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INTRODUCTION 

 

On December 23, 2013, TRC conducted an archaeological survey of approximately 57 acres 

approximately one mile east of the city of Chesterfield in Chesterfield County, South Carolina 

(Figure 1).  This work was done on behalf of Alliance Engineering, Inc. for the South Carolina 

Department of Commerce Industrial Site Certification Program. 

 

The project area consists of approximately 57 acres in the Upper Coastal Plain physiographic 

province.  The tract is situated on an upland flat overlooking Thompson Creek to the south.  A 

north to south running, man-made irrigation ditch bisects the tract.  The tract is bound on the 

north by a previously surveyed portion of the Carolinas Centre Industrial Park, on the east by 

Reedy Branch and Mill Pond, on the south by Thompson Creek and on the west by a drainage 

and private property (Figure 1).  The elevation of the project area is between 140 feet Above 

Mean Sea Level (AMSL) along the western boundary of the tract and 130 feet near Reedy Branch 

and the drainage/floodplain in the western portion of the tract.  

 

Well drained Goldsboro and Noboco sandy loams are found in the cultivated uplands in the 

central portion of the tract.  Very poorly drained Coxville loamy sand and frequently flooded 

Chewalca-Chastain soils are found along the drainage in the western portion of the tract and 

Robeson Branch in the east. 

 

The tract is a harvested corn field with mixed pine and hardwood forest marking the field 

boundaries to the north and west (Figures 2 and 3).  The area surrounding the tract consists of the 

town of Little Rock to the north, farmland to the east and west, and an industrial site to the south.  

 

A 2011 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the South Carolina Department of 

Commerce (DOC) and the SHPO concerning the certification of industrial parks has established 

minimum criteria for cultural resources surveys on any tract applying for certification.  An 

archaeological reconnaissance survey was conducted within the tract to meet the current 

standards outlined in the MOA.  Based on topography, vegetation, and the nature of the 

undertaking, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is considered to be a 0.25-mile radius around 

the project area.  Additionally an historic structure survey was carried out to photograph 

structures over 40 years old within or adjacent to the tract in order to assess potential effects.  

Two newly recorded archaeological sites and two isolated finds were identified.  The following 

letter report describes the method and results of the Cultural Resource Identification Survey as 

well as provides recommendations for additional work. 
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Figure 2.  Corn field found throughout the tract facing southeast. 

 

 
Figure 3.  Mixed pine and hardwood forest found along the east and west boundaries of the tract. 
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CONTEXT 

The archaeological sites identified during the course of the survey consisted of Archaic Period and 

unknown prehistoric artifact scatters.  A brief historic context of the precontact context and the 

general project area follows as a background for the interpretation of the identified sites. 

PREHISTORIC OVERVIEW 

Paleoindian Period (ca. 14,000–10,000 B.P.) 

The earliest evidence of human occupation in the southeast has been dated to, approximately, 

14,000 to 10,000 years B.P. This time frame has come to be known as the Paleoindian Period. The 

artifacts left by these earliest inhabitants are comprised mostly of diagnostic projectile points, 

scrappers, gravers, denticulates, specialized hafted unifacial knives, large bifacial knives, and 

burins.   

Formal variation in projectile point morphology began to emerge in regions of the Southeast by 

about 11,000 B.P., probably due to restricted movement and the formation of loosely defined social 

networks and habitual use areas (Anderson 1992). The common point types that have been found 

throughout South Carolina and the Savannah River Basin include Clovis, Cumberland, Suwanee, 

Quad, and Dalton (Daniel 1996, Anderson 1992; Justice 1987).  

A significant wood, bone, and antler technology was utilized as well. Organic materials such as 

these do not preserve in the acidic soils that cover much of the Southeast, and they are very rarely 

found. However, at sites where they have been preserved, primarily in Florida, it is clear that 

organic media such as wood, bone, and antler were very important. These materials were 

manufactured into projectile points, foreshafts, leisters, awls, and needles, to name just a few tool 

categories. 

Archaic Period (ca. 10,000–3000 B.P.) 

The transition from Paleoindian to Archaic is loosely defined, and in the Southeast the 

chronological interface ranges from ca. 10,000 to 8500 B.P. In addition to rapid changes in 

environmental conditions that were nearing completion by 10,000 B.P. (Gunn and Wilson 1993, 

Delcourt and Delcourt 1985), and the changes in utilitarian technology that were developed to cope 

with those changes, population demography and diversity in social organization distinguish the 

Archaic from the preceding Paleoindian period. A tripartite scheme, dividing the Archaic Period 

into Early, Middle, and Late subperiods, is traditionally used to demarcate some of the important 

developments of this time. It should be emphasized, however, that these subdivisions are heuristic 

devices; changes across the Southeast were more gradual and non-uniform. 

Not much is definitively known about the Early Archaic (10,000–8,000 B.P.) it is typically 

separated from the Paleoindian Period by the emergence of seasonal occupation sites. The 

projectile points are similar in appearance to the previous period but exhibit an increased 

sophistication through rejuvenation strategies. The typical forms are smaller than those of the 

Paleoindian Period; they include Hardaway, Palmer, and Kirk points. Notched and/or stemmed 

hafted bifaces replace lanceolate forms by 10,000 B.P. in the Southeast. Big Sandy, Palmer-Kirk 

series, Kirk Corner Notched, Kirk Stemmed, and several bifurcate styles are the Early Archaic 
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types known in the project area. Wear patterns suggest that these tools were utilized for activities 

such as killing, butchering, skinning game, and woodworking. 

The Middle Archaic (8,000–5,000 B.P.) is believed to be a time of increased population and 

sedentism. The Middle Archaic Period marks the introduction of dart points, atlatl weights, and 

groundstone implements to the tool assemblage. Diagnostic hafted biface types dating to this 

period include Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guilford.  

In general Middle Archaic sites are located on major river terraces, smaller tributary terraces and 

upland locations. Periodic movement between upland and riverine locations appears to have 

occurred during the latter part of the Early Archaic and into the Middle Archaic.  Piedmont Middle 

Archaic sites have been described as small, randomly distributed occupations exhibiting very little 

intersite technological variability. Local raw materials were used almost exclusively, and the vast 

majority of tools were technologically expedient (Blanton and Sassaman 1989; Sassaman 1993a). 

In terms of social organization, small hunting and gathering bands of 25–50 people probably still 

formed the primary social and economic units. Residences were moved frequently, subsistence 

was generalized, and social groups were small, mobile, and likely co-residential. Long-term 

investments and social obligations were probably kept to a minimum, insuring that there were very 

few restrictions on group movement or fissioning (Sassaman 1993b).  

In contrast, large-scale tool production and intensive occupation characterize many Middle 

Archaic habitations in the Coastal Plain, especially in the latter half of the period (Sassaman 1988). 

This trait is likely due to the patchy distribution of both lithic and organic resources in that region, 

as opposed to the relatively homogeneous distribution of resources that characterized the piedmont 

(Sassaman et al. 1990). 

The Late Archaic (ca. 5000–3000 B.P.) is a transitional period to the horticultural-based economies 

of the Woodland period and the previous hunter-gatherer culture. Large dense Late Archaic sites 

are noted in the major river valleys and have been interpreted as evidence of seasonal aggregation.   

Settlement patterns varied significantly between those that inhabited the fall zone and those 

occupying the coast. Coastal groups are thought to have been fairly sedentary (DePratter 1989; 

Trinkley 1983). They maintained permanent residences in the littoral zone and made forays into 

estuarine and interior settings for specific needs. The permanent settlements are recognized as shell 

rings, while amorphous shell mounds are thought to represent base camps. Interior sites do not 

have a defining characteristic. 

Late Archaic inhabitants of fall zone/interior coastal plain environments utilized the landscape 

differently than those residing on the coast. Recent modeling of Late Archaic settlement 

organization associated with these groups is based on extensive archaeological investigations in 

the Savannah River region and surrounding area (Elliott et al. 1994; Sassaman 1983; Sassaman et 

al. 1990).  Late Archaic sites in the Savannah River region are found on major river terraces, 

smaller tributary terraces and upland locations.  Base camps were established near the mouths of 

large tributaries; they functioned as multi-household staging areas from early spring through fall. 

In the late fall and winter months, small groups dispersed into the uplands along smaller tributaries 

of large rivers and led a relatively autonomous existence within specified foraging zones. Some of 
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these fall/winter-hunting territories were established as far away as the piedmont Oconee and 

Upper Ocmulgee river catchments in north Georgia and the Santee River drainage in South 

Carolina (O’Steen 1983). 

The hafted biface most commonly associated with the Late Archaic period in South Carolina is the 

Savannah River point. These point types are often very large (12+ cm in length is not uncommon) 

and exhibit a straight stem, straight base, and triangular blade.  Some suggest that Savannah River 

points were more like portable cores from which tools with a variety of functional uses could be 

manufactured, including spear points (Sassaman et al. 1990:320). This accompanies the viewpoint 

that Late Archaic populations, being less mobile and more circumscribed by surrounding groups, 

needed to extend the use lives of stone tools. These points appear to have shown up earlier in the 

southern portion of the Atlantic coast and were progressively adopted northwards.   

Steatite vessels, occurring in the form of bowls or crude, shallow pans and a number of other 

artifact types are also unique to this period, and began to be widely used sometime between 2000 

and 1500 B.C. In the central Savannah River valley, use of steatite slabs and ceramic pottery 

preceded steatite vessel use. Steatite vessels were apparently used for slowly cooking plant or 

animal foods over a direct heat source.  

The end of the Archaic Period and advent of the Woodland era is an arbitrary demarcation created 

by archaeologists in recognition of the widespread adoption of an improved ceramic technology by 

3000 B.P. 

Woodland Period (ca. 3000 B.P.–A.D. 1150) 

Whereas the stylistic typologies of projectile points are used to differentiate the Archaic 

subperiods, variances in ceramic type are used to define the divisions of the Woodland Period. The 

Early Woodland Period became positively identifiable at 3,000 B.P. Some researchers in South 

Carolina (Trinkley 1991) make a case for this period beginning around 5,000 B.P. with the 

appearance of the identifiable ceramic pottery.  The ambiguous transition threshold between the 

Late Archaic and the Early Woodland is not to be debated in this report. Suffice it to say, the 

progression from the Late Archaic to the Early Woodland is very gradual with an increase in the 

reliance on seeds and planting and the development of a “big-man” social structure. 

Diagnostic projectile point styles attributable to Woodland developments below the Fall Line 

include small-stemmed specimens, large and small triangular types, and notched varieties. The 

Woodland period, like the Archaic, is divided into three subperiods—Early, Middle, and Late—

based upon major demarcations in general social patterns. As with the Archaic period, changes 

were actually more gradual and non-uniform across the Southeast than the discussion intimates. 

The Early Woodland Period has been dated to ca. 3000–2500 B.P. The Late Archaic/Early 

Woodland interface is placed at ca. 3000 B.P. based on extensive archaeological evidence that an 

improved ceramic technology was developed and widely adopted by this time.  

The Middle Woodland period (2,600–1,200 B.P.) is typically defined by an increasingly elaborate 

mortuary system. These complex burials are thought to be evidence of segmented lineages and 

possibly social stratification. This leads to the conclusion that during the Middle Woodland groups 

or extended families controlled specific, geographic territories.  
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The Late Woodland Period (1,200–500 B.P) in this area of South Carolina is often represented by 

the Yadkin series ceramics. The introduction of very small triangular projectile points (<1–3 cm in 

length) around A.D. 600 suggests that bow and arrow technology was adopted in the southeastern 

United States at about this time. The ceramics of this culture typically exhibit hemispherical to 

semi-conoidal bodies with straight rims.  The subsistence economy was based on generalized 

hunting, fishing, and gathering. Although cultigens such as squash and corn had been introduced 

into the region by this time, they were not a significant source of sustenance (Wood et al. 1986). 

Mississippian Period (ca. A.D. 1100–1640) 

Dating from A.D. 1100 to 1640 this time period represents cultures that were established and living 

a sedentary lifestyle during the time of initial European contact. Associated with the village 

lifestyle are highly organized social, political, and religious systems. Society was stratified; a 

ruling class exerted ascribed and achieved power over the general population.  

Large permanent villages that were not associated with mounds also were established during this 

period, usually along major rivers. These places were probably inhabited by elites that were 

subordinate to those residing at the mound centers. A resident population of commoners also is 

assumed.  

Small hamlets and homesteads were established as well. In addition to sustaining themselves and 

their families, residents of these locations likely provided villages with food and other important 

resources as tribute, in return for protection and inclusion in the political system. 

Ceramic styles have allowed for the differentiation of this period into subdivisions and at least two 

possible cultural areas. Trinkley (1983) has presented a discussion of the ceramic variability for 

this period in the South Carolina Coastal Plain and coast, while Anderson and Joseph (1988) have 

presented one applicable to the South Carolina Piedmont. There is increasing evidence that 

territorial boundaries between chiefdoms were closely maintained during the Mississippian period 

 

METHODS 

Literature Review  

Prior to fieldwork, TRC conducted background research at the South Carolina Department of 

Archives and History (SCDAH) in Columbia, and at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology 

and Anthropology (SCIAA) in Columbia. The records examined at SCDAH included a review of 

ArchSite the GIS-based Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) for sites listed in or eligible 

for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and a review of the SCDAH 

Finding Aid for previous architectural surveys near the project area. The records examined at 

SCIAA include the master archaeological site maps, state archaeological site files, and any 

associated archaeological reports. 
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Field Survey 

According to DOC standards a minimum of one shovel test per five acres is required.  The most 

commonly used model of archaeological site location for the Coastal Plain is that currently used by 

the U.S. Forest Service for the Francis Marion National Forest (USFS). The USFS classifies areas 

into high, moderate, and low potential based on factors such as slope, landform type, and distance 

to water. 

By extrapolating the Coastal plain model to the Upper Coastal Plain areas of high probability 

include all ridge tops, noses, saddles, and crests, and all well-drained, low-slope areas within 150 

m of the nearest water source.  High probability areas also include areas within 50 m of old 

roadbeds or lithic raw material sources, and the locations of former buildings identified through 

archival research. Moderate probability areas include lower slope and mid-slope areas with less 

than 10 percent slope and more than 150 m from a water source. Low probability areas include 

ridge side slopes with more than 10 percent slope, erosional gullies and drains, and areas where 

agriculture and erosion have resulted in the loss of several feet of soil.  

 

Based on these parameters, shovel testing focused on the field in the central portion of the project 

tract (see Figure 1). Pedestrian survey was undertaken along dirt roads and cleared areas 

throughout the tract. Surface visibility was 100 percent along eroded roads and cleared areas, but 

was negligible in fields and forested areas.  

Shovel tests were excavated at 30 to 60 meter (m) intervals across areas of well drained soils, areas 

within 100 meters of a water source and in selected high probability and low probability areas 

(Figure 5). All shovel tests were approximately 30 centimeters (cm) in diameter and excavated to 

sterile subsoil. Soil was screened through 0.25-inch hardware mesh, and artifacts, if encountered, 

were bagged according to provenience. Notes were kept in a field journal and on standard TRC site 

forms.  

When an artifact was recovered from a shovel test, that test was considered "positive." For each 

positive additional shovel tests were excavated in cardinal directions on a 10 or 15-m interval, at 

the discretion of the field director, to delineate the site. Shovel testing was continued until two 

negative STPs were excavated in each direction; the first negative test in each direction was 

considered to be the site boundary.  An archaeological site was identified by the recovery of three 

or more historic or prehistoric artifacts within a 30-m diameter. Field notes were maintained for 

transects and shovel tests, documenting soil profiles, cultural remains, and any other pertinent 

information.  

For each site a map was drawn depicting the location of all shovel tests, site boundaries, and 

prominent natural and cultural features. UTM coordinates for each site were recorded with a 

Trimble hand-held GeoXT GPS receiver capable of sub-m accuracy. All artifacts recovered were 

bagged and labeled according to shovel test and depth below surface. Photographs were taken at 

each site to document vegetation and the general site conditions. 

In addition to the archaeological survey, a windshield reconnaissance of the APE was conducted to 

determine whether the proposed project would affect any above ground National Register listed or 
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eligible properties. Photographs illustrating the landscape were taken, and when line-of-site 

permitted it, photos were also taken from the historic property to the project area. 

RESULTS 

Literature Review 

 

In 2002 Brockington and Associates conducted a Cultural Resources Assessment of the 197 acre 

Chesterfield/Cheraw Industrial Park Tract (Hendrix and Poplin 2002).  As part of that assessment 

the field in the current project area was subject to a pedestrian walk-over.  No shovel tests were 

excavated.  The assessment recommended an archaeological survey for the upland portions of the 

Industrial Park tract based on landform, proximity to water sources and the presence of previously 

recorded archaeological sites.  In 2004 Brockington and Associates conducted an intensive 

archaeological survey of 145 acres at the renamed Carolinas Centre Industrial Park (O’Neal 2004).  

This survey did not include the lower field overlooking the floodplain of Thompson Creek.  The 

2004 survey revisited four previously recorded archaeological sites (38CT123, 38CT128, 

38CT146 and 38CT147) and identified 10 new sites (38CT262-38CT271) and four isolated finds.  

All the sites were recommended ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places; however a 

2004 response letter from the State Historic Preservation Office recommended additional work at 

the four previously recorded sites as well as 38CT262 and 38CT266 (Attachment 1).  No 

additional work has been conducted at these sites 

Table 1. Archaeological sites within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Area. 

Site Number Type Period NRHP 

Eligibility 

38CT123 Lithic Scatter Archaic Not Assessed 

38CT124 Lithic Scatter Archaic Not Assessed 

38CT125 Lithic Scatter Archaic Not Assessed 

38CT128 Lithic Scatter Archaic Not Assessed 

38CT144 Lithic Scatter Archaic to Woodland Additional Work 

38CT146 Lithic Scatter Archaic to Woodland Additional Work 

38CT147 Lithic Scatter Archaic to Woodland Additional Work 

38CT262 Lithic Scatter Late Archaic Additional Work 

38CT263 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

38CT264 Ceramic Scatter/house Mississippian, 19th – 20th century  Not Eligible 

38CT265 House Site 19
th
 – 20

th
 century Not Eligible 

38CT266 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Additional Work 

38CT267 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

38CT268 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

38CT269 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

38CT270 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

38CT271 Lithic Scatter Unknown Prehistoric Not Eligible 

 

 

Field Survey 
 

On December 23, 2013 a reconnaissance survey was conducted of the 57-acre project tract. A total 

of 18 shovel tests were excavated along high and low probability areas within the project area 
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(Table 2, Figure 5).  This is equal to one shovel test per every 3.1 acres. The central portion of the 

tract is comprised of an approximately 23 acre corn field on the first terrace overlooking the 

floodplain of Thompson Creek to the south, Reedy Branch to the east and a drainage to the west. It 

was considered to have a high potential for cultural resources. The eastern and western portions of 

the tract are wooded and poorly drained.  

 
Table 2.  Shovel tests excavated within the project tract. 

Transect Description #of STPs/# of Positive STPs 

1  30 and 60 meter intervals    8/2 

2  30 and 60 meter intervals    7/2 

3  30 and 60 meter intervals     1/0 

4  30 and 60 meter intervals     2/0 

 

Two archaeological sites and two isolated finds were recorded during the survey.  

38CT292 

Site Number: 38CT292  NRHP Recommendation: Additional Work 

Site Type: Lithic Scatter Elevation: 140 feet AMSL 

Components: Unknown Prehistoric  Landform: Upland Flat 

UTM Coordinates: E589777, N3841533 Soil Type: Noboco Sandy Loam 

Site Dimensions: 50 × 50 m Vegetation: Agricultural Field 

 

Site 38CT292 was identified when a metavolcanic flake was observed on the surface of recently 

harvested corn field overlooking Reedy Creek to the east (see Figures 1 and 5).  Seventeen shovel 

tests were excavated on a 10-meter interval, cruciform style testing pattern (Figure 5) in the 

vicinity of the find.  Seven shovel tests contained artifacts.  The boundaries of the site are based on 

shovel testing.   

 

The site is situated on the edge of a terrace that slopes down to the north, south and east to Reedy 

Creek and the Thompson Creek floodplain.   A typical soil profile consisted of 20 centimeters (cm) 

of plowzone containing brownish gray (10YR 6/2) sandy loam overlying a buried A horizon 

consisting of 10-20 cm of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy loam.  The strong brown (7.5YR 

5/6) sandy clay subsoil was encountered between 30 and 50 cm below surface (cmbs).  One 

metavolcanic biface, 17 metavolcanic flakes and one quartz flake were collected.  Artifacts were 

recovered from the disturbed plowzone and from the A horizon indicting the possibility of intact 

cultural features. 

 

The site is on a high probability landform in close proximity to water sources and a large number 

of previously identified sites (see Figure 1).  Artifacts collected from the surface and the plowzone 

indicate some disturbance has taken place.  However, the presence of an artifact bearing A horizon 

suggests that this site may be able to provide valuable information on prehistoric occupations in 

the areas.  More work is recommended in order to determine the NRHP eligibility of this site.  
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38CT293 

Site Number: 38CT293  NRHP Recommendation: Not Eligible 

Site Type: Lithic Scatter Elevation: 140 feet AMSL 

Components: Early Archaic  Landform: Upland Flat 

UTM Coordinates: E589731, N3841444 Soil Type: Noboco Sandy Loam 

Site Dimensions: 45 × 15 m Vegetation: Agricultural Field 

 

Site 38CT293 is on the same terrace overlooking Reedy Creek to the east as 39CT292 (see Figures 

1 and 5).  Eleven shovel tests were excavated on a 15-meter interval, cruciform style testing 

pattern (Figure 5) in the vicinity of the find.  Two shovel tests contained artifacts.  Surface 

visibility was approximately 80 percent.  Shovel testing and the boundary between well-drained 

and poorly-drained soils determined the dimensions of this site.   

 

The site is situated low on the terrace with poorly drained hydric soils being found 15 meters south 

of where artifacts were recovered.  In the well-drained portion of the sites the soil profile consisted 

of 20 centimeters (cm) of plowzone containing brownish gray (10YR 6/2) sandy loam overlying a 

buried A horizon consisting of 5-10 cm of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy loam.  The strong 

brown (7.5YR 5/6) sandy clay subsoil was encountered between 30 and 50 cm below surface 

(cmbs).  The base of an Early Archaic, Palmer type projectile point (metavolcanic), one 

metavolcanic flake and one chert flake were recovered from the plowzone. 

 

The site is at the interface of well-drained terrace and hydric soils.  While the presence of a 

dateable fragment of a projectile point was recovered it was collected from a disturbed context.  

The A horizon was thin at this site suggesting that plowing activities may have compromised the 

integrity of the potential data.  This site does not possess the integrity required for inclusion on the 

NRHP. 

 

Isolated Finds 

 

Isolated Find 1 is located 90 m north of 38CT292.  A single metavolcanic flake was recovered 

from the plowzone during transect shovel testing.  Eight additional shovel tests were excavated in 

order to determine if other artifacts were present.  No additional material was observed either on 

the surface or from the excavated soil matrix.   

 

Isolated Find 2 is located 60 m west of 38CT293.  Again, a single metavolcanic flake was 

recovered from the plowzone during transect shovel testing.  Eight additional shovel tests were 

excavated in order to determine if other artifacts were present.  No additional material was 

observed either on the surface or from the excavated soil matrix.   

 

Historic Structures 

 

Structure 1 is a modern spec building located on the previously surveyed portion of the Carolinas 

Centre Industrial Park (Figure 7).  No structures are present within the current survey boundaries.  

There are no historic structures in the vicinity of the project tract. 

 



 

 

   



 

 

  

 
Figure 7.  Spec building at the entrance to the industrial site. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Two archaeological sites and two isolated finds are located in the field that makes up the central 

portion of the project tract.  Site 38CT292 is a prehistoric lithic scatter that produced artifacts 

from a potentially intact context.  Additional work is recommended at this site in order to 

determine if it possess the characteristics necessary for inclusion on the NRHP.  A fragment of 

an Early Archaic projectile point was recovered from site 38CT293.  The site however lacks 

integrity and information potential.  Isolated finds of prehistoric artifacts were identified near 

both sites.  The presence of theses artifacts, the abundance of archaeological sites in the vicinity 

of the project tract and the proximity to water sources indicate that the field in the center of the 

tract has a high potential for containing significant cultural resources.  An intensive survey is 

recommended for the approximately 23 acre field. 

 

No additional cultural resource work is recommended for the poorly drained, wooded portions of 

the tract east and west of the filed. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me 

at 803-933-9991 or via e-mail at snorris@trcsolutions.com.  
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