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MANAGEMENT ABSTRACT

PAL completed an archaeological reconnaissance survey at the Yankee Nuclear Power Station (Yankee
Rowe) in Rowe and Monroe, Massachusetts.  The approximately 2,200-acre project area straddles both
banks of the Deerfield River and is composed primarily of undeveloped woodland and steep slope.
Fourteen historic period resources dating to the nineteenth century were field verified during the walkover
survey.  These resources include: eight farm complexes and residences; one sawmill; one cemetery;
one barn; two sugarhouses; and the abandoned Hoot, Toot & Whistle (HT&W) Railroad alignment.
Moderate to high historic archaeological sensitivity was assigned to those areas with documented historic
period resources and adjacent lands likely to contain associated structural remains and/or cultural material.
The steep topography, lack of arable land, and soil disturbance precipitated by the construction of the
HT&W, Sherman Dam, and the nuclear plant resulted in a predominantly low historic archaeological
sensitivity assessment for the majority of the project area.  No prehistoric period resources were identified
during the survey.  The project area was assessed with predominantly low prehistoric archaeological
sensitivity for the same reasons cited in the historic sensitivity assessment.  Moderate prehistoric
sensitivity, however, was assigned to those areas adjacent to wetlands or on isolated upland areas in
proximity to small streams or brooks.

An Archaeological Resources Management Plan (ARMP) was developed for the Yankee Rowe project
area as a means to assist current and future property owners in planning for land reuse by establishing
baseline archaeological resource information and long-term stewardship guidelines.  The ARMP provides
clear and concise recommendations about how to treat historic properties, including archaeological
resources and standing structures, within the project boundaries.  Components of the plan include:
identification and survey of historic properties; types of activities that may impact historic properties;
protection of historic properties and mitigation of adverse effects; monitoring (short and long-term) of
archaeological sites, archaeologically sensitive areas, and historic structures; unanticipated discovery
of previously unidentified historic properties and human remains; the development of conservation and
curation plan; and, a public education program about the historic and archaeological values of the
project area.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an archaeological reconnaissance survey and Archaeological Resources
Management Plan (ARMP) for the Yankee Nuclear Power Station (Yankee Rowe) in Rowe and Monroe,
Massachusetts (Figure 1-1).  Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC), the owner and operator of
Yankee Rowe, has contracted with CLF Ventures, Inc. (CLFV) to assist with a site closure strategy as
part of the plant decommissioning and license termination process initiated in 1993.  The property
comprises approximately 1,800 acres of land bordering the southern and eastern shores of Sherman
Pond running north to the Vermont border (Figure 1-2).  A small portion of the property also lies on the
west side of the Deerfield River immediately north of the village of Monroe Bridge.

Scope and Authority

As part of its decommissioning and site closure strategy, YAEC is considering land reuse and management
options for a portion of the 2,200 acres.  The purpose of the reconnaissance survey and associated

Figure 1-1.  Map showing the location of  Rowe and Monroe, Massachusetts.
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ARMP is to assist YAEC in planning for land reuse by establishing baseline archaeological resource
information and long-term stewardship guidelines.  The decommissioning process is being conducted
under a License Termination Plan issued by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and, as such,
falls under the purview of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

The reconnaissance survey was designed to collect information about the environmental and cultural
history and resources of the Yankee Rowe property that can be used to create archaeological sensitivity
maps for future development planning.  The walkover survey was conducted under an archaeological
permit, in compliance with Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 9, Sections 26-27C, as amended by
Chapter 254 of the Acts of 1988 (950 CMR 71).  As mentioned above, the survey also was conducted in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

The ARMP provides clear and concise directions about how to treat historic properties, including
archaeological resources and standing structures, within the project boundaries.  The plan meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR
44738-39) and the MHC guidelines.
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• synthesizing the information in a written narrative; and

• identifying information needs.

“Property types” are groupings of individual sites or properties based on common physical and associative
characteristics. They serve to link the concepts presented in the historical contexts with properties
illustrating those ideas (NPS 1983:44719).

A summary of an area’s history can be developed by a set of historical contexts. This formulation of
contexts is a logical first step in the design of any archaeological survey. It is also crucial to the evaluation
of individual properties in the absence of a comprehensive survey of a region (NPS 1983:9). The result
is an approach that structures information collection and analyses. This approach further ties work
tasks to the types and levels of information required to identify and evaluate potentially important
cultural resources.

The following research contexts have been developed to organize the data relating to the Native American
and Euro-American cultural resources identified within the proposed project area:

• Native American land use and settlement in the Deerfield River drainage, ca. 12,500 to 300
years before present (B.P.); and

• historic land use and settlement patterns of Rowe and Monroe, ca. A.D. 1650 to present.

Historical contexts, along with expected property types and locational patterns, are discussed in detail
in Chapters 4 and 5. The potential research value of the known and expected prehistoric and historic
archaeological resources identified within the Yankee Rowe project area is evaluated in terms of these
historical contexts. This evaluation, along with management recommendations, is presented in
Chapter 7.

Background Research

Finding the information necessary to develop a historical context and assess the potential for
archaeological resources begins with the examination of primary and secondary documentary sources.
These sources include written and cartographic documents relating both to past and present environmental
conditions and to prehistoric and historic period resources in or close to the project area. This background
information assists in the formulation of predictive models or statements about the project area, and is
an integral part of an intensive (locational) survey. Variables within each category of background data
are used to define the overall archaeological and historical context of the project area.

The following sources were reviewed as part of the background research for the proposed Yankee
Rowe project area:

State Site Files and Town Reconnaissance Surveys

The state site files at the MHC were reviewed to locate any known prehistoric or historic period sites in
or close to the project area.  These inventories include cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in
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the NRHP.  In addition, the MHC town reconnaissance survey reports for Rowe and Monroe were
reviewed to provide general historical information about the towns (MHC 1982a, 1982b).

Cultural Resource Management and Academic Reports

Cultural resource management (CRM) reports conducted in the project vicinity were reviewed.  Because
most of the archaeological work within the upper Deerfield River valley has been done in association
with the relicensing of hydroelectric facilities, reports pertaining to that data provided the bulk of the
comparative material.  These reports include A Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Deerfield River
Gorge, Stillwater Bridge Hydroelectric Project (Mulholland et al. 1982); Intensive (locational)
Archaeological Survey, Fife Brook Put-In Recreation Area, Bear Swamp Development, and Zoar
Whitewater Take-Out and Put-In Recreation Area, Deerfield River Hydroelectric Project, Florida,
Massachusetts (Heitert et al. 2001); Archaeological Site Examination, Fife Brook 5, Bear Swamp
Development, Florida, Massachusetts (Heitert and Cherau 2002a); and, Phase IB Archaeological Survey,
Deerfield River Hydroelectric Project, Stratton, Searsburg, Whitingham, and Wilmington, Vermont,
and Charlemont, Massachusetts (Heitert and Cherau 2002b).  William W. Fitzhugh’s report on a Late
Archaic site cluster on the banks of the Deerfield River, Archaeological Surveys and Excavations at
Fife Brook on the Upper Deerfield River, provided detailed information about prehistoric cultural
resources just to the south of the current project area on the west bank of the river (Fitzhugh 1970).

Histories and Maps

General histories and historical maps and atlases were examined to assess changes in land use, to locate
any documented structures, and to trace the development of transportation networks, an important
variable in the location of historic sites. Town and regional histories, photographs, and maps housed at
the Rowe Library and Rowe Historical Society were reviewed.  These resources included Franklin
County and the North Quabbin Region (Blagg 2003); History of Rowe, Massachusetts (Brown 1960);
History of Western Massachusetts (Holland 1855); excerpts from the Rowe Historical Society Bulletin;
and the 1858 and 1871 Beers maps of Rowe and Monroe.  In addition, archival photographs of the
construction of Sherman Reservoir were reviewed at the offices of USGEN New England, Inc. (USGen
NE), located in Monroe Bridge.  These photographs provided information about the level and extent of
landscape modification during the construction of the reservoir, and also contained images of historic
structures formerly within the impoundment.

Environmental Studies

Bedrock and surficial geological studies provide information about the region’s physical structure and
about geological resources near the project area. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Soil Conservation Service soil survey for Franklin County (USDA 1967) supplied information about
soil types and surficial deposits within the project area and the general categories of flora and fauna that
these soil types support. In addition, studies of past environmental settings of New England were
consulted.
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Informant Interviews

Local historical associations and local informants were consulted during the course of the survey.  Alan
Bjork, curator of the Rowe Historical Society, provided copies of historical photographs and maps of
the project area.  Nancy Williams, a longtime Rowe resident and local historian, provided valuable
information about the history and families of the town, as well as accompanying PAL personnel during
part of their walkover survey to point out the location of several historic sites.  Kenneth  Dow,
Environmental Supervisor for Yankee Atomic, provided project area maps showing the location of
remnant foundations, contacted local residents about their recollections of the project area, and also
accompanied PAL during a portion of the walkover survey.  Matthew Cole, External Relations Specialist
for USGen New England, Inc. (USGen NE), provided access to and digital copies of the archival
photographs of the construction of Sherman Dam.

Walkover Survey

A walkover survey was conducted to collect environmental information and to examine the current
physical condition of the project area. Environmental information noted the presence, types, and extent
of fresh water; drainage characteristics; presence of bedrock outcrops and level terraces; and the steepness
of slopes. The current physical condition of the project area is largely defined by the presence, absence,
and degree of previous disturbance to the natural landscape.

The current physical condition of the project area may have been affected by plowing, gravel or soil
mining, or previous construction and site preparation activities. Such disturbances can affect the potential
for the presence of cultural resources, reducing the probability they will be found in their original
archaeological contexts. Plowing, which can move artifacts from their original vertical and horizontal
contexts, is the most common type of disturbance in New England. The consequences of plowing,
however, are not as severe as the effects of soil or gravel mining, which may completely remove
archaeological deposits.

Another purpose of the walkover was to note surface indications of archaeological sites. While prehistoric
sites in New England are most often found belowground, artifact scatters are sometimes exposed on the
surface through cultural and natural processes such as road use, gravel pitting, construction activity, or
erosion. Historic site types that might be visible include stone foundations, stone walls, trash deposits,
and dams. If a historic farmstead is present within the project area, it is possible a cellar hole and
associated landscape features such as stone walls, orchards, fields, and ornamental herbage may be
observed.

The information collected during the walkover was recorded on project maps and allowed for the
development of prehistoric and historic archaeological sensitivity maps for the Yankee Rowe project
area.

Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment

Information collected during background research and the walkover survey was used to develop a
predictive model to assess the potential for the presence of Native American and Euro-American
resources, the types of sites that might be found, and their cultural and temporal affiliation. The
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development of predictive models for locating cultural resources has become an increasingly important
aspect of CRM and planning.

The predictive sensitivity model used criteria to rank the potential for the project area to contain Native
American or Euro-American sites. The criteria used to assess the Yankee Rowe project area were
proximity of documented cultural resources, local land use patterns, environmental characteristics, and
the area’s physical condition. The project area was stratified into zones of expected archaeological
sensitivity to determine which areas would be tested.

Native American Archaeological Sensitivity

Sets of key environmental variables used to predict the location of Native American sites have been
compiled from research conducted by professional archaeologists. These studies have demonstrated
that certain environmental and topographical settings are strongly associated with the presence of Native
American sites. The most productive studies have been of large areas with a variety of environmental
settings that were field tested to determine the validity of the predictive model. For example, analysis
of several hundred sites in southeastern New England (Thorbahn et al. 1980) found that the highest
density and greatest clustering of prehistoric sites occurred within 300 meters (m) of low-ranking streams
and large wetlands. The distribution of sites found along a 14-mile I-495 highway corridor in the same
area confirmed this observation (Thorbahn 1982).

Other studies have found that site locations are strongly associated with modern wetland densities
(Mulholland 1984). Wetlands provide both a home and breeding habitat for a diverse set of animals,
support foods, and other vegetation. Prehistoric Native Americans sought the most productive wetlands,
including those with a wide variety of resources and those with consistent and reliable resource availability
(Hasenstab 1991; Nicholas 1991; Thorbahn 1982; Thorbahn et al. 1980).

Geologic data provides information about lithic resources and about current and past environmental
settings and climates. Bedrock geology helps to identify where raw materials for stone tools were
obtained by prehistoric groups and gives indications of how far from their origin lithic materials may
have been transported or traded. The variety and amount of available natural resources are dependent
on soil composition and drainage, which also play a significant role in determining wildlife habitats,
and forest and plant communities.

Geomorphology assists in reconstructing the paleoenvironment of an area and is particularly useful for
early Holocene (PaleoIndian and Early Archaic period) sites in areas that are different physically from
10,000 years ago (Simon 1991). Recent landscape changes such as drainage impoundments for highways
and railroads, the creation of artificial wetlands to replace wetlands impacted by construction, or wetlands
drained for agricultural use, can make it difficult to assess an area’s original configuration and current
archaeological potential (Hasenstab 1991:57).

Beyond predicting where sites are located, archaeologists attempt to associate cultural and temporal
groups with changes in the environmental settings of sites. Changes in the way prehistoric groups used
the landscape can be investigated through formal multivariates such as site location, intensity of land
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use, and specificity of land use (Nicholas 1991:76). However, distinguishing the difference between
repeated short-term, roughly contemporaneous occupations and long-term settlements is difficult and
can make interpreting land use patterns and their evolution problematic (Nicholas 1991:86).

Euro-American Archaeological Sensitivity

The landscape of a project area is used to predict the types of Euro-American sites likely to be present.
Major locational attributes differ according to site type. Domestic and agrarian sites (houses and farms)
characteristically contain water sources and are located near arable lands and transportation networks.
Industrial sites (e.g., mills, tanneries, forges, and blacksmith shops) predating the late nineteenth century
are typically located close to waterpower sources and transportation networks. Commercial and public
or institutional sites (e.g., stores, taverns, inns, schools, and churches) are usually situated near settlement
concentrations with access to local and regional road systems (Ritchie et al. 1988).

Written and cartographic documents aid in determining Euro-American archaeological sensitivity.
Historic maps are particularly useful for locating sites in a given area, determining a period of occupation,
establishing the names of past owners, and providing indications of past use(s) of the property. Town
histories provide information about important sites including previous functions, ownership, local
socioeconomic conditions, and political development. These details assist in placing the Euro-American
site within its historical context, facilitating assessments of the potential importance of a particular site.

Background research alone, however, is not sufficient to locate underdocumented historic period
archaeological sites. A large-scale archaeological study by King (1988) showed that in rural areas only
63 percent of the sites discovered were identifiable through documentary research. This suggests that
approximately one-third of New England’s rural Euro-American archaeological sites may not appear
on historical maps or in town and regional histories. Walkover inspections and subsurface testing are
required to locate and identify underdocumented historic sites.


