. Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Maryland Department of Planning
Maryland Historical Trust

Martin O'Malley. Richard Eberbart Hall

Governor Secretary
Anthony G. Brown ' Marthew J. Power
Lt Governor : . Depury Secretary

February 13,2009

Mr. William Seib

Chief, Maryland Section Southern
Regulatory Branch, Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 1715

- Re:  MHT Review of Phase II National Register Evaluations and Assessment of Effects for Cultural

&y,

B~

" Resources, Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant Expansion, Calvert County, Maryland .

Dear Mr. Seib:

The Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) has received additional information related to the above-referenced
undertaking. The Trust first received notice of the proposed expansion of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power
Plant from UniStar Nuclear in October of 2006. Since that time, investigations have been undertaken to
identify historic resources that may be within the project’s area of potential effect and to assess the effects of the

proposed construction on those resources. ‘While other federal agencies will be involved in the regulating and

permitting of the eventual operation of the plant, it'is our understanding that the Corps is the primary federal

-+ agency that will be reviewing and permitting the site preparation activities and the actual construction of the

facility. We are therefore writing to the Corps pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

to continue consultation regarding effects on archeologlcal resources (both terrestrial and underwater) and the

hlthI‘IL buiit environment.

.-Archeology: The Trust has been provided with copies of the draft reports on the Phase I and Phase 11

archeological investigations that have been conducted for the above-referenced project. The primary draft
report, Phase I Cultural Resources Investigations and Phase II National Register Site Evaluations, Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Calvert County, Maryland (Munford et al. 2008) was prepared by GAI Consultants,
Inc. and presents the necessary documentation on the goals, methods, results, and recommendations of both
Phase I and Phase II investigations that have been conducted within the project area. The document is notably
well-organized and well-written and is consistent with the reporting requirements of the Standards and
Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994). Please note, however, that
the following items must be addressed,in the preparation of the final document: ‘

e The tltle for I*lgure 1-1 (Project Area) should include the appropriate quadrangle name (Cove Point).
¢ The repert should spec1ty that al] materials remains and field records generated by the investigations
will be dep051ted with the Maryland Archeological Laboratory for long-term preservation.
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e While the report acknowledges that site 18CV474 has the potential to address research questions relating
to Maryland’s slave economy, transformations following emancipation, and domestic agricultural sites
in the nineteenth century, it may be helpful to include a list of more specific and more detailed research
questions that could be explored through further investigation of this site. ‘

As noted in our letter dated June 7, 2007 Phase I survey work resulted in the identification of fourteen
archeological sites, and the Trust recommended that Phase II evaluative studies be conducted at four of these
sites (18CV474, 18CV480, 18CV481, and 18CV482) to evaluate the resources in terms of their eligibility for
the National Register of Historic Places. The Phase II investigations were carried out between March and May
of 2008 and consisted of the excavation of 961 additional shovel test pits and 46 test units. Sites 18CV481 and
18CV482 have both been identified as late nineteenth century domestic sites. Both sites have been heavily
disturbed by mechanical earth-moving activities, and GAI has recommended that the two sites are not eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based on the information presented in the draft report, we
concur that sites 18CV481 and 18CV482 do not meet the criteria for eligibility in the National Register given . -
their loss of integrity and 1nab111ty to yield any additional information. Further investigations of these two sxtes

" are not warranted. : A

Site 18CV480 represents the location of the former Parran’s Park farmstead (CT-58) — a mid-nineteenth to
twentieth century landowner’s domestic complex that was demolished by BG&E in 1972. A total of 24, 938
artifacts have been recovered from the site, including a variety of historic ceramics (predominantly undecorated
- whiteware, but also transfer print, hand-painted, edge decorated, and sponge decorated whiteware), glassware,
cut nails, brick fragments, window glass, porcelain doll fragments, glass marbles, buttons, coins, combs,.
medicine bottles, and tobacco pipe fragments. The remnants of seventeen cultural features were also identified,
including a deep pit feature, five stone wall or pier sections, and several postholes/molds. Despite the high
density of artifacts and the presence of partial features, the Phase II investigations have clearly revealed that the
- site has been heavily impacted by modern activities. The area where the house once stood was evidently
~ bulldozed and graded when the structure was razed; and other areas have been excavated and used as borrow
- sites during the construction of the existing.power plant.. Due to the significantly reduced integrity of the site,
GAI has recommended that site 18CV480 is not-eligible for listing in the National Register. Based on the
information presented in the draft report, we concur that site 18CV480 does not meet the criteria for eligibility
in the National Register glven its loss of integrity and 1nab111ty to yield any addltlonal information. Further
1nvest1gat10n of thlb site is not warranted. -

Site 18CV474, on the other hand, has been identified as a mid-nineteenth to early-twentieth century domestic
site possessing remarkably good integrity. A total of 3,644 artifacts have been recovered from the site,
including a variety of temporally diagnostic ceramics (pearlware, yellowware, and whiteware), bottle glass, cut
nails, brick fragments, window glass, lamp chimney glass, buttons, tobacco pipe fragments, and a glass bead.
Four intact features have also been identified, 1ncludmg a stone foundation and chimney base, a builder’s
trench, an area of stone paving, and a. p0551ble pier support for a north addition.” The temporally diagnostic
artifacts and cartographic sources mdlcate ‘that this site was occupled from ca..1850 to 1910, and the limited
quantity arid variety of decorated ceramics suggests that the residents were of a lower socioeconomic status than
~ the landowners who were residing at site 18CV480. The property encompassing these sites was, in fact, owned
and occupied by the Somervell family during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and census data indicates
that this locally prominent family relied heavily on enslaved labor throughout the first half of the nineteenth
century. The Slave Schedule of the 1860 census, for example, identifies Alexander Somervell as the owner of _
52 slaves, and Charles Somervell (Alexander’s son) as the owner of sixteen slaves. Housing for these slaves



may have been dispersed throughout the Somervell plantation, and the archeologrcal investigations conducted at .
site 18CV474 indicate that the site may represent one such residence for some of the slaves and/or tenants,
sharecroppers, or freed African Americans. -

As noted above, site 18CV474 has retained much of its integrity and has the potential to yield si gnlﬁcant
information regarding domestic agricultural sites in nineteenth century southern Maryland. Specifically,
additional archeological investigations may be able to address research questions relating to Maryland’s slave
economy and the wide variety of transformations that took place following emancipation. GAI has therefore
recommended that site 18CV474 is eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion D and that, if
possible, the site should be preserved in place. Based on the information presented in the report we concur that
51te 18CV474 is indeed eligible for inclusion in the National Register. - ~

The expansion of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, as currently proposed, would result in the destruction
~of site 18CV474 and would constitute an adverse effect on this significant archeological resource. To continue
the Section 106 consultation process, the Corps of Engineers and UniStar Nuclear Development will need to
continue to coordinate with the Trust on ways to avoid or mitigate the adverse effect on the site. If site
avoidance is not possible, UniStar will need to provide the Trust with documentation detailing the constraints
and providing justification as to why site 18CV474 cannot be avoided during construction. - If site avoidance is
not possible, Phase III data recovery investigations will be warranted to mitigate the undertaking’s adverse
effects on the archeological property. All parties will need to negotiate and execute a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) that stipulates the agreed-upon mitigation measures, including the Phase III investigations,
methods of public cutreach and interpretation, and the curation of all artifacts and materials generated by the
investigations conducted at site 18CV474. The Trust must be provided with a draft Data Recovery Plan for site
18CV474 so that we may provide appropriate comments and recommendations. Following our review and
approval of the Data Recovery Plan, we will be happy to draft an MOA for the purposes of review and
comment. o , _

Please note that a supplemental Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation report was submitted to our office by
‘UniStar on February 9, 2009. This document provided a summary of the methods, results, and
recommendations of Phase I archeological investigations that were carried out at three new localities (Preston’s
- Cliffs Wetland Mitigation Area, Camp Conoy Wetland Mitigation Area, and the Old Bay Farm Access Road).
In short, the supplemental Phase I survey identified an extension of a previously-recorded site — 18CV7. This
site represents an early nineteenth to twentieth century domestic component associated with the National
Register eligible Preston’s Cliffs Farmstead (CT-59). We understand that the portion of site 18CV7 that was
most recently recorded by GAI is located within the Preston’s Cliffs Wetland Mitigation Area and may be
impacted by tree planting activities. GAI has recommended either site avoidance or further (Phase II) -
archeological mvestlgatlons to evaluate the site’s National Register eligibility prior to these activities. It i 1s our
* opinion, however, that a Phase II study of the portion of site 18CV7 that is to be 1mpacted would not be
mcamngful or appropriate at this time, as the purpose of a Phase II investigation is to evaluate an archeological
* resource in its entiFety and to provide a definitive statement regarding the overall site’s mtegnty, significance,
and National Register eligibility. We are therefore recommending that the area containing a portion of site
18CV7 be reforested through the hand-planting of seedlings, as this practice is unlikely to have an adverse
effect on the potentially significant nineteenth-century archeological resource. Pleasé provide our office with a
“copy of the wetland mitigation plan and map (including proposed planting techniques) for the Preston’s Cliffs
Wetland Mitigation Area for our review, when this information becomes available. If UniStar is unable to



utilize the hand-planting of seedlings technique in the area of site 18CV 7, then further consultation regardmg
‘ potentlal impacts to this site will be necessary.

Underwater Archeology: On January 20, 2009, the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) received a copy of the
draft report on the Phase I underwater archaeological survey that was conducted for the above-referenced
project. The document-was prepared by Panamerican Consultants, Inc, and prepared for MACTEC Federal
Programs, Inc. We have reviewed the draft report in accordance with Section 106 of the national Historic:
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and are writing to provide our comments regarding effects on historic
and archeologlcal properties. :

The draft report, Submerged Cultural Resources Survey of a Proposed Outfall Pzpe Calvert Clzjj’s Nuclear
Power Plant Unit 3 Construction, Calvert County, Maryland (Faught 2008), is not consistent with the reporting
requirements of the Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer
and Cole 1994) and will require revisions before the report can be accepted.

The Phase [ survey was carried out during March of 2008 and consisted of an electronic remote-sensing survey
within the proposed project area utilizing side-scan sonar, magnetometer, and sub-bottom profiler. Although
the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties records no known historic resources within the project area, the
dredging activity has the potential for destroying currently unknown archeological, scientific, prehistoric, or
historical data. While the draft Phase I report states that “none of the magnetic anomalies or side-scan targets
are considered potentially significant for the purpose of this investigation”, the Trust feels that the author of the
report failed to adequately illustrate the lack of significance with clear figures and data. The lack of a clearly
defined project APE within the report also hampered the Trust’s ability to determine which of the targets might
be impacted by the proposed construction of the outfall pipe. Much of the surveyed area appears well south of
" the proposed outfall pipe. - The Trust is also confused by the use of 100-ft lane spacing, when the Trust often

- requires 50-ft lane spacing in submerged cultural resource surveys to ensure complete coverage and adequate
resolution of the magnetic anomahes that might represent historic wrecks or other archeological resources.
Specific comments and recommendations will follow. :

Based on the documentation presented in this report, we concur that the proposed outfall pipe construction is
unlikely to impact any significant cultural resources. For this reason, we believe that the portion of the Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant that includes the Proposed Outfall Pipe possesses no archeological research potential
_ and that further archeological investigations are not warranted for Section 106 purposes. If the proposed outfall -
'pipe is realigned, per the report recommendations, further consultation will be required and a resurvey of the
area might be requested. The Section 106 requirements for this particular undertaking have, in fact been
- -'»fulﬁlled We look forward to rece1v1ng two coples of the final report revised to address the Trust § comments,
for our llbrary : :

Spec1ﬁc Comments:

* All maps should contain a North Arrow and a Scale

¢ P. 1 Introduction. The survey area should be stated in acres and hectares.

e P.3 Environmental Setting: No evidence is provided for the statement, “The geologic beds of the cliffs-
(eroded portions of old sediment beds) apparently continue underwater according to the sidescan
record.”

e P. 4 figure 4 requires a citation



e P.7- 8 Methods: magnetometer - section needs to include the coverage of the magnetometer and the
“height towed above the seafloor.
e P. 12 Methods: GIS Mapping Locational Controls and Analysis — the bathymetrlc map referenced in this
section was not included in the report
o Figure 12— it would be helpful if a background image of the marine chart/USGS quad was
included behind the track lines and magnetic data. :
e P.13-19 Results Section '
o There is not enough 1nformat10n in this section of the report to mdependently verify the author’s
results :

= MO06, in particular needs to be described in more detail, and the rationale for dismissing - .

this object, which has a relatively large amplitude and long duratlon and is described as a
complex dipole. ‘

* Higher resolution images of side-scan targets 1 — 4 need to be mcluded for completeness,

- and so that the Trust can assess these objects.

* Fig. 17-18 - it would be helpful if a background image of the marine chart/USGS quad
was included behind the mosaics.

* The results section references a paleochannel feature identified with the subbottom
profiler, but there is no direct evidence of the presence of the paleochannel other than the -
green shading included on Figure 18. ' The section on the presence and interpretation of
the paleochannel needs to be included so that individuals readmg the report can clearly
and independently verify its presence. :

Historic Built Envnronment Investigations.to 1dent1fy historic bulldlngs structures, and landscapes that
might be affected by the proposed power plant expansion identified four places that are eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places. Parran's Park (CT-58) and Preston's Cliffs (CT- 59) contain tobacco barns
that are significant for their association with agricultural history. The Drum Point Railroad Bed (CT-1295) is
significant for its association with local history and engineering. Camp Conoy ( CT 1312) is significant for its

- association w1th important trends in recreational and social hlstory

~ The Trust has reviewed the recommendanons in the report Letter Report Criteria of Ejfects Evaluation, Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant. The report finds that the proposed power plant expansion will not adversely affect -
* Parran’s Park or Preston’s Cliffs. The report also finds that the proposed work will require the alteration and
demolition of portions of the Drum Point Railroad Bed and Camp Conoy. The Trust agrees that these changes
would constitute an adverse effect to historic propertles _ v

In the event of an adverse effect finding, 36 CFR 800.6 requires the responsible agency to continue consultation
with the Trust, other interested parties, and the general public to identify and consider alternative plans that can
avoid; minimize; and, if necessary, mitigate adverse effects. Interested parties should include the county
government and local history groups. Examples of efforts to minimize adverse effects include using vegetative
buffers to minimize visual effects and moving, rather than demolishing, historic buildings. Examples of efforts
to mitigate adverse effects include documentation and the study, survey, or repalr of historic resources that are
similar to those that must be demolished. .



We recommend that the Corps’s applicant proceed with the Section 106.process by consulting with as broad a
range of interested parties as practical and compiling their recommendations about the best ways to avoid,’
minimize, and mitigate the adverse effects of the undertaking. As noted above, once the results of this
consultation and detailed information about the nature of the adverse effects are provided to the Trust the Trust
will: prov1de a draft MOA to the Corps and UniStar for review and consideration. :

Thank you for provxdmg us with this opportunity to comment. - If you have questlons or require assistance,
‘please contact Dixie Henry (regarding terrestrial archeology) at 410-514-7638 \ dhenry@mdp.state.md.us,
-Jonathan Sager (regarding historic buildings and landscapes) at 410-514-7636 \ jsager@mdp.state.md.is, or
Brlan J ordan (regardmg underwater archeology)-at 410-514-7668 \ bprdan@mdp state.md.us.

Smcerely,

J. Rodney Little
Director \ State Historic Preservatlon Officer
Maryland Historical Trust

JRIADLHVES
200803669 . .
CC: - Kathy Anderson (COE)
Susan Gray (PPRP)
R. McLean (DNR)
Yvonne F. Abernethy (Constellation Energy)
Dimitri Lutchenkov (UniStar)
Ben Resnick (GAI) '
Barbar A. Munford (GAI) _
Kirsti Uumla (Calvert County)



