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Abstract
In February 2013, Brockington and Associates, Inc.,
completed an archaeological survey of approximately
434 acres within Duke Energy, Carolinas, LLC's
(Duke Energy) WS. Lee Nuclear Station (WLS) and
the proposed Pond C located between Gaffney and
Blacksburg in Cherokee County, South Carolina. The
study area represents land that will be impacted by
the construction and operation of the WLS as pro-
posed under Duke Energy's pending Construction
and Operating License (COL) application to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and associated per-
mit application to the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) that has not already been surveyed or that
has not been disturbed by the previous Cherokee
Nuclear Station project from the early 1970s. The
current study area was added to the overall Area of
Potential Effect (APE) for the WLS to accommodate
a railroad car storage and turn around area north of
Pond B, site grading changes, and minor changes to
the Pond C dam and spillway.

We identified four archaeological sites (38CK185,
38CK186, 38CK187, and 38CK188) and seven isolat-
ed artifact finds during the field investigations. Sites
identified include one Middle Archaic lithic scatter,
one unknown prehistoric lithic scatter, the ruins of
one nineteenth- to early-twentieth-century house site,
and one small scatter of nineteenth-century ceramic
artifacts. We recommend these sites not eligible for
the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP).
The addition of the excess material generated from
site earthwork/excavation proposed grading and sub-
sequent spoil areas to the overall WLS project will not
impact any historic properties.

The APE is in the vicinity of two previously iden-
tified cemeteries, the McKown Family Cemetery and
the J.H. Stroup Cemetery. These cemeteries will be
preserved in accordance with the guidelines speci-
fied in the Cultural Resources Management Plan and
Agreement (CRMP) for the WLS.
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1.0 Introduction and Methods of Investigation
1.1 Introduction
Brockington and Associates, Inc., completed an
archaeological survey of approximately 434 acres in
and around the proposed W.S. Lee Nuclear Station
(WLS) site in February 2013. During planning for
the WLS, Duke Energy, Carolinas, LLC (Duke En-
ergy) determined that significant grading and sub-
sequent spoil disposal will be necessary at certain
points across the WLS. The survey was completed
for Duke Energy in partial compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (as amended), as administered by the US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Charleston District
(33 CFR 325) to ensure that activities permitted by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and/or
the USACE will not affect historic properties (e.g.,
cultural resources that are eligible for or that are
listed on the National Register of Historic Places
[NRHP]). The survey was completed following the
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Inves-
tigations established by the Council of South Caro-
lina Professional Archaeologists (COSCAPA 2005)
and adopted by the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO).

We identified four archaeological sites (38CK185,
38CK186, 38CK187 and 38CK188) and seven isolat-
ed artifact finds during the field investigations. Sites
identified include one Middle Archaic lithic scatter,
one unknown prehistoric lithic scatter, the ruins of
one nineteenth- to early-twentieth-century house
site, and one small scatter of nineteenth-century ce-
ramic artifacts. We recommend these sites not eligible
for the NRHP. The addition of the excess material
generated from site earthwork/excavation proposed
grading and subsequent spoil areas to the overall
WLS project will not impact any historic properties.

The proposed grading and spoils areas are in
the vicinity of two previously identified cemeteries,
the McKown Family Cemetery and the J.H. Stroup
Cemetery. These cemeteries will be preserved in
accordance with the guidelines specified in the Cul-
tural Resource Management Plan and Agreement
(CRMP) for the WLS. A copy of the CRMP is at-
tached as Appendix A.

The remainder of Chapter 1 describes the
research methods employed during the survey.

Chapter 2 presents the natural and cultural setting
of the project tract. Chapter 3 presents results and
recommendations. The artifact catalog is attached as
Appendix B.

1.2 Defining the Area of Potential
Effect
The land disturbance activities and associated grad-
ing will generate considerable spoils. Duke Energy
and their team of contractors have generated a plan
to dispose of the spoils on property already owned
by Duke Energy and in such a way as to not impact
wetlands or significant cultural resources. The new
archaeological APE for the WLS consists of the ac-
tivity areas already defined within the WLS, includ-
ing the main plant site, transmission lines, railroad
corridor, water lines, the Meteorological Tower 3
location, laydown areas, and road improvements, as
well as subsequent on-site spoil disposal areas are
proposed. Figure 1.1 shows the new archaeological
APE for the WLS.

As part of previous cultural resources studies
for WLS and for Pond C by Fletcher et al. (2009)
and Fletcher et al. (2010) a survey universe of one
mile was established for both the WLS and Pond
C. These areas, including the one-mile buffer, have
been intensively surveyed for historic architectural
resources. No additional architectural survey was
conducted for the current investigations.

Working with the WLS team, our GIS staff took
the limits of the new APE and removed areas that
have already been surveyed for cultural resources
and areas that have been clearly impacted by the for-
mer Cherokee Nuclear Station to identify the study
area for the current survey. The areas that have been
impacted by the Cherokee Nuclear Station project
were identified using historic aerials. Areas that
were not clearly disturbed were left in the study area
so that they could be field verified. Figure 1.2 shows
the current 434-acre study area the location of the
newly identified archaeological sites, isolated finds,
and cemeteries.

Brockington and Associates
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1.3 Methods of Investigation

1.3.1 Field Investigations
Intensive survey entailed the systematic examina-
tion of the project tract following South Carolina
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Investi-
gations (COSCAPA et al. 2005). Shovel tests were ex-
cavated at 30-meter intervals along transects spaced
30 meters apart across the 434-acre tract. Shovel
tests were not excavated on steep slopes (areas with
slopes greater than 15 percent). Investigators visu-
ally inspected the ground surface where possible.
The steep slopes were investigated by pedestrian
traverse for rock shelters and petroglyphs occurring
on rock outcrops. The creeks and creek beds were
inspected for defunct liquor stills.

Each shovel test measured approximately 30
centimeters in diameter and was excavated until
reaching culturally sterile soil, the depth of which
varied slightly across the project tract. Across the
majority of the project tract, investigators reached
sterile subsoil at approximately 20 centimeters be-
low surface (cm bs). The fill from all shovel tests
was sifted through ¼-inch mesh hardware cloth.
Investigators recorded information relating to each
shovel test and soil profile in field notebooks. This
information included the content (e.g., presence or
absence of cultural materials) and context (e.g., soil
color, texture, stratification) of each test. Also noted
was the environmental setting near each shovel test
(e.g., hardwoods, marsh). Investigators also visually
inspected the ground surface where possible. All
shovel tests were backfilled upon completion.

Additional shovel tests were excavated at 15-me-
ter intervals in cardinal directions around shovel
tests that produced artifacts. We excavated additional
shovel tests at 7.5-meter intervals at small prehistoric
sites and to define isolated finds. An archaeological
site is a locale yielding three or more Pre- or Post-
Contact artifacts within a 30-meter radius. Locales
that produce fewer than three contemporaneous
artifacts are identified as isolated finds (COSCAPA et
al. 2005). Also, obviously redeposited artifacts (even
if greater than three in number) are typically defined
as an isolated find rather than a site unless there is a
compelling reason for doing otherwise.

The locations of each cultural resource were
recorded using a Global Positioning System (GPS)

receiver. For this project, archaeologists used a
Trimble Pro-XRT submeter-accurate differential
GPS with a Trimble Nomad data collector to record
the locations of cultural resources across the tract.
The data were recorded using Universal Transverse
Mercator (UTM) coordinates calibrated to the 1927
North American Datum (NAD-27).

1.3.2 Laboratory Analysis and Curation
All recovered artifacts were transported to Brock-
ington and Associates, Inc.'s Norcross, Georgia,
laboratory facility, where they were cleaned ac-
cording to their material composition and fragility,
sorted, and inventoried. Most artifacts were washed
in warm water with a soft-bristled toothbrush.
Artifacts that were fragile, had sooting, or were to
be used for chemical analyses were not washed but
left to air dry and, if needed, lightly brushed. Each
separate archaeological context from within each
site (surface collection, shovel test, test unit, scrape)
was assigned a specific provenience number. The
artifacts from each provenience were separated by
artifact type, using published artifact type descrip-
tions from sources pertinent to the project area.
Artifact types were assigned a separate catalog
number, and artifacts were analyzed and quantity
and weight were recorded. Certain artifacts tend to
decompose through time, resulting in the recovery
of fragments whose counts exaggerate the original
amount present; in this case, artifact weight is a
more reliable tool for reconstructing past artifact
density. Artifacts that were weighed but not counted
include biological (i.e., wood, charcoal), floral, and
faunal artifacts that have not been modified into a
tool (e.g., bone comb or handle); building materials
(e.g., brick, mortar, tabby, slate, building stone); fire-
cracked rock; and cultural rocks. All artifact analysis
information was entered into a coded database (Mi-
crosoft Access 2000TM).

Typological identification as manifested by
technological and/or stylistic attributes served
as the basis for the Pre-Contact artifact analysis.
Lithic artifacts (i.e., stone tools and material such
as flakes and shatter created by making the tools)
composed the majority of artifacts recovered from
sites in the survey. Lithics were categorized by raw
material and stage of production. Identified catego-
ries of lithic flakes include the stage of production
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(primary, secondary, tertiary, or thinning), portion
(whether whole or flake fragments), and cores
(Odell 2003).

Post-Contact artifact analysis was primarily
based on observable stylistic and technological at-
tributes. Artifacts were identified with the use of
published analytical sources commonly used for
the specific region. Historic artifacts were identified
by material (e.g., ceramic, glass, metal), type (e.g.,
creamware), color, decoration (e.g., transfer printed,
slipped, etched, embossed), form (e.g., bowl, mug),
method of manufacture (e.g., molded, wrought),
production date range, and intended function (e.g.,
tableware, personal, clothing). The primary sources
used were Nol Hume (1969) and the Charleston
Museum's type collection. Additional historic
ceramic sources included Brown (1982), Carnes
(1980), Dieringer and Dieringer (2001), McAllister
and Michel (1995), and Slesin et al. (1997). The Parks
Canada Glossary (Jones and Sullivan 1985) was used
to identify bottle glass. Nails were identified using
Lounsbury (1994) and Nelson (1977).

All artifacts were bagged in 4-mil-thick ar-
chivally stable polyethylene bags. Artifact types
were bagged separately within each provenience
and labeled using acid-free paper labels. Prove-
nience bags were labeled with the site number,
provenience number, and provenience information.
Proveniences were separated by site and placed into
appropriately labeled acid-free boxes. Artifacts are
temporarily stored at the Norcross, Georgia, office
of Brockington and Associates, Inc., until they are
ready for final curation. Upon the completion and
acceptance of the final report, the artifacts and all
associated materials (artifact catalog, field notes,
photographic materials, and maps) will be trans-
ferred to the South Carolina Institute of Archaeol-
ogy and Anthropology (SCIAA) for curation.

1.3.3 Assessing NRHP Eligibility
All cultural resources encountered are assessed as to
their significance based on the criteria of the NRHP.
As per 36 CFR 60.4, there are four broad evaluative
criteria for determining the significance of a par-
ticular resource and its eligibility for the NRHP. Any
resource (building, structure, site, object, or district)
may be eligible for the NRHP that:

A. is associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad pattern of
history;

B. is associated with the lives of persons significant
in the past;

C. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction, or
represents the work of a master, possesses high
artistic value, or represents a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction; or

D. has yielded, or is likely to yield, information
important to history or prehistory.

A resource may be eligible under one or more
of these criteria. Criteria A, B, and C are most fre-
quently applied to historic buildings, structures,
objects, non-archaeological sites (e.g., battlefields,
natural features, designed landscapes, or cem-
eteries), or districts. The eligibility of archaeological
sites is most frequently considered with respect to
Criterion D. Also, a general guide of 50 years of age
is employed to define "historic" in the NRHP evalu-
ation process. That is, all resources greater than 50
years of age may be considered. However, more
recent resources may be considered if they display
"exceptional" significance (Sherfy and Luce n.d.).

Following National Register Bulletin: How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation
(Savage and Pope 1998), evaluation of any resource
requires a twofold process. First, the resource must be
associated with an important historic context. If this
association is demonstrated, the integrity of the re-
source must be evaluated to ensure that it conveys the
significance of its context. The applications of both of
these steps are discussed in more detail below.

Determining the association of a resource with
a historic context involves five steps (Savage and
Pope 1998). First, the resource must be associated
with a particular facet of local, regional (state), or
national history. Secondly, one must determine
the significance of the identified historical facet/
context with respect to the resource under evalu-
ation. A lack of Native American archaeological
sites within a project area would preclude the use
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of contexts associated with the Pre-Contact use of
a region.

The third step is to demonstrate the ability of
a particular resource to illustrate the context. A
resource should be a component of the locales and
features created or used during the historical period
in question. For example, early-nineteenth-century
farmhouses, the ruins of African American slave
settlements from the 1820s, and/or field systems
associated with particular antebellum plantations
in the region would illustrate various aspects of the
agricultural development of the region prior to the
Civil War. Conversely, contemporary churches or
road networks may have been used during this time
period but do not reflect the agricultural practices
suggested by the other kinds of resources.

The fourth step involves determining the spe-
cific association of a resource with aspects of the
significant historic context. Savage and Pope (1998)
define how one should consider a resource under
each of the four criteria of significance. Under Cri-
terion A, a property must have existed at the time
that a particular event or pattern of events occurred,
and activities associated with the event(s) must have
occurred at the site. In addition, this association
must be of a significant nature, not just a casual oc-
currence (Savage and Pope 1998). Under Criterion
B, the resource must be associated with historically
important individuals. Again, this association must
relate to the period or events that convey histori-
cal significance to the individual, not just that this
person was present at this locale (Savage and Pope
1998). Under Criterion C, a resource must possess
physical features or traits that reflect a style, type,
period, or method of construction; display high
artistic value; or represent the work of a master (an
individual whose work can be distinguished from
others and possesses recognizable greatness) (Sav-
age and Pope 1998). Under Criterion D, a resource
must possess sources of information that can ad-
dress specific important research questions (Savage
and Pope 1998). These questions must generate
information that is important in reconstructing or
interpreting the past (Butler 1987; Townsend et al.
1993). For archaeological sites, recoverable data
must be able to address specific research questions.

After a resource is associated with a specific
significant historic context, one must determine

which physical features of the resource reflect its sig-
nificance. One should consider the types of resources
that may be associated with the context, how these
resources represent the theme, and which aspects of
integrity apply to the resource in question (Savage
and Pope 1998). As in the antebellum agriculture ex-
ample given above, a variety of resources may reflect
this context (farmhouses, ruins of slave settlements,
field systems, etc.). One must demonstrate how
these resources reflect the context. The farmhouses
represent the residences of the principal landowners
who were responsible for implementing the agricul-
tural practices that drove the economy of the South
Carolina area during the antebellum period. The slave
settlements housed the workers who conducted the
vast majority of the daily activities necessary to plant,
harvest, process, and market crops.

Once the above steps are completed and the
association with a historically significant context
is demonstrated, one must consider the aspects of
integrity applicable to a resource. Integrity is defined
in seven aspects of a resource; one or more may be
applicable depending on the nature of the resource
under evaluation. These aspects are location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and asso-
ciation (36 CFR 60.4; Savage and Pope 1998). If a
resource does not possess integrity with respect to
these aspects, it cannot adequately reflect or repre-
sent its associated historically significant context.
Therefore, it cannot be eligible for the NRHP, To
be considered eligible under Criteria A and B, a re-
source must retain its essential physical characteris-
tics that were present during the event(s) with which
it is associated. Under Criterion C, a resource must
retain enough of its physical characteristics to reflect
the style, type, etc., or work of the artisan that it rep-
resents. Under Criterion D, a resource must be able
to generate data that can address specific research
questions that are important in reconstructing or
interpreting the past.

Brockington and Associates
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2.0 Cultural Setting
The cultural history of North America is generally
divided into three eras: Pre-Contact, Contact, and
Post-Contact. The Pre-Contact era includes primar-
ily the native groups and cultures that were present
for at least 10,000 to 12,000 years prior to the ar-
rival of Europeans. The Contact era is the time of
exploration and initial European settlement on the
continent. The Post-Contact era is the time after the
establishment of European settlements, when Native
American populations were in rapid decline. Within
these eras, finer temporal and cultural subdivisions
are defined to permit discussions of particular events
and the lifeways of the peoples who inhabited North
America at that time.

2.1 Pre-Contact Era
In South Carolina, the Pre-Contact era generally
is divided into four principal stages: Paleoindian,
Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian. Specific
technologies and strategies for procuring resources
define each of these periods, with approximate tem-
poral limits also in place. A brief description of each
stage follows. Readers are directed to Goodyear and
Hanson (1989) for more detailed discussions of par-
ticular aspects of these periods in South Carolina.

2.1.1 The Paleoindian Stage
The Paleoindian stage is a time in which small, high-
ly mobile bands made their living through the hunt-
ing of now-extinct megafauna (Griffin 1967). Since
the distinctive toolkit of the stage (fluted projectile
points and a well-developed blade technology) is
found in association with the remains of megafauna
more commonly in the West and only occasionally
in the East (Webb et al. 1984), current interpreta-
tions suggest that a more generalized subsistence
program was in effect. Ward (1983:64-65) argues:

The seasonal round of resource utilization
within a tightly scheduled procurement
system cannot be substantiated and neither
can the exploitation of late Pleistocene mega-
fauna. Although it is difficult to tell what was
hunted by the shape of the projectile point,
the general typological continuity between the

Hardaway, Palmer, and Kirk horizons appears
to suggest less specialized activity than the
exploitation of megafauna.

The material culture of the Paleoindian stage is
dominated by fluted or semi-fluted projectile points,
most commonly produced on high-quality crypto-
crystalline material. Although fluted points are found
in surface contexts across the South Carolina Pied-
mont, the Paleoindian (i.e., Clovis) stage is relatively
poorly represented (Goodyear and Hanson 1989).

Artifacts and sites of the Transitional period
(10000-7500 BC) are much more common in the
region. It should be noted that there is disagreement
regarding the placement of the Hardaway and Palm-
er phases, with the Palmer phase sometimes placed
in the Paleoindian stage (e.g., Claggett and Cable
1982; Purrington 1983; Ward 1983). The interpreta-
tions of Ward (1983) are followed in this report.

The Hardaway complex includes semi-fluted/
side-notched projectile points and a wide variety of
formal scrapers (Coe 1964). It is best known from
the Hardaway (type) site in Stanly County, North
Carolina (Coe 1964), but other excavations also
have yielded Hardaway and Hardaway-Dalton ma-
terial (e.g., Claggett and Cable 1982). The following
Palmer phase retains many of the same formal tool
types, while the Palmer projectile point is a side-
notched variety generally lacking basal thinning or
fluting (Coe 1964).

In terms of settlement, there appears to be a
dramatic increase in site frequency from Clovis to
Hardaway. Hardaway and Palmer sites are present in
a wide variety of environmental zones. If O'Steen's
(1983) model of Transitional-period settlement in
the Georgia Piedmont can be applied to the South
Carolina Piedmont, the major sites are expected
near large rivers, particularly around areas of shoals
or narrows.

2.1.2 The Archaic Stage
The Archaic stage represents the adaptation of
southeastern Native Americans to Holocene envi-
ronments. By 8000 BC, the forests had changed from
sub-boreal types common during the Paleoindian
stage to more modern types. The Archaic stage is

Brockington and Associates
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divided into three temporal periods: Early, Middle,
and Late. Distinctive projectile point types serve
as markers for each of these periods. Hunting and
gathering was the predominant subsistence mode
throughout the Archaic stage, although incipient use
of cultigens probably occurred by the Late Archaic.

Early Archaic (8000-6000 BC). The Early Archaic
was a time of response to the end of the glacial cli-
mate and the extinction of numerous large animals.
Material culture of this period includes Kirk (Coe
1964) and possibly bifurcate base projectile points
(Oliver 1985; Ward 1983). During the Kirk phase,
there appears to have been an emphasis on white-tail
deer and nuts (Ward 1983), and a collector strategy
is suggested by regional researchers (Anderson and
Hanson 1985; Blanton and Sassaman 1989; Chap-
man 1975; Claggett and Cable 1982; O'Steen 1983).

Middle Archaic (6000-3000 BC). This period is di-
vided into the Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guil-
ford phases, as defined by Coe (1964). Oliver (1985)
views the Stanly projectile point type as techno-
logically transitional between the earlier Kirk points
and the Savannah River points of the Late Archaic.
The Morrow Mountain and Guilford technologies
are seen as possibly intrusive developments (Oliver
1985). Regardless of origin and relationships, all the
traditions of the Middle Archaic are marked by a
high site frequency and a dramatic increase in the
use oflocally available lithic resources (Blanton 1983;
Claggett and Cable 1982). Ward (1983) observes that
an increase in population occurred from the Early
to Late Archaic period, and more and more diverse
and specialized ecological niches were exploited as
adaptive efficiency increased through time. This
"forest efficiency" (Caldwell 1958) is thought to have
been enhanced by scheduling resource procurement
in a tightly structured seasonal round.

Late Archaic (3000-1500 BC). The Late Archaic
witnessed still-increasing localization and special-
ization, augmented by incipient horticulture (Ward
1983). The most prevalent diagnostic tool of the Late
Archaic is the broad, square-stemmed Savannah
River projectile point (Coe 1964; Oliver 1985). Mack
projectile points, with broad blades and contracting
stems, also are diagnostic of the Late Archaic period

in the study region (Parler and Beth 1984; Goodyear
et al. 1990).

Pottery was an important innovation during the
Late Archaic. First developed in the Coastal Plain
as a fiber-tempered form for direct-heat cooking,
pottery later spread to the Piedmont. Thorn's Creek
sand-tempered wares are the first examples of pot-
tery seen in the Piedmont (Sassaman et al. 1990).

While the coastal zone saw a dramatic increase
in site size and complexity in the Late Archaic, the
Piedmont witnessed a basic continuation of Middle
Archaic adaptations. The Late Archaic did begin
to see a breakdown in the localization patterns of
the Middle Archaic, as both subsistence (including
lithic resources) and nonsubsistence (including ban-
nerstones) resources were traded interregionally.

2.1.3 The Woodland Stage
The Woodland stage in the Piedmont is marked by
the widespread use of pottery and the use of smaller
triangular projectile points, assumed to indicate
the presence of the bow and arrow. The change in
material culture represents a change in subsistence
strategies and approaches to hunting and gathering.
The Woodland is divided into three temporal peri-
ods (Early, Middle, and Late), marked by distinctive
pottery types.

Early Woodland (1500-200 BC). The Early Wood-
land sequence defined by Coe (1964) has been only
minimally revised in the past 39 years and is rep-
resented by the Yadkin complex. The early Yadkin
complex is characterized by fabric-impressed or
cord-marked pottery, decorative modes of appar-
ently northern origin. Later, check stamping (a
southern tradition) was added to the decorative
modes (Caldwell 1958). Use of Thom's Creek pottery
continued during the Early Woodland period (Sas-
saman et al. 1990). While horticulture was probably
practiced during this period, apparently it was not
emphasized. The Early Woodland is interpreted as a
time of increased cultural dynamics as populations
and ideas moved and spread through the greater
Southeast (Trinldey 1990).

Middle Woodland (200 BC-AD 500). During the
Middle Woodland period in the upper Piedmont
of South Carolina, the Connestee ceramic series
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is prevalent. Connestee pottery includes brushed,
cord-marked, simple-stamped, check-stamped,
plain, and fabric-impressed decorations and is
produced on a fine to medium sand-tempered
body (Keel 1976). Sites apparently became larger,
and dense middens, refuse/storage pits, permanent
structures, and shellfish debris became more com-
mon. Villages of this period seem to be focused on
major river floodplains, but the importance of maize
horticulture is uncertain. Ward (1983:73) reports:

To summarize, maize agriculture was not
important during the Early and Middle Wood-
land periods in the North Carolina Piedmont.
In fact, corn does not appear to have had much
importance before A.D. 1000 (Coe 1964:51).
Although people were growing corn by Late
Woodland times, they were still relying heavily
on hunting and gathering.

Late Woodland (AD 500-900). Few cultural chang-
es occurred in the South Carolina Piedmont during
the Late Woodland period; people continued to use
subsistence strategies similar to those used during the
Middle Woodland (Trinkley 1990:22). Although maize
agriculture became extremely important in surround-
ing contemporary Mississippian societies, corn never
gained that level of significance in the South Carolina
Piedmont during the Late Woodland period (Ander-
son 1989). Use of Connestee pottery continued during
the Late Woodland period (Keel 1976).

2.1.4 The Mississippian Stage (AD 900-1550)
During the Mississippian stage, a number of
changes occurred within the region including a
more hierarchical form of social organization, in-
creasing reliance on agriculture, and the establish-
ment of population centers (villages/towns) with
temple mounds (Ferguson 1971, 1975). A number
of Mississippian mounds are present on the South
Carolina Piedmont. These mound centers are always
found on major river drainages, in locations which
are suitable for agriculture (Anderson 1989:114).
Agricultural products, especially corn, beans, and
squash, are thought to form the economic basis of
Mississippian society, although Ferguson (1971)
indicates that wild-food procurement probably re-
mained significant. By the end of the Mississippian

stage, the Wateree-Catawba River area had become
one of the major centers of the Mississippian society,
dominated by a large chiefdom from the capitol town
of Cofitachequi near the modern town of Camden
(Anderson 1989; DePratter and Green 1990).

McDowell and Pisgah ceramic types are found
throughout the upper Piedmont during the Mis-
sissippian stage (Keel 1976; Moore 2002). The Mc-
Dowell series is tempered with medium sand, and
decorations include burnishing and complicated
stamping (Moore 2002). Pisgah ceramics are tem-
pered with fine to medium sand or crushed quartz,
and high mica content has been noted in Pisgah
sherds. Decorations on Pisgah ceramics include
complicated stamping and check stamping; plain
Pisgah ceramics also are known (Keel 1976).

2.2 Contact and Post-Contact Eras

2.2.1 Early European Explorations
Hernando de Soto and his expedition explored the
interior of the Southeast between 1540 and 1542
and visited the province of Cofitachequi (DePratter
1989; Hudson et al. 1984). Scholars have disagreed
in the past on the exact location of this province,
but it is now generally placed along the Wateree-Ca-
tawba River drainage, centered on the Mulberry site
(38KE12) near Camden (DePratter 1989). Indian
groups of the area were also contacted by the Juan
Pardo expeditions during 1566 and 1567 (DePratter
et al. 1983).

The borders of the Cherokee and the Catawba
were located within the project region. The area
around the Broad River was the eastern boundary
of the Cherokee and the western boundary of the
Catawba. These two groups were warring against
one another and this area was a buffer zone. Few
Native Americans were living in the area during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Turner and
Holt 2004).

Prior to the mid-eighteenth century, the region
around Cherokee County was lightly settled by
small farmers. The major European presence was
related to the deerskin trade with Cherokee groups.
The Cherokee would receive coarse woolen cloths,
hardware, glass beads, hatchets, hoes, and knives
in exchange for furs and skins (Petty 1943:29).
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The English and Cherokee were allied against the
Yamasee and the Creeks during the Yamasee War
in 1715. The Cherokee continued to side with the
English against the French and their allied native
groups during wars throughout the eighteenth cen-
tury (Milling 1940:149). In the mid-eighteenth cen-
tury, frontier settlements such as Ninety-Six were
established along major trading routes between the
Coastal Plain cities and the Cherokee Nation.

Ties between the backcountry colonists and the
Cherokee began to disintegrate during the middle
1700s due to continued encroachments by early
settlers and frontiersmen. Abuses committed by
traders and the resulting distrust between the two
peoples compounded the problem until tensions
escalated to war in 1760. Regular British troops
coupled with local militias formed by farmers and
frontiersmen repeatedly defeated the Indians and
eventually burned all Cherokee towns in South Car-
olina (Richardson 1980:31). The Indian population
was devastated by the war, as were several Middle
and Lower Indian towns (Huff 1995). The Cherokee
War has been described as a bitter conflict resulting
in many innocent Native American and European
casualties, "which impoverished South Carolina and
staggered the Cherokee Nation" (Milling 1940:306).

2.2.2 The Colonial Period
Permanent European settlement in South Carolina
began in the 1670s, with outposts at Charles Towne
(Charleston)and the Port Royal vicinity. Most of
these early settlers came either directly from Europe
or England, or from England via a generation or two
in the Caribbean island of Barbados. As the colony's
prosperity increased and as the Native Americans
were defeated by the 1710s and 1720s, more Eu-
ropeans began streaming into the backcountry of
South Carolina. Some of these settlers traveled up
the rivers from the Lowcountry around Beaufort,
Charleston, and Georgetown, while a larger number
flowed into the backcountry from the north. People
with a wide variety of ethnic backgrounds, including
Scots-Irish, German, Welsh, and English, traveled
down through the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia
into the backcountry of North and South Carolina.

Early European exploration into what is now
Cherokee County began in 1750, when an expedi-
tion of North Carolinians passed through the area.

At the same time, settlers from the Saxe-Gotha
settlement near Columbia arrived seeking new land;
they were followed quickly by Scots-Irish settlers
(Moss 1972:1-2). Despite early attempts to establish
trade and alliances with the Native Americans, con-
flicts arose almost immediately.

The new settlers made use of the Native Ameri-
cans' trading paths to gain access to the new ter-
ritory. Several of these paths crossed what is now
Cherokee County, including the main route which
crossed the Broad River south of Buffalo Creek,
between the present locations of the Gaston Shoals
Hydroelectric Plant and the Ninety-Nine Islands
Hydroelectric Plant (Moss 1972:5). The colonial set-
tlers also gained access to the area via the region's
numerous waterways.

Despite the growing population in the back-
country; all important judicial functions were han-
dled in Charleston, the seat of colonial authority. By
the 1760s, population growth and limited judicial
facilities combined to generate severe lawlessness
and discontent in the backcountry. The Regulator
Movement was a response to this situation. Most of
the leaders of the Regulator movement were com-
mercial farmers and slave owners, who sought to
maintain control of the region in the absence of an
official colonial presence. In the process, they called
for more local courts and for a vigilante response to
the banditry (King 1981:8-10; Klein 1990). In re-
sponse to this violence in the backcountry, colonial
authorities in Charleston agreed to set up a series
of judicial districts throughout the area. In 1769,
the governor authorized seven districts throughout
the colony. The project tract lay within Ninety-Six
District which, when created in 1769, was bordered
by Camden District to the east, Orangeburg District
to the south, and Cherokee lands to the west.

Relations between the Native Americans and the
colonial settlers remained contentious through the
1750s and 1760s, and the South Carolina colony had
not yet acquired title to the land. Further attempts
to wrest the land from the Cherokee coincided with
the American Revolution and with attempts to put
down signs of loyalty to the Crown in the back-
country. William Henry Drayton, a patriot leader in
Charleston, traveled to the backcountry in order to
consolidate support for the Revolution; at the time,
the backcountry tended to remain loyal to Great
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Britain. Both the British and the Americans sought
to win the support of the Cherokee, but in doing so
they ventured more and more into Cherokee ter-
ritory. In the spring of 1776, the Cherokee began
attacking the patriot forces. Leaders in Charleston,
in coordination with leaders in North Carolina and
Virginia, commenced counterattacks. By the end of
the summer of 1776, the Cherokee were ready to ad-
mit defeat. In May 1777, the Cherokee Indians ceded
the territory that included what is now Greenville
County, immediately west of Spartanburg District,
in the Treaty of DeWitt's Corner (Huff 1995:20-26).

At the time of the Revolutionary War, the proj-
ect area was inhabited by small subsistence farmers
clustered around the new town of Spartanburg. The
war had little impact on the area until after Charles-
ton was captured in 1780. After that time the back-
country became the site of many skirmishes and
battles, notably at Cowpens and Kings Mountain, in
which the patriots were victorious.

While the Revolutionary War continued, the
impetus to settle new lands was low. With the end of
the war in 1781 and the ratification of the Treaty of
Paris in 1783, however, white settlers became more
interested in taking up the new lands. Surveys of the
new territory and sales of tracts began in 1784. The
population of the former Cherokee territory grew
quickly, and the South Carolina General Assembly
created Spartanburg District in 1785. The name
Spartanburg comes from the Spartan Regiment of the
South Carolina Militia, formed in 1776 to fight in the
Revolution (South Carolina Writers' Project 1942).

2.2.3 The Antebellum Period
The South Carolina backcountry remained a con-
tentious place through the late 1780s and 1790s, as
conflicts with Native Americans fingered. By the
late 1780s, settlers were setting up farms throughout
Spartanburg District. Although there were several
large plantations in the area, most settlers worked
on small farms and practiced diversified agriculture,
or what several recent historians have called "Safety-
first" farming (Ford 1988:72-75; Wright 1978:62-
74). Small farmers, who constituted the majority in
Spartanburg District, in particular sought to protect
themselves from the risk of market fluctuations by
producing enough subsistence crops to be largely
self-sufficient. The increase in cotton production

in the South Carolina upcountry was dramatic in
the early nineteenth century; from 94,000 pounds
produced in 1793, the state7s annual output reached
50,000,000 pounds by 1810 (Ford 1985:262-263).

The most distinctive aspect of the area's economic
history, however, is the rise of iron production. As
Cowan and Ferguson (1997:115) have noted, the iron
industry in what are now Cherokee, Spartanburg,
Union, and York counties began in the 1770s. Wil-
liam Hill created the first substantial iron foundry in
1779 on Allisoes Creek in York County (Cowan and
Ferguson 1997:117). More substantial plants emerged
in the early nineteenth century, particularly along the
Broad River near the project tracts. Jacob Stroup and
Edward Fewell built an ironworks on King's Creek
north of the Ninety-Nine Islands Plant in 1815, with
a plant that included a gristmill and a sawmill in ad-
dition to the iron foundry. After a flood in 1822, they
sold their plant to a group of New York investors in
1825, and Stroup then built another ironworks on the
Broad River at Doolittle Creek. By 1830, his Cherokee
Ironworks included 3,500 acres and comprised a fur-
nace and forge, a blacksmith shop, grist and saw mills,
and worker and slave quarters (Cowan and Ferguson
1997:120-121).

Stroup1s operations gave way to the King's
Mountain Iron Company. This was a very large op-
eration covering approximately 9,000 acres on the
east side of the Broad River in what is now Cherokee
County, and it remained in business until at least
1859 (Cowan and Ferguson 1997:123). Competi-
tion quickly arose, however, with the creation of the
Nesbitt Iron Manufacturing Company. Chartered
in 1835, by the early 1840s the company had four
furnaces located on the west side of the Broad River
between Peoples Creek and Cherokee Creek, near
the Ninety-Nine Islands section of the river (Cowan
and Ferguson 1997:123). The Nesbitt Iron Manufac-
turing Company was even more extensive than its
downriver neighbor, and included a puddling fur-
nace, rolling mill, blacksmith shop, carpentry shop,
wheelwright shop, reheating ovens, ore stamper,
and the ubiquitous grist, flour, and saw mills. This
complex drew power from the Broad River by way
of a dam across the river which fed a canal (Cowan
and Ferguson 1997:124).

As Spartanburg District increased in population
and in agricultural productivity, there were calls to
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improve communications with the Lowcountry to
the east and the new state of Tennessee to the west.
The new town of Spartanburg was located in the
center of Spartanburg District, and roads radiated
from the town to all parts of the district and con-
nected the county seat to the surrounding Green-
ville, Union, and Laurens districts. Robert Mills'
1825 map of Spartanburg District clearly shows this
network of roads (Figure 2.1).

In addition, Mills' map shows many mills, de-
voted either to lumber or grains. Few of these en-
terprises, however, signaled the formation of towns.
The most significant impulse for the creation of
towns was travel and resorts. Lowcountry planters
often sought to escape their plantations during the
hot season. Most left their plantations by early to
mid-April, and did not return until early Decem-
ber. Many had homes in Charleston, while others
maintained summer residences in the mountainous
areas of North and South Carolina. In his overview
of South Carolina, Robert Mills noted, for example,
that Greenville was a summer resort for wealthy
families "on account of the salubrity of the climate"
(Mills 1972:573; see also Brewster 1947).

The closest resort to the project was Limestone
Springs, which was created in approximately 1835.
A Lowcountry company bought a tract with natural
mineral-water springs and a large limestone outcrop.
The company built a hotel for visitors and also cre-
ated a lime kiln. While the hotel closed in the early
1840s, the community surrounding it continued to
grow. The Limestone Springs Female High School
was created in 1845, while other manufacturing en-
terprises soon joined the lime kiln (Moss 1972:103-
105, 204).

Gaffney was the only other substantial settle-
ment near the project. Michael Gaffney, an Irish im-
migrant, arrived at Smith's Ford on the Broad River
in 1800, where his business partner had already
established a trading post. Gaffney soon created an-
other store where the Virginia-Georgia Road crossed
the road from Tennessee to Charleston. The location
of his store, sited to take advantage of the increasing
commercial traffic along the region's new roads, be-
came known as Gaffney's Crossroads and served as a
tavern and a lodging house (Moss 1972:201-202). Its
rail connections after the Civil War gave it the clear
advantage over the town of Limestone Springs.

2.2.4 The Postbellum Period
The end of the Civil War brought vast changes to
South Carolina, particularly to the upcountry. While
the impact of emancipation in Spartanburg County
was low relative to its impact on Lowcountry coun-
ties, other changes were more sweeping. In par-
ticular, new ways of doing business came to the fore,
which placed a premium on the small but growing
inland towns and their merchants. Two interrelated
forces in particular spurred growth in towns such
as Spartanburg in the late nineteenth century:
railroads and textile manufacturing. Neither was
completely new after the Civil War, but each drew
upon its antebellum roots, which were strengthened
in the new and relatively open economic and social
conditions of the late nineteenth century (Hanchett
1998:19-28).

The region had its first railroad connection in
1859 with the Spartanburg and Union Railroad,
which provided access to Columbia and, ultimately,
to Charleston. During the Civil War, Union forces
attested to the vital nature of the railroads in South
Carolina by seeking them out and destroying them.
When US General William T. Sherman led troops
against Columbia in February 1865, the railroads
were a particular object of attention. All of Colum-
bias rail connections were destroyed, along with
many depot and office buildings.

Recovery was swift, however. By the late nine-
teenth century, Spartanburg was a minor railroad
hub for the northern part of South Carolina. Spar-
tanburg was part of the Southern Railway line from
Washington to New Orleans, which was opened in
1894; the Southern Railway also connected Spar-
tanburg and Cincinnati by the end of the century
(Kovacik and Winberry 1989:120).

There were few towns of any size throughout
South Carolina during the early and mid-nineteenth
century. By 1850, barely 2.5 percent of the state's
population outside of Charleston lived in commu-
nities of over 1,000 people; the rest lived scattered
throughout the countryside. However, as railroads
began to spread through the state in the 1850s,
towns emerged as depots and commercial entrepots.

The town of Gaffney emerged from its antebel-
lum status as a crossroads tavern as a result of the
railroads. The Seaboard Air Line railroad created
a stop at Gaffney's Crossroads in 1873, prompting
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Figure 2.1 A portion of the Mills' Atlas map of Spartanburg District showing the project area (Mills 1979).
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members of the Gaffhey family to begin selling their
land near the railroad. Tillman Gaines designed
and laid out the new town, and Gaffney City was
incorporated in 1875 (Moss 1972:208-209). With its
traditions as a center of communication and travel
combined with the new railroad connections, Gaff-
ney soon became a commercial and manufacturing
hub for the immediate region.

Like Gaffney, the town of Blacksburg began as a
family settlement in the late eighteenth century. In
1872, the Seaboard Air Line created a depot near the
family settlement, which was incorporated as Blades
Station in 1876. The town had a brief period of pros-
perity in the late nineteenth century as a center for
iron production and shipment. As the iron industry
in South Carolina faltered in the late nineteenth
century, however, the town of Blacksburg went into
decline as well (Moss 1972:272-274).

Cherokee County was created in 1897 from
portions of York, Spartanburg, and Union counties.
The county has remained a predominantly rural
area since its creation in the late nineteenth century.
It was, however, in the center of a booming textile
region. Next to the arrival of the railroad, perhaps
the greatest influence on the development of the
area was manufacturing. As early as the 1810s, many
investors and entrepreneurs recognized the poten-
tial of the Piedmont region for the production of
textiles. Mills' map of 1825, for example, shows two
"cotton factories" on the Tyger River near the fine
between Spartanburg and Union districts. Most of
these textile factories before the Civil War, however,
were scattered and small in scale. Only after the
Civil War was there an intense expansion in the
manufacturing of textiles throughout the Piedmont
area of the South.

The growth of cotton manufacturing was closely
tied to other developments in the Piedmont after
the Civil War. The emergence of new towns came
in part through individuals who were able to take
advantage of the new economic order, and who saw
the intimate connections between the growth of
their towns and the growth of their own fortunes.
The access that these merchants had to northern
commercial centers through the railroads brought
northern business ideals and methods to the new
towns, including an interest in manufacturing.
With a combination of new local capital as a result

of the new business climate and the migration of
capital from Charleston, local and regional wealth
prompted the initial organization of most of the
backcountry's new cotton mills.

While the production of cotton increased rap-
idly throughout the upcountry, the price of cotton
fell to new lows. Many small farmers found that they
could not make a living and moved themselves and
their families to the new towns to work in the mills.
Early mill owners, seeking both to provide for their
workers and to control them so that they would be
a stable, undemanding workforce, generally provided
housing to their workers. As a result, mill villages
began to spring up on the edges of towns adjacent to
the textile mills throughout the region. Many of these
mill villages offered schools, stores, churches, and
recreational activities for workers and their families.

The wave of the future for textile as well as all
other forms of manufacturing was the use of elec-
tric power. By the late nineteenth century, several
individuals and companies throughout the state had
begun to see the possibilities in applying electric
power to the production of textiles. Approval of the
use of electricity was not universal, though, as many
still feared for their safety in this pioneering era.
Enough were convinced of the value of electricity,
however, to begin to make substantial investments.
The Upstate, which had both the majority of the
state's textile plants and the greatest potential water-
power, soon became a focus of activities in develop-
ing hydroelectric power for the regioes manufactur-
ing enterprises.

Many of the earliest efforts at creating hydro-
electric plants were strictly local in scale. Until the
use of alternating current became widespread in
the late 1890s, electric power could not be effec-
tively sent over long distances. The textile plants
using electric power, like those using waterpower,
had to be located dose to the source of electricity.
As alternating current became more widespread,
however, textile plants could be located farther from
their source of power. Durden (2000:54) notes that
the long-distance transmission of electricity al-
lowed textile plants to "be scattered throughout the
countryside as the owners might choose" This, he
argues, "was one reason why industrialization in the
Piedmont Carolinas did not immediately result in
the urbanization that had occurred earlier in New
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England, for example, and even earlier in Britain"
(Durden 2000:54).

The obverse of this argument is also true. With
the widespread acceptance of long-distance trans-
mission of electric power, the hydroelectric plants
need not be close to the ultimate consumers. Earlier
hydroelectric plants in South Carolina such as Co-
lumbia Mills and the plant in Anderson followed the
tradition of keeping the power source close to cities
and towns. By the early twentieth century, though,
when the Gaston Shoals and Ninety-Nine Islands
plants were built, they could be located in remote
areas, far from established communities, wherever
the river conditions were most favorable.

Brockington and Associates
17



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Brockington and Associates

18 U]



3.0 Results of the Intensive Survey
Investigators surveyed the 434-acre study area
through the systematic excavation of shovel tests at
30-meter intervals. The study area consisted primar-
ily of wooded uplands. Topography ranged from
rolling to steep. We identified several areas of previ-
ous disturbance from the Cherokee Nuclear Station
project. The two largest areas located west of Pond
B where large amounts of spoil were deposited in
relatively narrow valleys where former tributaries
drained into McKowns Creek (now Pond B) Figure
3.1 presents a view of these fill areas.

Investigators identified four archaeological
sites (38CK185-38CK188) and seven isolated finds
during these investigations. Below we provide de-
scriptions of the archaeological sites and isolated
finds and provide NRHP recommendations for all
cultural resources. A detailed artifact catalog is pro-
vided in Appendix B.

Figure 3.1 View of existing spoil area looking south.
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3.1 Archaeological Sites

3.1.1 Site 38CK185
Cultural Affiliation: Late nineteenth-early twentieth
century historic
Site Type: House site
Site Dimensions: 30 meters north/south by 30 meters
east/west
Official Soil Series: Tatum silty sandy loam
On-Site Soil Type: Clay at surface
Elevation: 600feet above mean sea level (amsl)
Nearest Water Source: McKowns Creek
Predominant Vegetation: Mixed, mature hardwood
and pine forest
Understory: Light
Surface Visibility: 0-10 %
NRHP Recommendation: Not eligible

soils survey map also shows a house in this location
(Jones 1962, Plate 17). Artifacts recovered indi-
cated that this was a small farmhouse constructed
of wood framing on brick and/or stacked rock piers.
The house likely burned sometime after 1962 and
evidence of push piles with daffodils growing out of
them indicate that the site was bulldozed at some
point, possibly during construction of the Cherokee
nuclear station in the early 1970s.

Archaeologists assessed site 38CK185 with respect
to Criterion D, its ability to add significantly to our
understanding of the history of the region. We recom-
mend site 38CK185 not eligible for the NRHP. The
site has been badly disturbed and the soils have been
eroded, making it difficult to interpret the remaining
archaeological record in any meaningful way. Addi-
tional management of this site is not warranted.

Site 38CK185 is a former house site on a ridge over-
looking Pond B to the east and north. The house may
have burned and appears to have been disturbed in
the past as evidenced by push piles in and around
the site and the presence of modem debris on the
surface. The site is recognizable on the surface by
daffodils and granite and brick rubble piles near an
overgrown road. The site measures 30-by-30 meters.
Figure 3.2 is a plan and view of site 38CK185.

We excavated nine shovel tests at 15-meter in-
tervals across the site. Soils generally consisted of
strong brown day at the surface. No artifacts were
recovered from the shovel testing other than brick
and mortar. We supplemented the shovel testing
with a metal detector survey. The metal detector
yielded several dusters of cut nails and small wire
nails, melted lead, a horseshoe, and a tine off of a
plow. The cut nails were in relatively good condition,
indicating that they had likely been burned. The
metal detector survey also incidentally produced
three ceramic sherds, including one fragment of
gray-bodied stoneware, one fragment of an undeco-
rated whiteware cup and a whiteware fragment from
the rim of another vessel.

While the 1971 USGS topographic map for this
area does not show a house in this location (see
Figure 1.2), the 1909 and 1935 editions do show a
house located here, overlooking McKowns Creek
(now Pond B). Figure 3.3 is a portion of the 1909
topographic map showing the house. The 1962
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3.1.2 Site 38CK186
Cultural Affiliation: Nineteenth century historic
Site Type: Ceramic scatter
Site Dimensions: 30 meters north/south by 30 meters
east/west
Official Soil Series: Wilkes sandy loam
On-Site Soil Type: Loamy clay
Elevation: 625feet above mean sea level (amsl)
Nearest Water Source: Unnamed branch of McK-
owns Creek, a tributary of the Broad River
Predominant Vegetation: Mixed, mature hardwood
and pine forest
Understory: Moderate
Surface Visibility: 0 %
NRHP Recommendation: Not eligible

Site 38CK186 is a small historic site located on a low
ridge between Rolling Mill Road and Pond B (see
Figure 1.2). The site measures 30-by-30 meters and
is covered in mixed hardwood and pine forest. Fig-
ure 3.4 is a plan and view of site 38CK186.

Soils at the site consisted of brown loamy clay
0-10 cm bs underlain by strong brown clay 10-20
cm bs. We initially recovered one fragment of clear
glazed stoneware pottery from one shovel test 0-10
cm bs during 30-meter interval testing. Additional
shovel testing at 15-meter intervals around this ini-
tial test produced two additional artifacts, both un-
decorated whiteware fragments, 0-10 cm bs. There
is no evidence of structures, landscape features, or
roads associated with this site.

Archaeologists assessed site 38CK186 with re-
spect to Criterion D, its ability to add significantly
to our understanding of the history of the region.
Site 38CK186 may be a small area of discarded ma-
terial that may date to the nineteenth century. Ad-
ditional work at this site will not provide important
information related to this period of our history. We
recommend site 38CK186 not eligible for the NRHP.
Additional management of this site is not warranted.
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3.1.3 Site 38CK187
Cultural Affiliation: Unknown prehistoric
Site Type: Lithic scatter
Site Dimensions: 30 meters north/south by 75 meters
east/west
Official Soil Series: Tatum very fine sandy loam
On-Site Soil Type: Loamy clay
Elevation: 560feet above mean sea level (amsl)
Nearest Water Source: Little London Creek, a tribu-
tary of the Broad River
Predominant Vegetation: Mixed, mature hardwood
and pine forest
Understory: Moderate
Surface Visibility: 0 %
NRFIP Recommendation: Not eligible

Site 38CK187 is a subsurface scatter of non-diagnos-
tic quartz artifacts located on a ridge nose south of
Rolling Mill Road (see Figure 1.2). The site measures
approximately 100-by-50 feet in an area of mixed
hardwood and pine forest. An old dirt road cuts into
the ridge just south of the site. Figure 3.5 is a plan
and view of site 38CK187.

We excavated 22 shovel tests at 15- meter in-
tervals across the site. Soils consisted of pale brown
silty clay 0-20 cm bs underlain by strong brown
day. Six of the shovel tests produced artifacts. We
recovered 34 artifacts from 0-20 cm bs. Artifacts
recovered consist of quartz debitage (n=33) and one
quartz biface fragment.

In addition to the shovel tests, we excavated one
50-by-50-centimeter test unit in five-centimeter
levels near the area of highest artifact concentra-
tion. This test unit produced four pieces of quartz
debitage from 0-10 cm bs. Figure 3.6 is a view of the
north profile of the 50-by-50-centimeter test unit.

Archaeologists assessed Site 38CK187 with re-
spect to Criterion D, its ability to add significantly
to our understanding of the prehistory of the re-
gion. Site 38CK187 is a small prehistoric camp site.
No diagnostic artifacts were recovered; therefore,
the site cannot be associated with a specific cultural
period. Furthermore, the artifacts are in a deflated
context. Additional work at this site will not gener-
ate important, new information about this period
of prehistory. We recommend site 38CK187 not
eligible for the NRHP. Additional management of
this resource is not warranted.
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Figure 3.6 View of Site 38CK1 87 50-by-50-centimeter test unit north profile.

3.1.4 Site 38CK188
Cultural Affiliation: Unknown prehistoric
Site Type: Lithic scatter
Site Dimensions: 30 meters north/south by 15 me-
ters east/west
Official Soil Series: Tatum very fine sandy loam
On-Site Soil Type: Silty clay
Elevation: 620feet above mean sea level (amsl)
Nearest Water Source: Tributary of the Broad River
Predominant Vegetation: Mixed, mature hardwood
and pine forest
Understory: Light to moderate
Surface Visibility: 0 %
NRHP Recommendation: Not eligible

Site 38CK188 is a subsurface scatter of quartz and
metavolcanic artifacts located on a small, wooded
knoll just north of a former Cherokee Nuclear Sta-
tion landfill and south of an existing transmission
line (see Figure 1.2). The site measures approxi-
mately 30-by- 15 meters.

We excavated 11 shovel tests at 7.5- and 15-me-
ter intervals across the knoll. Figure 3.7 is a plan and

view of site 38CK188. Soils consisted of brown silty
day 0-15 cm bs) underlain by strong brown clay
15-25 centimeters bs. Three shovel tests produced a
total of 58 artifacts. Artifacts were recovered 0-15
centimeters below the ground surface and include
quartz debitage (n=56), one piece of metavolcanic
debitage, and one quartz biface medial fragment.

The quantity of artifacts relative to other pre-
historic sites in the project area prompted us to
excavate additional controlled tests at closer inter-
vals. We excavated four square 30-by-30-centimeter
shove tests and one 50-by-50-centimeter test unit
around Provenience 3.1, a shovel test that produced
41 artifacts. These additional tests were excavated in
five-centimeter levels. Artifacts recovered from the
controlled tests include 14 pieces of quartz debitage
and one quartz biface fragments from Level 1, nine
pieces of quartz debitage from Level 2, and one piece
of quartz debitage from Level 3. The single diagnos-
tic artifact from the site was recovered from Level
1 of the 50-by-50-centimeter unit and consists of a
translucent quartz Stanly projectile point. No arti-
facts were recovered below Level 3 (15 cm bs).
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At the base of Level 3 in the 50-by-50-centimeter
unit (Provenience 8.3), we encountered a possible
cluster of quartz rocks. We expanded this unit to
a one-by-one-meter unit (Unit 201). This unit was
also excavated in five-centimeter levels. Artifacts
recovered include 45 pieces of quartz debitage and
one quartz biface fragment from Level 1, 27 pieces of
quartz debitage and one piece of metavolcanic deb-
itage from Level 2, 12 pieces of quartz debitage from
Level 3, and seven pieces of quartz debitage from
Level 4. The cluster of quartz rocks was determined
to have been shifted by a large root and non-cultural.
Figure 3.8 is a view of the north profile of Unit 201.

Archaeologists assessed site 38CK188 with re-
spect to Criterion D, its ability to add significantly to
our understanding of the prehistory of the region. Site
38CK188 is a small, prehistoric camp site where lithic
tools were being manufactured, at least to the extent
that they could be expediently transported. The single
Stanly projectile point recovered indicates that the site
may date to the Middle Archaic period (6,000-5,000
BC). The site is deflated due to erosion, and there is
no evidence of intact archaeological deposits. The
possible rock duster feature was determined to be
non-cultural. Additional work at the site would not
yield important information about this area or region
beyond that already recovered. We recommend site
38CK188 not eligible for the NRHP.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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View of Site 38CK1 88, looking north.
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Figure 3.8 View of site 38CK188 Unit 201 north profile.

3.2 Isolated Finds
We identified seven isolated artifact finds on the
project tract. Isolates do not contain enough cul-

tural material to meet the minimum requirements
to be considered archaeological sites. Isolates are
not eligible for the NRHP and warrant no further

management. We excavated shovel tests at 7.5- and
15-meter intervals in cardinal directions around all

of the isolates to ensure that they are not archaeo-

logical sites. The location of the isolates is shown in
Figure 1.2. Table 3.1 below provides a brief descrip-
tion of each isolate.

Table 3.1 Isolated Finds.

Isolated Find Description

A-1 Utilized metavolcanic end scraper (n=l)

A-2 Translucent quartz flake fragment (n=2)

A-3 Translucent quartz bifacial reduction flake (n=l)

A-4 Translucent quartz flake fragment (n=1) and quartz shatter (n=1)

A-5 Quartz flakes (n=3)

H-1 Quartz debitage (n=l) and Metavolcanic debitage (n=l)

I-1 Quartz biface fragment (n=l) and quartz Stanly point from surface fill (n=2)
I
I
IBrockington and Associates
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3.3 Project Summary
Archaeological survey of the 434 acres that will be

impacted by proposed grading operations at the WLS
included primarily uplands covered in mixed hard-

wood and pine forest. We identified two large areas

on the west side of Pond B that have been impacted
by former Cherokee Nuclear Station project, as well
as additional small areas that have been previously
impacted. We identified four archaeological sites

(38CK185-38CK188) and seven isolated artifact finds

during the field investigations. Sites identified include
one Middle Archaic lithic scatter, one unknown pre-

historic lithic scatter, the ruins of one nineteenth- to

early-twentieth-century house site, and one small
scatter of nineteenth-century ceramic artifacts. We

recommend these sites not eligible for the NRHP. The

proposed grading and spoils areas are in the vicinity

of two previously identified cemeteries, the McKown
Family Cemetery and the J.H. Stroup Cemetery.
These cemeteries will be preserved in accordance

with the guidelines specified in the CRMP for the

WLS. The addition of the excess material generated
from site earthwork/excavation proposed grading

and subsequent spoil areas to the overall WLS project
will not impact any historic properties.
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Appendix A
Cultural Resource Management Plan
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND AGREEMENT
among

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS,
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF ARCHIVES AND HISTORY

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE,
CATAWBA INDIAN NATION

and
DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC

regarding
WILLIAM STATES LEE III NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

and
NEW 230 kV and 525 kV TRANSMISSION LINES

I. INTRODUCTION

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (Duke) is a regulated utility in North Carolina and South Carolina
with a designated franchise service area. It is a wholly owned subsidiary of Duke Energy
Corporation. Duke has applied to the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for
a combined construction and operating license (COL) for the William States Lee III Nuclear
Station, Units I and 2., hereinafter referred to as the Lee Nuclear Station. The requested license
would authorize the construction and operation of Lee Nuclear Station and its associated support
facilities.

The two new nuclear generating units will be constructed in Cherokee County, South Carolina.
Lee Nuclear Station is located on the west side of the Broad River, approximately 1,000 feet
upstream from the Ninety-Nine Islands Hydroelectric Station.

NRC will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate potential environmental effects of the project.
The NRC has prepared and published Environmental Standard Review Plans (ESRPs) to be used
as guidance by the NRC staff responsible for environmental reviews of nuclear power plants.
These documents are made available to the public as part of NRC's policy to inform the nuclear
industry and the general public of regulatory procedures and policies. ESRPs are not substitutes
for regulatory guidelines or NRC regulations, and compliance with them is not required. The
ESRPs are used to facilitate preparation of Environmental Reports for Nuclear Power Stations.
NUREG-1555 contains the ESRPs for new site applications and requires the identification of any
".... historic properties within 16 kilometers (10 miles) of the plant site and within 2 kilometers
(1.2 miles) of proposed transmission line routes, access corridors, and offsite areas that are in, or
have been determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
or are included in state or local registers or inventories of historic and cultural resources ......
Moreover, NUREG- 1555 provides guidance on specific studies, information and types of data
that must be conducted and considered in order to determine the types and magnitude of
potential impacts to cultural resources that may result from proposed actions.
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I
Activities associated with construction of Lee Nuclear Station will result in the placement of fill
in "waters of the United States" and are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and is, therefore, considered to be a federal
undertaking.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, the effects of
any federal undertaking on cultural resources must be considered prior to the beginning of any
construction. As part of their responsibilities related to the federal permits under their i
jurisdiction (Section 404 and Section 10), the USACE has entered into consultation with the
South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to discuss the management of cultural
resources as it relates to this project and compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.

The USACE is the "cooperating agency" within the context of NEPA, where the NRC is serving
as the lead agency preparing an EIS for the federal action related to issuance of a COL. The
USACE must satisfy NEPA requirements and its internal regulations regarding consultation I
obligations associated with its Section 404 and Section 10 Permit decisions, which includes
consultation with the SHPO regarding Section 106 compliance and is, therefore, a signatory to
this Cultural Resources Management Plan and Agreement (CRMP). The Catawba Indian Nation
will also be a participant in the CRMP and are, therefore, a signatory to this CRMP.

This document provides a management plan that is intended to present the steps Duke will
implement and follow to protect cultural resources when constructing and operating the Lee
Nuclear Station and associated transmission lines. After construction of the Lee Nuclear Station
is complete, cultural resource protection programs for construction will be combined with I
existing Lee Nuclear Station procedures.

I
II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION I
Duke has performed several cultural resource surveys covering the construction and operation of
Lee Nuclear Station'. These cultural resource surveys were reviewed by the SHPO, which
concurred with the findings of the studies. Results of the cultural resource surveys are I
summarized in Section IV. References to these studies are included in the attached bibliography.

111. MANAGEMENT PLAN AND AGREEMENT SCOPE

I
Development of the CRMP is the result of discussions between the USACE, SHPO, and Duke.
It addresses how Duke will identify, assess, and protect cultural resources that could potentially
be impacted by the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Lee Nuclear Station. The

I - These reports contain information and locations for cultural resources protected from public disclosure under the
provisions of 16 USC 470hh, Confidentialit, of injformation concerning the nature and location of archaeological
resources. Consequently, Duke has withheld these reports from public disclosure in accordance with the provisions
of 10 CFR 2.390(aX3).
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scope of the CRMP applies to four major project components that comprise the Lee Nuclear
Station. Each project component is described in the following paragraphs:

Lee Nuclear Site

For the purposes of this document, the Lee Nuclear Site is 1,900 acres that comprise the former
Duke Power Cherokee Nuclear Station site. The proposed plant would be constructed within a
large, open, contiguous area of land that was previously cleared for construction of the former
Cherokee Nuclear Station. Additional areas on the Lee Nuclear Site are expected to be cleared
for the cooling water intake structure, the cooling water discharge structure, laydown yard, and
rerouting of the overlook road. The proposed plant is estimated to require approximately 400
acres within the cleared area.

Railroad Corridor

During construction of the Cherokee Nuclear Station, a railroad spur was constructed between
East Gaffney and the site. When this earlier construction ended, the railroad spur was
abandoned, and the rails were removed. Duke plans to reconstruct this railroad spur to support
construction and operations at the Lee Nuclear Station. With the exception of a short detour at
an existing industrial facility (Reddy Ice Plant) and box culvert expansion at London Creek.,
current plans are to reconstruct the spur on the existing rail bed.

Make-up Pond C and Water Pipeline

The construction of Make-up Pond C (MUPC) is proposed for the Lee Nuclear Station to provide
supplemental water during drought conditions. MUPC will encompass approximately 620 acres,
with a 300-foot natural buffer surrounding the high water line. MUPC will require additional
pipelines to transport water from the Broad River to MU PC, transport water between Make-up
Pond B and MUPC, and a 44-kilovolt (kV) transmission line to supply power to the pumps at
MUPC. The impoundment of London Creek will also result in the realignment of SC 329
(including a bridge over MUPC), expansion of a box culvert at the railroad crossing of London
Creek (previously mentioned), and the re-routing of an existing transmission line.

230 kV and 525 kV Transmission Lines

Two transmission lines are planned for the Lee Nuclear Station. The plant is connected to the
transmission system through two switchyards on the Lee Nuclear Site. Power from the units is
routed to a 230 kV and a 525 kV switchyard for system reliability. Two 325-foot-wide corridors,
each containing a 230 kV line and a 525 kV line, extend southward from the site approximately
eight miles to an existing 230 kV transmission line. From these points, each 200-foot-wide 525
kV corridor extends an additional eight miles to an existing 525 kV transmission line. Duke will
own the transmission lines but will obtain rights-of-way easements rather than owning the
property in fee.
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I
IV. MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION i

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES I
Cultural resource surveys conducted in support of the Lee Nuclear Station revealed no
archaeological sites eligible for the NRHP.

HISTORIC PROPERTIES i
Results of the surveys indicate there are three sites eligible for, or listed on the NRHP in areas
where land disturbance is planned.

A wastewater discharge structure will be secured to the Ninety-Nine Islands Dam (Resource
0042), which along with the powerhouse, is eligible for the NRHP. It is the SHPO's opinion that
the proposed wastewater line will have no effect on the dam or powerhouse. I
The railroad corridor passes through the Ellen Furnace (Resource 38CK68), which is listed on
the NRHP. The corridor was graded previously during construction of the former Cherokee
Nuclear Station railroad line. It is the SHPO's opinion that re-use of the corridor would have no
effect on the site.

The Reid-Walker-Johnson Farm (Resource 021-229-0140) was identified within the eastern
transmission corridor (Route 0) and is considered eligible for the NRHP. Duke has consulted
with SHPO personnel to ensure placement of transmission line towers will not result in an.
impact to the farm.

EXISTING CEMETERIES i
Seven cemeteries and one single grave were identified during surveys of the project component
areas. These sites are protected by South Carolina statutes2 .

Two cemeteries associated with the Reid-Walker-Johnson Farm (Reid and Pleasant Grove
cemeteries) were identified during the survey of the transmission corridor (Route 0). A potential
single grave (Resource 38CK1 72) located within Route 0 was also identified. Four additional I
cemeteries were identified within the Lee Nuclear Site (J.H. Stroup, Moss, McKown, and an
unnamed cemetery). One cemetery was located within the MUPC component area (Service
Family Cemetery (Resource (38CK 142)). With the exception of the Service Family Cemetery I
and the potential single grave recorded as 38CK172, all are located outside the area of planned
disturbance.

2 - SC Code 16-17-600 (Destruction or desecration of human remains or repositories thereof; penalties), SC Code
27-43-10 through 27-43-40 (Removal of abandoned cemeteries), SC Code 6-1-35 (Preservation of abandoned or I
unmaintained cemeteries), and SC Code 27-43-310 (Access to Cemeteries on Private Property).

i
I
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The Service cemetery is located on a small wooded hill within an open pasture. A low, metal
25x30 foot fence surrounds the cemetery. The cemetery contains approximately six inscribed
markers for graves that range in date from 1865 to 1932. Several of the monuments and grave
markers have fallen. There appear to be several unmarked graves within the fence as well. This
area will be inundated from the construction of MUPC. Prior to the inundation of MUPC, Duke
will relocate the cemetery in accordance with South Carolina statutes. The potential single grave
(Resource 38CK1 72). located within the eastern transmission right-of-way, will be avoided
during construction of the transmission lines.

The following guidelines will be followed for cemeteries located within Lee Nuclear Station:

" Protective buffers (50 feet width) will be flagged with highly-visible survey flagging
prior to construction.

* Grave markers, depressions, or cobble stones will not be disturbed.

" Cemetery maintenance, including grass mowing, removal of invasive plants, and
selective pruning of shrub and tree limbs threatening to fall on grave markers will be
allowed.

* Ornamental shrubs, flowers, and groundcovers that do not threaten grave markers or
other cemetery features will be preserved.

" Machinery (other than push mowers) will not be allowed within fence perimeters.

* Removal of stumps will not be allowed.

" Repairs to perimeter fencing. grave markers, or other soil disturbing activities will not be
allowed without prior approval from the SHPO.

* In the event a grave is inadvertently disturbed, work activities will stop and the Lee
Nuclear Station site manager will be notified immediately. Following notification, the
site manager will contact the SHPO regarding the incident.

" Family descendents and researchers will be allowed access to the cemeteries with
reasonable, advance notice.

PROCEDURES FOR INADVERTENT DISCOVERIES

Archaeological materials consist of any items, fifty years old or older, which were made or used
by man. These items include, but are not limited to, stone projectile points (arrowheads),
ceramic sherds, bricks, worked wood, bone and stone, metal and glass objects, and human
skeletal materials.

5



U
Since all areas of potential ground disturbance within the construction site have been surveyed,
discovery of archaeological materials during construction is not anticipated. If these, or other I
suspected materials are encountered during construction, Duke will coordinate efforts with
appropriate agency officials to develop reasonable alternatives to avoid, minimize or mitigate
adverse effects to such discoveries.

Duke will notify the USACE. SHPO, and Catawba Indian Nation, as soon as possible, not to
exceed 10 days following the discovery. Duke will propose a management plan for the site in
consultation with the USACE, SHPO, and Catawba Indian Nation, as appropriate. Management
alternatives may include, but are not necessarily limited to, additional site investigation, resource
monitoring, site protection measures, and data recovery efforts.

If human remains are found or suspected during archaeological investigations or construction,
Duke will immediately suspend activities, protect the area and contact the appropriate law
enforcement agencies, the USACE, SHPO, and Catawba Indian Nation to determine subsequent
actions to be taken regarding the discovery. I
V. TRAINING AND EDUCATION

No archaeological resources listed, or eligible for listing on the NRHP, were identified in areas
where land disturbance is planned. Three historic resources (Ninety-Nine Islands Dam, Ellen
Furnace, and Reid-Walker-Johnson Farm) considered eligible for, or listed on the NRHP, are
located in areas where land disturbance is planned. However, it is the opinion of the SHPO that
construction activities will not impact these resources.

Seven cemeteries and one single grave were identified during the cultural resource surveys.
Prior to construction, a 50 foot buffer will be placed around the seven cemeteries and the
unmarked grave. The buffer will be flagged with highly-visible survey flagging.
Duke will furnish personnel engaged in construction, operations and/or maintenance activities
with figures depicting the cemeteries and protective buffer locations. Personnel will be directed
to avoid flagged areas. Personnel will also be instructed on what may constitute a potential
archaeological material and procedures to follow in the event of an inadvertent discovery.
Maintenance personnel responsible for cemetery maintenance will be instructed to follow the
cemetery protective guidelines.

VI. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE I
Normal right-of-way and line maintenance activities for established transmission line rights-of- I
way have extremely low potential for ground disturbance. Routine operations and maintenance
activities will be conducted according to Duke's transmission line maintenance guidelines,
designed to promote long-term vegetative stabilization and minimum soil disturbance.

6
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VII. LIMITATIONS

Duke commits to protect cultural resources in accordance with conditions of this Agreement.
However, Duke will not acquire title to the properties occupied by the 230 kV and 525 kV
transmission lines. Easements are acquired for these properties to provide Duke right of way for
ingress and egress to, and from tranrsmission lines. Terms and conditions of the rights-of-way
agreements do not impose limitations on the owner that would ensure protection of cultural
resources.

VIII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Should the SHPO, Catawba Indian Nation, or Duke object to any plan or action proposed or
taken by another party pursuant to this CRMP, they shall notify the other parties of the objection
promptly in writing (email correspondence from authorized persons to authorized persons can
constitute written notification). Upon notification by a party of an objection to a plan or action
pursuant to this CRMP and Agreement, the SHPO, Catawba Indian Nation, and Duke shall agree
to a time and place for a meeting to be held within fourteen (14) days from the date of the written
objection.

The SHPO, Catawba Indian Nation, and Duke will negotiate in good faith to resolve the
objection. If a party determines the objection cannot be resolved in a timely manner, the parties
will forward all documentation relevant to the objection, including each party's proposed
resolution to the dispute, to the USACE with a copy of the transmittal to the NRC. The USACE
shall notify the parties of any additional information needed to consider the objection within
fourteen (14) days following receipt of the notification. The USACE will provide its final
direction on the resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate
documentation. The decision of the USACE shall be final and binding on all signatories to this
CRMP and Agreement.

The USACE, SHPO, Catawba Indian Nation, and Duke each agree that responsibilities to carry
out all other actions subject to the terms of this CRMP and Agreement that are not the subject of
the objection remain unchanged and will continue during dispute resolution.
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND AGREEMENT
among

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS,
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF ARCHIVES AND HISTORY

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE,
CATAWBA INDIAN NATION

and
DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC

regarding

WILLIAM STATES LEE III NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2
and associated

NEW 230 kV and 525 kV TRANSMISSION LINES

WHEREAS, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (Duke) submitted an application on December 13.
2007 to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a combined construction and operating
license (COL) for the William States Lee III Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2, two AP1000.
advanced passive pressurized water reactor units located in Cherokee County. South Carolina.
These reactors are identified as Lee Nuclear Station Units I and 2. The COL, once approved,
would authorize Duke to build and operate two nuclear generating units at the Lee Nuclear
Station, which will be a federal undertaking due in part to fill that must be placed in waters of the
United States; and,

WHEREAS, as part of their responsibilities related to the federal permits under their jurisdiction
(Section 404 Clean Water Act and Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899), the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) is a "cooperating agency" with the NRC for the Environmental
Impact Statement and has entered into consultation with the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) to discuss the management of cultural resources as it relates to this
project and compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the
SHPO participates in the review of all federal undertakings that have the potential to impact
historic and archaeological resources listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP); and,

WHEREAS, to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the USACE. SHPO, Catawba
Indian Nation, and Duke have cooperated to develop this Cultural Resources Management Plan
and Agreement that will define the procedures that will be implemented to protect cultural
resources that could potentially be impacted by construction, operation and maintenance of Lee
Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 and the two proposed planned transmission lines that are directly
associated with the operation of Lee Nuclear Station.

NOW, THEREFORE, the USACE, SHPO, the Catawba Indian Nation, and Duke agree by
executing this Agreement that all undertakings associated with construction, maintenance and
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.operation of Lee Nuclear Station and construction, operation and maintenance of the two
proposed transmission lines directly associated with operation of Lee Nuclear Station will be
performed in accordance with the stipulations contained in this Cultural Resources Management
Plan and Agreement.

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC - NUCLEAR PLANT DEVELOPMENT

By 6wyr r t-' Date It/I/ (/Zi/-1 2

I
I
I
I
I
I

I

• I

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

By ,%h~74. DateI
6- 6/

ICATAWBA INDIAN NATION

I
By ,-*" Date (0 w // j/>JL

I1q 01
U. S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

By Date
I/

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Artifact Catalog
Brockington and Associates, Inc. uses the following proveniencing system. Provenience I designates general surface collections. Numbers after the decimal point designate subsequent surface collections, or
trenches. Proveniences 2 to 200 designate shovel tests. Controlled surface collections and 50 by 50 cm units are also designated by this provenience range. Proveniences 201 to 400 designate I by I m units done
for testing purposes. Proveniences 401 to 600 designate excavation units (I by 2 m, 2 by 2 m, or larger). Provenience numbers over 600 designate features. For all provenience numbers except 1, the numbers after
the decimal point designate levels. Provenience X.0 is a surface collection at a shovel test or unit. X. 1 designates level one, and X.2 designates level two. For example, 401.2 is Excavation Unit 401, level 2.
Flotation samples are designated by a 01 added after the level. For example, 401.201 is the flotation material from Excavation Unit 401, level 2.
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Site Number: 38CK185

Catalog # Count Weight (in g) Artifact Description

SITE NUMBER: 38CK185

Lithic Type Comments

Provenience Number: 1. 0 Area E, Metal Detect, Surface

1 1 13.6 Stoneware, Gray-Bodied Body

2 1 4.1 Whiteware, Undecorated Cup Body

3 1 5.3 Common Cut Nail

4 1 0.8 Cut Nail

c1820+

1790-present

1790-present

Provenience Number: 2. 1 Area E, Transect 2, Shovel Test 2, 15m East

1 I 0.3 Whiteware, Undecorated Rim c1820+

SITE NUMBER: 38CK186

Provenience Number:

I I

Provenience Number.

2. 1 Area 1, Transect 13, Shovel Test 15

33 Stoneware, Clear Glazed Gray-Bodied Body

3. 1 Area 1, Transect 13, Shovel Test 15, 15m East, 0-10 cmbs

1 1.1 Whiteware, Undecorated Body

Provenience Number:

c1820+

c1820+

4. 1 Area I, Transect 13, Shovel Test 15, 15m North, 15m East

1 1 0.5 Whiteware, Undecorated Body
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Site Number: 38CK187
Catalog # Count Weight (in g) Artifact Description Llthic 7ype Temporal Range Comments

SITE NUMBER:

Provenience Number:

1 2

38CK187

2. 1 Area 1, Transect 29, Shovel Teat 5, 0-15 cmbs

037 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Provenience Number:

1 I

2 2

Provenience Number:

I I

2 2

3 2

4 1

5 8

6 3

7 4

8 2

9 I

3. I

12.3

2.2

4. 1

17.9

5,8

3.3

0.05

6.8

6

3.8

0.9

18.8

Area 1, Shovel Test, N500, E470, 0-20 cmbs

Translucent Quartz Shatter

Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Area 1, Shovel Test, N515, E470, 0-20 crabs

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 1 inch Flake

Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical 1/4 inch Thinning Flake

Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Translucent Quartz Shatter

Crystal Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Milky Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Translucent Quartz Biface Tool Fragment

Provenience Number: 5.1. I Area 1, Shovel Test, N515, E485, 0-20 cmbs

1 1 0.2 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Provenience Number:

Provenience Number:

I I

Provenience Number:
I 1

Provenience Number:
1 1

I 1

2 2

SITE NUMBER:

Provenience Number:

1 2

6. I Area 1, Shovel Test, N515, E500, 0-25 cmbs

1.2 Milky Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

7. 1 Area 1, Shovel Test, N515, E530, 0-30 cmbs

0.4 Translucent Quartz Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

8. 1 Area 1, 5OxScm Unit, N515, E472.5, Level 1, 0-10 crabs

33.4 Translucent Quartz Core Fragment

8. 2

11.5

3

Area I, 5OxSOcm Unit, N515, E472.5, Level 2, 10-20 cmbs

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 3/4 inch Flake

Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

38CK 188

2. 1 Area A, Transect 42, Shovel Teat 7, 0-15 crabs

0.6 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake
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Site Number: 38CK188

Catalog # Count Weight (in g) Artifact Description glthkc Type Temporal Range Comments

2 3 3.2 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Provenience Number:

I 1

2 3

3 1

4 1

5 29

6 3

7 1

8 1

Provenience Number:

1 7

2 3

Provenience Number:

1 1

2 1

Provenience Number:

1 1

2 2

Provenience Number:

Provenience Number:

I I

Provenience Number:

I I

Provenience Number:

1 1

Provenience Number:

1 I

2 2

3 2

3. I Area A, Shovel Test, N515, E500, 0-15 cmbs

1.6 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

83 Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

0.8 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

I Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

14.8 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

9 Translucent Quartz Shatter

0.7 Metavolcanic 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

3.1 Translucent Quartz Biface Tool Midsection

4. 1 Area A, Shovel Test, N507.5, E500, 0-15 crabs

1.7 Translucent Quartz I/4 inch Flake Fragment

3.6 Translucent Quartz Shatter

5. I Area A, Shovel Test, N517.5, E500, Level 1, 0-5 cmbs, 30x30 cm Test

34.3 Translucent Quartz Core Fragment

0.5 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

5. 2 Area A, Shovel Test, N517.5, ES00, Level 2, 5-10 embs, 30x30 cm Test

3.3 Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

1.1 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

6. 1 Area A, Shovel Test, N510, E500, Level 1, 0-5 cmbs, 30x30 cm Test

0.8 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

6. 2 Area A, Shovel Test, N510, E500, Level 2, 5-10 cmbs, 30x30 cm Test

3.5 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

6. 3 Area A, Shovel Test, N510, ES00, Level 3, 10-15 cmbs, 30x30 cm Test

0.5 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

7. 2 Area A, Shovel Test, N512.5, E500, Level 2, 5-10 cmbs, 30x30 cm Test

0.3 Translucent Quartz I/4 inch Flake Fragment

8. 1 Area A, 50xSOcm Unit, N515, E501, Level 1, 0-10 cmbs

4.7 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

5.3 Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

1.2 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Biracial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

Probable Hailed Biface Midsection
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Site Number: 38CK188

Catalog # Count Weight (Ing) Artifact Description Lithic 7Ype Temporal Range Comments

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

I

0.2

0.2

3.9

1.7

0.8

1.6

8.3

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical 1/4 inch Thinning Flake

Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Translucent Quartz Shatter

Milky Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Translucent Quartz Biface Tool Fragment

Translucent Quartz Projectile Point Tool Stanly Stemmed 6000 BC - 5000 BC

Provenience Number: 8. 2 Area A, 5Ox5Ocm Unit, N515, E501, Level 2, 10-20 cmbs

1 3 0.4 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

2 I 3.5 Translucent Quartz Shatter

Provenience Number:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

3

1125

6
1

I

201. 1 Area A, Test Unit 201, Level 1, 0-5 cmbs

8.1 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 3/4 inch Flake

5.5 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

10.3 Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

1.3 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

0.5 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

13.7 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

2.3 Crystal Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

1.5 Crystal Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

0.4 Crystal Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

3.4 Milky Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

1.5 Milky Quartz Shatter

3.9 Translucent Quartz Biface Tool Fragment

Provenience Number:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

2

1
14

1

1

3

2

1

201. 2 Area A, Test Unit 201, Level 2, 5-10 crabs

2.5 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial 1

0.9 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragmet

0.3 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical 1/4 inch

4.6 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragmei

0.8 Crystal Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

1.7 Milky Quartz Non-Cortical Core Reductio,

2.6 Milky Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

13.7 Translucent Quartz Shatter

1.1 Metavolcanic 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

nt

Thinning Flake

nt

n 1/4 inch Flake
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Site Number: 38CK188

Catalog # Count Weight (in g) Artifact Description Lithic Type Temporal Range Comments

Provenience Number: 201. 3 Area A, Test Unit 201, Level 3, 10-15 cmbs

1 1 4.6 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

2 2 1.5 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

3 6 1.3 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

4 2 2.8 Translucent Quartz Shatter

Provenience Number: 201. 4 Area A, Test Unit 201, Level 4, 15-20 cabs

1 7 1.3 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

SITE NUMBER: Isolate A-I

Provenience Number: 2. 1 Area A, Transect 8, Shovel Test 2,0-45 cmbs

32.6 Metavolcanic Utilized Flake Tool End Scraper

SITE NUMBER: Isolate A-2

Provenience Number:

1 2

2. 1 Area A, Transect 31, Shovel Test 4,0-5 crmbs

0.4 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

SITE NUMBER: Isolate A-3

Provenience Number: 2. 1 Area A, Transect 32, Shovel Test 4, 15m North, 15m East, Surface

1 1 2.7 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/2 inch Flake

SITE NUMBER: Isolate A-4

Provenience Number:

2 1
2 1

2. 1 Area A, Transect 32, Shovel Test 7, 0-20 cmbs

0.3 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

2.3 Translucent Quartz Shatter

SITE NUMBER: Isolate A-5

Provenience Number:

I 1

2 1

3 1

2. 1 Area A, Transect 33, Shovel Test 5, Surface

1.9 Translucent Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

1.5 Translucent Quartz 1/4 inch Flake Fragment

15 Milky Quartz Non-Cortical Bifacial Reduction 1/4 inch Flake

SITE NUMBER: Isolate H-I

Provenience Number: 2. 1 Area H, Transect 5, Shovel Test 5, 0-5 cmbs

1 I 2.5 Metavolcanic Cortical Core Reduction 1/2 inch Flake
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Site Number: Isolate H-I

Catalog # Count Weight (in g) Artifact Description Lithic Type Temporal Range Comments

Provenience Number: 3. I Area H, Transect 5, Shovel Test 5, 7.5m South, 0-15 cmbs

1 1 5.5 Translucent Quartz 1/2 inch Flake Fragment

SITE NUMBER: Isolate ]-]

Provenience Number: 1. 0 Area i, Surface Collection, Found in Road Fill

1 1 7.1 Translucent Quartz Biface Toot Fragment

2 1 9. Translucent Quartz Projectile Point Tool Stanly Stemmed 6000 BC - 5000 BC
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Projectile Point/Hafted Biface Forms

Site Number:

Provenience #:

Catalog Number:

38CK188

8 .I

10

All measurements are in mm.

Complete Tool Length:

Complete Tool Width:

Complete Tool Thickness:

Haft Element Length:

Haft Element Width:

Haft Element Thickness:

Shoulder Length:

Lithic Type: Transl

Point Type: Stanly

Period:

Remarks:

0.0

17.6

8.4

7.9

15.4

4.5

3.3

ucent Quartz

Stemmed

Actual Size/Scanned Image

Site Number:

Provenience #:

Catalog Number:

Isolate 1-1

1 .0

2

All measurements are in mm.

Complete Tool Length: 39.3

Complete Tool Width: 23.4

Complete Tool Thickness: 10.2

Haft Element Length: 5.2

Haft Element Width: 14.5

Haft Element Thickness: 4.7

Shoulder Length: 4.9

Lithic Type: Translucent Quartz

Point Type: Stanly Stemmed

Period:

Remarks:

Actual Size/Scanned Image
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