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F.—T NDecember 20, 10R2

G) Imvid J. Wambold
Supervising Biologist

Environmental Services
tinfon Electric Company
P.0, Rox 149

St. Louis, Missouri AR1A6

£S

&3 Re: Draft Reports, Cultural Resources Survey and Management Plan,
U Union Electric Callaway Nuclear Power Plan, Callaway County, Missourd
i Dear Mr, Wambold:
e
o The Missour{ Historic Preservation Program has reviewed the draft 1902 report
A entitled "A Cultural Resources Managomnt Plan for Resfdential Lands at the
1] Uniot: Electric Company Callaway Nuclear Power Plant, Callaway County, Missouri®
o7 a'n:! A Phase 1 Cultural. Resources Survey and Assessment on Residential Lands at
B ;:s:g ‘E"l\rtc:::cranp'any s :ucle:; P:w;;- P}ant. Callaway County, Missouri®,
< view, we have the following coments:
o % 1. A completed Missouri Historic Preservation Program's cultural Resource
o Lo Survp‘y Project Summary Sheet accompanted by appropriate 11,5.4.5, topo-
— & graphic maps must be provided to this office,
~
% o 2. ;h:'fw‘-"ra\dlgﬂn'ci 1;\:::\196 should be identified in the ahstract, intro-

. pction, and on the t e page, h ’
= o i Hon ey ek o “ngg‘ a;:ntyi.s instance, the Muclear Regulatory
O 8 3. The term “cultural resource element™, as utilized in the Abstract and
e elsewhere in the report is not a generally accepted term, It is recom-
Z bret mended that “property” or “site" be substituted for “element™,

L g 4, Appropriate legend., 1ﬁc1uding quadrangle names, scale, north arrow, etc.,
z @ must be included on 211 U.S5.6G,5. topographic maps within the report, Also
- b all maps are poorly reproduted. This should be corrected.

o ¥ _

< O §. Site descriptions are difficult to follow as presently organized., Sequen-
~ 5 t:al numbering wou'ld be far superior for locating & specific site descrip.
2 tion, Discussions of impacts to sites and recommendations are nrcessary
O S and should alse be included for each individual site,

£

— & A, Site descriptions should mention, at least in the broad category {upland
. gory (upland,
3 prairie etc,) what pther resources might be available, 1.e, subsistence
e | . resnurces, lithic resources, etc, 1% {s suggested that an estimate be made
O ~ &t the nature of the activity(ies) conducted. For example, scrapers,
A é according to angle and wear, indicate hide working vs, wondworking.
W
= 0 7. Pages 1RA-19¢, As knapping and sharpening were continual and frequent
2 o. 2\:;50“: o: prp:\istorigtpopuntions. one could just as well describe any
e as a knapping station.
R. Map 16 is too small of scale to be readahle. Alsn, on all maps sites must
include at least county designations as well as site number,

Chilstophar S, Bond Governor Division of Parks and Hstoric Preservation
Fred A Lofser Director John Karel Director
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10,

11.

12.

13,

14,

15,

16,

17,

18,

Page 4, These figure headings are not sufficiently corplete to stand by
themselves and should be clarified,

Page 16, Ard paragraph. 1t s questioned that this fs a Winterset forma-
tion chert (see comment 40),

Page ?R-3n, Caution should be employed in utilizing environmenta) data
from southwestern and southeastern Missouri in order to attenpt to use
environmental regimes in central Missouri at the edoe of the Prairie Pen-
{nsula. While mich of this may be applicable to northern Missouri, it
should be pointed out that the project area is not even in the same enviroen.
mental area,

Page 21. It shculd be noted that although there {s evidence of man in the
New World as early as 22,000 B.P., there s no conclusive evidnnce for
Early Man in Missouri,

Page 31, 1st paragraph. The report fails to reference the recent work at
Arnold kesearch Cave which was conducted by the University of Missouri -
Columhia (N'Brien et al), as well as the recent Morenu River surveys
(Sturdevant) and Columhia investigations (Schmits), As this profect arra
fs 1n close proxindty, more detail should have been taken from these recent
investigations,

Page 35, The discussion of the Farly Archaic presented by Teter % Warren
(1979) on page 245 should be qualified, as elsewhere in Teter £ MHarren {%
is called Nalton, and with a corrected date of 73904280 B.C,, it is in line
with other dates from the other Nalton sites in Missouri,

Page 3%, 23GA14° Hermann Site) is not Early Archaic. The single radio-
carbon date -  .dle Archaic,

Page 36, It should be noted that there is 2 significant difference within
the Middle Archaic assemhlages from other sites in the area. Also, the
Middle Archaic is wel)l dated at the Mermann Site (Schmits 1307, listed as
Wright in References Cited) as well as at 23BNOAA,  (Schmits 19R2)

Page 3R, Teter ., Warren (197°) have conflicting information. Table B,
page 234 of Teter A Warren, dnes not substantiate the dates presented on
pages 247.24R, The dates of 21NN+100 B.P, from the Middle Wnodland leve)
were rejected (Teter & Warren 1970:235) and there are no dates anywhere in
the text suggestive of an Early Woodland occupation, 1In addition,
Klippel's (1072) Collins Site is 2 poor example of Early Woodland, 0'Rrie
(1979:62) as well as others believe that the site is multi-component
Archaic/Moodland., Most of the features were intersected at the base of
the plowzone, and it cannot be determined what the lavels of pit origins
were. While the cited dates are generally accepted as Early Woodland, the
dates for Early Woodland have not been firmly established in Missourd,
Without pottery, calling 1t Early Woodland is questiciable as the basis of
defining any Woodland corponent is the presence of Woodland pottery. Alceo
there is no basis for equating contracting stemmed projectile points with
Early Woodland in Missouri,

Page 20, Non-Hopewell Middle Woodland assemhlages are cormnn in Missouri,
While Hopewa1l occupations occur to the east and west along the Missouri



19,

20,

21.

22.

23,

74,

25,

4

27

29,

an,

River, most of the state 15 dominated by non-Hopewellia, Middle Woodland
perfod sites, It would be appropriat. to acknowledge this situation,

Page 49, The National Register nomination for 23CY2N was sent to the
Nepartment of the Interior but returned hecause of insufficient documen-
tatfon, Thus, it s sti1) considered to be 2 pending nomination; it has
not heen “refused",

Page 13}, 3rd paragraph. When the authors refer to an area ",,.sufficient
to determine the number of cultural revources present™, what factors did
they use to determine sufficiency of areas surveyed? Also does the manage.
ment plan take into consideration cultural resources which are presently
unidentified, buried or otherwise currently unknown sites within the
project area?

Page 134, 3rd paragraph, 1ines 13.15, Stahility cdoes not in 1tself promote
growth and complexity. Society does not change ft 1f,is stahle, Only
through forced change in adaptive subsistence potential does any society
alter 1ts technoloqy (1.e, means of effecting adaptation to an environment)
or, especially, 1ts social organization,

Page 134, 3rd paragraph, line 11, “Adaptation" and "adjustment™ are not
the same thing.

Page 135, 1st paragraph., Techrnolngy and settlement patterns have a direcs
bearing on such "inappropriste” topics as social organizatinn and subsis-
tence,

Page 136-137, last paragraph. Please provide an indepth explanation of why
the authors assume that primarily only a general hunting and gathering form
of subsistence was prevalent for the prehistoric inhahitants within the
project area,

Page 14n, 1st paragraph, Were the fgolated finds also mapped in detail and
reported to the Archaeological Survey of Missouri? '

Page 14N, 1In respect to the definition of “site", how large or small of a
circumscribed area 15 intended to be included® Also, the definition of
site types is too vague; the authors should cite source(s) of definitions,
if appropriate,

Page 140, 3rd paragraph. As organics can be quickly leached from the sof)
and usually are preserved readily nnl{ when quickly buried, the presence of
organics to cfefine habitation sites should be used cautiously.

Page 142, 3rd paragraph, 1ine ©, What is the hasis for this tentative
scaling® Some basis for this is required other than species discussions,
A limited number of species with high voiume may yield higher biomass,
Some form of index would he better than this (e.q. quantity by environ-
mental areas).

Page 145, What was the rational for Yimiting the hypothesis presented to
hunter-gatherer subsistence/procurement strategies only?

Page 145-14Kf, Hypothesis 1 cannot be tested until some index for scaling
potential resources fs accomplished. Simply to say that you assume re.
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36,

37.
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39,
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47,

source areas have =>n order may have no 2asts in reality. Also, site
vocardon 18 & Fesult of a matrix of choic = hy abnriginal populatinns,
One faztor hy itself may not have a mafor affect on choice of site loca-
tion, This hypothesis 1s simply not testanle unt{l more detailed work is
done,

Page 14A, Mypothasis 2 suffers the same drawbacks as the first hypothesis,

Paqe 14A, Mypothesis 1 is far ton hroad to have much validity., The
hypethesic ¢ couched in terms of a general law rather than 2 suitable,

“sstahle hypothesis,

Page 146. Hypothesis & suffers from much the same prohlem g hypothesis
three.

Page 145.147, The hypntheses presented are 1nap£ropr1otr. broadly general-
f2ed, and fail to ad4ress a single valid research question formulated by
otho; intensive irvestigations in centra) Missouri, e,g. Schmits, O'Rrien
et.a)  &tc, '

Page 161. A topogranhic map of the project area indicating percantage of
vegatation/visihility and areae actually surveyed with approximate loca-
tions of shovel tests should he included,

Page 1A3, 1st paragrsnh, DNetailed sketch maps of all sites located durin:
this investigation chould be included within the main text or in an appen-
dix.

Page 175-1%3, The <detail of discussions presanted {n the "Chert Resources
Curvey Section" is considered tn be too extensive for this level of inves-
tigation, 1t would .e more appropriate as an appendix,

Page 7?01, DNiscussicn of sites in survey area are listed by environmental
zones rather than sequentially, This is confusing when trying to locate a
specific site, Furthermore, we have some serious reservations about the
z0ne referred to ac "Nissected tipland/Cottomland Forest Edge.” This term
appears to consist of a combination of two and possihly three vegetational
comunities, which probably consists of slope forest, floodplain forest and

edge communities.

late 12, page 275 and others. Hany of the tools are referred to as pro-
jectile points in the text but referenced as "projectile points/knives” in

the 11lustrations.

Page 2R1 and 287, Winterset limestone {5 a member of the Kansas City
group which is known teo nutcrop in western and northwestern Missouri, 1t
s questioned that Winterset chert outcrops 1R km north of _he fallaway
project area, 1f it does, this would be an anomaly worth discussing in
more detail., 1t is alsn interesting to note that on page 57, the source
for Winterset chert has migrated R km to the south, f.e, only 10 km from

the project area.

Page 277, Plate 13¢. This is not hraham Cave Notched,

Page 282, Again, as there {s no firm basis for ranking environmental
areas, this test is nearly meaningless,
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Page 357, Eovironmenial znnes were ranked in decreasing order of fond im-
portance, What {s the hasis for this rankina’ We question that a prafrie
an

forest edge zone would have more resources t upland oak hickory forest,
The possihle incarrect ardering of these 20nes may account for the lack of
significant correlation hetween food resource potential and site density.

Page 385, paragraph 3, We question the use of the term *social complex-
ity". A larqs number of differant site types does not necessarily equate
with social complexity, Hunters and gatherers usually will have & greater
number of site types than will nore *complex” social organizations,

rage 355, Hypothesis ? - This 18 nnt a test bhut s simply intentive ohser-
vation,

Page 356, Use of the terms *field camp® and "1imited activity sites®
should be explicitly defined,

Page 357, Hypothesis 3 - Same 2s corment hypothesis 2. (No. ARy,

Page 267, What is the hasis for identification of Winterset chert in
Audrain and Munroe Countieg? o/ feese st 90

Page 389, line 1, This is not a Graham Cave Hotched point, g -

page 391, paragraph 2. aranthan (1977:179) says nothing about blending ¢
Late Archaic and Early Yoodland,

page 302, Grantham {1677:200.2M) - This is an overview of the entire
drainage, 1t does not refer to the reservoir area alone, Removal of the
word "prominant" s recormended,

Page 4n1, 1§ this projrct desipned to inventnry and evaluate or to inven-
tory and make recommendations for rvaluation of potentially National
pegister eligible resonrces? There appears to be a lack of attention paid
to proper CRM terminningy or scope of work,

Page 417-418, These criteria are heavily weighted toward large, dense
eites. It is seriously doubted that this has any basis in terms of po-
tentia) research applicahility. This is an arhitrary choice of criteria,
Without reference to any specific research design which can successfully
exclude certain site, after they have been adequately evaluated, these
criteria are meaningless,

page A1R, Twenty.five sites are considered potentially significant and
Nationa)l Register eligihle, What igs the basis for determining the re-
maining properties non-eligible® This should be clearly dorumented on 2
site hy site hasis,

page 43R, 1f sufficient data {s available to make Natfonal Register eval-
yations, i.e. determination of Hational Register eligible and non-eligible

as called for in the scope of work, we quastion the recormendations for
further Phase 11 testing, It would appear that the author is attempting t

generate more work.,

page 86, The term vconservative protection boundary zone" should he
defined.



Regarding Historic Section nf the report, the first part of this section is
basically filler and is irrelevant tn the area in question, A rehash of the
history of Missouri gleaned from nutdated sources 18 not nerded, and makes no
contribution whatsoever, A fyll 20 pages prssrs before we are finally intro.
duced to Callaway County. Rut even after thic point the study shifts in and
out of focus, nccasionally discussing Callaway County, relying mainly cn
outdated sources and the rest of the time giving the unnecessary generic
history of various themes in Misgnuri history such as hemp growing, slavery,
the Civil War, raflroads, agricultura, etc, The only specific study of slavery
in Callaway County, Searpino’'s, was cited but ohviously not rezd; nor was
Scarpino's Missouri Historical Review article on this suhject,

1t 1s obvious that the authors nf this section preferred to produce a super.
ficial piece of work that has 1itt1e value from a cultural resource management
point of view and which will offer no quidance whatsoever towards evaluating
the material culture of the regton, The only reliable research tonle for doing
the type of history needed for the specific project are census records, For
the years 1R8N0, A0, 70, and RN, exact figures for the individuals residing with.
in the survey area could oe computed including family sizes and ages, number of
slaves, real estate holdings and values, quantities and values of livestock and
crops. Two things that would prohably be revesled are that residents within
the survey area had fewer slaves than the norm for Callavay County, and that
they, as did most southerners, practiced diversified agriculture and raised
1ittle herp or tobacco. As it {8, the authors have simply not provided 2
meaningful context with which to confront the cultiural resources in tha area,
The Historic Section is far short of the state of the art,

In respect to the Architectural Nverview, 1t is more focused on the project
area than the previoue section and hased on better sources such as Marshall,
Scarpino, and the agricultura) census. Relative to the inventory forms, we
were happy to see the excellent floo- plans and photographs, A question could
be raised concerning the plan of Inventory #4, Dotted lines should indicate
the original fenestration which was likely windos-door-door-window, and, if so,
this structure 18 firmly within Little NDixie building tradition, Having noted
the ahove, it is necessary to poirt out some serinus wealnesses, As in the
Historical Section, the context s poorly established, The development of the
region's architecture 1s presented too simplisticly, and suggests that the
author does not have 2 firm qrasp of the subject. The historical photo
collection at the State Historica) Society seemad not to have heen consulted,
nor was the Histarica) American Buildings Survey (HARS) records for Callaway
County, which 1s on microfich in our office, Here are shown views nf such
early double pen houses as the Holman House near Mokane, which indicate the
historical depth of the reginnal context of the later double pen houses of the
survey area, In Portland are other early exarples, and there is an exceilent
double pen “1" house south of Readsville, mention of which would have provided
2 sharper context, The examples in the study area are at the end of a long
tradition of southern architecture in the region, but the sense of this
tradition does nnt seem to be fully understood or appreciated by the author,
The hibliography also indicates that the authnr is not acquainted with the
basic 1iterature on vernacular southern architecture. And there is no sprcific
context of the project area to contrast against the vague regional one hased on
Scarpino and Mayer and Hammer, Nn history of the occupants of a single house
within the survey area is given, nor is there any indication that the slave
schedules or agricultural census records for individuals residing within the
area wore consulted to demonstrate that the authors generalizations on these
subjects arn valid and relevant to the project area. No profile or analysis of




the actua) farneteads within the area {s offernd, At the end of this report we

sti11 know virtuslly aothing about the actua) and rea) prople whn tnhabited the
project area aver time, and yot we haye reams of padded and irrelevant paper
work .,

As for National Reqister eligihility, structures {1lustrated on lnventory
forms £2, 4, V1, 17, 16 and probalily 20 and 71, architecturally represent frag-
ments of 8 wide-spread regional scathern culture that persisted from the ini-
tia) settlemant period through ca, W 1, Their significance derives from this
fact and 1§ established as much by tha form (floor plan) as by the fabric
(even 1f that fabric 4s clad in modern siding), An sppreciation of that con.
text is therefore essential to the evaluation, from a Nationa) Register eligi-
bility standpaint, of these humhle and simple structures, Unfortunately, that
context 18 not clerrly addressed in the report, e Wi

1n summation, 1t 15 the opiniun of the Missour! Mistoric Preservation Pro-\\
ram, that the aforementioned proprrifes are poatentially eligible for fnclusion \
n the Natinnal Register of Historic Places as {mportant extant sxamples of /

“\traditional southern vernrcular architecture tn the Trans-Mississippl West,

v

In conclusion, the Missouri Histaric Presarvation Program does not agree
with the recomnandations profferad fn the report concerning thes Hational Req.
fster of Historic Places eligihility of the cultira) resources located within
the Callaway Nuclear Pouer Mlant project area, The report fails to provide
sufficient explicit documentation tn support the determination of eligihility |
or non-eligihility on an individic) hasis for the cultura) resources involved, |
We feel ma?or fundamenta) problem fer this are the eight “criteria” presented
on page 417-417 to evaluate culturs) properties to ascertain Kational Register
pligihility are not the criteria sct forth in 2OFR Part A0 and utilized by the
Department of the Interior in determining National Register eligihility but are
arbitrary in nature, Therafora, they are {nappropriate in determining
eligibility from 2 legal frameworl, & .

Furthermare, we do not helieve that the statement presented on pages A36.
476 that & National Register Nistrict is not werrented hocruse of it is “not in
ths hest interest of U.E. Company” is not sufficient just*fication, neither
from a professional point of view or hased on the Criteria set forth in 3GCFR
Part 60, 1t is obvious that the authors place the npinfon of the client over
the importance ot the protection of the cultural resources,

In addition, the report fafls to fulfill Section £.0(h) of the Scope of
Work which statts that the contractar, .. "condurt-sufficient investigations to
satisfactorily evalutate such sites fdiscovered? in terms of published criteri:
of eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places,.. A1) sites locate
within the study area must he fully evaluated and complete documentation for-
warded in order to substantiate recommendation of eligibility (or non-pligibi-
lity) for the Nationa) Register.” However, on pages 436 and AAN of the repnrt
it is recommended that Phase 11 archnooln?1c01 testing he conducted for sites
which the authors fen) are potentially eligible for the National Register,
This evaluation, in accordance with the Scope of Work, should have already bee
completed,

In regards to the Cultural Resource Management Plan, we are unahle to
provide substantive comments as we are in disagresment=with the authors as to
which properties are wlinihle-for inclusion in the National Register. However
based on preliminary raview, we are in general agreement with the section on



:/Ca1laway Nuclear Power Plant project area constitute an historic district,

\

\

Menagerent Recormandations and Guidelines, with the aforementioned exception
which sprcifies properties as eligible,

/ 1t 4s the opinion of the Missouri Historic Preservation Proarsm that cnl-
lectively, the archaenlogical and architectural resnurces located within the

Furthermore, contrary to the authars basic assumption, the rAVIFG Provess
mandated hy Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act is timely and
efficient, Riven the significance of the cultural resources present within the
project area, we fer) that the protection of these non-renswahle resource
supercedes any “...possihle inconvenience which may occur from state and
federal review"(page &1%) and hy ewlaying a district, wil) greatly reduce
future review processes ande will result in suhstantially less paper work than
dealing with sites individually,

1t s the recormmen ation of this office that the draft repnrt and manaq--
ment plan he revised to address the aforementioned comments, including pxplicit
documentation supporting National Register eligihlity or non-elinihility of the
cultural properties involved and the report returned to this office in draft
form for further review and comment, pending curpletion of the Section 1NA
process, linion Electric should refrain from taking nr sanctioning any action or
making any {rreversible or {rretrievable commitment that could resylt in an ;
adverse effect on any potential Nationa) Register eligible property or which
would foreclose the consideration of modifications or alterratives to the /
proposed undertaking that could avoid, mitigate, er minimize such adverse /
effects. )

1f 1 can be of further assistance, please call or write,

Sincerely,

NIVISION OF PARES AMD HISROTIC PRESERVATION

bt 2
Michael S, Weichman
Chief, Review ! Compliiance
MSW:cl

cc: Ron Anzalone
1Michno1 Nuinn
pr. Louis Bykoski



