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INTRODUCTION

The Unted States Department of Energglicy 141.1(USDOE 2001 hereafter
referred to as DOHdentifies 24 major laws, regulations, executive orders, and guidance
that apply to cultural resource amagement (CRM) Cultural resources include
archaeological sites and artifacts, historical structures, and natural resources and sacred
objects of importance to American Indiaanagement responsibilities the DOE
include identifcation, evaluation, rad protection of archaeological amhistorical sites,
artifact curation, and other mitigation measures.

Since 1990, CRM complianca the Savannah River SiteSR has been based
on a programmatic memorandum of agreement (PMOA) amongUtlied States
Department of Energ$avannah River Operations Offil@OE-SR), the South Carolina
State Historic Preservation Office (SCSHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP). Through this PMOA, the DOE commits to conduct an integrated
CRM program at the SRS that features research, public outreach, and compliance
components. In return, the SCSHPOiwves most DOE projedty-project compliance
requirements thafall under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) in favor of one annual compliance report. The PMOA also serves to meet
general DOE regulatory responsibilities under Section 110 of the NHPA, Archaeological
Resources Protection Act B®PA), Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act (NAGPRA), and various other CRM laws and regulations.

The Savannah River Archaeological Research Rnmog SRARBP provides the
DOE with the technical expertise that enables the DOE to meet iBARMmMMitments.
The specific elements of the SRA&Rompliance, research, and outreach efforts are
identified within a cooperative agreement between the DOE and the South Carolina
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropolodyniversity of South Carolina (SBA-USC).
The cooperative agreement also allows for compliance work to be performed using an
SRSspecific archaeological survey and testing model that reduces compliance costs. The
result has been quicker, more cefficient CRM reviews of individual SRS gects.

The following section (Part 1) regarding CRM contains the resultSsafal Year
2017 (FY17) surveys, in additionto updates on other compliancdated activities.
According to the PMOA (SRARP 1989:185), annual survey results are provided in
summary and tabular form in this report. Detailed information regarding artifact
assemblage and environmental data for new and previously recorded siteg thoatg
FY17is available upon request from the SRARP.

Research activities of the SRARP are summarized in Part Il and include
prehistoric, historic, and geoarchaeol@gistudies conducted on the SRS and in the
surrounding region. An extiacal perspetive is necessary for understanding the effects
of regional processes on local conditions and, hence, enables the more effective
management of the cultural resources on the SRS.

Public education activities of the SRARP are summarized in Part Ill, which
highlights the heritage education program, volunteer excavations, and involvement with
avocational archaeological groups. An Appendix lists all professional and public service
activities of the SRARP staff.
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

The SRARPcontinuedthroughFY17 with the DOE to fulfill a threefold mission
of CRM, research, and public education at the Savannah River Site @@®&8ughthe
DOEOG fiscal yearbeginsOctoberl and endsSeptembeBl, this report covers the CRM
compliance, research, and outreactivities conducted by the SRARP frddeptember 1
to August31in order to have the report to the SCSHPO by Octobas3pecified ithe
PMOA. Due tothe DOE security concerns, this reportedaot containinformation
(exact project area size, map scakgs.) typically contained in standard archaeological
documents.

In FY17, 191.35 acres of land on the SRS were investigaedoart of30 field
reconnaissance and testing survesaulting in the excavation &747 Shovel Test Pits
(STPs) for CRM. Eighteen newly discovered sites were documented and eight
previousy recorded sites were revisitedhd SRARP site file records were updated
accordingly Geographiclnformation System (GIS) and Global Positioning System
(GPS) technology was incorporated imlbcompliance projects to aid in maintaining and
processing survey and site location information. In addition, SRARP retfitained
continuous support tothe DOEGs Cold War Cultural ResourcdManagement Plan
(CRMP) efforts t hr ouQpldWaArtifattiSaelectipraTeamandato n D OEOG6 s
Heritage Tourism Board meetings.

Research conducted by SRARP persortheing FY17 was publishedin two
professional articlestwo reports,and one popular literature articleThe SRARP staff
presented researchsults insix papers and posts at professional conferencasd peer
reviewedtwo journal articlesor booksfor publication.Staff members alsbeld 16 offices
and appointments to committees in various educational, avocational, and professional
organizaions. Four researchprojects involving excaation, laboratory analysis, museum,
and archival study were conductedTwo grants were acquiretb support botlon- and
off-site research. maployees served as consultaots 13 projects in offsite CRM and
research activities

In the area of heritage education, the SRARRRtinued its activities iFY17 with
a full schedule of classroom education, public outreach, argit@rours.Forty-eight
presentations, displays, and teuwere provided for schools, civic groups, and
environmental and historical awareness day celebrathong finally, SRARPmembers
chaired or served osix thesisanddissertation committeeendtaughtfive anthropology
courses athe University of South @rolina
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PART |. CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
RESULTS OFY17 SITE USE AND TIMBER COMPARTMENT SURVEYS
Christopher R. MooreTammy F. Herron, and Keith Stephenson
Survey Coverage

Archaeological survey of Site Use Permit Application and Timber Compartment
Prescription projects by SRARP staff continued throeyti7 according to procedures
outlined in 1990 (SRARP 19906177). DuringFY17, archaeological reconnaissance and
survey were conducted @80 proposedprojects through the subsurface inspection of
191.35acres with a total a2,747 Shovel Test Pit§STPs) excavated. Altogethdr§ new
siteswere documentedand delineated, anfl previously recorded sites were revisited
during FY17. Based on the level of survey sampling conducted at all new and previously
recorded sites, adequate information was naodinbd for most sites to allow National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility determinations. As such, these sites will be
completely avoided by SRS contractors during Emddisturbing activities. Anyme
these sites are threatened by futur@ppsed undertakings, the SRARP will conduct the
appropriate level of archaeological investigation to resolve eligibility determinations.
Finally, 13 isolated artifact occurrences werecordedduring FY17 surveys. The
locations of all Site Use Applicatioand Timber Compartment surveys are shawn
Figure I-1. Summary information concerning specific aspects of all new and existing
sites, as well as isolated artifact occurrences, is providéduleli 1 to Tableli 4.

Over the past 25 years, the SRARP has conducted compliance survey according
to a predictive locational model for archaeological sites, as established in the revised
Archaeological Resource Management PIGARMP) (SRARP 2013:3%4, 7179,
Appendix D). This Management Plan was developed in agreement with the DOE, the
SCSHPO, and thACHP. The predictive model, with refinements, has proven thus far to
be a scientifically sound and efficient method with which to locate and manage
archaeological resources on the SRS. Additionally, the predictive model is -a cost
effedive means of condiing survey especially in times of federal government
financial reductions.

For these reasons, the development of predictive models is encouraged by
regulatory guidance to federal landholders who manage archaeological resources on a
daily basis. In usinghe predictive model, the SRARP surveys are meeting the inventory
and management responsibilities outlined in Sectionof 1fle NHPA. If the undertaking
could potentially impact archaeological sites, the SRARP follows a process that includes
intensive, gstemati¢ shovel test survey to delineate and evaluate the significance of any
sites present. If a site that is considered eligible or has not been evaluated cannot be
avoided, the SRARP consults with SCSHPO to formulate an evaluation and mitigation
plan.

! A field survey project is defined as subsurface inspection for a DOE Site Use Application or all
subsurface investigations within a USBR Timber Compartment Prescription.
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Figurel-1. Location ofFY17 project areas on the SRS.
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Tableli 1. Data on the Extent, Depth, and Content of New Sites Recd¥iad,

STATE SURF. SITE
SITE SURVEY SURVEY SITESIZE VIS. DEPTH #. POS.
NUMBER PROJECT METHOD (m) (%) (cmbs) STPs STPs COMPONENTS
38BR1386 TC 76 Full Coverage 165 X 165 1-25 80 108 42 20thec.
38BR1387 TC 78 Pedestrian 25 X 10 26-50 Unk 0 0 20th c.
38BR1388 TC 52 Purposive 200 X 105 26-50 20 74 5 20th c.
38BR1389 TC51 Purposive 130 X 80 26-50 50 73 17 20thec.
38BR1390 TC 38 Full Coverage 10 X 10 1-25 30 7 1 Unk. Preh.
38BR1391 TC 52 Purposive 110 X 80 51-75 40 49 9 Unk. Preh., 20th c.
38BR1392 TC 76 Full Coverage 200 X 50 26-50 40 84 11  20thec.
38BR1393 TC 62 Full Coverage 85 X 70 26-50 70 48 13 20thc.
38BR1394 n/a Opportunistic 10 X 10 26-50 10 9 1 20th c.
38BR1395 TC 38 Full Coverage 55 X 20 51-75 Surface 18 0 20th c.
38BR1396 TC 38 Full Coverage 75 X 60 1-25 40 40 11  20thec.
38BR1397 TC 39 Full Coverage 185 X 115 1-25 60 100 16 Unk. Preh., 20th c.
38BR1398 TC51 Full Coverage 105 X 60 1-25 60 56 13 19thc., 20th c.
38BR1399 TC 39 Full Coverage 55 X 45 1-25 15 29 4 20th c.
38BR1400 TC 39 Full Coverage 40 X 30 26-50 50 22 4 Unk. Preh.
38BR1401 TC 39 Full Coverage 60 X 40 51-75 20 30 6 20th c.
38BR1402 TC 42 Full Coverage 50 X 35 1-25 40 31 6 18th c., 19th c.
38BR1404 TC 35 Purposive 70 X 55 26-50 10 34 4 20th c.

Tableli 2. Data on the Extent, Depth,da€ontent of Site Revisit§Y17.
STATE SURF. SITE
SITE SURVEY SURVEY VIS. DEPTH # POS.
NUMBER PROJECT METHOD SITESIZE(m) (%) (cmbs) STPs STPs COMPONENTS
38AK590 SU 3304 Pedestrian 220 X 180 76-100 40 97 23 EA, LA, 18th - 20th c.
38BR231 TC 52 Full Coverage 300 X 150 26-50 120 99 37 MA, LA, EW, MW, LW, Miss.
38BR236 TC 76 Full Coverage 590 X 350 26-50 110 95 37 MA, LA, MW, LW, Miss., 20th c.
38BR313 TC 38 Full Coverage 195 150 1-25 80 87 20  Unk. Preh., 20th c.
38BR558 TC 38 FullCoverage 45 X 30 26-50 50 24 2 19th c., 20th c.
38BR647 TC 77 Purposive 100 X 100 26-50 40 66 16 20th c.
38BR771 TC 38 Full Coverage 120 X 50  26-50 30 51 13 19th c., 20th c.
38BR845 TC 52 Purposive 90 X 60 1-25 40 40 2 20th c.
Recon. i Reconnaissance MA T Middle Archaic LW i Late Woodland
SUi Site Use LAT Late Archaic Miss. i Mississippian

STPsi Shovel Test Pits
EA'T Early Archaic

Unk. Preh. 1 Unknown Prehistoric
Unk. i Unknown

EW i Early Woodland
MW i Middle Woodland

Tableli 3. Evaluation of New anBreviously Recorded SiteSY17.

STATE

SITE SURVEY SITE NRHP FURTHER
NUMBER PROJECT SURVEY METHOD SITE COMPONENTS INTEGRITY ELIGIBILITY WORK
38AK590 SU 3304 Pedestrian EA, LA, 18th - 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated Testing
38BR231 TC 52 Full Coverage MA, LA, EW, MW, LW, Miss. Good Eligible Testing
38BR236 TC 76 Full Coverage MA, LA, MW, LW, Miss., 20th c. Good Unevaluated  Testing
38BR313 TC 38 Full Coverage Unk. Preh., 20th c. Poor Not Eligible None
38BR558 TC 38 Full Coverage 19th c., 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR647 TC 77 Purposive 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR771 TC 38 Full Coverage 19th c., 20th c. Poor Not Eligible None
38BR845 TC 52 Purposive 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR1386 TC 76 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible None
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38BR1387 TC 78 Pedestrian 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR1388 TC52 Purposive 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR1389 TC51 Purposive 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1390 TC 38 Full Coverage uUnk. Preh. Poor Not Eligible None
38BR1391 TC 52 Purposive Unk. Preh., 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR1392 TC 76 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1393 TC 62 Full Coverage 20th c. Moderate  Unevaluated  Testing
38BR1394 n/a Opportunistic 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1395 TC 38 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1396 TC 38 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1397 TC 39 Full Coverage Unk. Preh., 20th c. Moderate Eligible Testing
38BR1398 TC51 Full Coverage 19th c., 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1399 TC 39 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1400 TC 39 Full Coverage Unk. Preh. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1401 TC 39 Full Coverage 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1402 TC 42 Full Coverage 18th c., 19th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing
38BR1404 TC 35 Purposive 20th c. Poor Not Eligible Testing

EW i Early Woodland
Miss. T Mississippian

MW i Middle Woodland
Unk. Preh. T Unknown Prehistoric

LW i Late Woodland
Unk. Hist. T Unknown Historic

Tableli 4. Isdated Artifact Occurrence&Y17.

ISOLATED FIND NO. STPs COMPONENT SURVEY PROJECT
AK-OCC-164 9 Historic TC 08
BR-OCC-325 9 Historic TC 60
BR-OCC-337 12 Historic TC 76
BR-OCC-338 9 Prehistoric TC 38
BR-OCC-339 9 Prehistoric TC 38
BR-OCC-340 9 Prehistoric TC 38
BR-OCC-341 8 Historic SU 3283
BR-OCC-342 8 Prehistoric TC 38
BR-OCC-343 9 Historic TC 38
BR-OCC-344 7 Historic/Prehistoric TC 38
BR-OCC-346 9 Prehistoric TC 39
BR-OCC-347 8 Historic TC 39
BR-OCC-348 14 Prehistoric TC 35

SR-88 Site Use Permit Application Survey

The SRARP receive80 Site Use Permit Applications from various contractors
on the SRS during=Y17. Each permit application underwent review by SRARP
management for proposed land modification. Of the$&ite Use projects required field
reconnaissance or archaeological syr{fgable 11 5). These Site Use projects comprised
14.85 acres(8.0%) of the total survey coverage WRY17. The following summaries
describe Site Use projects and survey results diiy.

Tableli 5. SR-88 Sie Use Application ProjectgY17.

PROJECT PROJECT AREA TOTAL PROJECT NEW SITE
SURVEYED (ac) STPs SITES REVISITS

SU 3258 0 0 (O positive)

SU 3263 0 0 (0 positive)
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SU 3264 2.125 17 (O positive)
SU 3268 2.875 23 (0 positive)
SuU 3271 1.125 10 (O positive)
SuU 3272 0.5 4 (0 positive)
SU 3273 0.0 0 (O positive)
SU 3280 1.0 9 (0 positive)
SU 3283 1.625 19 (0 positive)
SU 3286 0.0 0 (O positive)
SU 3304 5.6 0 (0 positive) 38AK590
Totals 11 14.85 82 (0 positive) 0 1

n/ai not applicable

Certain aspects of archaeological work are standard for all prajedise SRS
(SRARP 1989)Prior to fieldwork, a review of 1951 aerial photography is conducted to
identify standing historic structures at the time of federal acquisition. The SRARP site
files are consulted to identify previously recorded cultural resources. All STPs measure
35 x 35 cm and are excavated to a depth of at least 80 cmbs, unless a gravel or clay
substratum is encountered. Upon completion of each survey project, point data for all
STPs, as well as all new and previously recorded sites and isolated artifact occurrences
are collected using GPS equipment. Exceptions to this fieldwork procedure include
historic site locations identified from 1951 aerial photographs that are situated-in low
probability areas for prehistoric sites (see discussion of Archaeological Sen&itwis
in SRARP 1989). At these locations, STPs are excavated to just below the plowzone
(usually between 2040 cmbs). The reduced depth of STPs on historic sites is justified
because latperiod historic sites generally lack thick, stratified depoftabak and
Inkrot 1997:2931). The soil from the STPs is sifted through 6i25wire mesh, and
artifacts are collected and bagged by provenience.

SU Log N03258i ProposedG-Area Oil Seepage Basin Area Characterization

This Site Use Permit, issued duigust 31 2016, proposedtharacterization of the
761-13N seepage basiReview of the SRARP database showed no previously recorded
sites located in the project argan October 7, 2016, a pedestrian suriaicated that
high-probability areas for archalegical sites occur within the footprint of a heavily
engineered ditch with stagnant watas the areshas beemlisturbedfrom previous SRS
constructionactivities(i.e., prior to the 189 PMOA), no furtherarchaeological survey is
warranted. Thus, no hawic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log N03263i Proposed Caster Creek Area Characterization

This Site UsePermit, issuedSeptember 282016, requestd characterization of
the Castor Creek Are&eview of the SRARP database showed no previously recorded
sites in the project are&oil contamination of the area is indicated by signs along Road
73-31. For this reasonno survey was conducted for the proposetharacterization
because of thproximity to known contaminated areas.
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SU Log No. 3841 Proposed Installation of 13 Monitoring Wells, 1 Soil Boriagd 2
Access Roads

This Site Use Permit, issued Qttoberl0, 2016, proposed the installation of 13
new monitoring wells1 soil boring, @uffers,and2 new gravel covered roadways with
100+t. diameterturnarounddocated east and northeastRidadC andRoad 2 Review of
the SRARP database showed no previously recorded sites located in the progct area
Fieldwork consisted of transectsand a total of 17 STPs (0 positivé)s these survey
efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required.
Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log No. 26871 Proposedinstallation of 6 Monitoring Wells, 4 Soil Borings, and}
Access Roads

This Site UséPermit issued orDecembeRl, 2036, proposed the installation 6f
monitoring wells,4 gravekd access roads] buffers,and 4 soil borings. Two of the
access roads willrequire 106ft. diameter turnaroundsProposed unddisturking
activities will involve removal of existing trees and vegetation at five of boéers
Review of theSRARP database showed no previously recorded sites in the project area.
Fieldwork consisted 06 transect and a total of 2 STPs (0 positive As these survey
efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required.
Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log No327171 ProposedAdditional Land for the Construction of Two Access Roads
for theLower Three RunBroject Plan

This Site Use Permitssued on Novembetl, 2016, by theUnited States Forest
ServiceSavannah River (USFSR), proposedan amendment to S12-07-F to include
additional land for the consiction of two roads for access Tamber Compartment 77
Stand11 andTimber Compartment6 Stand 23ProposedAccessRoad 7720.4will be
845ft. in length and 14tf wide, while proposedoad 76:30.1will be 1,003ft. in length
and 14 t. wide. Each road will have Hd. wide turnout areas every 300 Review of the
SRARP database showed no previously recordezs docated in the project area
Fieldwork consisted 08 transets with a total of 10 STPs (0 positive)s these survey
efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required.
Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log N032721 ProposedAdditonal Land for the Construction of One Access Road
for the ADM Project Plan and Road Construction

This Site Use Permit, issued on NovemBg2r 2016, by the USFSSR, proposed
an amendment to SW3-05F to include additional land for the construction of one
access road for access to Tim@ompartment 8Stand 67. Review of the SRARP
database showed no previously recorded sites located in the project areas. Fieldwork
consisted of a single transect with a total of 4 STPs (0 posifigedhese survey efforts
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resulted in only negative STPs, no further archaeological work was reqtiives, no
historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log No3273i Proposednstallation of Groudwater Remediation Well

This Site Use Permit, issued dlovember 302016, proposed the installation of
one groundwateremediationwell. Grounddisturbing activities will involve removal of
existing trees and vegetation to facilitate installation of underground piping andcelectr
wiring. Review of the SRARP database showed no previously recorded sites in the
project areaThe area has begmeviously disturbed bgower lines buried cables, waste
areas, and radiological contaminatidts the areahas beerdisturbedby these pgvious
SRS constructioractivities (i.e., prior to the 189 PMOA), no furtherarchaeological
survey is warranted.

SU Log No3280i Proposed ZArea Saltstone Facility

This Site Use Permiissued orDecember29, 2016, proposedan amendment to
SU-85-15C to include additional land for construction of Saltst@isposal Unit 7
(SDU7) and other SDUsroposed groundisturbing activities will involve removal of
existing trees, sediment controls, atite creation ofa stormwater detention basin.
Review of the SRARP database showed no previously recorded sites in the project area.
Fieldwork consisted of a single transect with a total of 9 STPs (0 posifigedhese
survey efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no furthehamological work was
required.Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.

SU Log No. 3288 Proposed Understory Species Responses to Hardwood Control
Treatments during Restoratiaf Longleaf Pine Savannah Study

This Site Use Permit, issued on January 24, 2016 opsapan amendment to SU
15-45-F to allow for boundaries of three stands to be expanded and facilitate alignment of
logging decks.Grounddisturbing activities will involve removal of existing trees,
sedment controls, andhe creation ofa stormwater detention basirReview of the
SRARP database showed one recorded site (38BR1379) within the projecBiteea.
38BR1379 has been previously evaluated as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP
(SRARP 2016:4Table 13). Fieldwork consisted of transectwith a total of13 STPs (0
positive). Survey effortswithin the project arealso resulted in the recovery dn
isolated occurrencgnetal can)n the surfacéBR-OCGC-341) Six additional STPs were
placed around the isolated occurrence (0 positiVé@)s artifact occurrencehas no
research potential to advance our understanding of the history of the ragitinese
survey efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no furthehaeological work was
required.Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.
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SU Log No. 3286 Proposed EC/ACP Boundary in and aroundAta CERCLA
Defined Land Use Controlaind Discharge Canal Waste Unit

This SiteUse Permit, issued on March 23, Z0proposedan EC/ACP boundary
in and aroundhe C-Area CERCLA defined land use controls and discharge canal waste
unit. Vegetation removal could result in land disturbafeview of the SRARP database
showed nqreviously recalled sites in the project area. GIS database layers showed this
area was previously disturbed and contaminated a result of early SRS landse
activities. Thus, aarchaeologicasurwey was done for this site use.

SU Log No. 3304 Establsh Wildlife Food Plots on SCE&G Righf-Ways

This Site Us Permit issued by personnel of the Savannah River Nuclear
Solutions, Inc(SRNS)on May 17, 201/proposedestablising sevenwildlife food plots
in SCE&Gpowerline right-of-ways. The size of ach proposed plat was 100 x 30 m in
extent.Reviewof the SRARP database showeedreviously recorded site (38AK590) in
one of theproject aress. Before archaeological survey could be conducted, the SRNS
plowed the plots for planting. SRARP personnel contacted the Sit€atmeinatorfor
the project who explainedhat as the rightf-way areas e been previously disturbed
they did not need to isge a Site Use and could proceed with plowing and planting.
SubsequentlySRNS wasnstructed byDOE that all activitieson the SRSnvolving land
disturbancemust issue aformal requestln an attempt to comply with SRS land use
regulations, the SRNS file@ Site Use requestesulting in SU Log No. 3304ven after
their work was completedtaff of he SRARP further explained that we must conduct a
subsirface survey prior to any lardisturbing activitiesand the SRN&ssured ushat
theyare now aware fathis regulation.

Given this situation, fieldwork consisted of a pedestrian walkover of fexch
plot. No artifacts were found on any of the plots. Additionally, the conddfdmstoric
site 38AK590 was asssed.As a result, a foodplot was placedon the southeast
perimeter of the siteh an area with mostly negative shovel sg¢his areacovers less
than6% of the entire siteThus,only minimal damage was done to any buried deposits.
Previous shovelest survey at 38AK590 was conducted duringly to delineate the
extent of depositaAs stated in th&Y15 Annual Report (SRARP 201%-23), this site is
considered eligible for nomination to the NRHP given the components present, which
include Early Archaic, Late Archaic, and 18th to 20th centimyactuality, plowing the
food plotresulted infmuch less subsurface disturbat@@ny buried deposits at BB590
than the original development of the powee corridor.

Timber Compartment Survey

The United States Forest Servi&avannah River USFSSR) is the most
extensive | and user on the SRS, as this
forest management in support of silvicultural practices. Each year, the-SISkESues a
list of Timber Compartment Prescriptions indicating those asedake SRS where timber
management activities are scheduled to occur. As a policy, the-BRBRSsues this list

agenc
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two to three years before the planned thinning or harvesting is scheduled. Employing
these Prescriptions, the SRARP identifies areas that beusturveyed prior to forest
management activities. Because of the {ia# provided by way of this process, the
SRARP has the opportunity to locate and evaluate all resources within the area of
proposed land use at least one year in advance of the StéApfdication request
detailing all proposed timber management actions. Finally, all historic and prehistoric
sites with potential research significance are avoided completely during harvesting
activities.

The SRARP management reviews each Timber CompattrRrescription to
determine the level of survey required for each Timber Stand slated for timbering. The
review process involves determining the potential for archaeological resources in each
Timber Stand. This is accomplished by applying the predidtigational model of site
discovery developed by the SRARP for management of cultural resources on the SRS
(SRARP 1989). Information from the SRS site files, previous survey re@rdshistoric
documentation isalso incorporated into the review processrsure all resources are
located and previous survey efforts are not duplicated.

This processdoes not apply to log decks, which are only planned days to weeks
before timbering activities begin. SRARP staff review proposed log deck locations and
conductsurveys as they are notified of their locations. Log deck locations are surveyed
with a 30m interval grid of shovel tests. The USBR, in consultation with theFRARP,
ensures that all archaeological sites deemed significant for research potentialided avo
in log deck placement. If avoidance is not possible, the SRARP consults with SCSHPO to
formulate a mitigation plan for proposed impacts.

Surveys of Log Decks and Timber Stands were conductefl sefdaratelimber
Compartments. These surveys involved6.54 acres 92%) of the total survey area
coveragein FY17. Table Ii6 provides a listing by Timber Compartment of all sites
investigated. The follomg summaries describe Timber Compartment prejeutd
survey results duringY17.

Certain aspects of archaeological work are standard for all pr¢gR&RP 1989)Prior

to fieldwork, a review of 1951 aerial photography is conducted to identify standing
historic structures at the time of federal acquisition. The SRARP site files are consulted
to identify previously recorded cultural resources. All STPs measure 35 x 35 cm and are
excavated to a depth of at least 80 cmbs, unless a gravel or clay subsgatum
encountered. Upon completion of each survey project, point data for all STPs, all new
and previously recorded sites, and isolated artifact occurrences are recorded using GPS
equipment. Exceptions to this fieldwork procedure include historic site lagatio
identified from 1951 aerial photographs that are situated inplmbability areas for
prehistoric sites (see discussion of Archaeological Sensitivity Zones in SRARP 1989). At
these locations, STPs are excavated to just below the plowzone (usuallgrb@tvel0

cmbs). The reduced depth of STPs on historic sites is justified becaugeeriate
historic sites generally lack thick, stratified deposits (Cabak and Inkrot 199T)2%he
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soil from the STPs is sifted through G256 wire mesh, and artifagtare collected and
bagged by provenience.

Tableli 6. Timber Compartment Prescription and Log Deck Survey4.’.

PROJECT AREA  TOTAL PROJECT NEW SITE
PROJECT SURVEY (acres) STPs SITES REVISITS
Timber Comp. 08 11.75 103 (0 positive) 38AK109 (unsuccessful)
Timber Comp. 35 7.0 101 (6 positive) 38BR1404
Timber Comp. 38 295 469 (34 positive) 38BR1390 38BR313
38BR1394 38BR558
38BR1395 38BR771
38BR1396
Timber Comp. 39 50 551 (31 positive) 38BR1397
38BR1399
38BR1400
38BR1401
Timber Comp. 42 15.625 149 (6 positive) 38BR1402
Timber Comp. 43 2.0 16 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 51 12.875 228 (30 positive) 38BR1389
38BR1398
Timber Comp. 52 12.0 357 (53 positive) 38BR1388
38BR1391 38BR231
38BR845
Timber Comp. 58 2.0 16 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 60 3.25 30 (1 positive)
Timber Comp. 62 7.75 107 (13 positive) 38BR1393
Timber Comp. 64 0.5 4 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 69 1.0 8 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 70 15 12 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 71 2.0 16 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 72 1.0 8 (0 positive)
Timber Comp. 76 5.5 332 (92 positive) 38BR1386 38BR236
38BR1392
Timber Comp. 77 10.25 150 (16 positive) 38BR647
Timber Comp. 78 1.0 8 (0 positive) 38BR1387
Total 19 176.5 2,665 (282 positive) 18 8

Timber Compartment 8

Archaeological survey irthis Timber Compartmeninvolved the subsurface
inspection o24 proposed log deckstaling11.75acres inStandsl6, 22, 24, 29, 31, 32,
39, 51, 53, and 8Slated for clearcutting. Review ¢fie SRARP database indicatad
previously recorded sit¢38AK109) in the project area. Fieldwork consisted 48
transects with a total of 98TPs (0 positive Site 38AK109 a garse scatter of historic
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and prehistoric materialspuld not bdocated during the surveyheseefforts within the
project area also resulted in théscoveryof an isolated occurrence (partially buried
ferrous metal not collectegl. This isolated find(AK-OCG-164) was surveyed with a
cruciform pattern of nine shovel test8 positive). As these efforts resulted in only
negative STPs, no further archaeological work was requiiteals, no historic properties
will be affected as a result of the proposeajgut.

Timber Compartmerg85

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment invdivime subsurface
inspection of7 acredn Standsl7,40, 72,and 112slated for clearcutting. Review of the
SRARP database showex previouslyrecordedsites in the project are&ieldwork
consisted 066 STPs (1 positive) excavated aloiigtransects. These efforts resulted in
the discovery and delineation of one new site (388R). Due to the sparse nature of
cultural material and pootontextualintegity, this site is considered not eligible for
nomination to the NRHPSurvey also resulted in threcovery of one isolated find (BR
OCGC348) This artifact occurrence has no research potential to advance our
understanding of the history of the regidimus, no historic properties will be affected as
a result of the proposed project

Timber Compartment 38

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of 29.5 acres in Stan@ls11, 21, 28, 29, 49, 51, 53, 77, 90, 93 423for
thinning and clearcutting. Review of the SRARP database showed three previously
recorded sites (38BR313, 38BR558, and 38BR771) in the project area. Fieldwork
consisted of 236 STPs (14 positive) excavated along 70 transects. These efforid resulte
in the discovery and delineation fafur new sites (38BR130, 38BR1394, 38BR1395,
and 38BR139p Survey also resulted in tliecovery ofsix isolated finds (BROCG-338,
BR-OCG339, BROCG-340, BROCG342 BR-OCG343, and BR-OCG-344). These
artifact occurrences have no research potential to advance our understanding of the
history of the regionSite 38BR558 is unevaluated for nomination to the NRHP and will
be avoided completely by any USISR management activitieBue to the sparseature
of cultural material and po@ontextualntegrity, previously recordedites38BR313 ad
38BR771, as well as newly discovered sit88BR1390, 8BR1394, 38BR1395, and
38BR1396 are not considered eligible for nomination to the NRMARus, no histod
properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project

Timber Compartment 39

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of50 acres in Stand3, 5, 14, 61 and 6dlated for clearcutting. Review of the
SRARP database showed no previously recorded sites in the project area. Fieldwork
consisted o#l00 STPs 8 positive) excavated aloref transects. These efforts resulted in
the discovery and delineation fafur new site38BR13®7, 38BR1399, 38BR140@nd
38BR140). Survey also resulted in tliecovery oftwo isolated finds (BROCCG-346 and



12 Savannah River Archaeological Research Program

BR-OCG347). These artifact occurrences have no research potential to advance our
understanding of the history of the regiddite 38BR1397 is considered eligible for
nomination to the NRHP and will be avoided completely by any USRSmanagement
activities.Due to the sparse nature of cultural material and powotextualntegrity, sites
38BR1399, 38BR1400, and 38BR1401 am& eligible for nomination to the NRHP.
Thus,no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project

Timber Compartment 42

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of 15.625 acres in Starsis14, 33, 40, 66and 92slated for clearcutting.
Review of the SRARP database showed no previously recorded sites in the project area.
Fieldwork consisted of25 STPs R positive) excavated alor@y transects. These efforts
resulted in the discovery and delineation of one nesv(88BRL402. Due to the sparse
nature of cultural material and pocpntextualintegrity, this site is considered not
eligible for nomination to the NRHP.hus, no historic properties will be affected as a
result of the proposed project

TimberCompartment @

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of2 acres in Stand4, 6 and18 slated forclearcutting Review of the SRARP
database showed no previously recorded sites in the project area. Fielowsidted of
16 STPs Q positive) excavated alon§ transects.As these efforts resulted in only
negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required. Thus, no historic properties
will be affected as eesult of the proposed project

Timber Compartne 51

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of & proposed Log Decks totalift2.875acres in StandS0, 51, 52, 63, 65, 68,
69, 73, 112, 116, 118, 120, 124, 127, 132, 145, andR®3ew of the SRARP database
showed no previouslyecordedsites in the project area. Fieldwork consisted of STP
survey on a 30n grid at each log deck location. Altogeth#d3 STPs { positive) were
excavated during this project. These efforts resulted in thetidoc of two new site
(38BR1389and 38BR138). Site 38BR1389 was discovered as a result of architectural
and artifactual material visible on the ground surfénee to the sparse nature of cultural
material and poor contextual integrity, both sites areconsiderednot eligible for
nomination to the NRHPThus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the
proposed project.

Timber Compartment 52
Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartmerdntinued from FY16

(SRARP 2016:59). This fiscal year, a new Timber Compartment prescription was issued
by the USFSSR thatinvolved the subsurface testing of 24 proposed Log Decks totaling
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12 acres in Stands 6, 8, 15, 17, 19, 25, 28, 30, 33, 41, 47,58} and 76Review of the
SRARP database showaslo previouslyrecordedsites (38BR231 and8BR845) in the
project area. Fieldwork consisted of STP survey on-m3fdid at each log deck location.
Altogether, 96 STPsO(positive) were excavated duringighproject. Although hese
efforts resulted ironly negativeSTPs two new sites (38BR13Band 38BR139) were
discovered as a@esult of architectural and ddctual material visibleon the ground
surface Prior to the delineation 38BR231 the USFSSR began work at the proposed
log deck location. The SRARP informed the USHS thattheir management activities
must not proceed without final notification from the SRARP. The USRSmmediately
ceased all operations at theg deck locationSite 38BR231is considereceligible for
nomination to the NRHPThe proposed log deck was relocated so that 38BR231 will be
avoided completely by the SFSSR. Site 38BR845is unevaluated at this timand will

be avoided completely by the USISR The eligbility status of newly discovered sites
38BR1388and 38BR1391is unevaluated until further survey is conducted; however,
both sites will be avoided completely by any USER management activitieshus, no
historic properties will be affected as a resilthe proposed project.

Timber Compartmeri8

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of4 proposed Log Decks totaling acres in Standd, 5, and 6 Review of the
SRARP database showed no previouslgordedsites in the project area. Fieldwork
consisted of STP survey on a-80grid at each log deck location. Altogeth&8,STPs 0
positive) were excavated during this projess these efforts resulted in only negative
STPs, no further archaeological work wasjuired. Thus, no historic properties will be
affected as a result of the proposed project.

Timber Compartmerg@0

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of6 proposed Log Decks totaling 3.25 acrestands3, 10, 13, 20and 21
Review of the SRARP database showegreviouslyrecordedsites in the project area
Fieldwork consisted of STP survey on arBQyrid at each log deck location. Altogether,
26 STPs (1 positive) were excavated during this projgelineation of this positive STP
resulted in anisolated artifact occurrenc BR-OCGC-325). This isolated findhas no
research potential to advance our understanding of the history of the régim).no
historic properties will be affected as a resulthaf proposed project.

Timber Compartment 62

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of 7.75 acres in Standg, 24,26, 30, 31,33, 72 74, and 77slated for
thinning. Review of the SRARP database showed nwiqusly recorded sites in the
project area. Fieldwork consisted of 62 STPs (1 positive) excavated along 32 transects.
These efforts resulted in the discovery and delineation of one new site (38BRIAS3).
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site is unevaluated and will be avoided completbly any USFSSR management
activities.Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project

Timber Compartment 64

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of 1 proposed Log Dedktaling 0.5 acran Stand 50 Review of the SRARP
database showed no previousbgordedsites in the project area. Fieldwork consisted of
STP survey on a 3t grid at the log deck location. Altogether, 4 STPs (0 positive) were
excavated during this praje As these survey efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no
further archaeological work was required. Thus, no historic properties will be affected as
a result of the proposed project.

Timber Compartment 69

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of 2 proposed Log Decks totaling 1 acre in Stand 15. Review of the SRARP
database showed no previousbgordedsites in the project area. Fieldwork consisted of
STP survey ora 30m grid at each log deck location. Altogether, 8 STPs (0 positive)
were excavated during this project. As these survey efforts resulted in only negative
STPs, no further archaeological work was required. Thus, no historic properties will be
affected a a result of the proposed project.

Timber Compartment 70

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of 1.5 acres in Stand 38 slated for thinning. Review of the SRARP database
showed no previously recorded sitasthie project area. Fieldwork consisted of 12 STPs
(O positive) excavated along 6 transects. As these survey efforts resulted in only negative
STPs, no further archaeological work was required. Thus, no historic properties will be
affected as a result die¢ proposed project.

Timber Compartment 71

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
inspection of 2 acres in Stands 13 and 53 slated for thinning. Review of the SRARP
database showed no previously recorded sites in thecpiarea. Fieldwork consisted of
16 STPs (0 positive) excavated along 8 transéashese survey efforts resulted in only
negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required. Thus, no historic properties
will be affected as a result of the propdgroject.

Timber Compartment 72

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of 2 proposed Log Decks totaling 1 acre in Stand 20. Review of the SRARP
database showed no previousbgordedsites in the project area. Fieldwork consisted of



Annual Report Fiscal Year 2017 15

STP survey on a 3t grid at each log deck location. Altogether, 8 STPs (0 positive)
were excavated during this project. As these survey efforts resulted in only negative
STPs, no further archaeological kkovas required. Thus, no historic properties will be
affected as a result of the proposed project.

Timber Compartment 76

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of 11 proposed Log Decks totaling 5.5 acres in Startjsl8, 11, 14, 16, 19, 25
and 27 Review of the SRARP database showed one previoesbrdedsite (38BR236)
in the poject area. Fieldwork consisted of STP survey on-sn3§rid at each log deck
location. Altogether, 44 STPs (4 positive) were excavated during this project. These
efforts resulted in the locatioof two new sites (38BR1386 ar@8BBR1392)and one
isolated aifact occurrence (BROCGC-337) Thisisolated findhas no research potential to
advance our understanding of the history of the regiure to the sparse nature of
cultural material and podaite integrity, sites 38BRB& and 38BR1392 are not eligible
for nomination to the NRHPSite 38BR236 is unevaluatednd will be avoided
completely by any USFSR management activitieShus, no historic properties will be
affected as a seilt of the proposed project.

Timber Compartment 77

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface inspection of
10.25 acres in Stands 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 24, 28, 31, 35,836l 40slated for
thinning. Review of the SRARP database showmte previously recorded site
(38BR647) in the project areaSite 38BR647 is unevaluated, bwill be avoided
completely by any USFSR management activitieBieldwork consisted of 82 STPs (0
positive) excavated along 39 transeéts.these survey efforts resulted in only negative
STPs no further archaeological work was requird&tlus, no historic properties will be
affected as a result of the proposed project

Timber Compartment 78

Archaeological survey in this Timber Compartment involved the subsurface
testing of 2 proposed Log Diex totaling 1 acre in Stands and 11. Review of the
SRARP database showed no previousdgordedsites in the project are®uring a
pedestrian survey of the project area, one neW(38BR1387% was discovered. This site
consists of an artesian well inneetland area with some evidence ohistoric still. Site
38BR1387is unevaluate@nd will be avoided completely by any USB® management
activities. Fieldwork consisted of STP survey on arB0grid at each log deck location.
Altogether, 8 STPs ((ositive) were excavated during this project. As these survey
efforts resulted in only negative STPs, no further archaeological work was required.
Thus, no historic properties will be affected as a result of the proposed project.
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Survey Results

To summarizeTableli 7 lists the results of Y17 compliance survey. Altogether,
18 new sites were recorded and delineated, 8npgreviously recorded ites were
revisited.Of the total sites investigated durifly17, 2 are considered eligiblend15 are
considerednot eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The remainifgsites have been
assigned an unevaluated status (requires testing for eligibility determination), and each
will be avoided by DOE contractors. In the event any of these sites are threiehed,
testing will be conductetb allow a determination of edibility. Thirteenisolated artifact
occurrences were also recorded durml7. Isolated finds are considered to hold low
research potential. As such, there will be no adverse effects to these ephemeral resources
through DOErelated activities. Summary @afor new and existing sites are provided in
Table IT1 and Table IT2. Evaluations of these sites are providedTable IT7. One
previously recorded site38AK109, could not be located duringurvey, which is
attributable to the inaccuracy of the original UTM coordinates and low artifact density as
initially reported.

The SRARP surveyet9l.5acres inFY17 for 11 Site Use Permits andBTimber
Compartment Prescriptions. Of the total area stedel4.85acres 8%) involved Site
Use Permit projects, ar/6.5acres(92%) involved Timber Compartment Stands slated
for harvesting or Log Deck use. Altogeth@;747 STPs were excavated durify17
archaeological surveywith a total 0f282STPs prodcing artifacts.

In conclusion, Section 110 of the Regulatory process requires an inventory of all
cultural resources on public lands. As of this report, the SRARP has surveyed
approximately 70158 acres (361%) out of a total of 193,276 (97.4%) of SRS acreage
suitable for survey (i.e., excluding SRS wetlands and developed areas). In total, the SRS
comprises 198,344 acres or 310 sgq. mi. CRM efforts have resulted in the inventory of
2,043 sites (9% prehistoric, 568 historic, and %9 with both prehistoric/historic
components) recorded to date.

Tableli 7. Summary ofFY17 Survey Results.

Site Use Permit Surveys 11
Timber Compartment Prescription Surveys 18
Total STPs Excavated 2,747
Total Positive STPs Excavated 282
Total Area Surveyed (acres) 1915
New Sites 18
Site Revisits 8
Isolated Artifact Occurrences 13

CURATION COMPLIANCE ACTIVITIES
Tammy F. Herron

As a result of the primary analysis of artifactgsovered through daily compliance
activities, 1,308&rtifacts were entered into curation over the course of the past fiscal year.
Volunteers with the Carolina Bay Volunteer Research Program (CBVRP) also processed
artifacts and geological samples recoveatadng excavations to further advance ongoing
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Carolina bay research. Tasks included magnetic grain extraction and sorting of sall
samples, sieving sediments for grain size analysis, and splitting samples for geochemistry
analysis. For more informationrag di ng vol unteer efforts, se
Vol unteer Program. o

In another study, USC graduate student Jessica Coopw®leted her analysis of
a sample of thériangular points from the collection housed by the SRARP to determine
if morphologcal differences in basal width are temporally significag.demonstrated
in her 2017 thesistitled, A Functional Analysis of Yadkin Bifaces irhé Middle
Savannah River Valleypasal width isatemporally significant variable.

A number of artifacts fnm the collection are on loan to Stewart Youniytartz,
who is applying a fluorine dating technique to a series of tempatelfynostic Coastal
Plain Chert projectile hafted bifaces from the Savannah River Valley of South Carolina.
This analysis method isondestructive and has tremendous potential in archaeology and
beyond.These are just a few ways that the collections housed at the SRARP are being
utilized to learn more about the history of the region.

Also, & a precautionary measure, duplicate copies of the Site Files generated as a
result of archaeological excavationsnductedon the SRS are housed at SCIAA in
Columbia. This fiscal year, graduate student Joe Wilkinsontinued scanning the
duplicate copie®f the SRARP Site Files so that these documents camdyggated into
ArchSite, a Geographic InformationySem (GIS) used to manage archaeological
resources in South Carolina. These files encompass parts of Aiken, Allendale, and
Barnwell counties.

For four decades, archaeological compliance, research, and public outreach have
formed the basis for daily and lotgrm operation of the SRARP. The nearly two million
artifacts curated by SRARP staff hold a wealth of knowledge that cestito be tapped
for compliancerelated research projects. For instant2, sedimentsamplescollected
from White Pondwere shipped to Actlabs foplatinum @t) analysis. Additionally, 1
carbon sample and 15 geological samglesn White Pond were submitted to Beta
Analytic for Accelerator Mass Spectrometry (AMS) datifigenvibracoresample from
White Pond were submitted for Aciniform carbon testing. Lastly, immunological analysis
(blood residuepf temporally diagnostic hafted bifaces to evaluate diachroer@s in
animalprey species selection and availability continued with the submission of 1 Dalton
point from White Pond and 30 Paleoindian Clovis hafted bifaces from the Oshnock
collection in North Carolina. Previously, results of this immunological study verified
bovid (bison) residue on several hafted bifaces from the Paleoindian through early
Middle Archaic periodsand may lend evidence as to whether bison in the South Atlantic
Slope were eradicated by tharly Middle Holocene.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CURATION FACILITY
Tammy F. Herron and. Haley Gant

In FY17,Haley Grant SRARP Assistant Curatdor the Archaeological Curation
Facility (ACF), has continued to fieventory boxes of artifact@laced inventory sheets
inside each box, and sealik boxes with strappintppe as a further security precaution.
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To date, all boxes containing DOE artifacts, unless on hold fanaé/zation, have been
securely strapped. 84 Grantcont i nues t o updat e t he ACFOs
reclassifed, and missing artifact list.

Thoughthe SPARRP mai nt ains that the ACFO6s purpose
limited number of behinthe-scenes tours are performed as interest in theM815
Curation Facility continues to grow. With this in mind, the ACF and SRARP staff, in
conjunction with Cal War Curation also housed with the 3#5Curation Facility,
participated in over 30 tours of the facility during FY17. Groups touring the ACF
included the Veterans Cur at i oSavankah @Rjvez c t , Ci ti
Nuclear Laboratory§RNL) employees, andarticipants in théengineering Leadership
Development Program, as well as Farms to Fission bus tours. Additionally, a large
mobile display board was erected in the main hall showgaisiformation about the
SRARP.

The 315M Curation Facility on behalf of SRNS, was the site of the 2017 SRS
United Way kickoff in August SRARP Public Outreach Coordinator Jessica Phillips,
Program Coordinator George Wingard, and Assistant Curator Haley Grant participated in
the kickoff. The ACF was closed to néd8RARP personnel during the event.

Issues with leaks along the main hall, Cold War rooms, and the ACF area of the
Curation Facility were reported to building maintenarasel plans to reseal the roof are
underway. Additionally, building maintenance respahdgiickly when the Curation
Facilityds Air Conditioning Units 4 and 5 mal
and Cold War artifact storage. Repairs were performed quickly. There was no impact to
the ACF. The AE at the SRS Curation Facility contesito operate efficiently and
within the guidelines set forth by the Secretary of Interior.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM
Brian Milner
Archaeological Site Polygons and Centroids Project

As the process of moving our GIS data into a geodatabase contsta#fs,
memberdhave begun a process Qtiality Assurance and ContrdDA/QC) verifying the
accuracy of our datdDne area of focus is on the location of archaeologica @itehe
SRS.Sks discovered today are recorded using GPS
within a meter. Earlier sites were recorded by noting them on a site topographic map in
their relative location. We are currently comparing the GIS data of aldes to
information provided in thsite files to make sure the GIS representation is as accurate as
possible. This work will continue inteY18.
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Archaeological Geospatial Database Project

Work on the SRARP geodatabase progregs@®17. After our consultation with
the University of South Carolina College of Arts and Sciences Computing Center, we
have acquired the recommended hardware for an office server to house the database
software. Currentlywe are in the process of acquogia license for ESRI ArcServer from
the University of South Carolina Geography Department, which will enaloikiple
users the ability taccess and edit data simultaneously. In the interim, we have begun the
process of moving our GIS datatorthe serve This allows access t8RARRGIS data
collectively rather tharseparately oreach individual computer. During the transfer
process, we are also preformiaguality assurance and quality contobleck ofthe data
to ensure that the legacy data is corrddtis process will comiue into FY18.

SAFETY COMPLIANCE
George L. Wingard
During this fiscal yearthe SRARP continued compliance regarding federal and
state regulations governing human health and safety. As Director of Safety, George

Wingard shared sariety of topics pertaining to their health and safety at meetings held
throughout the year and during morning brieimgth the staff
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PART Il . RESEARCH
RESEARCH ABSTRACTS

Evaluating Diachronic and Geospatial T@sin South Carolina Prehistory
froman Analysis of the Statewide Collector Survey

Christopher R. Moore and Tommy Charles
Poster presented at the 73rd Annual Southeastern Archaeological Conference, Adhens, G

Recently, a reanalysis of data from the South Carolina Collector Survey was
initiated in an effort to produce a comprehensive GIS database of hafted biface and lithic
raw material types across the entire state. Although earlier studies have utilized these
data, this is the first time that hafted biface types (~90,000 artifacts) banecbmpiled
and illustrated geospatially within GIS for Paleoindian through Mississippian time
periods. Research applications for this database include evaluation of diachronic and
geospatial changes in mobility patterns, macroband territories, settlengamization,
and raw material use by hunigaitherers in South Carolina.

Widespread Platinum Anomaly Documented at the Younger Dryas Onset in North
American Sedimentary Sequences Consistent with Greenland Ice Core Data

Christopher R. Mooréillen West, Malcolm A. LeCompte, Mark J. Brooks, I. Randolph
Daniel, Jr., Albert C. Goodyear, Terry A. Ferguson, Andrew H. Ivester, James K.
FeathersJames P. Kennett,dfneth B. Tankersley, A.istor Adedeji,andTed E. Bunch

Poster presented at tBéth Annual Meeting of the Southeastern Geological Society, Richmond, VA

In 2013, Petaeet al. reported a large extraterrestrial platinum (Pt) anomaly in the
Greenland ice sheet (GISP2) at the Younger Dryas onset (YD boundary layer, or YDB).
In this study, fireassay and inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (FA and ICP
MS) elementalnalyses were performed on bulk sediments from stratified archaeological
sites to evaluate evidence of a corresponding platinum (Pt) anomaly wéedecument
discovery of a distinct Pt anomaly horizon in 11 archaeological sedimentary sequences
across Nah America that date to the YD onset. The widespread, apparent synchronicity
of a Pt anomaly at the YDB is consistent with GISP2 data and suggests the atmospheric
input of platinumrich dust. Another anomaly involves the Pt/Pd ratios for the YDB layer,
which are typically very different from the background Pt/Pd ratios above and below the
YDB layer. Because there is no known geochemical reason that Pt/Pd ratios should differ
locally only in the YDB, Pt/Pd anomalies suggest the influx oflocal Pt 12,80G/ears
ago.

Petaev et al. (2013) suggested a likely extraterrestrial source of Pt from the impact
of a subkilometer iron meteorite with an unusual fractionated core highly enriched in Pt.
Although this study finds no evidence to contradict the conclusibifetaev et al. that
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the Greenland Pt enrichment most likely resulted from an extraterrestrial source, there is
some question about the type of impactor and whether the Pt originated from the
impactor and/or from target rocks. In addition, our findingswsimo contradiction with

the Younger Dryas impact hypothesis (YDIH), although detailed evidence for such an
impact or airburst is beyond the scope of this research. We expect the Pt anomaly to serve
as a widelydistributed time marker horizon (datum) folentification and correlation of

the onset of th&/D climatic episode at 12,80(&kB.P. Furthermore, this Pt datum will

likely prove valuable in dating and correlating archaeological, paleontological, and
paleoenvironmental data between sequences, epéuotse with limited age control

Aspects of Carved Paddle Stamped Designs from the Middle Mississippi Period
Keith Stephenson

Invited paperpresented at th&2ndAnnualMeeting of the Society for American
Archaeology ConferenceVancouver, BC Canada

Complicated stamped pottery vessels, and the carved wooden paddles used to
stamp them, were produced in Southeastern North America beginning early in the first
millennium AD and continued in some quarteral| into the nineteenth century. Much of
the resarch on paddle designs has focused on the highly decorative and diverse
Woodland Period expressions, with little attention givetater, more repetitive paddle
stamps. In this paper, | bring the methods of analysis usstudly Woodland paddle
designs @ bear on thirteenthentury paddle stamps from the Sandy Hammock site in
southern central Georgia. By examining design variability at the scale of the individual
paddle, inferences about household level production and, ultimately, social interaction
can & made.

Swift Creek in Space and Time
Keith StephensoandKaren Smith
Invited papepresented at the 73rd Annual Southeastern Archaeological Conference, Athens, G

W. H. Holmes consideredhvat we now call Swift Creek petry to be part of the
Souh Appalachian tradition. Subgeent decades of cultutestorical research have
reafirmed the general spatial extent of the pottery to be across both the southern
Piedmont and Coastal Plain regions. Equally broad is its timespan. Swift Creek pottery
occursover a 708yearlong phase from AD 100800. In this study, we further refine the
temporal and spatial resolution of Swift Creek through a critical assessment of the
location of identified sites in compction with the numerous radiarbon dates with
professed Swift Creek contexts.
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A Functional Analysis of Yadkin Bifaces in the Middle Savannah River Valley
Jessica Cooper
Paper presented at the 73rd Annual Southeastern Archaeological Conference, Athens, GA

Paper presented at therd2nnual Conference of the Archaeological Society of South
Carolina, Columbia, SC

The Woodland period (3000000 B.P.) marks a time of vast change in settlement,
foodways, and religion throughout the Southeast as pottery and the bow and arrow
became widegpad. One of the tool types that dominates the archaeological record from
this time is the Yadkin biface. Yadkins are found almost exclusively in Middle Woodland
contexts, suggesting that they had an important role in the cultural changes that
accompaniedthe Middle Woodland. The primary goal of this research is to assess

whet her Yadkins functioned as arrow points

discriminant function analyses and macrofracture analysis.

us
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RESEARCH NOTES
Geoarchaeological anBaleoenvironmental Research
Christopher R. Moore
Blood Residue Research

In January of FY17, an immunological (blood residue) analysis was performed on
30 Paleoindian Clovis hafted bifaces from the Oshnomllection in North Carolina.
Several years ago, this collection was donated to the Office of State Archaeology (OSA)
in Raleigh by Jim and Bob Oshnock who collected several large Paleoindian sites in
Harnett County, North Carolidaamassing what amounts the largest concentration of
Clovis points ever found in North CarolinBhe Oshnockgrovided detailed provenience
information, maps, drawings, and site location information for all artifacts. With funds
provided by the Archaeological Research Trust TARblood residue analysis of these
artifacts was conducted by Dr. Margaret Newman at the University of Calgary. Results
are consistent with previous analyses of Paleoindian artifacts from Georgia and South
Carolina (Moore et al. 2016) and indicdteat the exploitation of bovid (most likely
bison) was common during this timé-igure II-1). In addition, the analysis of the
Oshnockcollection continueshie trend from previous studies with a glaring lack of
evidence for the exploitation of extinct megafauna.

Clovis

(Metavolcanic) Clovis
31HT201 (Chert)
Residue: bovid, rabbit 31HT1224
Residue: bovid

Clovis
(Crystal Quartz)
31HT201
Residue: bear

010 40 60 80
Clovis Clovis
(Chert) (Metavolcanic)
31HT201 31HT1075 .
Residue: deer, rabbit Residue: deer, rabbit

“rabbit

+—e rabbit

Figurell-1. Blood residueresults for the Oshnodollection from North CarolindwWhite
PondHuman Paleoecology Project
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In FY17, the SRARP initiated th&hite Pond Human Paleoecology Project
(WPHPB. Building on the seminal work of Watts (198@he goals of the WPHPP are
multiple and include efforts to

1) derivethe broader geologic context of the age and origin of White Pond and its
fringing sediments containing the archaeological record;

2) delineate and correlate the lacustrine paleoenvironmental and terrestrial archaeological
records through integrated stadiof lithe and biostratigraphy, geochronology (OSL and
AMS radiocarbon dating), and archaeostratigraphy; and

3) conjoin the correlated paleoenvironmental and archaeological records in systemic,
human behavioral terms (human paleoecology).

In May of FY17, the SRARRonducted volunteer excavations at White Pond near
Elgin, South Carolina.This year, we utilized local volunteers ar®buth Carolina
Department of Natural ResourceSGDNR) employees to excavate an area along the
south edge of the lakd-igure ll-1 to Figure II-5). At this location, shovel testing had
previously indicated the presence of dedplyied artifacts at the base of a sand slope
near the lake shoreline and below large Pleistockm® depo$s. Three 2 x Aneter
excavation units were excavated to a depth of 120 centimeters below Jorfdi®
Concentrations of primarily quartz lithic debris were encountered between 80 and 120
cmbsand included a variety of prehistoric artifagcas well aghe in-situ discovery of a
Late Paleoindian Dalton spepoint (~12,000 years old) made afthoquartzite(Figure
II-6 and Figure 11-7). The Dalton was collected without touching washing and was
examined by Dr. Robert Yohe at California State University for blood resitiie
analysis produced positive ds to human blood residue. Thesuld be due to either
inadvertent modern contamination or prehistoric use. If the blood resiguehistoric, it
may indicateuse of the artifact as a weapon or simply handling otdbkeby prehistoric
inhabitants of White Pond.

In addition, a radiocarbon date on a charred wood fragment recovered from
sediments ~10 to 20 cm below the Dalton point returnedi@add 6,810+ 60 (Beta#
466394) which calibrates to 20,485 to 20,0658l Samples of sediment were collected
from a unit wall profile extending below the depth where the Dalton was recovered and
will be tested to determine if the Younger Dryas Platinum (Pt) anomaly reported by
Moore et al. (2017) is present in archagud sediments at White Pondf the Pt
anomaly is present, it should provide a useful marker for the likely depth of any buried
Early Paleoindian Clovis occupations which should occur chronostratigraphically just
before the beginning of the Younger Dryasmdie interval (ca. 12,800 cal BP). Finally,
samples were collected for opticaljimulated luminescence (OSL) dating. OSL dating
provides an agestimate for the sand matrix that buried the artifacts (the last exposure of
sand grains to sunlight) and wifovide an indirect age for the buried artifacts, including
thein-situ Dalton point.
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In addition to the archaeological investigations, paleoenvirotahamalysis of
the vibracore collected from White Pond in FY16 continued in FYiIGtk on this core
includes an analysis of sediment geochemistry to determine if there is evidence of a
widespread platinum (Pt) anomaly at the Younger Dryas onset (ca. 12,800 years ago)
similar to those reported by Moore et al. (2017) for archaeologited across North
America. In addition, Angie Perrotti at Texas A&M University is analyzing core samples
to look for dung sporesF{gure 11-8) associad with large megaherbivores, such as
mammoth and mastodon that may have waded in the waters at White Pond during the last
ice-age. Spore data revealed from this study may indicate the timing of the end
Pleistocene extinction event of more than 35 genéranamals. Complementing the
spore analysis, Dr. Beth Shapiro and Josh Kapp at the Paleogenomics Laboratory at the
University of California, Santa Cruare attempting another groundbreaking study to
extract animal DNA from core samples to determine if ipaldr species can be
identified from fragments of preserved DNA left in the mud. For this analysis, 25 core
samples were extracted at USC Aiken using surgical gloves, facemasks, and sterile
plastic syringes and vialgrigure 11-9 and Figure I1-10). This was done in order to
preventmodern DNA contamination. Additional radiocarbon dating of the lake core is
currently underway to more precisely define the Pleistottriecene transition, to date
the timing of the megafauna extinction as indicated by spore abundance, and to determine
sediment deposition rates across this boundary.

White Pond

Elevation (ft.)
High : 628.992

Low : 111.6

0 015 03 0.6 0.9 1.2
Kilometers

Figurell-2. LIDAR elevationmapshowing White Pond near Elgin, South Caroliaad
thelocation of the 2015 and 20t6resamples. LIDAR image by Christophktoore.
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Figurell-3. Panoramiwiew of White Pond. Photo by Christopher Moore.

Figurell-4. Volunteerexcavations at White Pond in May 2017. Photddbyistopher Moore.

Figurell-5. Working on stump removal in the middle 2x2test unit at White Pond.
















































