themselves confronted today. The primary practitioners
of the discipline are anthropologists and archaeologists (requiring a
variety of supporting specialists in the physical and natural sciences),
historians, and architectural historians. Other disciplines rapidly
becoming involved administratively 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 Unian
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 management process involves inventory and
assessment: the review 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 potential
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 and throughout the management process
is the determination of significance. The evaluation of significance

includes the collection and analysis of artifacts from archaeological
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sites, shovel tests or soi] 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 based oa 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 for protection from
destruction or impairment. The National Register was designed to be and
is administered as a planning tool. The criteria are:

The quality of significance in American history,
architectu-e, archaeology, and culture is present in
districts, sites, buildings, integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association,
and:

(1) That are associated with events tha. have made a

significant contributior to the broad patterns of our

history; or

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

(3) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction, or that represent the
work of a master, or that possess high artistic values,
or that represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or

(4) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history (Federal Register
1976:1595) .

In 1987 a Master Plan for Archaeological Resource Protection in
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
any resources be impacted which would require Phase I1 testing in the
future.

The investigator's conclusion regarding the eligibility of a
particular property for nowination to the National Register is reviewed
by the State Historic Preservatiou Officer .mn consultation with the
agencies involved. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is a
state official appointed by the governor whose job it is to insure that
the cultural resources of the state are not destroyed arbitrarily and to
make recommendations to protect such resources. It is the SHPO who helps
make certain that the legal responsibilities specified in the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 are fulfilled. If the SIPO 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 eligible, or if they cannct agree, or if
some question exists regarding the eligibility of the nominated
properties, final determination of eligihility rests with the Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation, a multicomponent office within
the National Park Service, the core unit of which is the National
Register of Historic Places (King et al. 1977:88). If the properties do
not meet any of the criteria, no further action is required. If the
propeity is determined eligible, then appropriate preservation measures
are developed by the responsible agencies.

Following the indentification and ascessment phase of the cultural
resources management pro~ess, land use limitations are offered which are
designed to protect and preserve the resource. As indicated carlier,
cultural resources are fragile, limited, nonrenewable portions of the

9
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natural and cultural environment; any direct land altering activities
(ie, roads, reservoirs) or indirect impacts (ie. increased public use of
an area containing sites) may threaten the preservation of the site,
These potential impacts or adverse effects are evaluated, and
appropriate mitigative alternatives are offered. Mitigation may include
avoidance, data recovery through excavation, or other meins of
preservation.

The foregoing provides a brief outline of the cultural resources
manazgement process including: a definition of cultural resources, a
summary definition of cultural resources management, a discussinn of
significance, and key concepts of cultural resources management. These
concepts will serve as a framework within which to develop a cultural

resources management plan for the residual lands.

Summary of Cultural Resources

One hundred twenty nine sites ‘Map 2, Table 1) were identified and
evaluated during the Phase I survey and assessment; 79 prehistoric
archaeoclogical sites, 29 historic archasological 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. 1981).

Prehistoric Resources

0f the 79 prehistoric sites, cultural affiliation could not be
determined for 62 sites (78.5%) due to the absence of culturally
diagnostic artifacts., Forty two (53.2%) of the sites recorded produced
10 waste flakes or less. Cultural affiliation was established for 17

121.5%) sites,

10
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Table }

Prehistoric and Historic Archasol
Unfon Electric Company, Callaway Muciear Power Plant Site

cal Stte: _ocated on Residual |ands

Site  Sec Cultursl Site Type/Activity Present Ground Cover Land Use NRHP
No Size Rffiifation Land Use Limitationss Potenttal**
23CY- {Acres)
LEVEL UPLAMD PRAIRIE (n=41)
2424 13 - Prehistoric /Xnapping Weeds Subplow rone disturbance Not eligible
Exclusion zone
251 15 39.¢ Prehistoric /¥napping Rgri Crop stubble Subplow rone disturbance Not «)igible
252+ 15 8.0 Prehistoric J¥napging Agrt Grass Subplow zone disturbance Not eligible
263 12 18 Prehistoric /¥napping Agri Weeds Subpiow rome disturbance Not eifgible
254 14 19.5 Prehistoric Cang:  /Knapping Agri Cultivated Subplow zone disturbance Not 21igible
Crop stubble
255 n 121 Prehistortc Camp /¥napping Rgri Cultivated Subplew zone disturbance Not =1igible
Crop stubble
256¢ 1 5.9 Middle-Late Camp /¥napping Agrt Tultivated Subplow zone disturbance Not eligible
Archaic Crop stubble
257 1 15.8 Prehistoric/ H/Camp /[Knapping Rori Cultivated Limited Agri Elfginle
Historic Fabricating Crop stubble
Processing
258+ 2 1.0 Prehistoric /¥napping Agrt Cultivated Subplow zone 4isturbance Not 2ligible
Crop stubble
259 18 A Historic Cemetery/Burial Cemetery Weeds , brush Avold Not eligible

Legend: Sec - Section Number

N - Nonhablitation Type (outbuildings)

0 - Discard {dump)

**Noneligible dest
and are protect

U - Unsble to Evaluate
H - Mabitation
* . Site with fewer than 10 Artifacts

+Limited Agriculture-see page 38
Avold-see page 39

tions 2 based on the results of the Phase | survey. There s the remote msiMH(y that these sites may be eligible
by the recosmendations in this management plan.
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Table 1 (cont.)

site  Sec Mgprox  cultursl Site Type/i ity Present Ground Cover o tse S A
230Y- (Acres)

260* 13 - Prehistoric /¥Xnapping Rgri Grass Subplow zone disturbance Kot eligible
261 1 1 istoric H Monagri forest, brush Avoid Eligibie

267 2 8.2 Palec Coamp /[Knapping Agri Trop stubdle Limited agr! fall plow Eltgible

for swrface collection
262 1 .3 Historic H Monagri forest, brush Subplow zone 4. sturbance tot eligible
270 11 17.25  Prehistoric Camp /Knapping Agri Cultivated Subplow 2one disturbance Not eligible
Crop stubble
m 1 1 Historic H Nonagri Forest, brush  Subplow 2one disturbance Not eligihle
273 18 1 Historic " Nonagri Forest Subplow zone disturbance Not eligible
274% 18 7.4 Prenistoric /¥napping Agri Crop stubble Subplow zone disturbance Not eligible
275+ 2 2.5 Prehistoric J¥napping Agr! Crop stubble Subplow zone disturbance Not eligibie
276 3 2.5 Histeric H, N Nonaor | forest Subplow zowe ¢ (sturbance Kot eligible
n 10 .9 Kistoric Holland tal (emetery Brush Avold Not eligibie
Cemet

218 10 1 Historic H Agri Crass Subplow zone d sturbance Mot ¢ igible
219 10 1 Historic H Nanagri Weeds , brush Subplow zone disturbance Mot eligible
281+« i 1 . Prehistoric /enapping Agri (- op stubble Subplow zone disturbance Not eligible
285 14 1 Historic # Agei Grass Subplow zone disturbance Kot eligible
297 ! = Hstoric U Nonagr{ Forest Subplow zome disturbance <ot eligitle

R e ———

P S e —
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Table ¥ fcont.)

S:: Sec }.p: "\‘:g::‘ Site Type/Activity m Ground Cosor . .:::.;‘ " &h’“
23y (Acres}
PRAIRTE/FOREST EDGE ‘m=34)
62 13 1 #istoric o Agri Grass Subplow Zome ¢-sinrdance wot ~ligible
263 7 ie Prehis ~ic /knaoping Agri Grass Subpiow rome distuirbance wot eligible
264* ? 2.8  Prehistoric /¥napping Agri Grass Subglow zone disturbance Not el igible
26% 7 1.3 Prehistoric [¥napping Agri arass Subpiow zome 4isturbance Not eligidie
266* L] % | Prehistoric {X=apping fgri Cu’ tivated Subplow zane disturbance Not eligible
268 10 1.7 Prehistoric [¥mapping Agri Grass Subplow Tome distorbance Not eligible
e 15 .78 Prehistoric fénzpping Agrt Grass Subplow rome distarbance Mot eligible
w0 18 | Prehictoric [Enappin Noragri Bru~h Sebplow rone distyr ance Not &' fgible
w2 1?2 1.5 Prehi-toric /¥napping Agri Crop stubble SubgYow 7one disturbance Not o' tgible
m 14 5 Mistoric Law Cemetery/Burial Cometery Forest, grass Reaid Wot eligible
288" 14 o3 Prebistoric /¥nappirg Nonagri Forest Subplow zone disturbamce ot eligibie
86 2 L Prehistoric JEnapping Nenagr i Brush Subplow rone d¢islurbance Nut eligivie
Crop stubble

290 @ IS5 Prebistoric [¥napping Nonagri Brush Subplow zene disturbance et oligible
o 6 € Prehistoric m.-g Agri Crop stubble Limited Agri tlegitle

Processing
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Table 1 {comt.)
Site  Sec Approx Cultersl Site TypefActivity Present Ground Cover Land Use N
"o Size  Affiliation Land Use Limitations ¢ Poteatial®
%Y. (Acres)
292* 7 1 Prehistoric /Knapping Nonagr! Forest Subpiow zime disturbance Mot eligibie
293 7 3 Prehistoric fEnapping Monagri Forest Subplow rone disturbance Not eligible
298+ 7 12.4 Prehistoric /¥napping Ronag i Forest Subplow zone disturbance Nt eligibie
295* 7 R Prehistoric fChert procurement ‘nagri Nathing Subplow 2ome disturbance Not eligible
299 i A Historic g Ronagri ‘arest Subplow rone disturbance Not eligithle
304 10 3.2 1 ate Woodland/ Camp Bgri Crop stubbie Limtted aart Erigtble
M ssissipplan Hunting
T
308 e .25 Wistoric ] Nonagri Forest, Yush Subplow zeme distyrbance Not eliginle
306* w 15 Prehistoric /¥napping Newagri Brush, grass Subplow zome disturbance Mot eligible
a7+ 1w 1.2 Prehistoric /Enapping Mongge | forest Subplow 20me disturbance Not eligitle
310 6 .3 Prehistoric /¥mnapping Agri Crop stubbl. Subplow zore disturbance Not sligitls
316 13 = | ®rebistoric [¥napping No-agri forest Subpiow rone disturbance Not eligibie
ny 13 25 Historic L Rart Grass Subpiow rone disturbance ot eifgitle
nee " 58 Prehistoric fnapping Agri Crop stubble Subplow trme disturbance %ot eligibie
20 M 1S Prebisioric fEnapping Agri Trop stubble Subplow rone disturbance Not eligibie

—
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Takle T f{cemt.)

Site  Sec v— Cultursl Site Type/Activity Present Ground Cover Land Use .
o e Afifltation . Land Vise tinftationss Fotent tal®*
23¢Y- {Acres) .
328 23 05 Prehistoric [inapping B ragrd Forest Subplow rene ¢isturbance Mot eligible
329 23 05 Prehistoric [enzpping Noragr! Forest Subplow pone disturbance Not eltgible
kra 23 v | Historic L] Nonagri Brush Sabplow rone disturbance Not elfgibie
328 23 b fLate Archaic/ Camy /N Agrt Crop stubble Limited Agri Eligible
farly Woodland {61fa~e manufacture)
Cutting, butchering
323 23 S Historic L Agrt G ans Matntatn present . o Not eligible
30 2 ¥, Prehistoric {¥napping Ronagr! Brush Maintatn present use Mot eligible
BISSECTED UPLAND OAK-HICNORY FOREST {n=i7)
236 12 .25 Historic H Nonagrt Forest Sutplow rone disturbance Not eligidie
22 22 a5 Lete Woodland/ Camp /¥napping Naragri Weeds Limited Agri Etigible
Mississippian Hunt ing
- 2 A5 Prehistortic [Enapping Ronegrt Forest Subplow rone disturbance st eligible
26 2 5 Prentstoric f¥napping Wonagr i Forest Sebplow rome disturbance Not eligible
e 24 ) Prehistoric /¥napping Agri Grass Subpiow zone disturbance Not eligible
2 Fe . | Prehistoric /¥nspping Nonagr Forest Subplow rome disturbance Not eligivie
mn Fed z Histaric # Nonagri Forect, grass  Subplow zonme disturbance not eligivte
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Site  Sec Approx Cultural Site Type/Activily Present Ground Cover Land Use R
L Size Affillation and Use Limttatisns e Potential™*
23CY- (Acres)
34 25 1.1 Prehistoric Chert /Chert procerement Noragr! forest Reold Fligidble
source Knapping
3135 W/ 185 Prebistoric [Knapping Agri Grass Subplom rone disturbence Mot eligibie
13 3 .75 Prehistoric /Xnapping Agri Grass Subplow zone disturbance Mot eligitls
3 Fed - Historic /Reck pile Nonagr { forest Subplow zome disturbence Mot eligible
338 .5 2.8 Prehisteric Jrnapping Rgrt Grass Subplow zome dict -rbance Mot eligible
i bl . . Historic L] Nonagri Forest Ryotd Eligible
340+ 26 " Prehistoric f¥napping Noveagr Grass Subplow 20me disturbance Mot eligitls
- 26 " Prehistoric /¥Xnapping Momagr i Forest Subn ow rone disturbance Mot elighble
32 26 . | Historic L Noragr i Weeds Subnlow rome disturbance Mot eligitie
3. 26 A Prehisioric J¥napping Nonagr! Forest Subplow rome disturbance Not eltgitie
DIiSSECTED UPLAND/BOTTOMLAND FOREST EDGE (n=16)
20 s 7.4 Middlet/ /Erapping Nonagr weeds Ryuid Etigfble{ﬂi forms
Late Woodland submitted %o
MEHOO
74 k. 1 Wddler/ Mound /Burial? Forest Ruotd Eiias
Late Woodiand $ibie
21 n i Prehisteric /¥napping Nonagr{ Forest Subplow zome disturbance Mot =1igthte
Jage » i Prehistoric /Enspping Nonagr | Brysh Subplow rone dfsturbance not etigitte
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Site  Sec  Approx Cultursl S1%e Type/Activity Preseat Grownd Cover Land Hee Ll

No Stre Affiitation Land Use Limitations + Potential**

230 (Acres)

245 3» 1.25  Miadle Archaic? Camp Imh' Rgri Limited Agri Eligidle

ing

346 » 10 Dalton Camp /[¥nmapping Agri Linited Agri Fligible
Humting, bulchering

a7 » 1 Historic ¥ Bonagri Subplow rene disturbance Not eligibie

348 s 61 Historic L Agri Grass Subplow rome disturbance Aot eligidie

348 3% 2.8 Srehistoric Camp /Kmapping Nonagri forest, brush Rvaid iligikle
food processing

50 5 Fi | Late Woodland Mound /Burfal Sonagri Forest Avold Eligivee

»1 * s Prehisteoric Comp /Knapping Rgri Graso L imited Agri Eligible
food processing

52 % 6.2 Late Woodland o = Agrit Crop stubble Limited Agri Eligible /o forms

process i

Hematite processing subwittad *o
Pottery making st gt
Groundstone manufacture

53 36 8.4 Middie-late Camp /¥napping Rgr Crep stutible Limited Agri Eligidle

Archatc Frod processing
Lste Hoosland
I5¢ 3% - Prehistoric Camp /Enapping Nonagr i Brush Subplow zome disturbance ot eligiale
355 % 1.6 Prehistori: /¥napping Agri Cultivated Subplow rome disturbance Not eligible
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Table 1 f(cemt.)
Site  Sec Approm Cultursl " Tite Type/Activity Present Ground Cover Land Use L
No Size Affiliation Land Use Limitations * Potential *
23¢Y- (Acres)
56 36 n Mddie-Late Agri ey § bwited aari €1
Archeic Camp Food tng i
Late Woouland
Drilling
359 25/2%6/% 0 Early Archalc Camp /¥mapp’ng Cometery Grass, forest fvot Eligidle /un
Late Au:::e Cemetery Food processing Ulnited Aprd forms submitted
Late Woodlend to MSHPO
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The more intensively occupied sites which exhibit a more
diversified range of prehistoric activities occupy the ridge tops and
lower terraces vhere the di.se~ted uplands meet the Missouri River
floodplain, In this zone, site types range from burial mounds (23CY74)
to possible villages (23CY356).

Less intensive prehistoric occupations utilized the upland forest
tone and the prairie zome in the nortkern half of the project area.
8ites in the praivie and prairie forest edge, currently in agricultural
production, are churacterized by widely and sparsely distributed
scatters ot waste chert flakes. Occasionally, clusters of flakes and
tool ftragments matrk a location where more time was spent manufacturing
or maintaining stone t-ols.

The most common artifacts recovered at all sites were chipped stone
tools and the vaste flakes from their manufacture. This is true on many
prehistoric archaeclogical sites, but it is especlafly common in the
study area wvhere quality chert resources are plentiful,

Yistoric Resources

Twenty nine historic components vere recorded in the study area. Of
these, 19 are determined to be habitation sites based on foundation
remains and artifact scatters consisting of ceramics, building
materials, and other domestic artifacts. The remaining )0 sites consist
of 1 nonhabitation site (outbuilding), 1 dump area, 3 cemeteries, anrd 4
sites vhich vere unable to be evaluated due to an insufficient amount of
artifactural material and historical documentation. Sixteen of the 29
historic components are located within nonagricultural areas.

Safety regulations required early demolition and bulldozing at 15
sites. This activity has effected the archieological integrity at sites

21




23CY269, ~271, ~278, =219, =285, <297, -300, =319, =327, 329, -3, -
348, -273, ~276, and ~342.

Histc ‘ical documentation and archaeclogical evidence indicate that
the historic occupation period for 19 of 2% sites ranged from 1840 to
1975 with the majority of them, 14 (748), clustering between 1870 to
1900, Ten sites were not assioned to a chronclogical period due tu an
ansufficient amount of archaeclogical material and historical
documentation,

Architectural Resources

Twenty one architectural sites were recorded within the project
area, They vary from sites with a single structure or ruin to farmsteads
vith a house and several outbuildings and associated structures. Only
one site (21) dates exclusively to the nineteenth century, while the
rest exhibit construction sequences spanning the nineteenth and
tventieth centuries or are restricted exclusively to the twentieth
ceatary.

Of the 71 structures associated with these sites, 10 are houses or
foundations, 59 are ~utbuildings 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 ruvins is

typical of rural Missouri and the rural Midwest.

, A
Prehistoric Sites

Conclusions regarding site significance are a wmajor objective of

all cultural resources surveys and assessments, and are fully discussed
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in the Phase 1 and Phase II reports. The National "egister of Mistoric

Places (NRHP) criteria for significance vas applied to each of the sites
recorded ai. Las been presented previously. Those sites which appear to
be potentially eligible for nomination to the NRHP are summarized in the
folloving section, For gite upecific information or additional
background information, the reader is referred to the Phase I report
(Ray et al. 1963). While the NRHP criteria are useful for many historic
and historic archiectural sites (e.¢., a president's birthplace or a
battlefield), they often are toon general to establish clearly the
potential significance of a prehistoric archaeological site or to
justify Phase 11 investigations at these sites (cf. Comptroller General
1981:23-32). The Comptroller Gemeral's report notes that "it ig
impractical for [the Department of the)] Interfor to design all-
encompassing criteria by which archaeological sites can be centrally
evaluated for state and local significance" (1981:25%-26). Thus,
significance is established through a process of recommerdations to the
MEHPO by recoqnized professional archaeclogists which are then subject
to reviev and evaluation by the MBHPO. In order to initiate and
facilitate this process, eight working criteria wvere employed by
American Resources Group, Ltd., to evaluate potential NRHP eligibility
of each of the prehistoric archaeological sites record2d on the residual
lands. For the purposes of this evaluation, a site wvas considerecd
potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places if it
exhibited one or more of the following attributes.

1.  site appeared to offer the potential Lo answer specific local

or regional research problems.
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2.,  site exhibited culturally diagnostic artifacts suggesting
succeskive occupations through time, but artifact densities
vere light

3. organic s*taining was present, suggesting an intensive
occupation, but the sice did not produce culturally diagnostic
artifacts.

4. site occupied a unique or poorly understood microenvironmental
zone.

5. &ite represented a cultural period which has received little
research attention.

6. artifact densities were medium to heavy, sugaesting an
intensive occupation, but no culturally diagnostic artifacts
vere recovered.

7. evidence suggested thu! the site may represent a poorly
understood segment of a particular settlement system,

8. site contained cultural material (animal bone) or artifacts
(metate! «hich suggested it may contain specific subsisteace
data.

These eight working criteria are supplemental to the National
Register criteria. Bpecifically, the vight criteria are linked to the
National Register criteria which relate to archaevlogical sites: "(d)
that have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history" (Pederal Register 1986:31i15). These provide the
field investigatur and the reviewor with specific guidelines with which
to evaluate urchaeological resources, justify recommendations of

additional research or no further research, and to make statements of




significance and recommendations of potential National Register
eligibility.

The rationale for considering a prehistoric site nonsignificant and
thus potentially noneligible for nomipation to the National Register of
Historic Places is based on the folloving interrelated factors:

1. Site failed to meet any of the eight ¢riteria.

2. Bite produced very fev artifacts suggesting a highly transient
occupation. Of the 41 prehistoric sites considered potentially
nonsignificant, 27 produced 5 or fewer vaste flakes (35%), and 14
produced 10 waste flakes or fever (1¥%) and no other evidence of
prehistorie occupation. €mall sites producing notning more than a few
vaste flakes and lacking culturally diagnostic artifacts offer little
rescarch potential or nev data beyond site location information.
Further, such sites are numerous in areas of abundant chert resources
such as the project area.

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

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

Historic aichaeological sites were considered nonsignificant based
on the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places, integrity,
temporal coasiderations, and the availability of published sources of

historic documentation other than the archaeological record.
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Evaluating all sites using these criteria and NRHP criteria, 23
sites are considered individually significant and potentially eligible
for nomination Lo the National Register of Historic Places (Map 3). A
brief summary of each site is provided belov. For more detailed
discussions of these sites potentially eligible tor nomination to the
NRHP, the reader is referred to the Phase I cultural resources survey
and assessment report (Ray et al. 1983) and the Phase Il investigations
at 23CY20, 23CY3%2, 23CY359 (Truver 1985).

23€Y20

The site is a village or residential base camp and may be
associated with either or both the large earthen mound (23CY74) and low
rock mound (23CY350) located on top of the adjacent ridge system or the
mound group ( ° 356) on the opposite ridge 700 m to the east. Similar
pottery sherds suggest 2)CY20 is at least contemporaneous, if not
affiliated with, 23CY352, another village si'~ Jocated on a similar
terrace 500 m east of the 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
deat treatment. Over 50% 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 sity, a Scallorn arvov point, and other possible Woodland
artifacts (wvans and Ives 1979a:19) indicate that the major occupation
vag probably Late Woodland (1500-10%0 B.P.). The site's topographic
setting indicates a high potential for buried cvitural horizons (Map 2).
Phase 11 testing condv-ied in 1985 varified the NRMP significance of
this site (Traver 198%).
£ACY74
The site is apparently a burial mound and is probably
representative ot the Boone Phase in central Missouri. The setting high
01 @ bluffl overlooking the Missouri River Valley is consistent with the
location of Boone Phase mounds (Denny 1964:137), and the mounds are
sometimes constructed entirely of earth /Chapman 1980:112). This
probable mortuary site may be associated with the village site (23CY20)
located on a terrace 600 m to the east. The Boone Phase is largely
confined vithin the Lower Missouri Valley Locality II (Chapman 1980:121;
Denny 1964:154), and it is firmly affiliated with the Late Woodland
period (Chapman 1980:112; Denny 1964:158) which ranges from 1500-1000
B.F.
23CY256
The site is a small field camp and knapping station. The Big Sandy
sotched point suggests a data range from 7000-5000 B.P, (Chapman
1975:242). Thus, the site is affiliated with the Middle Archaic period.
23cY257
The site is a field camp and knapping station with little e idence
of long-term habitation, The high percentage (84.6%) of flakes greater

than 2 cm? suggests an initial lithic reduction station, and the almost
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3CY267
The site is a emall field camp and knapping station with no
evidence of substantisl hauitation. Analysis of the chert sample from
23CY267 ludicates an almost exclusive use of ‘ocal Burlington chert,
mostly procured from streaw depisiis, however, the two Jeffersom City
flakes indicate transportation of that chert from at least 1.5 km
distant. A fluted Clovis projectile point indicates a Paleo-Indian
occupation ca. 12,000 B.P.
230291
The site is a small field camp with three discrete knapping
sétations. The relatively high percentage (63.4%) of flakes greater than
2 cnz indicates initial reduction lithic workshops. The artifactual data
als+ undicate an almost exclusive use of local Burlington chert,
procured from both stream deposited and residual sources; however, the
Jefferson City flake indicates trarsportation of iﬁat chert from
approximately 1.8 km uistant. The tool types suggest fabricating and
processing activities. Cultural atfiliation is unknown.
23CY303
The site is a small iield camp and knapping station. The projectile
point base and serrated biface midsection suggest activities related to
hunting and butchering, and the pitter/hammer/grinding stone indicates
plant processin; activities. The Rice Lanceolate component suggested by
the point base and serrated midsection is affiliated with the Early
Archaic period (9000-7000 B.P.) and possibly continues into the Middle
Archaic (Chapman 197%:253),.
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23CY304

The site appears to be & seasonal field camp and knapping station,
The high percentage (69.7%) of tlakes greoater than 2 cnz indicates
initial lithiec reduction; two secondary decortication flakes actuaily
had diameters of 16 cm, Other activities suggested by the tool types
include hunting and butcherirg, fabricating and processing, and plant
food preparation.

Analysis of the chert sample from 23CYI04 indicates a predominant
utilization of Burlimgton chert, mestly procured from the nearby creek
bed. A small trianguiar arrow point recovered at the site is affiliated
vith the Late Woodland/Mississippi period which ranges from 1200-500
B.P. in the study area.

£3CY309

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 loca! Burlington chert, mostly procured
from stream deposited sources. Acti/ities other thkin flint knapping
suggested by the tool types include hunting and butchering.

The Etley 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 northeast
Missouri (Chapman 1975:246).

23CY314

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

one and possibly two features visible 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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heat-altered chert was exclusively Burlington chert probably procured
from the nearby creek. Cultural affiliation is unknown,
23CYaal
The site is a small field camp and knapping station with evidence
of plant food processing activities, Based on available data, chert
procurement was predominantly from the closer Burlington sources,
Hovever, one~-third of the artifacts wvere made from Jefferson City chert
located at least twice as far awvay. Cultural affiliation is unknown.
43CY322
The site is a small field camp and knapping station with no
evideuce of substantial habitation. The relatively high percentage of
secondary decortication flakes and flakes in general with dimensions
greater than 2 cm? (61.3%) indicates initial lithiec reduction. A
triangular arrov point suggests the site was also used as a hunting camp
during the Late Woodland/Mississippian period ca, 1200-500 B.P.
Analysis of the limited chert sample from 23CY322 indicates a
preference for Burlington chert., Both stream deposited and residual
chert sources vere utilized.
23CY328
The site is a small field camp and knapping station lacking
evidence of permanent habitation. The artifactual evidence indicates
bifacial tool manufacturing, probably for cutting and butchering
purposes. A corner-notched, hafted too: is probably affiljated with the
Late Archaic/Early Woodland transition period, which ranges from 4000~
2500 B.P. in the study area.
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23CY3M
The site is a chert procurement and primary reduction Kknapping
station with no evidence of habitation. The presence of %) cores, the
near absence of worked/utilized artifacts, the fact that 67.5% of the
flakes recovered wvere decortication flakes, and that #5.9% were greater

than 2 cmz

are all consistent with what would be expected at an initial
reduction lithic workshop. Quarrying was unnecessary at the site since
the residual chert readi)y outirops on the southwest 2xposure of the
ridge. Thermal pretreatment was also unnecessary due to the inherent
fine~grained nature of the chert. The artifactual evidence supports a
nearly exclusive use of this residual Jefferson City chert source.
Cultucal affiliation is unknown.
23CY345
The site is a small field camp and knapping station. The hafted
drill indicates activities such as stone, bone and/or wood borirg, and
the chert analysis indicates a heavy reliance on Burlington and, thus,
stream deposited chert resources. Suggested cultural affiliation for the
site based on the hafted drill is Middie Auvchaic (7000-5000 B.P.).
23CY346
The site is probably a seasonal camp and knapping station. A chert
analysis of the actifacts from 23CYs16 indicates a sele~tion for and
predominant utilization ot Burlington chert, probably procured entirely
from stream deposited sources, over readily available residual/
redepositnd Jefferson City chert. The fact that 74% of tho flakes

collected vere less than 2 cmz

suggests primary reduction at the chert
sources (creek beds) and tertiary reduction of finishing/resharpening on
the site. Activities other than flint knapping suggested by tool types
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central Missouri; suggested dates range from 1500-1000 B.P. Both Boone
Plain and Moreau or Boone Cord Marked pottery types are identified o
Boone Phase in the Late Woodland period (Chapman 1980:276-277, 288-289;
Denny 1964:96~99, 72-75), and Darnel]l or Graham Cord Marked and Graham
Plain pottery types probably are associated vith Late Woodland peoples
(Chapman 1980:280-281). All four pottery types are found primatily ir the
Lover Missouri Valley I1 Locality (Chapman 1980:276, 280-281, 289). The
site's location on an alluvial terrace suggests a high potential for
buried cultural deposits.

Phase 11 testing produced two radiocarbon dates, A.D. 470 + 140 and
A.D. 830 + 100 and verified Middle Woodland and Late Woodland
occupations, the latter represented by artifacts diagnoetic of Matamec
Spring Phase, Boone Phase, and Moreau Subphase (Traver 1985). This site
is eligible for nomination to the NRHP.

23CY353

The site is probably a reoccupied seasonal camp and knapping
station. snalysis of the chert artifacts from 23CY3%3 indicates a
predominant utilization of Burlington chert (71%), probably procured
entirely from stream deposited sources, and a supplemental role (29%)
for Jefterson City chert. Even among the Jefferson City chert that was
used, there was a tendency to procure it from neaiby stream deposited
sources rather than from residua! sources.

Examination of the debitage suggests primary, secondary, and
tertiary reduction on the site. Activities other than flint knapping
suggested by tool types include hunting and butchering, hide processing,

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

The diagnostic tools found at 25CY353 indicate a multicowponent
gite vith predominantly Archaic and Woodland occupations, Although
possibl® inhabited during the Early Archaic period, the major components
suggested by the surface collection tentatively have been affiliated
with the Middle to Late Archaic (7000~25%00 B.P,) and Late Woodland
(1500-1000 B.P.) periods. The site's terrace setting provides the
potential for buried cultural deposits.

23CY336

The site 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 vere located, recorded, and tested with a soil probe,
Analysis of the chert artifacts from 23CY356 indicates an unexpected
preference for Burlington chert, probably procured entirely from stream
deposited siuurces, and a supplemental role for nearby Jefferson City
chert.,

Other activitie. suggested by the tool types and debitage include
hunting and butchering, drilling, plant food processing, and human
buri Tventy two bifacial thinning flzkes indicate a fair amount ot
biface manufacture/maintenance, and at least three pieces of fire~
cracked rock suggest the presence of a hearth on the site,

The “' .gpostic artifacts found at 23CY356 indicate a multicomponent
site with predominantly Archaic and Woodland occupations, The two Big
Sandy Notched points located by the survey are associated with the
Middle Archaic period ca. 7000-5000 B.P. (Chapman 1975:242), and the two
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Big Sandy-like points represent styles which may have persisted into the

Late Archaic period.

The major component at 23CY3156 is affiliated wita the Late Woodland
period (15000-1000 B.P,) and may represent a manifestation ot the Boone
Phase in east-central Missouri. The setting high on & blutf everlooking
the Missouri River Valey is consistent with the location of Boone Phase
mounds (Denny 1964:137), and the mounds are sometimes constructed
entirely of earth (Chapman 1580:112). The grit-tempered sherd (Graham
Plain) ftound on mound A is similar to Late Woodland pottery found at
Graham Cave and Arnold Research Cave (Chapman 1980:121). In addition,
the Rice Bide Notched, Steuben Expanded Btemmed, and Scallorn Corner
Notched projectile points found on the site are all characteristic of
Late Woodland Boone Phase (Chapman 1980:11%). This Late Woodland
component is probably associated with the village or residential base
camp (23CY352) located on the adjacent terrace directly belov or west of
the ridge and 23CY356.

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 knappinc station. Although “he small selective sample
is biased toward tools, there was no bias in collecting artifact chert
types. A chert analysis indicates that there may have been a preference
for makiny 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 suggested by the tool types

include hunting and butchering and plant food processing.
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For management purposes, land use recommendations cousist of three
types of limitations: (1) subplow 2one disturbance, (2) avoid, and (3)
limited agriculture (Table 1). & 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 management plan. Avoidance requires that
a 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 management guidelines recommend
Phase 17 testing of potentially eligible sites identified during the
Phase I survey to further evaluate National Register eligibility
(Weichman 1979). Three potentially eligible sites (23CY20, 23CY352,
23CY359) are located in an area of potential en: ‘. nmental impact
related to the operation and maintenance of the plant or associated
facilities. Phase 1] testing was conducted at the three sites in 1985 by
American Resources Group (Traver 1985). The resul’ of these
investigations indicated that all thr=se sites were eligible for
nomination to the NRHP. National Register forms were completed for the
sites and submitted to MSHPO following cumpletion of the assessments
(Praver 1985:133) Sites 23CY3}52 and 23CY 59 are located within
transmission line rights-of-way and 23CY20 in the area of the railroad
spur, "Areas of Potent -1 Effects o. the Undertaking™, as defined in
J6CFRB00.2. Current operations and maintenance activities in the

vicinity of the three sites is as follows:
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Management Recosmendations for Poteatially Sigaificant Sites

Table 27

Stte Size Location Culturs ¢ Ground Cover Laad Use Coltura! Resources Management

2;:1 {Acres) Affiltation Limitations+® Recommendat fons”

20 1.4 SE, NN, SME, S35 HMiddle Woodland Needs Limited Agri reserve, Phase 1l testing completed

1985, NR § & i

7 A SWI. WNE, SEL, S35 Middle-late g R T i
Woodland Forest Avold Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
Burial mound

256 5.9 NEJ, SE, SER, 511 Middle Archaic Zrop Limited Agri Preserve, bnase 1] 1f threatened

257 14.8 SE§, NW3, SER, 51 Late Archaic Brush, crop Limited Agri Fraserve, Phase 11 f thoeatened

267 8.2 M3, MY, Swj, S2 Palec-Indian Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 §f threatened

Lt
291 6.9 Wi, WHi, SWi Unknown Crep Limited Agri Preserve, Phase Il {f throatened
NE}, NEY, SEQ, 56

kLK) 14.8 SEL, Sci, S10 Unknown Crop Uimited Agri r ve, Phase 11 if threatened

Jo4 3.2 NWi, NWi, SER, 510 Late Wood)and Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
Mississippian

309 12.6 £}, WWi, NE§, S10 Late Archalc Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened

34 W25 REY, NEJ, BER, S11 Urknown Crop Limited Agri Preser . Phase 11 If threate: +~

32y 10.5 KE}, ., NE}, SI15 taknown Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 1f threatensd

2 4.5 SWi, NEj, NE}, 522 Late Woodiand Heeds Limited Agrt Preserve, Phase 11 {f threatened

- Mississippian
28 1.0 NWE, SW), SER, 523 Late Archatc? Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened

+Limited Agriculture-see page 34
Avoid-se» mo
*(4M-operat

maintenance
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Table 2 {cont )

Site Stze Location Coltural Ground Cover Land Use Cultural Resoerces Management
2'3.: (Acres) Aifiliation Limftations+ Recommendations®
¥-
334 1.1 Si, WW), NE:, 525 Unknown forest Avoid Preserve, Phase ] if threatened
5 1.2% Si, LEL, RE} Middle Archaic Grass Limited Aeri Praserve, Phase 11 if threatened
€4, NER, SEB, 535
346 10.0 Ny, NWi, SE} farly Archaic Grass Limited Agri Freserve, Phase 11 if threatened
: SE4, SWi, NER, S35 Dalton
349 2.5 Wi, WWi, SE}, 533 Late Woodland Forest Avoid Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
350 . | SWi, NWE, SER, 535 Late Woodland forest Avoid Preserve, Phase 1i if threatened
Burial mound?
351 5.0 Wi, NER, SE} Unknown Grass Limited Agri Preserve, Phase 11 if threatened
NE$, NE3, SE}, S35
kL] 6.2 MW, NER, SW) Middle and Late Crop timited Agri Preserve. Phase 11 testing compieted
NEL, WMi, SWE, 536 Soodland 1585, NR forms submitted to MSHPO
353 B.4 €4, NEQ, MWE, S35 Middle and Late Crop Limited Agri Preserve, Phase Il if threatened
Archaic
358 11.0 Ny, NEY, 43 Middle Archaic Weeds Limited Agri Freserve, Phase ! if threatzned
SEi, SEi, W3, 536 Late Woodland
359 30.0 Wi, W, 536 Middle Archaic Grass Close upper road to Preserve, Phase |1 testing completed
Late Woodland prevent eresion; 1985, AR forms submitted to MSHPO
Avoid
261 1.0 NE§, NEj, Wi, S13 Historic Grass Limited Agri ““Phase 11 evaluation if threatened
338 1.0 SEQ, SEi, wui, 25 Historic Forest RAvoid Phas~ 11 evaluation if threatened




The railroad spur is no longer in use and has 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 within the tence, including vehicular traffic (other than
routine grass maintenance), is prohibited,

Activities associated with maintenance and repair operatiuns on
transmission facilities will be those acssociated with vehicular
movements, when required, along access roads and rights~of-way. No
earthmoving work 1s required. Herbicides will be applied, as necessary,
to maintain rights-of-way and trees will be trimmed to maintain the
required line clearance. Vegetation growth 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 no plowving or
excavation tequired. No other maintenance activities are anticipated,

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

s 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 answer to either of these questions is yes, then a Final
Environmental Evaluation must be performed by Radinlogical Engineering.
This includes a full evaluation of cultural resources impacts. If it is
determined that any cultural resources site cou.d be impacted, then the
new construckjon or procedure will be altered to avoid the effect or the
NRC and SHPO will be contacted for consultation prior to i plementation
of the activity or procedure.

In addition to tae above plant procedural safeguards, the Missouri
Department of Consarvation (DOC) has be2n notified that activities such
as fishing, hunting, and outdoor recreation will be planned to minimize
opportunities for vandalism, malicious !»oting, or nninformed collecting
by not directing attention to potentially s .nificant cultural
resources. DOC is required to submit all plans for any land disturbing
activities (including parking lots, roads, and any nev significant
public attractions) to Radiclogical Engineering for reiew prioer to
implementation.

It is “he opinion of the writer that the operations and maintenance
activities described above do not constitute any effect to sites

23CY20, 23CY352, and 23CY359.
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The other 22 sites identified as potentielly eligible for
nomination to the Nationzl Register of Historic Places will be protected
from adverse impact by placing a conservative protection boundary zone
around each site. The protection boundary will range from 50 m to 100 m
depending upon site specific circumstances, 'or example, at many sites,
the boundary stakes are set zlong 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 agricnltural purposes. Limited agricultural
activity with reference to potentially significant archaeological sites
pe: ~ . shallov discing to allov the sowing of grass seed. The rationale
for this recommendavion is tvofold. First, these sites are often
surrounded by majur rowv crop areas and to allow brush and forest
vegetation to return could be inconvenieut to other agricultural
activities. Second, the sites could be used for hay production and
grazing vithout adverse a2ffects to Lhe cultnral resources.

Final management considerations and objectives are: to preserve the
potentially significant archseclogical sites in place, provide
recommendations for nonsianificant resources, and provide specific
guidelines for potentially significant crchaeological 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 Electric Company.

To insure the identification and preservation of all prehistoric
archaeological sites and these sites potentially eligible for nomination
to the NRHP, metal reinforcing rod stakes have been placed at the
corners of all sites along field edges. Boundaries which fall within
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agricultural fields (pastures) are marked with wooden lath to avoid

damaging farm machinery. Al]l stake tops are pain‘ed and flagged. The
boundaries are placed approximately 50 m to 10u m b.yond site limits to
provide a proper buffer zone.

In addition, all archaecological sites are identified with an
aluminum plate affixed to a reinforcing rod upon which is painted the
Archaeological Survey of Missouri site number (Figure 1). These site
numbers are keyed to confic ntial site location maps and field notes
describing the marker and site locations. A map with accompanying notes
vill be on file at the Environmental Services Department of Union
Electric Company.

| Land altering activities are prohibited at all potentially
significant archaeological sites (Table 1). These activities include,
bu' :ve not limited to, road construction, water line excavation,
electrical and telephone line excavations, transmission line
construction, pond and reservoir construction, building construction,
electrical t:ansmission substation construction, cultivation (deep
plowirg or chisel plowing), and silviculture.

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

3. Coordination with the Environmental S8ervices Department of
Union Electric Company should cccur well in advance of any land use
activities cutside those found in Table 1 which may affect the

potentially significant sites. The Envirommental Services Department
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Figure 1. ©Site Identification Marker

vill insure identification of site boundaries, will establish buffer
zones, and contact other regulatory agencies when appropriate.

4. Phase II 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 o1 the residual lands are not eligible
for nomination to the National Rrgister of Historic Places and are not
subject to land use limitations.

6. There is tho remote possibility tha. the prehistoric and
historic archaeological sites considered noneligible for nomination to
the Nationul 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. If
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there is any question ..garding the exact location of a site, the

Envirotmental Services Department shoudl be contacted,

8., There is the possibility thet sites 23CY20, 23CY152, and
23CY353 contain buried cultural occupations. The Environmental Services
Deparument should be aware of this, and future -esearch psans should
account for these buried deposits.

9. Although a very intenmsive survey was conducted, * sre is the
possibility that undiscovered resources may be present. If artifact. or
cultural features are encountered during comstruction projects,
supervisors will be instructed to notify the Environmental Services
Department immediately.

The Phase I cultural resources survey and assessment and the Phase
IT testing of three sites in the operations and maintenance zone of the
Callavay residual lands along with the several other gsurvey and
assessments of the direct impact zones adeguately meet the letter and
spirit of federal laws and regulations dealinc with cultural resources.
Further, responsible use of this management plan will insure the
continued preservation of the potentia.ly significant archaeological

resources into the future
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Department of Energy
Albuquergque Operations Office
P.O. Box 5400
Albuguergue New Mexico 87115

APR 17 e

Mr. John J. Surmeier
Operations Branch Chief
Division of Low-Level Waste
Management & Decommissioning
Office of Nuclear Materials .afety
and Safegruards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Sto, E-4 OWEN
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Surmeier:

I was pleased that you could take time from your schedule 1o attend the the States and Tribes
meeting. It was an opportunity for those of us who are involved in a day to day basis to listen and
understand the concerns expressed with respect to the Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action
(UMTRA) Project. I hope that you understand that we in the UMTRA Project Office are there to
share our ideas and to gain valuable input from yowr knowledge and perspective. I trust the meeting
was a useful experience and provided you with not only a status of the Project, but an indication of
our thoughts for the future.

Enclosed for you infomation is a contact list of those who attended the meeting.
I hope you gained a t deal from the meeting and the discussions. We, here at the UMTRA
Project Office, feel the meeting was very successful. Please feel free to contact me cr any of the
UMTRA staff should you have any questions or thoughts about the UMTRA Program.
A+ Sincerely, ~
0 1

! )
/'\/]v@/'.‘w»«-: \A

Albert R. Chemoffy 4

Project Manager
Uranium M:ll Tailings Remedial
Action Project Office
Enclosure
A
,’l » !
! \\\1 \ 7

920424 2 ' L
FDR “hgg?g 20417 AL
WM-39 PDR !
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