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ABRSTRACT

A cultural resources literature search was conducted in the
St. Francis River Seepage FProject by Mid~Continental Research
Associates for the Memphis District, Army Corps of Engineers
(COE). The praject area invelved covers a 12@@ foot wide corridor
along the St. Francis River between Campbell, Missouri and Marked
Tree, in northeast Arkansas, and along the Right Hand Chute of
Little River from the Misscuri barder south ta near Marked Tree.
The purpcese of the praoject is to furnish the CDOE with data on
the known extent and location of archeclogical sites and to
develop a predictive statement af site locations tae aid in the
~aject  planning as required by laws and regulations, Search aof
the State sive Files in Arkansas and Missouri resulted in the
identification of 3@ known gsites in the project area. Analysis of
the soils variables suggest that approximately 334 additional
archeclogical sites are present in the project area. Previous
investigations at sites along the river and certain research
praoblems which are unique to this basin within the Lower Missis-—
sippi River Valley suggest that a large proportion of these are
likely to e significant in terms of the Natiomnal Register of
Historic Places Criteria.
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CHRAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

by

Rabert H. Lafferty 111

A cultural rescurces literature search of the St. Francis
River Seepage Praoject Rrea was carried cut by nMid-Continental
Research Asscciates (MCRAY for the Memphis District, Corps of
Engineers (CDE). The purpose of the project was to review the
cultural and historical literature and state records ta determine
the knaown data bpase and ta develop predictive statements aboub
the distribution of the resaurces sa that surveys can be intelli-—
gently planned. This will keep the CDE in compliance with the
Federal laws and regulations designed ta pratect these fragile
and often subtle rescurces.

Impartant laws and regulations gaverning these tasks in—
clude: Naticonal MHistoric Preservation Rct of 1966 (FP. L. 89-6631;
The Naticnal Environment Policy Act of 196393 Executive Order
11593, “Pratection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment,™
(Federal Register 1971:3921); Preservation of Historic and Ar-
cheaclogical Data, 1974 (..., 93-291)3; and the President’s Rdvis—
ary Council on MHistaoric Preservation®s “Proceedures for the Pro-
tection of Historiec and Cultural Properties (36 CFR 8, Part B2
{Federal Register 1976). These laws and regulations have been
operatianalized in Arkansas (Davis 1982) and Misscuri {Weichman
1978a, 1978b) and mandate that archeclogical and historic pgroper—
ties be identified a,d te.lzd befor2 any pre;2ct using federal
funds are consumated and if significant properties are identified
that a plan be developed to mitigate the project impacts. This
repart presents the activities carried cut in the initial litera—
ture search, details the known extant of the data base, and makes
recommendatiaons to efficiently identify all of the significant
resources.

PROJECT LOCATIODN

The S8t. Francis River Seepage Project is located in twoe
distinct areas., ODne iz on the sides of the St. Francis River
between Marked Tree, Arkansas and Cambell, Missouri. The other is
orn the west bank of the Right Hand Chute of Little River (RHCLR)
between the Arkansas/Missouri state line and Marked Tree (Figure
17. At the upstream =#nd the St. Francis has cut through Crowley’'s
Ridge at Chalk Bluff joining the Western and Eastern Lowlands of
the Mississippi River. This has resulted in a slow rate of inci-
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INTRODUCTION

sion angd depasitiaon, which have 1mportant i1mplications far the
nature of the archeclagical rescources {(Chapter &7, Crowley’s
ridge has been an important land transpgortation raute for access
to the Central Mississippi Valley (Lafferty et al 1983; Dekin et
al 1978y, anad is an importaat saurce of lithics for the adjacent
lowlands. The St. Franciz “iver Gap, on the other hand was one of
anly three places wher ¢ river channels have cut Crowley*s Ridge
(The claosest is the Lastor ca. 32 miles ta the north, and the
other 1S the L’Anguille River at the south end of the ridge).
These and other related factors make the project area a very
impaortant trangsportation juncture with cultural angd ecological
berders be  ng present at different times (Chapters & and 3J. The
unique livhic rescource availability makes this location g pricrt
impaortant to the whole region (Chapters & and 3).

PROJECT HISTORY

The Purchase Drder was i1issued on 135 July 1985 and received
aon 25 July 19885.

The Records Review was conducted between 12 RAugust and ie
Septemrer 1983 by Mr. Donald S. Warden and Ms, Mathleen M. Hess.
Records at the Missauri Archeoloagical Survey and the Office of
the Arkansas State Rrcheclagist were consutlted to determine the
state of knowledge in the region. The Draft Report was submitted
ta the Corps of Engineers on 32 September for review. Review
comments were -eceived on 26 Dctober. Revisions were made and the
Final Report was submitted on 3@ Octcober 1985,




CHAPTER 2

ENVIRONMENT

By

Robert M. Lafferty 111

The enviranment of the 3t. Francis River Seepage Project is
aone of the most unusual depositional environments the author has
ever encountered. This is because the headwaters of the St.
Francis River are located above the western lowlands of the
Mississippi River which i1is nearly as l1ow layimg as cthe discharge
paint in the Mississippi River (Figure 2). Before cutting Crow—
ley’s Ridge the larger sediments (i.e., sand) are depasited 1in
the Western tLawlands. This makes the sediments available for
deposition particularly fine grained in tne 8St. Francis Gap.
Mareaver, the major saurce area for sediments —— the Western
Lawlands —-— are camposed of fine sediments making the current
depositiconal regime very fine grained.

PHYSIOBRAPHIT ENVIRONMENT

The St. Francis River Seepage project area is located beiow
the St. Francis River Bap which is incised into Crowley®s Ridge.
The gap Joins the Western and Eastern Lowland physiographic
region which s part of the Central Mississippi River Valley
(Figure &3 Morse and Morse 1983). This portion of the Missig-—
sippian Embayment is a deeply incised canyon, which has allu—
viated since the beginning of the HNolocene. The Mississippi
valley i 82 miles wide at the project area and is divided
raughly in half by Crowley's Ridge (Medford 1372:69). The St,.
Francis Gap is 1-2 miles wide and cuts 15 miles through Crowley's
Ridge. The 8t. Francis River has its headwaters in the 8t Francis
Mauntains 45 miles to the northwest.

The Mississippi River has formed the structure of the envi-
raonment first by carving this great valley and more recently, by
depositing nearly a mile of fine grained alluvium within its
confining rock walls. The alluvium is largely rock and stone free
with the largest common sediment size being sands depoasited in
the alluvial levees, This has resulted in the faormation of some
af the best and most extensive agricultural land in the warld,
which nave virtually no hard rocks or minerals. Frenistorically,
and even today, raocks and minerals had ta be inported from the
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ENVIRONMENT

surrounding regions, especially Crowley's Ridge.

Crowley®’s Ridge was laid down in Plioccene times as terraces
of the Mississippi River and the Ohia River. At that time the
Onic River nad not been captured by the Missiseipplr and occcuplrea
the Eastern Lowlands. The terraces overlay limestone which is
visible as weathered limestone spires in a few raoad cuts at the
north end of the ridge. These terraces were laid down by rapidly
moving water and contain sany cobbles of virtually every kind of
nard grained stane ococurring in the whole Missisasippi Basin.
These were important rescurces 'or the stone age pecples of the
lowlands. Much of the surface of Crowleys Ridge is covered with
Pleistocene Lcess,

The Mississippi River has alsco structured and continues to
structure the transportational environment. The dominant direc—
tion of its mavement from north te socuth has resulted in making
resources  upstreamnm more accessible than those to the east or
especially ta the west. For example, in order Yo cross thne
valley at 36 degrees north latitude one must traverse three major
rivers in addition to the Mississippi itself: the St. Francis,
the Cache and the Black, all former chanmnmels of the Mississippil
River in past Pleistocene times, In pre—-autaomabile times, this
was & tedicus overland journey of 8@ miles which involved cros-
sing many badies af water. This contrasts with 102 miles of
floating dawnhill on the surface of the river. The river is still
a majgor transportation artery for the central gart of the caonti-
nent and in earlier times was the only way tao easily traverse
this lowland region. In the 1845-48 period when the Beneral bLand
Office (BLD) maps were made, all of the mapped settlements in the
project area were positioned along the river.

The central Mississippi River valley is incised into the
Ozark and Cumberland Piateaus. These coordinate proveniences were
uplifted from the scuth by a tectonic plate movement from the
scutheast which pushed up the Ouachita Mountains and split the
lower part of the Dzark-Cumberland plateau. At the time of this
tectaonic event, ca. 122 million years ago, these plateaus were
inland seas with beachlines along the present course of the
Baston Mountains in Central Arkansas and Sand Mountain/uWalden
Ridge in Alabama anad Tennessee. These ancient sea beds are today
limestanes filled with many different kinds of cherts. While
these cherts cocome from several different formations there is a
great deal of variation within formations which 1is made more
canfusing by the tendency for these formations to have different
names in different states. For example The Baone, Rurlington and
Fr. Fayne “formations" are different names applied to the same
formation in Arkansas, Missauri and Tennessee {respectively’.
There is a great deal of variation present within this structure
and more formations than the above contain usable cherts. Figure
2 shows the scurce area of some of the more important lithic
resources. Some of these have well known source areas, such as
Dover, Mill Creek, Crescent and Illincis Haornstone. Qther lithic
resaurces occur over large areas; and/or doa not have HKnaown quar—
ries, thaugh they may exist (RButler and May 1984).
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Making the identification of these lithic resources more
complex is the presence of Tertiary gravel beds arcund the edges
aof the Mississippian Embayment and on Craowley*s Ridge. Craowley's
Ridge is perhapgs the mast important of these because 1t accurs in
the center of this stoneless plain., This deposit was lain down in
Pliccene times when the river gradient was steeper than it is
today. This deposit has virtually every heavy hard kind of mine—
ral which occocurs in the Mississippi River Rasin, Prenistoric
sites on the edge of the Western laowlands, even those situated
directly on the Grandglaise Terrace show a marked preference for
the 1lithics found in the Drarks cover those of the terrace {eg.
3IN17, Lafferty et a1 1981). Much of the gravel deposits adjacent
te the Mississippi Valley to the east are cavered with Loess
deposits up ta 20@ feet thick. Investigations have shown that as
ane appraoaches Crowley’s Ridge from both the east and the west
there is & marked increase in the cccurrence of cabble chert on
prehistoric sites (Shaw 1981). This is generally true even
though through time trere are documented changes in the grehisto~
ric utilization of differemt lithic rescurces (Hemmings 19823
Lafferty 1984)., Crowley®s Ridge is currently the main scurce of
gravel for both the Eastern and Western Lowlands. The rather
intensive modern day use of gravel sometimes makes the identifi-
cation of aboriginal tools fram “gravel crusher produced arti-
facts® difficult. S8ince the St. Francis River was one aof only
three rivers to cut through Craoawley’s Ridge we would expect this
tc be a major lithic source area. Because it was and stil} isg
navigable by small craft, and because the river abuts against the
ridge and erodes the gravel depasits, these are more accessible
than at other smaller streams which have their scurce on the
ridge.

Dne important class of lithic resources were the valcanice
materials, particularly the basalts (for axes) which were ob-—
tained in the St. Francis Mauntains. Alsc of importance from this
quarter were ryolite and orthoquartzite which were useg for
various tools, The St. Francis River has its saource in these
depasits and the presence of both cof these kinds of resaurces is
to be expected on archeclaogical sives.

When De Satc and his men reached the Breat River in 1541,
they looked upon a great transportation artery which stretched
from the Bulf of Mexico to the heart of the continent. However,
it was navigated and contralled by Native Americans with fleets
of dugcut cances that were bpath to harass and assist the Spanish
aver the next several years, As they looked from the bluffs over
the swampland of virgin forest, they never suspected that they
were gazing upon both the graveyard and salvation of their expe—
dition. Most of the next two months found the Spaniards slogging
through one of the mast difficult swamps encountered in the
entire expedition, the 8t. Francis Sunk Lands (Morse 1981; Hudson
1984) ., However, the expedition was continually drawn back %o the
Breat River and the high chiefdom cultures, which the Spanish
dominated using the techniques used so effectively against the
Aztecs and the Inca. The swampy lawlands impeded the expedition
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particularly when traversing from east to west, As the Spanish
reached the Orand Blacis terraces on the Ozark Escarpment, they
encountered the great Toltec — Cahokia rocad {(which would later be
sequentially known as the Natchitoches Trace, the southwest
Mmilitary road and currently uUS 67). This important raad was on
tractable graund with the swanmpy lowlands to the east and the
mare dissectecd plateau to the west. The expedition’s speed do-—
ubled once they were on it. In the end, after many more side
trips and high adventures, the hard pressed expedition macde its
escape dawnrn the Breat River in boats constructed with nails
forged from their weapons. They were harassed by the Indians 1n
large fleets of cances all the way to the 8Bulf of Mexico.

The early Euro-American penetration inta this area fallawed
Crowley’s Ridge into the center of the Lower Mississippi Valley
(Dekin et al 1978). This was alsc the raute of the first railroad
into the valley from St. Louis. Therefore, the physiography of
the Central Mississippi River has tao a large extent dictated the
nature of life in this environment. Transportation was much
easier by water though sometimes longer on the rivers, particu-
larly %the Mississippi. Overland travel was easiest by going
around the lowlands or down Crowley®s Ridge. That is, humans
(Homo 3apiens) did not penetrate or live in this environment
unless they were equipped with boats, lines and other tocls with
which to deal with an aquatic environmentc., This lawland forest
was rich in plants, animals and contained some of the mast pro—
ductive soils on the continent. ARlso,there was a great profusion
af mineral resources tao be had in and about the nearby uplands.

The structure of the regional pghysiography makes tne project
location a cross raoad of a major north-south overland rcoute and
the only east—west water route in this part of the valiey. It has
important lithic resources which were necessary for importations
to the lowlands during prehistoric times and these were propably
more available here naturally than at most areas aon Crowley's
Ridge because of the higher erosion rate by the river.

The St. Francis Bap physiography is the result of the ero-—
sion of the Plioccene periocd Crowley®'s Ridge depcosits and subse—
quent depoesition in the valley. The 8t. Francis River hnas incised
over 202 feet intoc Crowley®s Ridge (Figure 3). Saucier (1974
mapped much of the St. Francis Basin, and all of the praoject
area, as Braided Stream Terrace. The oldest terrace is beside
Crowley®*s Ridge, and younger terraces and sublevels stretch to
the eagt. Cutting through this surface are the St. Francis and
Little River which nave laid down more recent alluvium parallel
to the course of the river.
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FRDJECT AREA PHYSIOGRRAPRY

The local enviranment has always been important to nhuman
survival, bpecause this is where areal bound resaurces necessary
for survival were abtained in the preindustrial world. The effect
the lacal enviranment had on past cultures is often underesti-
mated fram cur madern perspective - inside structures with con-—
tralled climates locking out on a largely artificial landscape.

The 8t. Francis River area is perhaps one of the mast nighly
madified rural landscapes in North America. The major madifica—
rions ta the landscape include: {1) timbering which has totally
changed the Dbiota. {2) Drainage of the swamps which has made
agriculture paossible in many parts of the watershed, and (3)
landleveling which is changing the topaography making agriculture
more efficient and productive. These changes make it difficult ta
perceive, let alone measure, certain facets of the environment
and often cbscure the locations of cultural resacurces., Therefore,
the methads of measuring certain past environmental variaticon
must be indirect because natural topagraphy, flora, and fauna are
no langer present in the landscape (RBeadles 1976, Figures S & 6).

The St. Francis River Basin is presently caemposed of three
surfaces {Figure 4) laid down in the following seguence: the
Relict Braided Surface, the Dl1d Meander Belt and the Sunk Lands.
A1l of these were depasited in Pleistocene and Maolocene times
under different climatic and riverine regimes (Saucier 1974).

The Relict Braided Surface

The Relict Braided Surface was depoasited in terminal Pleis—
tocene times Dy the meltwater from the continental glaciers.
Saucier (1974) divides the EBraided Stream Surface into twe main
terraces. The older terrace (T1) is primarily lccated west of
Crowley®*s Ridge, but a small patch exists east of the ridge in
the 8t. Francis Basin (Figure 37. This terrace is sandier and has
greater relief than does the later Terrace 2. Saucier divides
Terrace £ into two sublevels. The projgect area is within the
higher western Subterrace (Figure 33 however, it appears to be
in the more recent alluvial terraces of the St. Francis and
Little River not mapped as part of the Saucier project. On this
subterrace he has traced the clay—-filled channels of at least twa
separate river systems for some 52 miles (1972:9). This clarity
af channel scars contrasts sharply with the situation on the
adjacent lower and later eastern subterrace. There aggradation by
the Mississippi River has reduced relief and ocbscured older
channel scars with clayey backswamp scils., Therefore the sails in
the praject area are old and site location predictions based on
this dimension shauld be valid for the past 8-10, 222 years.

12
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The Dld Meander BRelt was incised into the RRS sametime after
it was depasited. Fresent archeclagical data from this surface
suggests that this cccurred inm the Late Archaic period (ca. 32
- Saa RCH. It appears likely that this happened before the O{Ohia
was captured by the Mississippi River, The wave length of the
meandesrs are about 3.2 km (ca £ miles) with a meander radius of
about 82@m (ca 1/2 mile’. This compares to the modern wave
lengths of about 1i1km (ca 7 miles) with Skm (ca 3 mile) meanger
radii. Tris indicates a much smaller flaw than currently. The Olag
Meander Belt®s ccurse appears to have been abandoned sametime in
the Wocdland periaod (ca. S@a BC—~ AD 82%@) ;3 nowever, there have been
crevasse breaks in the past century (USGES 1939 and this area was
inundated during the 1927 flood. The earliest quadrangle maps for
the praogect area shows the mid 19th century meander line of the
Mississippi River well above the madern river bhanks in both the
St. Francis and the RHCLR partions of the project area.

The constructiaon of the Mississigpi River Levee beginning in
the 1862%s and the subsequent constructicon of the drainage dit—
ches has extended the natural watershed from three %ta ten miles
further to the east and stopped the Mississippi River from
meandering into the St., Francis and Tyronza Sunk Lands. These two
canstructiaeon projects have radically altered the nydrology and
the biota of the praoject area.

Ine Bt. Francis Sunk Lands

The 8t. Francis Sunk Lands cocupies the south partion of the
praject area. The origin of this low laying area is controver—
sial. Saucier has argued that they existed prehistorically put
historic accounts indicated that they were formed as a result of
the New Madrid Earthquake of 1811-12. This and possible other
earlier earthquakes alsc caused the many sand blows or patches of
sand scattered over the clayey scils (espacially the Sharkey
clay? acf the region. Sandblaws are an earthquake phenaomencn
{Zoback et al 1982; Muller, Lafferty, Santefaord and Everett-—
Dickensan 1973; Lafferty et al 1984a), and may be datable and
therefore useful in establishing an earthquake chronolaogy.

The St. Firancis Seepage Prqoject is in the recent alluvium of
the St. Francis River and RHCLR and on terraces asscciated with
the Relict Braided Surface. These surfaces are characterizea by
great deal of variation in their compasition reflecting the
pogition of any particular point in relation to a meander chan—
nel. Far instance, silts and sand are deposited in long curwving
depasits which carresponded with the ald levees, These are adja-~
cant to Sharkey clays which are the clay chamnnel plugs and back-—
water swampgs. In general, the scils are better drained in the
northern part of the project area (Figure 3).
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SOILS

Scils are the best indicators of past environments in  the
lower Mississippt: Valley. This is due to two characteristics of
riverine bottomland: {1 the manner of depositicon effectively
sarts different sized particles by elevation, and (2 relative
@levation and the water table determine the kinds of biocta which
can inhabit a particular econiche. These relaticnships are well
established by archealagicsl, geolagical, and ecclogical research
in the Lower Mississippi Valley {Lewis 1974; Beadles 197535 Harris
1982; Delcourt et al 198@; King 198&). These relationships are
briefly discussed below and related ta the basic dimensions
utilized in this researcnhn: sails and plant communities.

Figure 7 presents a diagrammatic cross section of a riverine
gepasit, The river maves in the chanmmel ta the left. wWhenr it
floods, the load capacity of the river 1s increased. When the
river spills over its bhank its velocity is immediately reduced
which lowers its load capacity and the largest particles it is
carrying are deposited. The repeated flocoding will gradually
build up a2 natural levee composed of the largest particles avail-—-
ahle, sands and silts under the current gradient. This process
can be fairly rapid. For example, there are daocumented instances
of as such as 2m of sand being deposited in one flood (Trubowitz
1984). Rs the levee Builds up a backswamp forms away fram the
river and smaller particles, clays, are depasited under more
slowly flaowinmg slackwater canditions. Under a meandering regime,
the river channel will eventually be cut off forming an oxbow
lake. This will eventually fill with a clay plug. Many of these
features are still directly abservable an sail maps (Ferguson and
Grey 1971 and in a few instances on taopographic maps; nhowever
under the current landleveling practices these are rapidly disap-—-
paaring.

In tne following sectiaon we distinquish two spatial areasn.
These are determined by the boundaries of the counties in which
the project area is located because this is haw the soil data is
presented. This area includes all of Dunkling Clay, Craighead,
Painsett and Mississippi Caunties and includes a sample of the
Central Mississippi Valley from just west of Crawley’s Ridge to
the Mississippi River and from Piggott to just sauth of Marked
Tree. This area we refer to as the “Project Area Counties" (PARCY.
The variation present in this area is greater than the immediate
project area and gives some poaints af contrast. A measure of
cantral is gained by defining a second comparative set as the
different areas in the FPAC with the same scil types as are found
in the projgect area. (S~FRC)H. The project area scils were mea-—
sured from the sail maps by methods discussed in Chapter 4.

Table 1 compares the proportions of each soil type in
the FRAC with thase in the project area itself, Table & presents
the depositional enviromments of the soils found in the praoject
area counties which are bDased con the depositional enviranments
described in the sail descriptions (Ferguson and Gray 1971:5-&8;
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Burlly 1979:S-44; Fergusan 1979:4-24;

283 Fielder, Ferguscn and Hagan 1978:8-19;

Five sails are associated with levee taps

EnVI

These are the best drained scils in the project area. Rbou
af the sails in the progect area counties are classified as levee

tep soils,

drainage landscape (Table 1),

Twa sails are found on the lower
(Taples 1,3,

which farsied an ecotane

& 3.

and are the best sails for agriculture in  th

aften seasonally flooded and as the levee built up, the p

sizes increased resulting
more poarly drained tham the levee sails,
the swamp soils. These sails cover about 19.

in silts averlying

Table 1. Mississippi,

Craighead,

Painsett,

clays. The
but better drain
2% of the PRC.

Ciay &and

Counties 8Scils and those faound in the project a

Iype
Alligator Clay
Alligator—Bteele
ARlluvial Land
PAmagon Sandy Laoam
Baldwin
Reulah
Bamn-Faley
Borrow Pit
Bosket
Bowdre Silt Clay
Brandon
Erandon—Saffel
Breseley
Brurc—-Crevasse
Cairg Silty Clay
Calhaun Silt Lcam
Calloway 8Silt Loam
Canalou Lcamy fine
Callins Silt Loam
Conmerce 8ilt Loam
Canvent Fine Sandy
Caoater

Crevasse LLaamy sand

Crowley Silt tLoam
Dexter 8ilt Laam
Dubbs

Dubbas—-Silverdale

Dundee—Bruno—Cammerce—Dubbs~

Sand

L.aam

Silverdale Caomplexes

Dundee Silt Loam
Earle Clay
Falaya Silt Loam

o e T y—

eAC
1. 29
- 28
. e
3. 3t
. a3
1.11
.44
A. 22
» 97

1.93
S. 41
- 25
.88

. 3
1. 16

.aa

- 33
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Gray and Ferguson 1977:7-
Robertsam 1969:6-27).

{Tables 1,2,& 37.
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Table 1 Coantinued. Mississippi, Craighead, Foinsett, Clay and
Dunklin Counties Scils and those foumd in the project area

IType Pac Brogject Area
Farrenburg Fine Sandy Loam « 33 1.33
Faley Silt Loam 3. 62
Foley-Calhoun .21
Farestdale Silt Laam .18
Forestdale - Rauton .27
Fountain Silt Lcam 2. 7@ 1.16
Gideon Loam 1.3 .67
Brenada Silt Loam « 47
Hayti Fine Sandy Loam 1.43 1. 85
Henry Silt Loam 3.895
Hilleman Silt Loam 3. 46
Iberia Clay . 26
Jackpart Silty Clay 3. 42
Jeanerette Silt Lacam .33
Hobel 1.35 - 92
t.afe Silt Lcam .13
Lilbourn Fine Sandy lL.cam .36 4. 6@
Laring 3.87
Malden Fine Sand 1.8 . 86
Memphis .92
Memphis—tLoring 27
mhaocn 2.94 6. 32
Marganfield Fine Sandy loam .22
Orthents .23
Orthents—Water Complex . 18
Patterson Fine Sandy Loam -43 3.29
Roellen Silty Clay iy =2 ] .21
Routan .2 8. o2
Sharkey Clays 9.63 11.3@&
Sharkey—-Crevasse a, 32
Sharkey—-Steele 8,33
Sikeston lcam .28
Steele 1.19 3.28
Steele-Cravasse .18
Steele-Tunica - 88
Tichnor - 96
Tiptonville-Dubbs 8il¢ tocam .33 1.63
Tuckerman Fine Sandy Loam - 28
Tunica 8ilty Clay 3. 42 .« 64
Wardell - 65 . 32

Mississippi Levee . 20
Water Areas .55
Udorthents -23
Pits, Gravel .21
Totals {(percent) 102. @ 122, @
Total acres represented 1,839,296
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Twelve scoils were general levee scils where position in the
levee is not specified (Table 2). These comprise 23.89% of the
progect area and undoubtedly contain both high and low levee
sails.

Sixteen sails were farmed in slackwater conditionms faund 1n
swamps and oxbow lakes. These are clays and caver about 47,93% of
the PARC. These soils were inundated and nat farmable in tne
predrainage landscape. This contrasts with 2-6% of the counties
which in 1971 were classified as water areas (Table 1),

Apout @.3S5% of the PRC is classified as non-soil areas.
Alluvial lands consist of areas along the Mississippi River which
are still undergcecing alluviation. Naone of these are found in the
praject area. Abcut .23 percent of the progect counties consist

——— et — — - o s . " e o ——— b T A o S T o i S S A o i A N T i o’ S o S P . 4k Wi T e S VA S A e bt

Table . Depositional Enviromnments of Project RArea Sails

High tLevee General Levee
Beul ah Broseley

Bosket Canalou Loamy Fine Sand
Bruno~Crevasse Dubbs-~-8Silverdale

Dundee—-Bruno—~Commerce-Dubbs—
Silverdale Complexes

Dubbs Farrenburg

Hayti Fine Sandy Lcoam

Lilbourn Fine Sandy Laam

Malden Fine Sand

Fattersaon Fine Sandy Lcam

Rauton

Wardell

Crevasse Loamy Sand

Low Levee Slack Water

EREIRL e dSe-

Dundee Silt Loam
Tiptonville-Dubbs-
8ilt Lcam

Amagon Sandy Loam
Bowdre S8ilt Clay
Caire Silty Clay
Commerce 8ilt Lcam
Falaya S8ilt rLcam
Fountain Silt Loam
Bideon Laam

Hobel

Mhoon

Roellen Silty Clay
Sharkey Clays
Sharkey—-Crevasse
Sharkey-Steele
Steele
Stesle—Tunica
FTunica Silt Clay
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Table 3. Comparison of Different Scilse inm Progect Area, S-PAC,

and PAC

Fragject Cum. .= Cum. PAC Cum.

fres * % 2AC * % %
High Levee 9. 36 9. 36 7.91 7.91 6. 19 6. 19
8eneral Levee 32. &4 3z. 63 15. 7@ 3. 61 12. 81 18, 47
Low Levee 1@, 26 3. a7 9. 16 3z.77 7.17 3. 64
Slackwater 47.93 120,22 67.2 102, 2@ S&.76 120, 2@
T Max 19. 3@ £26.43

s O s i S . " 4245 S P . 1 i St S e b " A Vot Y T S A "l i, N s " Vo e ) M. A S o s i APl s S S St M i RS T P it Sl P SOE o ks ok MBS s et S . e SO

Soills in Projact Area

Project area soils in Countiaes

All Soila 1n Project Counties

CUNULATIVE PERCENTS

HL»High Levea Soils; GL~General lLevee Soils; LLslow Levae
Soila; S=Slackwater aoiils

Figure 6. Froject Area Scils Compared tao FAC and S—-PAC Soils
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of the Mississippi River Levee,which is the eastern watershed
boundary. Barrow pits, ditches, arthents {(water filled gravel
pits on Crowley’s Ridge), udarthants (gravel pit spoil areas) and
lakes comprise the cther nan—~sail areas. Several of the former
are pgresent in the project area.

A comparison of the percentage compasition of the scils in
the PAC and those found in the project area (Table 3 & Figure 67,
alaong the ditches indicates that there are certain bilases in this
sample which corresponds to the desirability of placing the flood
cantrol levees nigh in the landscape (Table 3). The project area
has 52.7% of the area composed of levee s80ils with only 32% of
the S~FPRC has levee sails. When including the more distant parts
of the counties oanly 18.47% of the PRC 15 composed of levee
sails.

In contrast to this sample space is the Tyronza project in
Mississippi County, Arkansas, west of the 8t. Francis Seepage
Project. The groject environment data was derived from the total
areas in the Meander Belt. The low position of the drainage
ditches are reflected by the nigh percentages of Sharkey clay in
both the Phase 1 (S0%) and Phase 11 (81%). Not surprising is the
large amount aof the Fhase 11 area which was apparently under
water during predrainage times. We pelieve that this is a major
factor in the low number of sites discovered in the Phase 11
praject (Lafferty et al 1983). While the soil variables are in
different proportions in the Tyronza and 8t. Francis project
areas, they have scails of the same geclogic ages and derived Dby
the same process and are therefore directly apgplicabile.

RIVER LEVEE
Muck Fine Sandy
& Loanm Siley Clay Clay
Clay

Figure 7. Cross section af riverine scils and plant communities
taftar Lewis 1974)
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SOILS AND BIOTIC COMMUNITES

The relationship of piota to riverine features in the Lower
Miggsissippi Valley is well known (Lewis 197%; Ltafferty 1977;
Butler 1978; Morse 1981). Because of the radical chances in the
environment in the past century all of these are reconstructions
based on named witness trees in the 8LD survey notes. These
studies have consistently identified plant communities asscciated
with particular soil types which are diagrammatically presented
in Figure 7,

There are two plant caommunities associated with the levees,
the Sweetgum Elm Cane Ridge Forest and the Cottonwcod-Sycamore
Natural Levee Forest. These plant communities were the driest
environments in the natural landscape and had a nigh potential
for human settlement. These two plant communities are in fact
successional stages with the Cottonwocod-Sycamore farest being
found along active river channel! while the Cane Ridge Farest is
found on the levees of abandoned courses.

There are four agquatic biotic communities: river, lake,
marsh and swamp. These low laying areas are unsuitable for human
cccupation. Several of these are involved in successional sequen—
ces; hnowever, since about the Middle Woodland period all were
present at any given time prior to drainage.

Between these two extremes are the river edge communities
and the seasonal swamps, In drier times the latter contained
areas suitable for occupation. The former is a line like inter-
face with a steep slope and little substantial flat area.

The correlation between soils and plant communities is not a
1:1 ratia. These deposits are building up and what was at one
time a swamp may in a few decades become a dry levee. This
process brings about biotic successional changes. However, there
is a high correlation between soils and last sucessional stage
plant communities, Because the surface is aggrading, the widest
poxsible extant of habitable dry land as it was prior ta levee
construction and drainage is modeled, This combines the two
successional stages of levee biotic communities which are indis—
tinguishadble with the synchronic perspective embaoadied in our
data. The edge communities are lumped tagether, as are the agqua-—
tic environments. These cannot be distinguished in further detail
with our present level of data and it is probable that greater
precision may be spurious. These communities are all modeled
from the last stages of deposition.

Research using scils and plant communities tao model prehis-—
toric occupation in Northeast Arkansas (Dekin et al 1978; Morse
1981; Lafferty et al 1984), in the adjacent portions of the
migmouri Boothill {Lewis 1974; Price and Price 198&), and in the
lower Ohia Valley (Muller 1978, Lafferty 1977, Butler 1978) have
all suggested that sites are preferentially located on levee
scils and are not found in aquatic deposits. Therefore these
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grouging of scils into biotic communities should yield a more
powerful madel that should be applicable to the whole project
area.

MACRORIOTIC COMMUNITIES

These three “Macrobioctic" communities - levee, ecotone,
and swamp -— are composed of different species of plants and
animals, Table 4 presents an arboreal species composition re-—
caonstructed in Mississippi County; Missouri (Lewis 1974:19-28).

-3 21

The Levee Macrobictic Caommunity includes two plant communi-
ties: {1) ¢the Cottonwood-Sycamare community faound along the ac—
tive river chanmnel and (2) the Sweetgum-Elm Cane Ridge forest on
abandoned caourses. The arboreal species found in the Sweetgum—Elm
community include all of the species found along the natural
levee, however, their mix is considerably different. These two
communities are in the highest topographic position in the caounty
and these areas also supported a dense understory of plants
including cane (Arundinaria gigantea’), spice bush (Lindera Ben-

- s e s T ot et e S e e e D

zoindy, pawpaw (Rsimina trilebal, trumpet creeper (Campsis radi-
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cansg’, red bud {(Cercis canadensis’, greenbrier (Smilax sp.),

paison ivy (Rhus radicans) and a number of less frequent herba-
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ceaus plants. The most common of these was cane which often
formed nearly inpenetrable cane brakes. These provided cover for
many of the larger species of land animals and were an important
scource of weaving and construction material.

The major mammals included in this biotic community included
white tailed deer (Ondecoileus virginianus), cougar (Felis cenco=

—— . 2 —_— — i —— S o e e

lory, black bear (Ursus americanus), elk {(Cervis canadensisy,
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skunk (Mephitis mephitisy, cpessum (Didelphus marsupialis’, rac-
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coon (Progyon lotor), eastern cottontail rabbit (Bylvilagus flo-
ridanus’, gray fox (Urocyon cinerecargenteus?, and grey squirrel

NN — 43R 84 e T Dl et s e v e e . il Ve e o S R

(8ciurus carglinensis). Important avian species included the wild

e R R e

turkey (Meleagris gallepavoy, the prairie chicken ‘Tympanuchus
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nBis).
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Prior to artificial levee construction the natural levees
were the best farmland in this environment. THis is due to their
lacation at the highest elevations from which tne spring floods
rapidly receded and drained. This environment provided far a
largs number of useful species of plants and animals making it an
attractive place for settlement at virtually all times (except
during floods) since thaey were lald daown.

=
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Table 4. Arboreal species composition of three bBiotic

communities in Mississippi County, Missouri
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Hickary, {(Carva sp:) ——————
Shellbark (Carya laciniosa’
Hornebeam (Dstrya virginiana)d
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Maple, (Qcer spr; —————————————————
Sugar {(Acer Saccharum
Oak, Black (Ruercus velutina’

___________

_______________
————————————

————————————

Red (Quercus rupra’

Spanish (Quercus falcata)

1
T

3

1

-}

1

1

T

1
______________ 1
Swamp (Quercus bicolor? T
1

1

T

T

1

+

T

@

1

1
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_____
————————
————————
——————————————
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Sycamore (Platanus gccidentalis)
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1

Willow (Silix sp.?
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Abreviations: T=Trace (1?:. {1%) 3 W=known preferred woodj; F=
known Food Rescurce; D=Known drink rescurce. Data based on Lewis

1974:18-28.
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This modeled Macrobiotic community is what Lewis (1974 :24—
25) nas called the Sweetgqum—Elm-Cypress Seasonal Swamp. This
ecotone had fewer sgecies present at any one time and a naticeab-
ly clear understory. The arboreal species composition (Table 4)
includes more water tolerant species (Cypress, Willow ana Red
Haw) and at times had aquatic animal species. These areas were
flooded regularly every year for several weeks to several months
and the soils retained the moisture longer thanm on the levees.
These locations were clearly much less desirable for occupation
than were the levees, but were easy tc traverse in dry periods.

Different faunas also occupied the area at different seasons
drawn from the adjacent swamps and levees. In addition this was a
preferred habitat of the giant swamp rabbit (Sylvilagus aguati-
cus?) and crawfish., In the changing of this environment from a
wetland tae a dry open swampscape it is probable that many aguatic
species, such as fish, were stranded and scavenged by the omni-—
vors of the forest, These scils are characteristically poorly
drained due to the presence of clays in the upper horizans. In
this environment normally aquatic ftrees, especially cypress,
would have been exploitable with land based technology.

Swamp

Includegd in this modeled strata are all of the different
environments which were underwater prior te drainage. This is
defined by all of the soils deposited in slackwater conditions
which are also the lowest laying parts in the project area.
Before the drainage the fcllowing different ecozones were in—
cluded under this rubric: River channels, Lakes, marsh and Cypg—
ress Deep Swamp. These are different successional stages in this
environment, but all are aquatic. The only one of the three which
have arboreal species is the Cypress Deep Swamp (Table 4).

Several important herbacious species were found in these
aquatic environments, These included cattails (Typha latifoliav,

various grape vines (Vitis sp.), Button bush (Cephalanthus gcci=
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dentalis), and hibiscus (Hibiscus sp.?. The latter were an impor—

v . . e o e S 28

tant scurce of salt (Morse and Morse 1984,

The fauna of the aquatic environment was Qquite different
from the terrestrial species, which mostly only penetrated the
edge of the awamp. Beaver, mink and otter were important swamp
mammals, Of special interest were fish and waterfow) which were
in large quantities in this great riverine flyway. In order tao
expleit these resources a means of water transportation is neces—
sary. Dugout cances have been dated to at least 120 BC and it is
likely that they are a great deal earlier.

4]
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Table 8. Praogect area and predrainage environments
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Macrabiatic

Community Project Brea SzBRC BAC
Levee 32. 63 23.21 18. 47
Backslope 19. 42 9. 16 7.17
Swamp 47.93 67.23 S2. 66
Uplands . 22 2. 2 2i1.7@
Total 122, 22 122, 22 122. &

The 8t. Francis River Bap has more upland species of native
plants and animals than do the surrounding lowlands (cf, Fehon
1978). The 8t. Francis River has incised into the Relict Eraided
Surfaces., The two terraces of the Relict BRraided Surface join at
the north 1limits of the project area. There are a few streams
which have cut across the surface. Even in the more paorly
drained locations, where today one sees standing water in the
saybeans, prenistorically there would have been mare water taken
up by the cancpy and roots of the trees.

Crowley®s Ridge possesses unique plant communities in  the

mid continent {Arkansas Natuwral Plan 1978). It is the western
limit for certain eastern species such as the tulip popular
{Liriodendreon tulipifera’ and Beech (Fagus grandifoliar (Harlow

and Harrar 1968:2884,363). The tulip popular was a preferred wood
among the sautheastern Indians for making the largest cances
(Lafferty 1977 and it would have been in high denand by the
peoples «f the Eastern and Western Lowlands where it did not
grow.

There is considerable evidence that the environment has
undergone substantial changes through the past 12.228 years (Cf.
Delcourt et al 1982, Major changes involve the general warming

with the retreat of the Wisconsin glaciers, a long pericd of
dessication during the Middle Archaic geriod and since then
wetter climates similar to the present. Morse and Marse (1983)

have a detailed summary of these changes in the region.

o
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Taday the St. Francis River valley is on the edge of one of
the great agricultural areas of the World -~—- the Mississippi
River flood plain. The flat parts of the valleys have large
fields «of row cCcrops growing on the white clays of the Relict
Eraided Surface. These abruptly abut against the orange upland
sails of Crowleys Ridge at the edges of the valley. This flat
surface is broken by the St. Francis River supparting an edge
farest of Cypress, Sycamore {(RPlatanus gccidentalisy, White Dak

mRELLORE Looino oIl

(Quercus alba’, Rlack 0Oak (Quercus velutinal,and Poison lvy (Rnhnus
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ragicans’. There a still a few hundred acres of flatland foresc.

The upland areas still support large amounts of forest inter—
spersed with pastures which support cattle (Bos sp.).

Prenistorically this gap must have seemed like an upland
heaven to the water logged lowlanders. Here were cutting edges
and a great diversity of plants and animals not easily found or
seldon present in the swamps. The accessibility of these re—
saurces by lawlanders makes the St. Francis Gap a rare kind of
enviraonment which makes the archeological sites of regional im—-
portance to understanding the prehistaric procurement systems.
This is especially true of the lithics which were the basic
cutting edgs of their technology.
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CHAPTER 3

PREVIOUS RESERRCH

by

Rebert H. Lafferty 111X

INTRODUCTION

Archecleogical research has been carried cut in  Northeast
Frkansas and Southeast Missouri for nearly a century (Table 6).
As with much of the Mississippi Valley the earliest work was done
by the Smithsonian Mound Exploration Praject (Thomas 1894) wnich
recorded the first site in the region. Most of these were the
large mound groups. Since that time a great deal of work has been
done in the Central Mississippi Valley area {cf. Willey and
Phillips 1958 for definitions of technical terms) which has
resulted in several extensive syntheses of the region*s prehis-—
tory {(Morse and Morse 19833 Chapman 197%, 198@). In this chapter
we summarize the archeclogical research which has taken place,
summarize what is known of the prehistory of the region and
limits in this data as it applies to the St. Francis River lo-
cality., Finally we outline some major research questions which
are directly relatable to the data base recoverable in the sites
so far identified in the project area.

PREVIOUS ARCHEOLOBGICAL RESEARCH

The earliest professional archealogical work in the region
was the work carried ocut by the mound exploration project of the
Smithsonian Institution (Table &). Thomas (1894) and his asso-
clates excavated at three sites near the project area: Taylor's
Shanty, Tyronza Btation and the Jackson Mounds. These were all
Mississippi period sites located cutside of the project area.
This work was principally excavation in large mound sites, and
identified the American Indians as the authors of the great
earthworks of the eastern United States.

o
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Table 6. Previous Archeclegical Investigaticons in the Castor
River Bap and the adjacent areas.

Investigator

Potter 1880

Evers 1880

Thomas 1894

Fowke 19%t@
Moore i9ie
Adams and Walker
1942

Walker and Adams
1946

Phillips, Ford,

Briffin 1951;
Phillips 197@

8. Williams 19354

Crhapmarn and Anderson

1955

Moselage 1962

J. Williams 1964

Marshall 1969

Morse 1968

Locaticon angd Contribution

Archeological investigations in Southeast
Missourt

Study of pottery of socutheast Missourt

Maund exploration in many of the large mound
sites in SE Missaouri, and northeast Arkansas

Maund excavation in the Morehouse Laowlands.

Excavation of large sites along the
8t. Francis, White and Black Rivers,

Survey of New Madrid County

Excavation of houses and palisade at the
Mathews site

Mapped and sampled selected sites in SE
Misgouri, and NE Arkansas Lower Mississippi
Valley Survey (LMVS), proposed ceramic
chronology.

Survey and excavation at several major sites
in SE Misscuri, original definition of
several Woodland and Mississippi phases

Excavation at the Campbell site, a large

Late Mississippian Village in SE Missouri

Excavation at the Lawhorn Site, a large
Middle Mississippian Village in NE Arkansas

Synthesis of fortified Indian villages in
8. E. Missouri

Survey along 133 route, located and tested
many sites east of project area

Initial testing of 2Zebree and Buckeye
Landing Sites

0
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Table 6 (Continued).

s s o - o i S P o . st . O S <

Previocous fArcheoclagical Investigations

Sk e e S o e s

J. Williams 1968

Redfield 1971
Schiffer & House
19793

Price et al 1973
Morse and Morse 1976
Chapman et al. 1977
Harris 1977

Hlinger and Mathis
1978

LeeDecker 1978

FPadgett 1978

1. R. I. 1978

Dekin et al 1978

Morse 1979

J. Price 1979

LeaDecker 1980

Morse and Morse
1988

— e O o -—— — s o

Location and Contribution

Salvage of sites in connection with land
leveling, Little River Lowlands

Dalton survey in Arkansas and Missouri

Morehouse Lowlands

Cache River survey

Little Black River Survey
Preliminary Report on Zebree excavations
Investigations at Lilbourn, Sikeston Ridge

Survey along Ditch 19, Dunklin County,
Missouri

8t. Francis Il Cultural Rescurce Survey
in Craighead and Poinsett County, Arkansas

Cultural Resources Survey, Wappallo to
Crowleys ridge

Inttial Cultural Rescurce Survey of the
Arkansas Power and Light Company
transmission line froas Keo to Dell, Arkansas

Cultural Rescurces Survey and testing,
Castar River Enlargement progjgect.

Cultural Resources overview and predictive
model, St. Francis Basin

Cultural Resource survey inside Big Lake
National Wildlife Refuge

Survey of Misscuri and Arkansas Power
Corporation gpower line in Dunklin County,

Missouri

Cultural Resource survey, Ditch 81 control
structure repairs

Final report to COE on Zebree project
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Table &6 {(Continued).

Previocus Archeclogical Investigations

s o S e v st

J. Price 198@

J. Price 198@

Price and Price

198e

c. Price 1982

Lafferty 1981

J.Price and Perttula

Klinger 1982
Santeford 1982

Bennett and

Higginbotham
1983
J. Price 1983

J. Price 1984

Chapman 1975,

Morse and Morse 1983

Lafferty et al
1984, 1988

198@

Logation ang Contribution

Archeclogical investigations at 23DU244,
limited activity Barnes site, Dunklin Caounty
Misscouri

Cultural Rescurce survey, near St. Francis
River, Dunklin County, Missouri

A Predictive Model of archeological site
frequency, transmission line, Dunklin
County, Missouri

Cultural Resource survey, runway extension,
Kennett Rirport, Dunklin County Misscuri

Cultural Resource survey of route changes in
APEL. Keo—Dell transmission line

Cultural Resocurce survey of areas disturbed
by sewer system, Arbyrd, Missourti

Mmitigation of Mangrum Site

Testing of 3C6713

Mitigation at 23DU227, Late Archaic thru

Mississippian site

Phase Il testing of Roo sites;, Kennett

Airport, Dunklin County, Missouri

Testing Shell Lake Site, Lake Wappapello

Synthesis of Archeclogy of Missouri

Synthesis of Central Mississippi Valley pre—
history

Cultural Resource survey, testing and
predictive madel, Tyronza Watershed,
Mississippi County, PArkansas

mw
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Mast of the early work was concerned with the cacllection of
specimens for museums (@.g.,Potter 1883; Maore 1912; Fowke 1912).
Some of this data was used to define the great ceramic traditions
in the efastern United States (Holmes 19@3), including the Missis—
sippian. Many of these origirnal conceptualizations are still the
basis on which our current chronoclogies are structured (eg. Fard
and Willey 1941; Griffin 1952; Chapman 19352, 198&).

There was a hiatus in the archeoclogical work in the region
until the 194@'s when Adams and Walker began doing the first
modern archeoclogical work for the University of Missourd {(Adams
and Walker 194237 Walker and Adams 1946). Beginning in 1939 the
Lower Mississippi Valley Survey conducted a number of test exca-
vations at many of the large sites in the region (Phillips, Ford,
and Briffin 19813 8. Williams 1954). This work nas continued to
the present in different parts of the valley {e.g., Phillips
1972; S. Williams 1984). This project has produced definitions of
many of the ceramic types in the Lower Mississippi Valley area
and produced the first phase definitionsa for many of the archeo-—
logical manifestations known in the latter part of the archeclo-
gical record, particularly the Barnes, Baytown, and Missig—
sippian traditions of the north (S. Williams 1954). The sites
discovered on the Missouri side of the S5t Francis River in the
project area are all of the known sites in the Missouri portion
of the project area.

Beginning in the 1960's there has been an increase in the
tempo and scope of archeclogical work carried cut in the region.
This has included a large number of survey and testing projects
carried out with respect to proposed Federally funded projects
(Marshall 196%; Williams 1968; Hopgood 19895 Krakker 19775 Bil-
more 1979; IRl 1978, Dekin et al 1978, Lafferty 195813 Morse and
Morse 1976, 198@; Morse 19795 Klinger and Mathis 1978; Klinger
1982; Padgett 1978; C. Price 1976, 1979,, 1980; J. Price 1976a,
19766, 1978; Breer 1978; LeeDecker 1979; Price, Morrow and Price
1978; Price and Price 1982; Santeford 1982; Sjoberg 19765 McNeil
1988, 1981, 1984; HKlinger et al 1981). These praojects are gener—
ally referred to as Cultural Rescurces Management studies and
nave greatly expanded the number of known sites from a1} ceriads
of time. These projects have also produced a large body of data
on the variation present on a range of different sites and have
greatly expand our knowledge of this area.

Rlong with these small scale archeclogical projects there
was a continuation of the large scale excavation projects carried
out in the region., Major excavations at the Campbell site (Chap-
man and Anderson 193%), Lawhorn (Moselage 1962), Bnodgrass site
(Pfrice 1973, 1978; Price and Griffin 1979), Lilbourn (Chapman et
al 1977; Cottier 1977a, 1977b; Cottier and Southard 1977), and
Zeabree (Morse and Morse 1976, 1982) have greatly expanded our
understanding of the Mississippian cultures. It has resulted in
the definition of the temporal/ spatial borders between different
Woodland and Mississippian mani festations, and reasulted in defi-—
nitions of assemblages. Several major syntheses have resulted
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{(Chapman 19795, 1982; Morse 1982a, 1982h; Morse and Morse 1983)
which provide up to date summaries and interpretations of the
wark which nas been carried out in the region.

STATUS OF REGIONAL KNOWLEDGE

The above and other work in adjacent regions has resulted in
the definition of the broad pattern of cultural history and
prehigstory in the regiony this, however, in still very sketchy
with very few Archaic and Woodland sites having been excavated.
This has seriously constrained ocur understanding of settlement
systems. Therefore, while this may be a fairly well known region
in respect tao the Mississippi period, much more work needs to be
done before the basic contents and definitions of many archeclo-
gical units in space and time are adequate {(cf. Morse 1982a).
Presently we have a few key diagnostic types asscciated with some
cultural units; however, the range of artifact assemblage varia-
tion across chronological and spatial boundaries are not yet
defined, nor are the ranges of site types known for any of the
defined units. The adequate definition and resclution of these
fundamental questions and problems are necessary before we can
begin to reconstruct and use the data for understanding more
abstract cultural processes as is possible in better known ar-
checlogical areas such as the American Southwest. These fundamen-—
tal problems will be the basis for arguing significance or non
significance of the sites discovered in terms of Criterion d of
the NRHP criteria (36 CFR 6@). The cultural resources identified
in this project are interpreted temporally and spatially in terms
of what is known of the archeclogical record.

The Paleo-lndian pericd (19,202-8,50@ B.C.) is know in the
region from scattered projectile point finds over most of the
area. These include nine Clovis and Clovis like points from the
Bootheel (Chapman 1973:93)., no intact sites have yet been iden—
tified from this period, and the basal deposits of tne major
Dluff shelters thus far excavated in the nearby Ozark Mountains
have contained Dalton period assemblages. Lanceclate points are
known from bBluff shelters and high terraces {(Sabo et al 1982:34)
which may represent different kinds of activities or extractive
sites as they have been shown toe have been in other parts of the
country., For the present any Paleo-Indian site in the region is
probably significant.

the Ozarks with modern controlled excavations from Rogers, Al-
bertson, Tom's Brook, and Breckenridge Shelters (McMillian 1971,
Kay 19803 Dickson 19823 Logan 19923 Bartlett 1963, 19643 Wood
1963; Thomas 1969). Adjacent areas of the Lower Mississippi
Valley have produced some of the better known Dalton components
and sites in the central continent. These include the Slcan site
(Morse 1973) and the Brand site (Bcodyear 1974). These and other
mare limited or specialized excavations and analysis have resul-
ted in the identification of a number of important Dalton tocols
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{ie. Dalton points with a number of resharpening stages, a dis-
tinctive adze, spokeshaves and several varieties of unifacial
scrapers, stone abraders, bone awls and needles, mortars, grin—
ding stones and pestals. At least three different sites types
have been excavated: the bluff shelters which were seasonal
habitatiorn sites, & butchering station (the Brand Site) and a
cemetery {(Slaan site). Presently we da not have the other partis)
of the se@asconal pattern which should be present in the region,
nor have any specialized activity sites been excavated. Dalton
sites are knownm in a number of lucations, especially on the edge
of the Relict Braided Surface, on Crowley’s Ridge, and the edge
of the Ozark Escarpment. Siven the present rescurce base there
are a number of important questions which have been pased con-
cerning this early widespread adaptation tao this environment
{(Price and Hrakker 19735; Morse 1982a).

best krnown from bDluff shelter excavations in the Ozarks (Rogers,
Jakie’s, Calf Creek, Rlbertson, Breckenridge and Tam's Brook
Shelters). During this long period a large number of different
praojectile peint types were produced (ie. Rice Lobed, Big Sandy,
White River Archaic, Hidden Valley Stemmed, Hardin Barbed, Sear-—
CY, Rice Lanceclate, Jakie Stemmed, and Johnson). No controlled
excavations have been done at any Early cor Middle Archaic site in
sautheast Missouri or northeast Arkansas (Chapman 1975:152).
There are no radiocarbon dates for any of the Archaic periocd from
sautheast Misscuri (Dekin et al 1978:78-795 Chapman 1982:234~
2387. The Middle Archaic archeclogical components are rare to
absent in the Central Mississippi Valley (Morse and Morse 1983).
Therefore, much of what we know of the archeclogical manifesta-
tions of this periad is based on work in other regions, which has
been extrapolated to the Mississippi Valley based on surface

finds of similar artifacts. At present phases have not been
defined.
Ihe Late Brghaic 13,902 B.C. = ~328 B.C.) appears to be a

continuing adaptation to the wetter conditions following the dry
Hypsithermal. This corresponds to the sub-Boreal climatic episode
(Sabo et al 1982). The lithic techhnoloegies appear to run without
interruption through these periods with ceramics added about the
beginning of the present era. Major excavations of these compo—
nents have taken place at Paverty Point, and Jaketown in Louisia-
na and Mississippi (Ford, Phillips and Haag 1953, Webb 1968). A
fairly 1large number of Late Archaic sites are known in eastern
Arkansas and Migssouri (Chapman 1975:177-179,824; Morse and Morse
1983:114-135). Major point types include Rig Creek, Delhi,
Pandale, Gary and Uvalde paints, Other tools include triangular
bifaces, manos, grinding basins, grooved axes, atlatl parts and a
variety of tools carried over from the earlier periods such as
scrapers, perforatars, drills, knives and spokeshaves. Excava-
tions at the Phillips Spring site has documented the presence of
tropical cultigens (squash and gourd) by ~&,2@2 R.C. {Hay et al
198@2), The assemblages recovered in the bluff shelters from this
time period indicate that there was a change in the use from
general occupation to specialized hunting/butchering stations

[
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(Saba et al 198&:63). There are some indications of increasing
sedentariness in this period; however, the range of site types
have not been defined. Late Archaic artifacts are well known from
the region with artifacts usually present on any large multicom—
ponent site. Qur understanding of this periocd is limitea to
excavatiaons fraom a few sites (Morse and Morse 1983; Lafferty
1981). At present we do not know the spatial limits of any
phases (which have not been defined), nor do we have any control
aver variation in site types and assemblages.

Early Wgodland (5@@ R.C.(2) - 15@ B.C.). During this period
there appears to have been a continuation of the lithic tradi-
tions Ffrom the previous pericad with an addition of pottery. As
with the previous period this is a very poorly known archeologi--
cal period with no radiocarbon dates for the early or beginning
portions of the sequence. The beginning of the period is not
firmly established and the termination is based on the appearance
of Middle Woaadland ceramics dated at the Burkett site (Williams
1974:21). The original definition of the Tchula period was made
by Pnhillips, Ford and Griffin (1951:431-436). In the intervening
time a fair amount of work has been done aon Woodland sites.
Chapman concludes that we are not yet able to separate the Early
Wacdland assemblages from the components preceeding and fol~
lowing. At present there is considerable question if there is an
Early Woodland period in 8. E. Missouri (Chapman 198@:16-18).
However, recent work in northeast Arkansas has identified cera-—
mics which appear to be stylistically from &this time period
(Morse and Morse 1983; Lafferty et al 1985%5) and J. Price (perso—
nal communication) has identified a similar series of artifacts
in the Boothill region. Artifacts include bicaonical “Poverty
Point Objgects," Cordmarked pottery with noded rims similar to
Crab Orchard pottery in Southern Illincis and the Rlexander
series pottery in the tLower Tennessee Valley, and Hickory Ridge
paints.

Middle = Late Woodland periods (152 B,C.- B.D. 839) was a
pericd of change. There is evidence of participation in the
“Hopewell! Interaction Sphere" (Dentate and rone stamped pottery,
exotic shell; Fard 1963) and horticulture is increasing (corn,
hoe chips and farmsteads). There is some maund constiruction
notably the Helena mounds at the south end of Crowley's Ridge
{(Ford 1963) indicating greater social caomplexity. Typical
artifacts include Snyder, Steuben, Dickson and Waubesa projectile
points, and an increasing number of pottery types (cf. Rolingson
1984;: Phillips 1972; Morse and Morse 1983). In the late Woodland
there is an apparent papulation explosion as evidenced by a great
number of sites with plain grog tempered pcottery in the east and
Barnes sand tempered pottery in the west of the Central Valley
{(Morse and Morse 1983; Chapman 1982). There is some evidence of
architecture (cf. Morse and Morse 1983; Spears 19787 in this
period as well as mound center construction (Rolingsan 19847,
There are a number of large cpen sites which have not been exca-
vated., There appears therefore to be a rather large bias in what
we Know abaout this important period toward the spectacular mound
centers. There is still a great deal which is not understood
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about the cultural sequence and changes which came about during
this important period. The Late Wcocodland in this area has been
suggested as the underlaying precursor to the Mississippian which
came crashing intc the area with the introduction (Invention ?j
cf. Price and PFrice 1981) of shell tempered pcttery and the
introduction of the bow and arrow around A. D. a3a.

The Mississippi perigd (A.D. 852:-1673) is known from the
earliest investigations in the region (Thomas 1894; Holmes 19@3;
Moore 19167, and still has been the most intensively investi-
gated portion of the prehistoric record in northeast RArkansas and
sautheast Misscuri (Chapman 198@; Morse and Marse 1983; Morse
19823 Morse 19815 House 1982). There has been enough work done
that the spatial limits of phases have been defined (cf.Chapman
1982; Morse and Morse 1983; Moarse 1981). During this perioed the
native societies reached their height of development with forti-
fied towns,; organized warfare, more highly developed social or-—
ganization, corn, bean and squash agriculture and extensive trade
networks., The bow and arrow is commorn and there is a hnighly
developed ceramic technolegy {(of. Lafferty 1977; Morse and Morse
198&; Smith 1978). This was abruptly terminated by the DeSocto
entrada in the mid 16th century (Hudson 1984, 1983; Morse and
Maorse 1983) which probably passed thraough the project area.

Historic Period (1673-present). After the DeSotc ex. wdition
the area was not visited until the French opened the Mississippt
valley in the last quarter of the 17th century. The Indian
societies were a mere skeleton of their former glory and the
population a fraction of those described by the DeSote Chronic-

les,

During the French occupations mast of the settlements were
restricted to the major river courses with trappers and hunters
living isclated 1lives in the head waters of the many smaller
creeks and rivers., The 8t. Francis River was one of the earliest
explored tributaries of the Mississippi River in the Lower
Mississippi Valley and appears on some of the earliest French
maps (Figure 8).

The Euro—-fAmerican cccupation proceeded overland down Crow—
ley*s Ridge spreading out from the rivers. Ports were established
at Piggott on the high ground of Crowley's Ridge in the St.
Francis Gap in 1835. It was located on the Helena-Wittsburg rcad
which ran down Crowley’s ridge (Dekin et al :1978:358). All of the
settlements in the 1832°'s between Piggott and Helena in the St.
Francis Basin were either along the rivers or on Crowley’s Ridge.
Towns continued ¢to be founded in these environments into the
early 1922's, Settlements away from the rivers along overland
roacs began in the 183@2°s and greatly accelerated with the con—
structiaon of the railroads, levees and drainage ditches in the
late 195th century.
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Map of Lauisiana and the Course of the Mississippi

by Buillaume Delisie, May 1718,
Plate X\

(After Tucker 1942:
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PREDICTIVE MODELS IN ARCHEDLOGY

The use of predictive models and many of the underlying
assupptions are rooted in settlement analysis dating back to
Willey*s classic study in the Viru Valley, Peru (Willey 1983). In
this study, Willey traced the changes in settlement types and
locations through several thousand years of prehistory. In a
sense, these were the beginning of predictive models because
certain properties of types of sites were identified. However in
actuality they were statements of empirical observation.

Since that pioneering work, settlement analysis has become
an integral part of archeoclagy (Chang 1938; Kurgack 1974; Harn
19713 Munson 1971; ARdams 1965),and in more recent times have
included analyses of the settlement systems often in conjunction
with ecological systems (Muller 197835 Kurjack 1974; Peebles 1971
Smith 1978; Ward 19635; Winters 1969; Lewis 1974)., These studies
mark the beginning of establishing systematic relationships be-
tween archeclogical sites and particular environmental features
such as levee scils, ecotones, and rivers.

In the 1970 s, as a part of the “New Archeclagy" movement,
attention has been paid to the factors which cause the perceived
structures in the settlement systems (Bummerman 1971). Most of
these analyses have involved making the Mini-Max assumption -
people live where they can get maximum returns for minimum input
- derived from Zipf's (1949 principal of least effort. This and
aother methods and approaches weres borrowed from geographers who
had developed and continue to work with important methods of
locational analysis (Chisolm 19783 Dacey 19663 Morrill 1962,
19683 Vining 1953) and explanatory theories (Bylund 1968; Chris-—
taller 1966, original 1933) for over a half century.

Locational analysis has been of critical importance in the
formation of many of the concepts used in this study. There were
several applications of the locational properties derived from
geography utilized in archeclogical analysis (Crumley 1976; Laf-
ferty 19773 Marcus 19733 Steponaitis 1978;. . .) and site catch-
ment analysis (Lafferty and Soclis 1979; Peeblas 1978; Roper 1974,
1979, 1979; Morse 1981). Thase studies, both successes and fail-
ureas, have lead to a refinement of the methods and underlying
theory.

Along with a growing awareness that archeclogical sites are
situated in particular kinds of environments, came the gplotting
of densities of archeclogical sites by ecozones in settlement
pattern research (Bummerman 1969; Plog 1974) and in Cultural
Rescurces Management studies (Mueller 19743 Schiffer and House
1973). The realization that these densities varied in different
ecozonas led to the premise that if settlement models could be
develoged by surveying only a sample of & project area, then on
large land modifying projects such as reservoirs uand strip mines,
a great deal of time, money and human energy could be saved.
Several projects utilized this approach (Klinger 19786) but were
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generally found to be unsuccessful. The best applications occur-
red, except for more restricted kinds of projects, where one
simply had to identify environments where sites do not occur
{Price and Price 1982) and recommended placement of the powerline
ar pipeline accordingly. The major problems with this appreoach
were that the methods did not allow for the specificity that was
required and in general the approach was too simplistic.

The current generation of models was developed from a syn—
thesis of previous work (Lafferty 1977; Lafferty and Solis 1979;
Limp 1978 and 1981) to construct practical models used to predict
site lacations over large surfaces for cultural resources manage—
ment purpeses (Lafferty et al 1981, 1984; tafferty and House
1984 ; Hay et al 1982). This approach makes assumptions of Ration-
al Choice optimization theory (Arrow 1950, Limp, Lafferty and
Scholtz 1981). These assumptions involve a more complex interre—
lationship of variation than was possible with less sophisticated
Mini—-Max assumption (Limp 198@), and includes the recognition
that different classes of human settlement are dependent on
different kinds of variables (Lafferty 198@). Alsc there is the
increasing sophistication of the statistics being employed which
mare closely approximate the reality of a camplex environment.

Regression analysis was seen as a means of modeling the
complex environments and their relation to archeclogical sites.
These attempts alsc had several problems. The first of these was
the use of the urcheoclogical sites as the unit of analysis (Laf-
ferty and Solis 1979). This was the normal procedure in settle-—
ment analysis, but it left the investigator not knowing what the
characteristics were of the locations without sites. How many
locations were there with the same characteristics of where sites
vere located which did not have archeclogical sites? This and
other questions have important implications faor how full the
landscape was and other questions of theoretical importance.
From a management point of view these models fatled because they
could not be applied to the unsurveyed portions of the progect
area (Lafferty and Bolis 1979).

The desirability of encoding variables for an entire project
area by some spatially controlled unit finally became apparent to
several investigators (Lafferty and Solis 1979; Limp 1982, 1981;
l.imp, Lafferty and Bcholtz 1981; Hay et al 1982). The implica—
tions of measuring environmental variation for the entire project
area {astatistical universe) are several and Jjust beginning to be
understood. One important implication is that survey bias can now
be precisely measured (Lafferty 1981:164-191Y. This is giving
rise to new statistical applications to more precisely measure
the goodness of fit of different variable distribution curves
(Parker 1984; Lafferty 1984). Encoding the whole universe alsao
allows for a precise application of the developed model ta the
whole universe (Lafferty et al 1981, 1984; Lafferty and House
1984; Hay et al 1982). The ongoing application of Becphysical
Iinformation Systems to this kind of predictive modeling is about
to make the generation of the grids asuch less time consuming and
will lead to an optimization of analysis unit size for different
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analyses and regions.

The early uses of regression analysis in settlement pattern
analysis was accomplished to predict site size (Lafferty 1977) or
the size of public investment in certain monuments (Stephonitis
1978). In the field, particularly in the wooded east, it was
aoften impossible to determine site size and linear regression
analysis really was not the proper statistic. The Sparta predic—
tive moadel made the first application of Multivariate Logistic
Regression (Dunn n.d. 3 Sch2ltz 1988, 1981) which predicts a
probability that an event will happen. This places the normal
regression formula in an exponent in the denominator and results
in a probability that there will be a site on a given unit of
land. A less satisfactary sclutiaon has been to make the predicted
variable be a percent of shovel tests with archeoclogical mate—
rials (Hay et al 1982).

To date, the development of predictive models over the past
35 years has resulted in delimiting a successful, statistically
adequate, set of procedures for predicting site locations which
are theoretically adequate. At the present time, the two tests
which have been made of the theory have failed to disconfirm it
(Lafferty 1977; Lafferty and House 1984).

The development of predictive models over the past 1S years
has resulted in several procedures and apprcaches which to date
have been successfu?l. Basic requirements for predictive models
inciude: 1) a grid laid over the project area for spatial control
with standard sized Units of Analysis; (2> a representative
sample of the progect area is surveyed (Statistically it is
desirable that more than 3@ units have sites in them?; (3 a
selection of variables which influence settlement in the environ-—
ment is made; (4) the set of variables is input into the computer
matrix for each Unit of Analysisg {(3) an analysis of variable
matrix for redundancy using factor analysis and/or correlation
coefficients; {6 an application of logistic regression to deve—
lop a model of site probabilities; and (7 the application of the
model to the unsurveyed universe to map probabilities which can
then be used to guide further survey and project goals.

PREDICTIVE MODELS IN THE CENTRAL M1SSISSIPFRI VALLEY

There has in fact been more predictive moadeling wark done in
this basin than anywhere else in the socutheast. There have been
three predictive madels developed in the St. Francis Basin which
are directly relevant to ocur analysis.

The first was the monumental effort carried ocut by Iroqueois
Reassarch Institute (IR1): Predicting Cultural Resources in the
8t. Erancis River Basin: £ Regearch Design (Dekin et al 1978).
This study which included the whole basin, cutlined the known
data base, defined major environmental variation, and ocutlined
what kinds of data are required to develop a predictive madel in

the basin as a whole. Variocus correlations were drawn betwesn
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various physiographic features such as distance to water and
depositional enviraonments/scils. While backswamps were found to
have the lowest density of sites, the density of components is
errcnecusly derived by dividing the number of known components
per physiographic zone by the total area in that zone, rather
than the area surveyed (Dekin et al 1978:94-128), This results in
a nmuch lower estimate of site densities than have been found on
other surveys and brings out the problems of areal control when
using archival data where the area surveyed is not known. Over
2/3 of the sites came from meander belts and Relict Braided Sur—
face locations (2268/3,113) while almost no sites are known from
Backwater swamps (9/3,113). The area surveyed in obtaining these
resdlts is not known and, therefore, the densities given for the
different zones have na meaning (Dekin et al 1978:94 and 128).
While the densities are erronecus as confirmed by later work, the
relative tendencies for more sites toc be located on the IRI high
density areas has been confirmed by later work.

In 1979 Price carried cut a survey of the Missouri-Arkansas
Power line and then develcoped a model which predicted that the
least probable location for sites were on slackwater soils (Price
and Price 198&). This model was used in the final planning of the
power line in Missouri.

Between 1983 and 1985 Mid-Continental Research Asscociates
caonducted cultural resources survey over 909 miles of ditches in
the Tyronza Basin for the Soil Conservation Service (Lafferty et
al 1984, 1985). This was & scientifically drawn statistical
sample which predicted the specific probability that there would
be a site on each 12 acre (4 ha) unit of the project area. This
model is directly applicable to the present project area. This
model used logistic regression (Dunn n.d.? to model areal
resources. The model (see more discussion in Chapter 6) predicts
that sites are found on higher levee scils near water.

The analysis performed in this study draws on the results of

the above works to develop some general statements concerning the
distrivution and expected number of sites in the project area.
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CHRAPTER 4

CULTURAL. RESOURCE LITERATURE SEARCH
by Danald S. Warden

INTRODUCTIDN

The area of greatest concern in this project as defined in
rhe scop® of work (Apnendix RA)Y is a strip 1200 feet wide me-sured
from the center of the levee, alang parts of both the east and
west sides of the St. Francis Sunklands and the west side of the
Little River., The total grogjgect area is about 82.8 miles long,
63.3 along tha 8St. Francis and the other 19.3 along the Little
River. ARlong the 8t. Francis, 17 miles lie on the west side,
entirely in Clay County, Arkansas, while 46.3 miles are on the
east side, 20.3 in Dunklin County, Missouri and the rest in
Craighead and Poinsett Counties; Arkansas.

Improvements along the west side of Little River are
entirely in Misstissippi County, Arkansas. All improvements are
to the outermost presently existing levee in the areas affected.

In this chapter we first discuss our use of records related to
known sites in Arkansas and Missouri. Then we correlate this
information on site discovery methods, site characteristics and
underlying scils and the characteristics of project lccations not
known to contain sites, This will enable us to determine the
feasibility of a “"Tyronza-like" predictive model in the project
area.

METHODS

The first step in the literature search was tc examine the
quadrangle maps of site locations maintained by the Arkansas
Archeological Survey (RAS) at Fayetteville. Twenty five sites
weare found to be either partially or entirely within the Arkansas
project area; an additional 14 sites were very near the project
area (within 200Q@ feet of the center of the levee);. and another
eight were on the copposite side of the levee from the project
{Table 7). The later two categories were noted since, due to the
vageries inherent in the determination of site boundaries, they
could extend into the project area, and their presence should be
known to any archeological survey carried out in conjunction with
this project.

As a cross check, General Land Dffice Maps, surveyed in this
area betwaeen 1843 and 1848, were examined for the presence of
structures and fields in the project area. None were found that
had not already been plotted by the AR as sites.

The site files maintained by the Missocurit Archeolagical
Survey and the Office of Historic Preservation of Missouri were
consulted on September 12 and 13. Most site locations are stored
on a computer system, rather than plotted on quadrangle maps, as
in Arkansas. Only a few sites are plotted on a quadrangle map. R
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search was made for sites within the specified Section, Township
and Ranges, a4s well as sites which were in multiple Sections, and
those which would have been plotted on the Land Crants Maps.
There were no sites plotted on multiple Sections, and none found
in the Land Grants file. Seven sites were located in the Missour:
sect iaons. Five were partially or entirely within the project
area, one DbDetween 11222 and 2000 feet from the center of the
levee, and ane from immediately on the other side of the levee
(Talbe 7).

Several sites in the Missouri site files for the projgect
Area were recorded by the Lower Missisaippi Valley Survey (LMVS)
(Phillips, Ford, and OBriffin 1981, Phillips 197@)., With one
axception, no names were recorded for these sites, nor was the
Phillips (197@) number recorded. In order to tie into the site
and phase information recorded in these published sources, we
worked from the plotted location of the named site (Wilkins
Island Site: 8-P-1;23DUS) on the Phillips (197@) map and a quad—
rangle map. Raugh measurements were made on the Phillips (137@)
map to other sites, and these distances related ta LMVE sites
with modern numbers and legal descriptions from the Missouri site

files.. These correlations were later checked against the
information in Williams (19954), which seems to have been the
source for the laegal descriptions of these sites. The system of

correlation between the site files and Phillips (197@) proved to
waerk perfectly.

Once all recorded site locations in and near the project area
had been determined, Soil Conservation Service (8CS) soils maps
for each county were consulted to determine the scil types under—
lying these sites. For the Arkansas sites, the approximate per—
centages of e@ach soil type within the recorded site boundaries
were determined; soil percentages on the Missauri sites were
determined for the smallest area the site locatien caould be
narrowed down toc - eq. east of the levee and ditch in the NW 1/4
of Section X. R problem in this approach is that the soil map
sometimes does not agree with the investigators’® description of
the so0ils on the site. This problem is not unexpected since the
s0ils maps were made for general land use planning. Often there
are small patches of soil which are ncot distinguished in mapping.
Some «of the mapped units such as the Dundee-Dubbs Crevasses
associations are a mosaic of poorly to well drained soils. Dther
units like Sharkey clay may have isclated patches of better
drained scils as large as an acre (cf. Ferguscn 1979:3).
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Table 7. 8Sites Recorded in or around Project Area

In Project Area 1202 feet beyond Immediately aother
in=3Q) Project; same side side of levee from
ef levee (n=135) project (n=3)
3CG61 3ce318 3cG28
3CB494 3CB493 3CB317
3cha%ed 3CB496 3Ce6e37
3CB533 3CB497 amsi19
3CBES4 3CB356 amsze
3C6SSS 3cB9R3 3mMS28
3Ca%57 3mMB843 msaz
3caea? 3mMs125 3mszes
3C8614 3m8128 23Du1t4
3C8615 3mS129
3Cca616 3ms1 31
3CB636 3mM8132
3Cca713 3mMS134
3mMs21 3ms197
3M843 23nue
3M849
3mM893
3m8119
3mM3133
3MS135
33ms136
3mMs199
msS21t
amsz1g
3ms31is
23DuUs
23buia
23pu13
23pus
23Duse

Bixteen of the sites in the Project Rrea are single component
sites.,. Twelve of these are Historic, two are Mississippian and
two are Waodland. There are fourteen multiple component sites.
Nine of these have Woodland and Mississippian components. Three
have Woodland, Mississippian, and Historic camponents and one
site has Archaic, Woodland, Mississippian and Historic
components. Looked at another way, there are 16 Historic
componants, 185 Mississippian components, 17 Woodland, and 1
Archaic caomponent in the project area. This is a tatal of 49
camponents on 30 sites or an average of 1.63 components per site.

b
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Table 8. Site Envirornment from Sail Maps and Site Forms

Environment Total # of Sites Precisaly Site Form
in Environment Located, says Sandy
{scils map) more than Knall or
1 artifact Ridge

High parts of
Levee 7 [ 3

Lower parts of
Levee 27 17 S

General Levee

or Ridge 11 9 e
Subtotal 43 32 14

Slack Water S & 4
Total S4 38 18

S0ILS AND SITE LOCATION

Table 8 shows the differences between envircnment as shown
by soil maps and by the site form, contrelling for the quality of
the site and of the locational information. In the first column
the environment of each site was determined using published soils
maps only. The vast majority (83%) of sites are on levee scils,
with most of these sites occurring on lower levee soils. However,
a disturbingly large percentage {(17%) of gites cccur on slack
water scils, Bagsed on the scils maps we would pgredict that these
locations wauld naot contain sites. When isclated finds, sites
with late historic trash only, and sites whose map lcoccations are
probably only approximate (mostly B8LD sites) are removed from
cansideration {(column 2) the “real" percentage of site locations
not predicted from the scoil map remains high at 16%. The third
coclumn shows the numbers of sites from column 2 whose site forms
say the site is on a sandy knoll or ridge.

Only 44% of the sites from column & whose lccations are shown
on  the sail map a&s having levee scils are described on the site

form as having levee soils. In na case, however, did the site
form specify slackwater sail for a location where the soil map
showed levee soil. The opposite is not true. Four of the six

“real" site locations shown on the sail map as on slackwater scil
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are described on the site form as on a sandy knoll or ridge.
These are the situations mentioned above where the scils map did
not indicate small patches of higher, better drained scils not
significant for modern, general land use planning which were
large enocugh for some prehistoric or early historic use.

The two remaining sites apparently definitely on slackwater
s0ils are both low density scatters. One is known only from “a
few chipped stone artifacts" (3CB317). The other site (3CB713
had deposits from the Late Weodland, Mississippian, and 1880-1930
time periods, but they were limited to the 13cm thick plowzone.

Df the four sites shown on the soils map as on slackwater
soil, but described on the site form as on levee soils, only one
(29%) was larger tham a low density scatter. This compares with
6% of the sites shown on the soil map as on levee scil which
were larger than small scatters. This reflects the common sense
deduction that larger sites must be on larger patches of soil,
which are more likely tao be indicated on a soil magp.

This exercise has shown that, bagsed on known site lcocations,
a predictive model based entirely on scils as designated in
published soils books wauld fail to predict the 16.6% of sites on
slackwater scils. But only one site (11%) of slackwater sacil
sites is larger than a low density scatter and so potentially
eligible toc the National Register.

Thus 84% of the previously recorded precisely located sites,
not isclated finds, in the area of this project could have been
predicted from published soil maps alone. That is, soil indicated
environments apparently had a very powerful effect on the way
pecple utilized the available pre—-drainage landscape. To further
evaluate this assertion we must examine the abundance of levee
s0ils across the total environment. For this purpose, Township
and Range system sections were used as the unit of analysis. For
each section in the project area, the relative proportions of
@ach soil type within the project area and within the section
were estimated.

The Dunklin County project area sites were in sections
having at least 8% levee scils inside the project area (Table
. Ninety-six percent of the recorded sites in the Mississippi
County project area were also in counties with at least BA% levee
soils (Table 1@). The picture is much less clear regarding Craig-
head County!( Table 11}, Only one site was recorded in the sec-
tions with at least 82% levee acils. The only clear trend is that
almost all sites occur in sections with at least some levee sail.

To derive meaning from these numbers we must compare them to
the numbers of sections containing levee soils. In Dunklin County
48% of the sections in the project area have 82% or more levee
s0il, compared to 65% of Mississippt County sections. This
contrasts sharply with the 14% of Cratighead County sections
having 8@% or more levee scoil.

44




LITERATURE SEARCH

These results demonstreie that more abundant soils can
contain more sites, but alsc show that pecple preferentially
chose ¢to live in sections cantaining high proportions of levee
scils., Im Dunklin Caunty in 15 (52%) of the sections there are no
known sites. In Migsissippi County among 9 (35%) of the sections
there is 1 site (4% of the total number of sites) and in Craighead
Caunty spread among 34% of the sections are 9% of the sites (2).
Thus scil also predicts where sites da not exist.

ARs a fimnal comparison, we will examine the proportions of
80ils in counties with no recorded sites within the project area.
Cnly a sasma.l amount of the project area enters Poinsett County,
but there is a large amount of the project in Clay County.

Two of the three sections in the project in Poinsett County
have at least 8@% levee scils (Table 12). These two sections
should have a high probability of containing sites. Only 3 (13%)
of the section in Clay County contain at least 80*% levee sail
{Table 13). Another 13 sections (39%) contain at least some levee
soil and so have a fair probability of containing sites.

In Chapter 5 we briefly discuss the locations and methods of
archeoclogical survey projects in the project area, which will
give us the final information needed tc make a good prediction of
actual site frequencies in the project area.

— -— —— - —

Table 9. Levee Scils and Project Area Sites in Dunklin
County, Missouri

Proportion of Number of Sections Number of Known
Levee scils with {n=23) Sitas in=7)

12@%
9BAR
92%
a85x%
8%
73%
7%
65%
&@%
4H3%
4%

i VIR ¢ R U . I ¥ )

n
-2

ax
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Table 1t@. L.evee Sails and Project ARrea Sites in
Mississippi County, Arkansas
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Proportion of Number of Sections Number of Known
Levee soils with (n=26) Sites (n=23)
122% 11 19

95% 3 1

So% 2 4

aan 1 1

{(8ax 9 1
Table 11. Levee Scils and Project Area Sites in

Craighead County, Arkansas

Proportion of Number of Sections Number of Hnown
Levee soils with (n=23) Sites (n=22)
12a%
9B%R
9ax%
6%
Sax
3%
co%
15%
1%
{1a%

OWRRNSHWW -
NEmrw AN O~
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Table 12. Levee Soils and Project Area Sites in
Poinsett County, Arkansas

Proportion of Number of Sections Number of Xnown
Levee scils with (n=3) Sites (n=2)
120% i "]
85% 1 "]
3% 1 2
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Table 13, Levee Scils and Project Area Sites in
Clay County, Arkansas

Proportion of ’ Number of Sections Number of Known
Levee scails with (n=22) Sites (n=Q)
1%
9T %
85%
S2%
S5-So%
HD-4H2%
3B-3a%n
can
{(2a%
a%

[+ LIV I R U 1 B
O8O S
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CHRPTER S

FREVIDUS SURVEYS,
ESTIMATED SITE DENS1ITIES
AND THE OBENERAL NATURE OF SITES
by Donald S. Warden

INTRODUCTION

Attempts to derive a predictive maodel from any given data
set must always be tempered with a knowledge of the quality and
passible biases of that data set. In the present discussion we
are limited by where varicus people have looked for sites, ra.ng-—
ing from amateurs with relatively free rein to lcok where they
will, with noe control over where they loocked; £C a narrow power
line survey crossing many different environments. R very impor—
tant ingredient in developing a predictive model is knaowing not
anly what the characteristics are of locations with sites but
also the characteristics of locations known not to have sites.

THE NATURE OF PREVIDUS SURVEYS IN THE PRDJECT ARER

— e S e e . e e PR -1

It will be noted that all the site numbers in or near the
portions of the project in Dunklin County, Misscuri, are very
law, A review of literature related tao Dunklin County, conducted
by Mg, Hess while in Misscouri, revealed that many archeological
projects have been conducted in Dunklin County, but many of these
were related to improvements in the town of Nennett, and many
others were for ditch imgrovements or supply lines far from the
8t. Francis River. Thus, all the known sites in the project area
in Dunklin County, miasouri, were discovered before or shortly
after the inception of the Missouri site file system.

As in Arkansas, many of the known sites in Misscuri have
bean discovered and recorded by avocational archeclogists.
Interestingly, twa of the three avocational archeclogists whoe
reported sites in the project area in mMissouri also  reported
sites in the project area in Craighead County, Arkansas.

fis part of his dissertation research, Stephen Williams
11954) conducted a site survey in Southeast Missauri and
Northeast Arkansas. He then combined his data with that in
museum ang private ccllections and wrote definitions of several
Barnes and Mississippt Period phases which still faorm the basis
for phase definitions in the area today (Morse and Morse
1983:27>.
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Because ceramics are the maost common artifacts on the sur—
faces of sites in the Central Mississippi Valley, Williams® fiela
work and phase definitions concentrate on differences in the
frequencies of pattery types on sites with abundant pottery
sherds. That is, Williams was noat trying to find every site in
any specific area. He did, hawever, record three sites 1in or
near the area of this progect at which he conducted surface
callections and excavated a few test units,

The Lower Mississigppi Valley Rrcheclogical Survey began
field work in 194, intending especially to investigate pre-—
Mississippian cultures in the Mississippi Valley (Phillips, Ford,
and Griffin 1951Y. The work from 194@ to 1947 in the sauthern
part of the Mississippi Valley was gublished in 1951 (Phillips,
Farda and Griffin 1981). 1t defined and seriated pcttery types
throughout the surveyed area and their general distributions
across time and space for the entire pottery making pericad.

One «f the authors of that volume continued waoark through
1955, concentrating his survey and excavation wark in the Yazoo
Basin (Phillips 1972). Phillips had become dissatisfied with
general statements of the distribution of overly general types
acrass time and space. He wanted to define types more restric-—
tively and %Yo place more emphasis on gspecific sites thanm the
original survey nhad, thus allowing definition of phases. wWhen
PRillips published this wark in 1972 he also pulled together
archeclagical work by various pecple throughout the Central Mis-
sissippi Valley, including Williams. Phillips refined and clari-
fied ceramic type definitions thraughcut the Mississippi Valley
and used frequencies of these pottery types over time and space
tc define phases for the entire pottery making periad in the
Mississippi Valley. Besides the sites recorded by Williams, Phil-
lips (197 refers to one other site in or near this pgroject
{(23DuUl4).,

Brkansas Data Base

Eighteen of the sites recorded by the Arkansas Archeolegical
Survey for this project area were reported by avecational archeo-—
logists. Many of them reported several sites each, generally all
in the same county.

The GBeneral Land Dffice first surveyed the project area
Detween 1845 and 1848. These surveys are arranged by Tawnship and
Range and, along with the notes made by the surveyors, provide a
valuable 1laok at the area in the early historic period, be fore
drainage. Rdditional surveys were conducted and appended to these
surveys, primarily in the early (19a@’s, but extending to 19350,
These supplements reflect changes in the landscape, primarily as
a result of drainage.

The surveys of the 1842°g simply left the area of the Sunk
Lands blank. Presumably the surveyors felt na need to survey
ACrass an area no one could live in anyway. A1l this nad changed
by 1919: Mississippi River overflow had been cut off from enter—
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ing the St. Francis Sunk Lands,and this area was then drained
{(Dew 1968). Before land sales began, 6LD surveyors extended
secticon lines into the drained area and noted on their supple—
ments that the St. Francis Sunk Lands had bpeen ‘“erronecusly
omitted" from the original surveys.

In the original surveys, fields, houses and other builiings
encaountered while swrveying section lines were sketched in on the
mag. Names were sometimes included. Many of these areas are near
the St, Francis Sunk Lands and in fact 8 are in the present
project area, while only one is near it. The edges of the fields
on the BLD maps are aligned with the lines being surveyed. Since
these lines did nat exist when the fields were set up, tne fielad
boundaries are undoubledly not correct. This bhas significant
bearing on the determination of the sails underlying sites (ab-—
ave). However, the one field check of a BLO site provides impor—
tant confirmation of the general locations recorded. Thus, the
surveyors seem to have accurately recorded the locations aof
fields and houses at paints along the section lines, but Just
sketched in the borders off surveyed lines.

Brenda Heech aof the Jonesboro station of the Arkansas RArche-—
alogical Survey (ARS) has gone through several of the 6LO maps
related to northeast Arkansas and has recorded these lacations in
the state site file (Keech 1978). An independent review by this
project showed nc aomissions regarding the project area.

A lang term objective of the Jonesboro Starion of the ARS is
to intensively survey a carridor 1/4 mile (.42 km) wide between
the Mississippi River and the 0Ozarks (Morse and Morse 1983:33).
The fifteen miles (24km) of this transect between the shore of
Big Lake and the St. Francis River, (the Big Lake Transect (BLT))
were surveyed by ASU students volunteering 3 days of the March
1976 spring break. Rccording te the Morses® March is the very
best time to look for sites in northeast Arkansas, s the BLT
survey obtained the best sample of sites possible from pedestrian
survey techniques.,

In or near the area of tnhe 8t. Francis Seepage Froject, this
survey found and recorded 14 lacations with prehistoric and/or
historic artifacts. Seven of these locations were within the
current project area. That is seven sites in two areas only 1929@
feet wide and a quarter of a mile long'! Because this is the
widest intensive survey of any part of the actual project area,
we will devote greater attention to the characteristics of the
area involved and the sites found.

Additicnally, as part of their other duties, ASU station
assistants recorded £ sites near the project area. One is within
one thousand feet of the project and the cther is on the oather
side of the levee.
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Field waork for the AAS St. Francis 11 project was conducted
in November and December of 1976 (Klinger and Mathis 1978). The
progject was an intensive survey of 3 areas in the St. Francis
Basin, only one of which was near the current project area. This
was a 12.2 mile (19.6 km) survey along Cackle Burr Slough ditch
improvements (Dinwiddie in Klinger and Mathis 1978).

The intersection of the Cockle Burr Slaugh project and the
current project is small and no sites were found there. Twa sites
were found on the other side of the levee from the current pro-—
Ject, and one of these, the Mangrum Site (3CB636) is eligible
for the National Register of Histaric Places., The partial mitiga-
tion and burial of that site is discussed below. Neitther site is
known ta extend into the area of the current project, but the
project area near the Mangrum site shauld be extensively tested
to be sure of this.

Work on  the Arkansas Power and Light Company transmission
line from Keao to Dell was conducted by the ARS in 1978, 1981 and
1982. Padgett (1978) conducted the original survey and recorded
3m8318 in the project area. tLafferty et al(1981) surveyed several
route changes, and recorded 3MS713, alsc in the project area. MHe
recommended further testing, which was done by Santefaord (1982).
The site proved tao be no deeper than the plowzone and was Jjudged
to be not significant,

In 1979 Iroquois Research Institute canducted an intensive
survey of the 2@ acre area around the Ditch 81 contrel structure
adjacent to the Big Lake National Wildlife Refuge in Mississippi
County, Arkansas (LeeDecker 198@). They found na new sites, but
subsequently investigated damage to 3MS93,

Our discussion of previocus archeclaogical work in or near the
project area demonstrated haw little is known regarding the
density of sites possible in the gprogject area. Na intensive
surveys have ever been conducted along long stretches of the
project area. R few projects have crossed the area, but only the
BLT survey intensively surveyed a readily measurable portion of
the project area itself. Each end of the BLT Survey was in a part
of the current project, S0 two areas 1202 feet wide by 1/4 mile
long were surveyed., By examining the number and characteristics
of sites in these =mall samples of the project area and the soil
characteristics of the sections, we hope to predict the total
site density possible in the whole project.

At the PRig Lake end of the BLT survey two sites were in the
area of aur project, but six msites were within 1202 feet of the
project area. This reflects the fact that site density is greater
along the BLT transect immediately ocutside the project area.
FPerhaps ditch and levee construction activities prior to the
passage of cultural resource protection laws have already
destroyed several sites in the project area. One of the twao sites
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in the praject area is a small Barnes scatter. The other site
alsa cantains a small Rarnes component, as well as possible late
19¢h Century items and 2ath Century items. If the 19th Century
items are correctly identified, they confirm the lccation aof a
BLO “field“. The Z@th Century items are probably fram a house
appearing ocn the 1941 quadrangle map.

The mile of project area in this section was characterized
as having 128X levee soils, Therefore, multiplying the two sites
found in the intensively surveyed 1/4 mile portion of the project
by 4, we would would expect 8 sites in the project area in this
section., Multiplying the number of components by four, we predict
16 components per sectian. I1f we make separate predictions for
prehistoric and historic components we get 8 prehistoric compo-
nents and 8 historic components.

At the St. Francis River end of the transect there are four
sites in the project area and only ane additional site near the
progject area. Within the project are two historic house scatters,
noe dates estimated, an isaclated Mississippian point and a BRarnes
scatter. Ignoring the isclated find, we still have three sites in
a 1 foot by quarter mile area. Therefore 12 sites are predic—
ted per section. Since each known site is single component, 12
components are also predicted, 8 historic angd 4 prehistoric.

The project area in the section where these sites are lo-
cated is characterized as only S3% levee scils. Thus, we predict
the same number of historic components for sections with 12a%
levee soils in the praject area and those with anly 53%. However,
we predict 8 prehistoric camponents for sections with 122% levee
s0ils and hnalf that number for those with half as much levee
scail. That is, on the basis of an intensive surface survey, scils
alone predict the density af prehistoric components far Dbetter
than they predict the density of historic caomponents. This is
consistent with findings elsewnere in the Mississippi Valley. in
the Tyronza Watershed Project Historic Sites were not predictable
on the basis of bBiocphysical data (Lafferty et al 1984, 1985 nor
were they in the Sparta Mine Rrea in southern Arkansas (Lafferty
et al 19813 rLafferty and House 1983).

Thus, the number of prehistoric components is directly prao—
partional to the percentage of levee scils covering the project
area. Table 14 caombines the sgeparate tables for each county
{Tabies 3—-7) and predicts thne total number of prenistoric compo-—
nents in the project area lcolumn 3). We camputed this column by
multiplying the percentage of levee scils (column 1) by 8, wnich
gives the number of prehistoric components per section. Multiply-—
ing this number by the number cof sectians (cclumn &) gives the
tatal number cof components predicted to be in those sections. For
comparison, ccolummn 4 shows the number of known prehistoric compo—
nents in these sections. The average number of components per
site is 1.6. Dividing the 4685 components by 1.6 results in a
prajected site density of 292 prehistoric gsites in the praoject
area. 1t shauld be emphasized that this method of computation,




SITE DENISTIES

yields toc high an estimate. 7This is because there is not a full
mile of praoject area in all sections.

Table 14. Prenistoric Component Density Prediction
Praoportion of Number of Number of Number of
lLevee Scils Sections Campaonents Campanents
ipercentagey Predicted Known
122 19 152 5
95 & 46 "]
S& 3 a2 S
85 8 S4 b
8a 4 2 S
75 1 & 2
72 S &8 "4
63 & 12 2
&2 6 9 b
S 7 28 £
4@ 8 26 &
32 7 17 4
s 3 b 2
{22 9 1-14 S
{1 2 (& @
Tatal i1a8 463 3a

Since the number of historic camponents does not vary with
the percentage of levee soil in the section, and because there
are maps dating ta the maximum occupation pericd for the whole
project area, we used these aaps to  identify the likely
locations of histaric sites based aon mapped structures. Most of
these appear to be tenant houses puilt at the end of roads near
the levee. Many of these raoads have ceased to exist and the once
humble abodes now are sites. There are 74 lacations which have a
high potential for historic sites. Moast of these locations have
mare than ane structure shawn on the map. Only twae of these
locations have previously identified sites. There is a high
propability that there are at least 384 (€9@+74) sites in the
project area of which 334 are nat identified.

Even allawing far the exaggeration in ocur procedure, nated
above, far estimating site density, there are probably 12 times
as many sites in the project area as are haw recorded. Doviously,
many of these sites are not significant according tao National
Register of Historic Places criteria. However, the discussion
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below of known, large sites indicates that portions of signifi-
cant sites are known to remain within the progect area, ana
suggest that unknown significant sites probably exist. It is
impossible to predict how many significant sites may still exist
in the project area. Rut past excavatioms in and near the project
area indicate that important floral, faurnal and human remains
requiring careful recovery and analysis are preserved in the
area, as well as burneg features yielding carban and fired clay
samples important for establishing a mare precise avsalute chra-
nalogy for the region.

THE NATURE OF SITES IN THE PROJECT ARER

The only work which has been dane directly in the project
area aver which there is any areal caontral are the BLT and the
AF&L Surveys. The foarmer has the advantage of containing an area
in the projgect area, while the latter was a line acrass it. The
BLT is, therefore, the hasis we used to compute site densities in
the project area.

Three major site excavations have been conducted on sites in
(3CB1 & 3C6B636Y or very near (3MSEA) the progect area. The
character of these sites is probably representative of many of
the sites in the project area. This work is briefly described
below.

42443 RIS RY— Tt

Limited testing by the St. Francis 11 project (Hlinger and
Mmathis 1978) demonstrated the eligibility of this site for inclu-—
sion in the National Register of Histaoric Places (Klinger 1982).
The mitigation plan agreed upon required more extensive testing
between the east bank of the slough and the levee, where cultural
material was less dense, in anticipation of moving the ditch
improvements entirely to that side. Further erosian of the west
nank would be prevented by the installation of rip rap and more
of the site would be buried under & spoil bank.

Klinger (1982) estimates that about 82% of the site (9
acres) was 1eft undisturbed by any excavatian. The densest part
of the remaining site extends under the west levee and inta the
Sunk Lands. R narrow strip of site may still exist at the rew
east bank cof the ditch. Na tests wers ever made east of the east
levee, in the area of the current pgroject. This area was under
cultivation when the site was discaovered (Cachran in HKlinger
1982y, However, the record aof stratigraphy and artifact asscocia-—
tions in the backhoce trenches near the east levee (Klinger 198&,
Appendix W7 indicated that, while the midden was difficult ta
define in this region, artifacts and features were found. The
site certainly extends under the east levee and may exist beyond
the levee, in the St. Francis Seepage Project area. If <¢this
praject proceeds to the field testing phase, the area near the
Mangrum site should be carefully checked for cultural deposits.

«
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3CG1 (9-2—4)

The Lawhorn site (30861, 9-0-4) was found by an avocaticnal
archeclogist, Jonn Moselage, in 1986. This was 11 years pefore
the founding of the AARS. M Mmoselage wanted to excavate the
site, sa he enlisted the help of & prominent Missouri archeclo—
gist, Carl Chapman. Working on weekends and halidays, with fre—
quent consultations with Dr. Chapman, My, Maselage and severail
helpers excavated portions of the site and reported their fin-—
dings {(Maselage 1962).

A hnard packed, clean plaza area was identified. Narth of
this was evidence of considerable house building, but anly twa,
overlapped, houses were excavated. At this paint the midden was
1.5 ta 1.8 feet thick below the plowzone. The midden was at its
thickest 2.2 feet below the plowzone) at the levee in the
northern part of the site. Features uncovered in the nmidden
contained important carbanized food remains. Three radiacarbaon
samples were taken, one fraom the midden and ane from each
structure. There were also 35 fairly complete human burials in
this part of the site.

The main component at Lawhorn is Mississippian. The Morses
(1983:253) suggest that this component may be in the same phase
as the Middle Mississippian component at Zebree (3MSEd, discussed
belaw).

In 1962 the sauthern part of the site had already been
washed away by a 8St. Framcis River meander. A drainage ditch had
beern cut through the site and a levee piled on the site. The area
was in cultivation while Moselage excavated, and cultivation has
probably continued. Rlthough much of the site was left unexca-—
vated, this plowing has undoubtedly damaged it. Pat hunting
activities have pgraobably also continued tc damage the site. BRut,
considering the depth of the midden, the odds that deposits of
Naticonal Register quality remain are high, angd we recommend
extensive testing of this area before any projects are underta-—
ken.

T S s D o o S o e

The excavatians at the Zebree site (3MS2R2Y are of far
ranging importance for several reasaons. FPhases af the
investigation spanned an adequate time to allow complete lab work
andg farmulation of test hypotheses between phases, s that a
wideranging, multidisciplinary approach could be planned. The
different phases of work had different geals and so used
different excavation techniques, some traditicnal and same new,
allowing crass checks on the qualitiy of data recovered for the
time and labor expended. This formed the basis for ocne of the
three masters theses resulting from work at Zebree (Anderson
1979).
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LAWHORN SITE

ccccc

Figure 11.

The Lawhorn Site and the FProject Area {(After Moselage
196&y.
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All of these accomplishments were possible because the
archeclagical deposits at Zebree were deep, stratified cnd
undisturbed, ang were discovered quite a while before their
actual destruction. These deposits represented the little under—
stoad Late Woodland/Early Mississippian transition, cone of the
few small Middle Mississippian settlements studied to date, and
important indications of 19th century life in northeast Rrkansas.

An  avocational archealagist reparted the Zebree site to Dan
Morse af the then newly formed AAS in 1967. This site and two
others reparted at the same time were tested in 1968, and the
great importance of the deposits at Zebree was identified (Morse
1968Y. Extensive excavations in 1969 proved that this site was
eligible for placement on the National Register of MHistoric
Places {(Anderscn 1976). When the Corps of Engineers decided ta go
ahead with the long planned reexcavatiaon of the ditch beside
Zebree, AAS planned major excavations to mitigate the impact on
the site. This field work was caonducted in 1975, By the time
gditching began at Zebree, in July 1976, the Morses were utilizing
entirely volunteer labor and heavy equipment time donated by the
gditenh construction contractor (Andersan 1976).

Voluminocus reports have been written as a result of this
wark {Marse and Marse 19785,1982), and several smaller papers and
theses. Anderson (1976) was mentioned above. Sierzcochula (1982)
wrote a thesis detailing the replication and use of Zebree micro—
liths, which are a link between 2ebree and the Early Mississip—
pian culture of the great Cancokia site (see alsa Marse 1971).
FPowell {1977 wraote a thesis analyzing the 3@ human skeletaons
from Zebree, and illustrated the usefulness of even small skele—
tal populations in detailing the lifeways of a peaple.

Multidisciplinary wark during the excavation included the
callection and analysis of cores from Big Lake by Dr. Jim HKing.
Dates were obtained from archeomagnetic samples collected by Dr.
Darn Wol fman, tree ring samples ccllected by Lynne Bowers, and
radic carbon samples. Site enviraonment was alsa reflected in the
tree rings, as well as the pollen samples analyzed by Dr, Rlan
Sclomaon. Freservation of even very small seeds and lats of nuat
hulls allowed Suzanne Harris to extensively discuss uses of
plants at Zebree over time.

These three sites all have stratified middens spanning
several thousand years. There is excellent preservation of bpane,
batanical material, pallen and artifacts., The madern excavations
of these sites have cantributed extensively ta the regiacnal data
base and we can expect this to continue in the future.

At present we have only surface collections from 15 sites
and only five have had any excavations (3CG1, 3CB636, amss593,
23DUuS, 3CB713). Seven cther sites were plotted from GLO maps and
have ncot been ground verified. Three sites have been reported by
amateurs but no artifact collections are known to exist. One
cemetery nat counted as one of the 32 sites will have ta be dealt
with.
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3C6637

3CG637 was discovered by the St. Francis I1 project (Klin-
ger and Mathis 1978). The investigators define the site as a
very thin scatter of flakes and Barnes and ERaytown Plain sherds
cavering approximately 5202 square meters on a low rise between
the west levee of Cockle Burr Slough Ditch and Cane Island Slough
Ditch. These disturbances could have affected the site. The site

is alsa cultivated and was freshly disced when discaovered, which
decreased the visability of artifacts. The investigators picked
up all visable artifacts. Although they noted that the site

cauld be on an artificial rise, they did not dig a shovel test in
it. This would alsa nave been a maora convincing test for the

presence of a midden, which they coded as “none apparent®. The
investigators called the site Late Woodland/Early Mississippian,
but the ceramics collected are Late Woodland anly {Morse and

Morse 1983). In fact, the artifact inventory (Klinger in Klinger
and Mathis 1978) lists 11 grit tempered Rarnes sherds and 1 grog
tempered Baytawn sherd, so the site is more strongly in  the
Barnes tradition, probabnly Dunklin Phase.

b

“Dr. varner®*s*, 3CR6d7, was recorded from a BLD map Dby
Brenda HKeech. She later checked the original field notes ana
faund that there was a house and field in a clearing in this area
when the section line was surveyed in 1847,

Williams (193 indicates that Edward Mattix opened the
first farm on Buffalo Island. In 1844 ne sold it toe Dr. Thomas
varner, «who was a physician from Beorgia. Indians still lived on
the Island at this time. Mmost of this “island" was frequently
f1looded. Dne of Dr. varnerts sons, Francis H., retained his
father's farm for some periad, but it is unclear whether his
“good residence and ocut~buildings ...lincludingl a cottan-gin and
grist-maii" {Boodspeed 1889:36@Q) were located on the original
farm. Obvicusly, they had to be near the Bt. Francis River.
Williams {(1932:454) reports that Varner “Bought the cottin gin
fram his uncle at Kennett and barged the plant down the river."“

In summary, the distribution of Prehistoric sites in the St.
Francis Seepage Project Area appear to be oriented toward the
rich natural levee sails on which the man made levees are
constructed. The average site density of 3.1 sites per mile is
twice as great as the average for the Big take Transect and the
ARrkansas Power and Light Heo to Dell Transect. It is four tinmes
as dernse as the site density in the Tyranza Rasin Survey. In
other words, the site density is one of the highest thus far
identified in Arkansas. There is also evidence that some of these
sites are extremely well preserved.




CHAFTER &

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDARTIONS

by

Rabert H. Lafferty 111

INTRODUCTION

A Literature and recaords search was conducted on a 93 mile
transect of the St. Francis Seepage progject in northeast Rrkansas
and southeast Missouri. The project area inveolves a 12 foot
impact zone on the banks of the St. Francis River and on the
Right Harnd Cnute of Little River. This resulted in the
identificacion of 32 archeological sites and one cemetery in the
project area and another 24 sites within 120@ feet of the impacet
zone {Chapter 47. These sites range in time from Daltaen through
late Historic times (RAppendix R)Y.

The distribution of the sites across space were analyzed in
relationship to scils variables (Chapter 5. While this analysis
is not statistically based the results were consistent with other
madels developed in the 8t. Francis Basin (Dekin et al 1978;
Price and Price 198Q2; tLafferty et al 1984, 1985 . That is,
prehistoric sites are found on the levee scils. The prenistaoric
sites located on slackwater deposited scils consisted of sites
located an unmapped patches of better drained soils or isolated
finds. The distribution of historic sites appears tao bhe randam in
termg of biophysical variation. This was also consistent with
aother attempts ta model this class of sites (Lafferty et al 1981,
1984, 1985; Lafferty and House 19835).
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CONCLUSIONS

The Density of sites in the project area was grossly projec-—
ted based on the site densities found in the Big Lake Transect
{BRLT? and the distribution aof satls in the project area. This
resulted i1n predicting that there are &9 prehistoric sites in
the project area. The distribution of the levee soils suggests
that most of these are not in the St. Francis Sunk Lands.

The 1932's quadrangle maps were examined carefully for the
presence of historic structures. Seventy—faur (74) locations
were identified with one or more structures. These are all at
lacatiaons where roads came up to the levee. The lowest density of
nistoric sites was in the St. Francis Sunk Lands. Many of the
roads and structures have been removed from the landscape under
the current mechanical agricultural practices.

In summary we predict that there are in the neighborhoad of
364 sites 1in the project area. Thirty of these are currently
Kknown and ca. 334 are not yet discovered.

Three sites in or within 122 feet of the project area have
ceen extensively excavated: Lawhorn, Mangram and Zebree. These
sites all had preserved pane, batanicals, features and structures
present. While we dc not expect every sicte in the project area to
be of this quality we da expect that there are many more in this
progject area and it is quite possible that many of the smaller
sites may have similar excellent preservation.

SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Federal Regulation 36CFRBV.4 outlines the qualities which
make cultural properties significant and eligible for namination
ta the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These regula-
tions state:

—_—e L S ERCA-S—1 J, A2 30 ——— el

Thne quality of significance in American his-—
tory, architecture, archeoclogy, and culture is
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and abjects of 8State and local importance that
passess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, warkmanship, feeling, and assaciatian,
and

{a) That are asscociated with events that
have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

(o) That are associated with the lives
of persons significant in aur past; or

(cy That embady the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, ar methad aof
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canstruction, ar that represent the work of a mas-
ter, ar that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity
whose companents may lack individual gistinctiang
ar

(dY That have yielded, or may be likely
to vyield, infarmation important in prenistory or
nistory. (Federal Register 1976:139%)

— e = e e T e = e

In order for sites to be significant and eligible for NRNP
namination they should have intact deposits and a high degree of
integrity of lacatiaon, setting, feeling and association. while
this is not a criterion for significance it is a general precon-
dition defined in the regulations (Federal Register 1976:1999).
In some instances it can be waived if intact deposits of a parti-
cular study unit {(cf. Davis 1982 and Marse 1982 for the specific
ones currently recognized in Arkansas; none have yet been defined
for Misscuri) are not known or known to be almost nonexistent.
For example in the DOzarks Sabo et al (1982) explicitly included
disturbea assemblages from the Rrchaic, Misgissippian and Wood—
land periads and virtually any Paleo~Indian/Dalton site as poten—
tially significant suggests just haow rare these undisturbed sites
are in that region. Other highly disturbed sites which are known
ta be representative of classes of sites with known undisturbed
depasits are likely to be non—-significant; nowever specific argu-—
ments aight also waive this.

Due to tne active alluvial situation present in both partcs
af the project area we expect that a large number of the sites,
even from Missisgsippian and possibly historic times will contain
largely intact deposits. I1f this project cantinutes toc the field
testing stage, an important cost consideration will be the
determination and convincing documentation of site redundancy.

The temporal cut off for significance is legally set at mcore
than S@ years cld., AfAgain this requirement can be waived if the
resaurce is associategd with someane aof note or importance, and is
aotherwise eligible under Criteria a, b or c. The 74 potential
sites identified in the project area on the basis of the 193@*s
quadrangle maps all probably have camponents more thanm 3@  years
ald, and it is quite possible that there are some earlier sites
which are not represented on these or in the 6GLO maps. The latter
only show cultural features observable from the section line. The
8t. Francis River was well known by the early French and was a
main avenue of approach ta the eastern Ozarks. It is probable
that there are early historic sites from this period in the
project area. The most recent reconstructions place DeSota's
entrada’s route through this part of Arkansas aleng the 8t.
Francis River. It is not likely that evidence of this ephemeral
event will be recovered in the project areaj however the possibi-
ity should not be ignored. Therefore there is a high potential
for significant higtoric sites in the project area. fAgain, espe-—
cially for the late historic tenant sites, an important conside-—
ration will be determining which sites contain redundant informa-

o
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tion and which do not. There is the praobability that sites
related to riverine transportation (landing, docks, etc.) ana
industry will pe found which will be unique to the river and
important in the history of the region. Particular attention
needs to be paid to Cane Island east of Lake City which may have
cemeteries in the project area.

For a site to be archeclogically significant (Criterion o)
it must be shown to have data relevant ta current research ques—
tioms in an archeclcogical region such as the Central Mississippil
River Valley (cf. Tainter and Lucas 1983 for comment and exten-—
sive reference of this discussion). At the present time, mast of
the study units which form the basic cultural, chronological and
spatial umits which are manipulated in more sophisticated proces-—
sual analysis have not been defined (Chapman 1975, 198@2; see
discussion of these in Chapter 3). Therefare, chronalogy con-
struction and assemblage/phase definition are all high priority
activities and form relevant research questions for the Archaic
and Woadland periods. While such basic waerk has been done for
some of the larger Mississippian sites we presently know very
littie about the dispersion of smaller Mississippi farmsteads and
namlets nor their relations with the larger centers. Several of
these have been identified in or near the project area, and one
of the problems of redundancy will be determining which farm-
steads are related to which centers in what capacities.

In summary this is probably a regionally significant data
base which nas already produced a number of significant archeolo-
gical sites which have made important concributions to cur know-—
ledge. The arrangement of the project area down the levees of
the rivers places it in the zone which is most likely to have
archeclogical sites and depoasits, The estimated site density of
3.9 sites per mile of project is dauble the average for the BLT
and the AP & L Survey, and quadruple what was found in the
Tyranza surveys. This density is expectable since the majority of
the praoject area is composed of levee soils., In the Tyronza
survey almast 374 of the project area was in slackwater deposited
soils,

RECOMMENDAT IONS
1. Conduct a 1% survey of the project area.

Because of the high density of sites angd the random distri-
bution of nistoric sites in the praject area we recommend a 12A%
survey of the project area as the most cost effective way of
defining the resaurce base in the project area. While it is
passible to apply the Tysronza predictive mcedel to the praoject
area it is probable that the mosaic of high probability units and
probable nistoric sites would result in having to survey the
whole praoject area just to get tce all of the high probability
areas. Furthermore the presence of unmapped soils conducive to
prenistoric occupation makes the development of prehistoric mo-
dels bpased on the sail maps of questionable value ta locate all
of the sites in the project area. Predictive madels gpresently
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CONCLUBIONS

have their greatest managerial utility on large areal projects
where large areas can be eliminated on the basis of sample sur—
vey. In the case of the St. Francis Seepage project it is our
apinion that the site densities are sa high and the distributions
of levee soils so extensive (though areally restricted in some
localities) that the resulting distribution would require at
least walking the survey crew across almost all areas of the
progect area.

2. Develop a predictive model of site size, site type, and
phase which will be useful for sorting cut classes of sites so
redundant ones can be identified. This should be structured so
that a prioritized sequence of testing can be carried ocut and
statistical cutoffs embodied so that there will be a statistical
basis for knowing when a certain level of redundance is reached.

(14}
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APPENDIX A

Scope of Work

Cultural Resource Literature Search of the St. Francis River Seepage Project

within Clay, Craighead, Mississippi and Poinsett Counties, Arkansas and

Dunklin County, Missouri.

l. General.

1.0l. The Contractor shall conduct a background and literature search of the
St. Francis River Area within Clay, Craighead, Mississippi and Poinsett
Counties, Arkansas and Dunklin County, Missouri. (See paragraph 2), These
tasks are in partial fulfillment of the Memphis District's obligations under
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-665); the National
Environment Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190); Executive Order 11593,
"Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Enviromment,” 13 May 1971 (36 F.R.
3921); Preservation of Historic and Archeological Data, 1974 (P.L. 93-291);

and the Advisory OCouncil on Historic Preservation, '"Procedures for the

Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties”" (36 CFR VIII Part 800).

1.01. Personnel Standards.

a. The Contractor shall utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach to
conducting the study. Specialized knowledge and skills will be used during
the course of the study to include expertise in archeology, history,

l




architecture, geology and other disciplines as required. Techniques and
methodologies used for the study shall be representative of the state of

current professional knowledge and development.

b. The following minimal experiential and academic standards shall apply to

personnel involved in cultural resources investigations described in this

Scope of Work:

(1) Archeological Project Directors or Principal Investigators (PI}.

Persons in charge of an archeological project or research investigation
contract, in addition to meeting the appropriate standards for archeologist,
must have a publication record that demonstrates extensive experience in
field project formulation, execution and technical monograph reporting.
Suitable professional references may also be made available to obtain
estimates regarding the adequacy of prior work. If prior projects were of a
sort not ordinarily resulting in a publishable report, a narrative should be
included detailing the proposed project director's previous experience along

.

with references suitable to obtain opinions regarding the adequacy of this

earlier work.

(2) Archeologist. The minimum formal qualifications for individuals
practicing archeology as a profession are a B.A. or B.S., degree from an
accredited college or university, followed by a 2 years of graduate study
with concentration in anthropology and specialization in archeology and at

least two summer field schools or their equivalent under the supervision of




archeologists of recognized competence. A Master's thesis or its equivalent

in research and publicaticn is highly recommended, as is the M.A. degree.

(3) Other Professional Personnel. All non-archeological persoanel

utilized for their special knowledge and expertise must have a B.A. or B.S.
degree from an accredited college or university, followed by a minimum of the

year of successful graduate study with concentration in appropriate study.

(4) Other Supervisory Personnel. Persons ia any archeological

supervisory position must hold a B.A., B.S. or M.A. degree with a

concentration in archeology and a minimum of 2 years of field and laboratory

experience.

(5) Crew Members and Lab Workers. All crew members and lab workers must

have prior experience compatible with the tasks to be performed under this

contract. An academic background in the appropriate field of study is highly

recommended.

c. All operations shall be conducted under the supervision of qualified
professionals in the discipline appropriate to the data that is to be
discovered, described or analyzed. Vitae of personnel involved in project
activities may be required by the Contracting Officer at anytime during the

period of service of this purchase order.




1.03. The Contractor shall designate in writing the name or names of the
Principal Investigator. In the event of controversy or court challenge, the

Principal Investigator shall testify with respect to report findings.

1.04. The Contractor shall keep standard records which may be reviewed by
the Contracting Officer. These records shall include field notes, site
survey forms and any other cultural :esource forms and/or records, field maps
and photographs necessary to successfully implement requirements of this

Scope of Work.

1.05. To conduct the field investigation, the Contractor will obtain all
necessary permits, licenses; and approvais from all local, state and Federal
authorities. Should it become necessary in the pefformance of the work and
services of the Contractor to Ssecure the right of ingress and egress to
perform any of the work required herein on properties not owned or controlled
by the Govermment, the Contractor shall secure the consent of the owner, his

representative, or agent, prior to effecting entry on such property.

1.06. Innovative approaches to data location, collection, description and
analysis, consistent with other provisions of contract and the cultural

resources requirements of the Memphis District, are encouraged.

1.07. The Contractor shall furnish expert personnel to attend conferences
and furnish testimony in any judicial proceedings ianvolving the archeological
and historical study, evaluation, analysis and report. When required,
arrangements for these services and payment, therefore, will be made by
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representatives of either the Corps of Engineers or the Department of

Justice.

1.08. The Contractor, prior to the acceptance of the final report, shall not
release any sketch, photograph, report or other material of any nature

obtained or prepared under this comtract without specific written approval of

the Contracting Officer.

1.09. The extent and character of the work to be accomplished by the
Contractor shall be subject to the general supervision, direction, control
and approval of the Contracting Officer. The Contracting Officer may have a
representative of the Government presaht during any or all phases of the

described cultural resource project.

2. Stddz Area.

2.01. The St. Francis River Seepage Project 1is located in Clay, Craighead,
Poi;sett and Mississippi Counties, Arkansas, and Dunklin County, Missouri.
The right-of-way extends 1000 feet landward of the levee center line.
Measured from the levee on the same side as the proposed right-of-way. The

locations of the study are as follows:




Descendin
Side of Bank Quadrangle Map Township Range Section - Portion County State
Left Piggott, AR~MO 20 N 9E 3 - E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 20 N 9E 10 - £ 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 20 N 9E 15 - E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 20 N 9E 22 - E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 20 N 9E 27 - E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 20 N SE 34 - E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N 9E 2 - E 1/2 & NW 1/4 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N 9E 11 -  SW 1/4 & NE 1/4 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N 9E 15 - S 1/2 & NE 1/4 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N 9E 21 - SW 1/4 & NE 1/4 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N SE 20 - SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 Clay AR
Left Piggott, AR-MO 19 N 9% 29 -~ E 1/2 Clay AR
Left Kennett, AR-#0 19 N 8E 32 - All Clay AR
Left Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 6 - Center Clay AR
Left Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E i - SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 Clay AR
Left Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 12 - NW 1/4 Clay AR
Left Kennett, AR~-MO i8 N 8E 11 - Center Clay AR
Right Kennett, AR-MO . 19N 9E 32 - w1l/2 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 9E 5 - NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR~MO 18 N 9E 6 - SE 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 9E 7 -, NW1l/4 Dunklin MO
~™ Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 12 - NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E i3 - NW 1/4 of NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E IS 4 - gk I 1/2 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR~-MO 18 N 8E aj 2 -E)hayw 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 28 -2 °NW 1/2 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 33 - NW 1/4 of NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 18 N 8E 32 - NW 1/2 ) Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 17 N 8E 5 - NW 1/4° Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 17 N 8€ 6 - SE 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Kennett, AR-MO 17 N 8E 7 - NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 17 N 7E 22 - SE 1/2 " Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 17 N 7E 27 - NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 17 N 7E 28 - SE 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR=-MO 17 N 7E 33 - SW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 17 N 7E 32 - SE 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 16 N 7E 5 - NW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 16 N 7E __g ~el MW 1/4 Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 16 N 7E 718 -5 /2 - Dunklin MO
Right Marmaduke, AR-MO 168 76 7P 2R 172 Dunklin MO
Right Leachville, AR-MO 16 N 6 2935 XA Wii)z Dunklin MQ__
Right Leachville, AR-MO 16 N 7E 20 - NW 1/2 Craighead AR
Right Leachville, AR~MO 16 N JE 29 - W 1/2 Craighead AR
Right Leachville, AR-MO 16 N 7E 32 - w1l/2 Craighead AR
Right Leachville, AR-MO 15 N 7E 5 - Wi/2 Craighead AR
Right Leachville, AR-MO 15 N 7E 8 - W 1l/2 Craignegagl AR
Right Leachville, AR-M( i5 N 7E 18 - NW 1/4 Craighead AR
Right Leachville, AR-MO 15 N JE 13 - SE 1/4 Craighead AR




SN TN Th BN EE EE AN B O e

Descendin

Side of Bank Quadrangle Map Township  Range Section - Portion
Right Leachville, AR~-MO 15 N 7E 24 Nw 1/2
Right Leachville, AR~MO I5 N 7E 25 NW 1/4 of NW /4
Right Leachville, AR~MO 15 N 7E 26 SE 1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 15 N 7E 35 W l/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 2 Ww1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 10 E 1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 15 E 1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 23 N 1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 24 SW 1/4 of SW 1/4
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 25 NE 1/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 14 N 7E 31 W i/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO 13 N 7E 6 Wl/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO I3 N 7E 7 Wl/2
Right Leachville, AR-MO I3 N 7E 18 W i/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 13 N 7E 19 W l1l/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 13 N 7E 30 W li/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 13 N 7E 31 W 1l/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 12 N 7E 1 E 1/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 12 N 6E 12 E 1/2
Right Marked Tree, AR 12 N 6E 13 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 16 N 6E 21 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO l6 N SE 28 NW 1/4
Left Manila, AR-MO 16 N 9E 32 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 15 N 9E 5 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR=-MO 15 N 9E 8 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 15 § 9E 17 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR~MO 15 N 9E 21 Wi/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 15 N 9E 28 Wl/2
Left 4anila, AR-MO 15 N 9E 33 W l/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 4 W 1/2
Left - Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 9 W l/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 16 NW 1/4 of W 1/4
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 17 E 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 20 N-S Center
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E 29 Wl/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 9E ~ 31 NW L/4
Left Manila, AR-MO 14 N 8E 36 SE 1/4
Left Manila, AR-MO 13 N 8E 2 N 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO I3 N 8E 3 S 1/2
Left Manila, AR-MO 13 N 8E 4 NE 1/4
Left Manila, AR-MO 13 N 8E 9 NW 1/4

END OF PROJECT

County State

Craighead
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Craighead
Craighead
Craighead
Craighead
Craighead
Craighead
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Craighead
Craighead
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Poinsett
Poinsett
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Misgissippi
Misgissippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Misgissippi
Mississippi
Misgissippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
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Mississippi
Mississippi
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3. Definitions.

3.01. "Cultural resources"” are defined to include any building, site,

district, structure, object, data, or other material relating to the history,

archicecture, archecvlogy, or culture of an area.

3.02. "Background and Literature Search" is defined as a comprehensive

examination of existing literature and .ecords for the purpose of inferring
the potential presence and character of cultural resources in the study area.
The examination may also serve as collateral information to field data in
evaluating the eligibility of cultural resources for 1iaclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places or in ameliorating losses of significant

data in such resources.

3.03. "Intensive Survey" is defined as a comprehensive, systematic, and

detailed on-tne-ground survey of an area, of sufficient 1intensity to
determine the number, types, extent and distribution of cultural resources

present and their relationship to project features.

3.04. '"Mitigation" is defined as the amelioration of losses of significant
prehistoric, historic, or architectural resources which will be accomplished
through preplanned actions to avoid, preserve, protect, or minimize adverse
effect upon such resources or to recover a representative sample of the data
they contain by implementation of scientific research and other

professional techniques and procedures. Mitigation of losses of cultural




resources includes, but is not limited to, such measures as: (1) recovery
and preservation of an adequate sample of archeological data to allow for
analysis and published interpretation of the cultural and envirommental
conditions prevailing at the time(s) the area was utilized by man; (2)
recording, through architectural quality photographs and/or measured drawings
of buildings, structures, districts, sites and objects and deposition of such
documentation 1in the Library of Congress as a part of the National
Architectural and Engineering Record; (3) relocation of buildings, structures
and objects; (4) modification of plans or authorized projects to provide for
preservation of resources in place; (5) reduction or elimination of impacts
by engineering solutions to avoid mechanical effects of wave wash, scour,

sedimentation and related processes and the effects of saturation.

3.05. "Reconnaissance’ is defined as an on-the-ground examination of

selected portions of the study area, and related analysis adequate to assess
the general nature of resources in the overall study area and the probable
impact on resources of alternate plans under consideration. Normally
reconnalssance will involve the intensive examination of not more than
15 percent of the total proposed impact area.

3.06. "Significance" is attributable to those cultural resources of
historical, architectural, or archeological value when such properties are
included in or have been determined by the Secretary of the Interior to be
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places after

evaluation against the criteria contained in 36 CFR 63.
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3.07. "Testing"” is defined as the systematic removal of the scientific,
prehistoric, historic, and/or archeological d.~a that provide an
archeological or architectural property with 1its research or data value.
Testing may include controlled surface survey, shovel testing, profiling, and
limited subsurface test excavations of the properties to be affected for
purposes of research planning, the development of specific plans for research
activities, excavation, preparation of notes and records, and other forms of
physical removal of data and the material analysis of such data and material,
preparation of reports on such data and material and dissewination of reports

and other products of the research. Subsurface testing shall not proceed to

the level of mitigationm.

3.08. "Analysis" is the systematic examination of material data,
envirommental data, ethnographic data, written records, or other data which
may be prerequisite to adequately evaluating those qualities of cultural loci

which contribute to their significance.

4. General Performance Specifications.

4.0l. The Contractor shall prepare for the project area a draft and final

report detailing the results of the study and subsequent recommendations.

4.02. Background and Literature Search.

a. This task shall include an examination of the historic and prehistoric
environmental setting and cultural background of the study area and shall be

i0




of sufficient magnitude to achieve a detailed understanding of the overall

cultural and environmental context of the study area.

b. Information and data for the licerature search shall be obtained, as
appropriate, from the following sources: (1) Scholarly reports - books,
journals, theses, dissertations and unpublished papers; (2) Official Records
- Federal, state, county and local levels, property deeds, public works and
other regulatory department records and maps; (3) Libraries and Museums -
both regional and local libraries, historical societies, universities, and
museums; (4) Other repositories =~ such as private collections, papers,
photographs, etc.; (5) archeological site files at local universities, the
State Historic Preservation Office, the office of the State Archeologist; (6)
Consultation with qualified professionals familiar with ths cultural
resources 1in the area, as well as consultation with professionals in

associated areas such as history, sedimentology, geomorphology, agronomy, and

ethnology.

c. The Contractor shall include as an appendix to the drafts and final
reports written evidence of all consultation and any subsequent responses(s),

inclnding the dates of such consultation and communications.

d. The background and literature search shall be performed in such a manner
as to facilitate predictive statements (to be included in the study report)
concerning the probable quantity, character, and distributien of cultural
resources within the project area. In addition, information obtained in the
background and literature search should be of such scope and detail as to

serve as an adequate data base for ldubsequent field work and analysis in the

11




study area undertaken for the purpose of discerning the character,

distribution aund significance of specific identified cultural resources.

e. In order to accomplish the objectives described in paragraph 4.02.4., it
will be necessary to attempt to establish a relationship be*ween landforms
and the patterns of their wutilization by successive groups of human
inhabitants. This task should invclve defining and describing various zones
of the study area with specific reference to such variables as past

topography, potential food resources, soils, geology, and river channel

history.

C-5. General Report Requirements.

5.6l. The primary purpose of the cultural resources report 18 to serve as &
planning tool which aids the Govermment in meeting its obligations to
preserve and protect our cultural heritage. The report will be in the form
of a comprehensive, scholarly document that not only fulfills mandated legal
requirements but also serves as a scientific reference for future cultural
resources studies, As such, the report's coantent must be not only

descriptive but also analytic in nature.

5.02. Upon completion of all research, the Contractor shall prepare reports

detailing the work accomplished, the results.

5.03. The report shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the

following sections and items:

12




a. Title Page. The title page should provide the following information; the
type of task undertaken, the cultural resources which were assessed
(archeological, historical, architectural); the project name aad location
(county and state), the date of the report; the Contractor's name; the
purchase order number; the name of the author(s) and/or the Principal

Investigitor; and the agency for which the report is being prepared.
b. Abstract. The abstract should include a summary of the number and types
of resources which were surveyed, results of activities and the

recommendations of the Principal Investigator.

c. Table of Contents.

d. Introduction. This section shall include the purpose of the report, a

description of the proposed project, a map of the general area, a project
map; and the dates during which the task was conducted. The introduction

shall also contain the name of the institution where recovered materials will

be curated.

e. Environmental Context. This section shall contain, but not be limited

to, a discussion of probable past floral and faunal character’stics of the
project area. Since data in this section will be used in the evaluation of
specific cultural resource significance, it is imperative that the quantity
and quality of envirommental data be sufficient to allow subsequent detailed
analysis of the relationship between past cultural activities and
environmental variables.

13




f. Previous Research. This section shall describe previous research which

may be useful in deriving or interpreting relevant background research data,
problem domains, or research questions and in providing a context in which to

examine the probability of occurrence and significance of cultural resources

in the study area.

g. Literature Search and Personal Interviews. This section shall discuss

the results of the literature search, including specific data sources, and

personal interviews which were conducted during the course of

invescigations.

h. Conclusions and Recommendations. This section shall contain the

recommendations of the Principal Invectigator regarding all contract

activities. Conclusions derived from records search concerning the nature,
quant.ty and distribution of cultural loci, should be used in describing the
probably impact of project alternatives on cultural resources. Conclusions

and recommendations should include an evaluation of predictive statements

formulated on the basis of the background and literature search.

i. References (American Antiquity style).

j. Appendices (maps, correspondence, etc.). A copy of this Scope of Work

shall be included as an appendix in all reports.

14




5.04. The above items do not necessarily have to be discrete sections;
however, they should be readily discernible to the reader. The detail of the

above items may vary somewhat with the purpose and nature of the study.

5.05. In order to ovprevent potential damage to cultural resources, no
information shall appear in the body of the report which would reveal pracise
resource location. All maps which indicate or imply precise site locations

shall be included in reports as a readily removable appendix (ex: envelope).

5.06. No logo or other such organizational designation shall appear in any

part of the report (including tables or figures) other than the title page.

5.07. Unless otherwise specifically authorized by the Contracting Officer,
all reports shall utilize permanent site aumbers assigned by the state in

which the study occurs.

5.08. All appropriate information <{including typologies and other
ciassificatory units) not generated in these contract activities shall be

suitably referenced.

5.09. Information shall be presented in textual, tabular, and graphic forms,
whichever are most appropriate, effective and advantageous to communicate
necessary information. All tables, figures and maps appearing in the report

shall be of publishable quality.
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5.10. Any abbreviated phrases used in the text shall be spelled out when the
phase first occurs in the text. For example use "State Historic Preservation

Officer (SHPO)" in the initial reference and thereafter "SHPC" mayv be used.

5.11. The first ctime tane common name of a biological species 1s used it

should be followed by the scientific name.

5.12. In addition to street addresses or property names, sSites shall be

located on the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) grid.

5.13. All measurements should be metric. If the Contractor's equipment is

in the English system, then the metric equivalents should follow 1in

parentheses.

5.14. As appropriate, diagnostic and/or unique artifacts, cultural resources

or their contexts shall be shown by drawings or photographs.
5.15. Black and white photographs are preferred except when color changes
are ilmportant for understanding the data being presented. No instant type

photographs may be used.

5.16., Negatives of all black and white photographs and/or color slides of

all plates included in the final report shall be submitted,

16




6. Submittals.

6.01. The Contractor shall, unless delayed due to causes bevond his fault or
negligence, complete all work and services under the purchase order within

the following time limitations after recelpt of notice to pronceed.

a. Four (4) copies of the draft report will be submitted within 40 calendar
days following receipt of notice to proceed.

N
b. The Contractor shall submit wunder separate cover, three copies of
appropriate 15' quadrangle maps (7.5' when available) or other site drawings
which show exact boundaries of all cultural resources within the project area
and their relationsnip to project features, and single copies of all forms,

records and photographs described in paragraph l.04.

¢. The Govermment shall review the draft report and provide comments to the
Contractor within 30 calendar days after receipt of the draft report. More

than one review and revision of the draft report may be required.

d. An unbound original and 25 copies of the final report shall be submitted
within 30 calendar days following the Contractor's receipt of the

Government's comments on the draft report.

6.02. If the Govermment review exceeds 30 calendar days, the period of
service of the purchase order shall be extended on a day-by-day basis equal
to any additional time required by the Government for review.

17




a. All maps which indicate or imply actual site locations shall be included
in reports as a readily removable appendix (ex: envelope). In order to
prevent potential damage to cultural resources, no information shall appear

in the body of the report which would suggest resource location.

b. No logo or other such organizational designation shall apoear in anv part

of the report (including tables or figures) other than the title page.

6.03. At any time during the period of service of this purchase order, upon
the written request of the Contracting Officer, the Contractor shall submit,
within 30 calendar days, any portion or all field records described in

paragraph 1.04 without additional cost to the Government.

C-7. SCHEDULE.

7.01. The Contractor shall, unless delayed due to causes beyond his control

and without his fault or negligence, complete all work and services under

this purchase order within the following time limitations.

.

Activity Due Date (Beginning with acknowledged date
. 7 p e
receipt of notice to proceed)%b/VB//'/_;

Begin literature search 5 calendar days

Submittal of Draft Report 45 calendar days

Government Review of Draft Report 75 calendar days

Submittal of Final Report 105 calendar days ! w'f'/{'/"bf
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The Contractor shall, unless delayed due to causes beyond his control and
without his fault or negligence, complete all work and services under this

purchase order within 105 days after receipt of notice to proceed.

4. Method of Payment.

8.0!l. Upon satisfactory completion of work by the Contractor, in accordance
with the provisions of the purchase order, and 1its acceptance by the
Contracting Officer, the Contractor will be paid the amcunt of noney

indicated in Block 25 of the purchase order.

8.02. If the Contractor's work is found to be unsatisfactory and if it is
determined tnat fault or negligence on the part of the Contractor of his
employees has caused the unsatisfactory condition, the Contractor will be
liable for all costs in connection with correcting the unsatisfactory work.
The work may be performed by Government forces or Contractor forces at the
direction of the Contracting Officer. In any event, the Contractor will be
held responsible for all costs required for correction of the unsatisfactory
work, including payments for services, automotive expenses, equipment rental,
supervision, and any other costs in counection therewith, where such
unsatisfactory work as deemed by the Contracting Officer to be the ~esult of
carelessness, incompetent performance or negligence by the Contractor's
employees. The Contractor will not be held liable for any work or type of

work not covered by this purchase order.
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8.03. Prior to settlement upon termination of the purchase order, aad as a
condition precedent thereto, the Contractor shall execute and deliver to the
Contracting Officer a release of all claims against the Govermment arising
under or by virtue of the purchase order, other than such claims, if any, as
may be specifically excepted by the Contractor from the operation of the

release in state amounts to be set forth therein.
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF KNOWN ARCHEDLDBICAL SI1ITES
IN THE PROJECT RRER
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Table B—-1., Sites Partially or Entirely in Project fRrea

o ——— —— — A o S - S — . S 7o " —— - — - — — o —— ot o ot

S8ite Number Nature Investigations Enviranment Time
ANama) of site Period
3C62: (9-0-4> PV SC & EX HL Wwan
{(Lawhorn?
3CB494 PV AR, 8C 8L W eaenm
(Gibson Farm 1)
3cBSee PVYT AR, 8C HL A, W,
{(MeFarlind m, H
3CE853 PR sC L H
3CB554 I sC SuW m
3CH358 P sC L H
3Ca397 PLD sC HL w
3cBea? I~ BL.o 6L H
{Dr.Varner? s)
3CcB614 in B8L0 HL, H
(Field) SW
3C6613 IM BLO Gl H
(Field)
3CB616 IH L0 LtL H
(Field)
3CB636 PV sC & EX HL W, M,
{Mangrum) L
3CB713 PLD sSC & TE Sw W, M,
a]
amsz1 PVM AR, S8SC L w?
{(Lee Richardson) m?
ams43 =4 %4 AR, 8C LL W, n
(McRuirter)




Table B-1 continued. Sites Partially or Entirely in
the Project Area

g gy T L T p——

Site Number Nature Investigations Environment Time
AName) of site Period

3mS49 PV AR L m

3mMs593 PV RA, 8SC L W, m,

{Sauth Big Lake) TE Sw H

{BL)

3msi11° PV AR, SC LL. W, M,

{Rouse) (]

3mS133 PLD st LL W

3mMs1 35 PLD =1 Lt W, M

3mS136 In 810, 8C [ H

(Field Union?Mill>

3m8199 IN 8LO L o]

{Bronham’s Field)

amsa11 IH 8.0 (R 2]

(Field)

amsz12 M 8.0 L ]

{(Field)

3ms318 PT 8sC L LH

23DUs (8-P-1) PV sc, TE GL W, m

{Ql1ad Varney River)

23buie rVM AA, SC Gt. W, ™M

23DU13 (8-D—2? PV 8sC 8L W, m

(Wilkins Island Site)

23Du28 PV nA 8L W

23DuUse

(T-9@) (=AW AR HL w?, m?

Caochran (or Cockrum) Cemetery B H

B3
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Table B-2, Sites up to 1220 feet cutside of the Froject Area
an the same side of the Levee

o s A S e S S o T - S T " oS 2t o i S G . i e YA A 4 S R SO T Ak M il i T o e S o s i e A . o o S S — s St S i o Aok S o i e

Site Numper

{Name)

3CG318

3CGE495

{(Bibsan Farm 2)

3C6496

{(Bibson Farm 3)

3CL497

3CB556

3csoe3

3MS435

{McWilliams)

3ms125

(Windmill Site #2)

amsi28

(Pasley Site?

3MB129

3msi 31

3mMsiae

3mM8134

Imsi 97
(House)

23Dbu2 (§-F—-27
(Hennett site)

- O B T . S S DS T A4 T A TS TR i WO, P

Nature

PLD

PLD

Pl

PV

PV

PV

PV

PLD

PT

PT

PT

In

Investigations

AR

AR, 8C

AR, SC

AR

sC

AR, SC

AR, SC

sC

SC

sC

sC

8L

sc

B3

Enviraonment

L

Gl 6@%
SW 4a%
(BL)
Sw

SW
(BL)

Sw

Hu

LL

L

L

IR

L

ti

L

L

T ime
Period

W, ™M

A, W,
M, LM

LM

LM

LM




—— —— o s, o i T o o ot S A AL A bt coy e T e S e Wt e el T SR o A A Sy e SR S (P TS P PR MR R O o M S et Sl ' <t i Akl WS ol . e P R A o A A o o

Tabtle B-3, Sites Immediately on the other side of Levee from
the Project mRrea

e o Al S T S ———— > o4} o o P D A ST S AL W TR AT S PO ey S AL AL e A " o S S S . S " S " i S e e i i it e i ol ke e A S S S it S e P

Site Number
iName)
3cE2H

(Frasure)’

3CB317
(Jackson Landing)

3CcB637
3msi19
{Ruckeye Landing)

Ims2e
{(Zebree)

3maas

{Mantla Schoal Dist)
(Cottonwaod Paint)

3ms87

3ms2e8

23Dutr4 (8-a-3)

Nature Investigations
of site

Ivm AR

Pottery

PLD AR, SC
PLD 8sC

PV AR, 8C, TE
Py AR, SC,EX
PV 6.0, BC,EX
PV AR

PV sC

Py

Sk

Sw

SW

{BL)

L

Lu

L

Sw{BL)

L

8L

Time

W, m?
{mounds)

?

LA

S ———— i 7o T o o e et S ekt it Sl S et S ST T S G it . St e D U v i B e e O AR Sl ML U Tt AP e LR ST T . S ST A T — T . " " S " " " - —




AFPENDIX B
KEY

Nature of Sites

Ix=Isolated Find

T=Miscellanecus Historic Trash

Val arger Frehnistoric settlement or occuppied aver a longer time
periad

HesHistoric Hause

LD=Low density prehistoric habitation

M= arge prehistoric village with sounds

ERERA_S- D0 % 3 -8 8 305 2N

RA=Qvocational Archeolagist reported site
BLO=on a General Land Office Mag
SC=gurface collection made and curated
TE=controlled test excavation made
EXm=gxtensive excavations have been conducted at the site
Environment:

unbracketed=according to scil map;
bracketed= according to site form

Prefixs

P=Precisely located on map

I=Imprecisely lccated on magp

HL=Higher Levee Saoils LL=L cwer Levee Soils
SL=Ceneral Levee Soils Sw=Slackwater Soils

R=AMrchaic Prefixes:
w=Woodland E=Early
M=Missisgsippian M=Middle
H=MHistoric L=t ate




