
 

GREENVILLE-SPARTANBURG 

INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

 
 

 APPENDIX D 

ARCHAELOGICAL 

SURVEY REPORT 

MASTER PLAN EA 

NOVEMBER 2021 



 

 

Archaeological Survey of the 

Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport Expansion Tracts 

Greenville and Spartanburg Counties, South Carolina 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. 

August 2021 

 



 
 
 

 

Archaeological Survey of the 

Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport Expansion Tracts 

Greenville and Spartanburg Counties, South Carolina 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for 
 

MacFarland-Johnson, Inc. 
Binghamton, New York 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by 
 
 
 
 

________________________________________ 
Michael Keith O’Neal 
Principal Investigator 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. 

August 2021



 
Greenville-Spartanburg Airport Expansion 

Greenville and Spartanburg Counties, South Carolina 

 ii 
 

Management Summary 
 
 
 Between 26 and 28 July 2021, Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. (ACC), conducted 
an archaeological survey of the Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport Expansion tracts in Greenville 
and Spartanburg counties, South Carolina. This project was conducted on behalf of MacFarland-Johnson, 
Inc. The goals of this investigation were to identify all archaeological resources located within the project 
tracts, assess those resources for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and advance 
management recommendations, as appropriate. 
 
 Three areas were designated for archaeological survey, the Westside MRO Development, the South 
MRO, and the FBO Expansion. The Westside MRO Development measures approximately 112 acres (45.3 
ha) and is located on the northwest side of the airport runways. It is characterized by open grassy fields and 
wooded areas. The South MRO is located on the southeast side of the airport runway and measures 
approximately 42 acres (17.0 ha). This project tract contains areas of planted pines, mixed pines, and 
hardwoods. A portion of the South MRO is grassy field, artificial drainages, and an airport access road. The 
FBO Expansion is on the northeast side of the airport and measures approximately 28 acres (11.3 ha). This 
area contains existing buildings and a construction area. A small portion is wooded. 
 
 Background research included a review of archaeological site forms, cultural resource reports, and 
historic maps of the project area. Portions of the Westside MRO Development and the South MRO were 
included in an archaeological survey of the runway extension areas and proposed borrow pits (Espenshade 
1992). Thirty-five archaeological sites were recorded within 1.6 kilometers of the project tracts. None are 
located within the project survey areas. 
 
 Prior to beginning field work, factors such as soil drainage, topography, and proximity to water 
were used to define portions of the project tract that had high potential for the presence of archaeological 
deposits. Shovel tests were excavated at 30-meter intervals along parallel transects spaced 30 meters apart 
in high potential areas. Low potential areas were surveyed through pedestrian walkover and judgmentally 
placed shovel tests. One archaeological site, 38SP478, was identified in the South MRO survey area during 
this investigation. This site is primarily a scatter of brick and concrete, associated with two mid-twentieth 
century houses that are no longer extant. Few subsurface artifacts were identified, and no intact structural 
features remain. This site is recommended not eligible for the NRHP. As no significant archaeological 
resources will be impacted by the proposed airport expansion, clearance to proceed is recommended. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 
 
 Between 26 and 28 July 2021, Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. (ACC), conducted 
an archaeological survey of the Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport Expansion tracts in Greenville 
and Spartanburg counties, South Carolina. This project was conducted on behalf of MacFarland-Johnson, 
Inc. The goals of this investigation were to identify all archaeological resources located within the project 
tracts, assess those resources for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and advance 
management recommendations, as appropriate. 
 
The Project Area 

 
 The Greenville-Spartanburg 
International Airport is located on the 
border between Greenville and 
Spartanburg counties (Figure 1.1). 
However, most of the airport, 
including the survey areas, are in 
Spartanburg County. Three 
expansion areas were designated for 
archaeological survey, the Westside 
MRO Development, the South MRO, 
and the FBO Expansion (Figure 1.2). 
Figure 1.3 presents an aerial view of 
the project areas. The Westside MRO 
Development area measures 
approximately 112 acres (45.3 ha) 
and is located on the northwest side 
of the airport runways. It is 
characterized open grassy fields and 
wooded areas. The South MRO is 
located on the southeast side of the 
airport runway and measures approximately 42 acres (17.0 ha). This portion of the project tract contains 
areas of planted pines, mixed pines and hardwoods. A portion of the South MRO is grassy field, artificial 
drainages, and an airport access road. The FBO Expansion is on the northeast side of the airport and measures 
approximately 28 acres (11.3). This area contains existing buildings and a construction area. A small portion 
is wooded. Figure 1.4 shows general views of environmental settings of the project areas. 
 
Investigation Methods 
 
 This investigation was comprised of four separate tasks: Background Research, Field Investigation, 
Laboratory Analysis, and Project Documentation. Each of these tasks is described below. 
 

 
Figure 1.1. Map showing the location of the project area. 
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Figure 1.2. Topographic map showing the project survey areas (1994 Greer, SC USGS 7.5-

minute topographic quadrangle). 
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Figure 1.3. Aerial view of the project survey areas. 
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Top (L-R): Westside MRO Woods, Westside MRO Field; Middle (L-R): South MRO planted pine, South MRO pines and 
hardwoods; Bottom (L-R): FBO Expansion Construction Area, FBO Expansion Woods 

Figure 1.4. View of the different settings in the project tracts. 
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 Background Research began with a review of archaeological site forms, maps, and reports on file at 
the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) in Columbia, and through Archsite, 
the online cultural resource information system. This review served to identify previously recorded resources 
in the project vicinity and provided data on the prehistoric and historic context of the project area. Historic 
maps of the project vicinity were obtained from a wide variety of published and online sources. These maps 
were used to determine past land use, the possible presence of structural remains or historic landscape 
features and known Native American occupations. Maps reviewed include the 1921 soil of map of 
Spartanburg County, the 1940 highway maps from Greenville and Spartanburg counties, and multiple 
topographic maps of different scales published between 1935 and 1994. 
 
 Field Survey focused most intensively on portions of the project tracts determined to have high 

potential for the presence of archaeological deposits. Close-interval contour topographic maps, Light 

Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) images, and soil data of the survey area were consulted prior to initiation 

of fieldwork. Based on soil drainage, topographic relief, proximity to water, and other factors, approximately 

102 acres (41.3 ha) were determined to have high potential for archaeological deposits (Figure 1.5). High 

potential areas typically contained well-drained soils and had a slope of less than 15 percent. The high 

potential areas were surveyed with shovel tests excavated at 30-meter intervals along parallel transects 

spaced 30 meters apart and oriented to the landform. The remaining 80 acres (32.4 ha) were considered to 

have low archaeological potential. These areas typically exhibited slopes greater than 15 percent or contained 

soils classified as urban land (i.e., human transported material, and impervious surfaces) or udorthents (fill 

material). Low potential areas were examined through pedestrian walkover with judgmentally placed shovel 

tests and visual examination of exposed ground surface.  

 Excavated shovel tests measured approximately 30 centimeters in diameter and were excavated to 
10 centimeters into subsoil, to the water table, or bedrock. Shovel test fill was screened through 0.25-inch 
wire mesh. Details of artifacts and soils for each shovel test were recorded in field notebooks. Artifacts were 
collected and placed in plastic bags labeled with the date, field site number, grid point locations (i.e., shovel 
test/transect or north/east coordinate), depth of artifacts, and initials of the excavator. To delineate 
archaeological resources, a combination of surface inspection and short interval (15-meter) shovel testing 
was used. 
 
 An archaeological site is defined as an area containing one or more artifacts within a 30-meter or 
less diameter of surface exposure or where surface or subsurface cultural features are present. Artifacts 
and/or features less than 50 years in age would not be considered a site without a specific research or 
management reason. Site settings were photographed with a digital camera. Sketch maps were produced in 
the field showing the locations of shovel tests and surface finds. The location of each site was recorded using 
a Trimble Pathfinder Global Positioning System (GPS) unit and relayed onto project maps. 
  
 The primary goals of this field investigation were to identify archaeological resources and evaluate 
their potential research value or significance. Although the determination of the site significance is made by 
the SHPO, whenever possible, sufficient data is gathered to allow us to make a significance recommendation. 
Sites that exhibit little or no further research potential are recommended not eligible for the NRHP, and no 
further investigation is proposed. Sites for which insufficient data could be obtained at the survey level are 
considered unassessed and preservation or more in-depth investigation is advocated. It is rare for ample data 
to be recovered at the survey level of investigation to definitively determine that a site meets NRHP 
eligibility criteria. However, when this occurs, the site is recommended eligible for the NRHP. Again, 
preservation of the resource is advocated. If preservation is not possible, mitigation options (e.g., data 
recovery) would need to be considered. 
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Figure 1.5. LiDAR map showing high potential areas defined in the project tracts.  
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 Laboratory Analysis. All recovered cultural material was processed in the Clayton laboratory 
facilities of ACC. All artifacts were washed and allowed to thoroughly air dry. A provenience number, based 
on artifact contexts (i.e., grid coordinate, depth, etc.), was assigned to each positive excavation location. 
Within each provenience, individual artifacts or artifact classes were then assigned a catalog number. 
Artifacts were cataloged based on specific morphological characteristics such as material in the case of 
lithics, and decoration and temper type in the case of prehistoric ceramics.  
 
 Diagnostic prehistoric artifacts are compared to published type descriptions (e.g., Charles and Moore 
2018; Coe 1964; Herbert 2009; Oliver 1999; Peck 1982; Sassaman 1993; Ward and Davis 1999; and Whatley 
2002;) and cataloged by type when possible. Lithics artifacts are examined in detail and classified by artifact 
type and raw material.  

 Historic artifacts are identified by color, material of manufacture (e.g., ceramics), type (e.g., 
slipware), form (e.g., bowl, plate), method of manufacture (e.g., molded), period of manufacture (e.g., 1780-
1820), and intended function (e.g., tableware). Historic artifacts with established manufacture date ranges 
were categorized using Aultman et al. (2016), Brown (1982), Feldhues (1995), Florida Museum of Natural 
History (FLMNH; 2009), Majewski and O’Brien (1987), Noël Hume (1969), and South (1977, 2004). 
Artifact descriptions, counts, and weights are recorded, and all diagnostic and cross-mended artifacts are 
labeled with a solution of Acryloid B-72 and acid-free permanent ink. 

 All artifacts were placed in acid-free resealable plastic bags with acid-free labels listing the 
provenience and field identification information. Upon acceptance of the final project report, all analysis 
sheets, field notes, photographs, maps, and artifacts will be prepared according to federal guidelines and 
submitted to SCIAA for final curation. 
 
 Project Documentation. Project documentation involved the compilation of all data gathered during 
the previous tasks. This report includes a discussion of the investigation methods, background findings, field 
survey results, and management recommendations. Each individual site is discussed and shown on a variety 
of project maps. The data obtained from laboratory analyses, background research, and field investigations 
is included in the site discussions. Finally, the report includes an assessment of the NRHP eligibility of each 
archaeological site recorded during this investigation. 
 

Evaluating NRHP Eligibility 

 
 Site significance is based on the site’s ability to contribute to our understanding of past lifeways, 
and its subsequent eligibility for listing on the NRHP. Department of Interior regulations (36 CFR Part 60) 
established criteria that must be met for an archaeological site or historic resource to be considered 
significant, or eligible for the NRHP (Townsend et al. 1993). Under these criteria, a site can be defined as 
significant if it retains integrity of “location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association” and if it: 
 

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

B. Is associated with lives of persons significant in the past, 
C. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent 

the work of a master, possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
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Archaeological sites are usually evaluated relative to Criterion D. As locations of human activities, which 
include physical remains of those activities, archaeological sites are potential sources of important 
information. However, some archaeological sites, particularly those representing historic period occupation 
or use, can be considered eligible under Criterion A if they are associated with an important event or pattern 
of events; under Criterion B if they are associated with important people; or Criterion C if important 
structural elements are preserved (Savage and Pope 1998; Townsend et al. 1993). 
 

The National Park Service defines two requirements for archaeological sites to be eligible under 
Criterion D (Savage and Pope 1982:21): 

 
1. The site must have, or have had, information to contribute to our understanding of human 

history or prehistory, and 
2. The information must be considered important. 

 
The National Park Service provides clarification for the first requirement by stating that an archaeological 
site is eligible for the NRHP if that site “has been used as a source of data and contains more, as yet 
unretrieved data” (Savage and Pope 1998:21). Regarding the second requirement, Glassow (1977) 
recommends careful consideration of specific site attributes (integrity, clarity, artifact frequency, and artifact 
diversity) in determining whether an archaeological site contains important information. Butler (1987:8821) 
defines “important information” as the potential of an archaeological site to contribute to current “theoretical 
and substantive knowledge” of archaeology in the site’s regional setting. In other words, under Criterion D, 
importance or significance can be defined as research potential. The research potential of an archaeological 
site can be determined by demonstrating that the site retains relatively intact archaeological contexts such 
as: culturally or temporally diagnostic artifacts, intact cultural features, discrete artifact clusters denoting 
activity areas, or preserved organic materials associated with the site occupation. To be considered eligible, 
these data should be capable of addressing important research questions by testing hypotheses, supporting 
current scientific interpretations, or reconstructing cultural chronologies through appropriate analytical 
methods. 
 
 As indicated by Glassow (1977) aspects of integrity are also important in determining the NRHP 
eligibility of archaeological sites. However, because archaeological sites have been altered by environmental 
conditions and human land-use activities and information potential relies less on overall condition of the 
site, location and association are the most important aspects of integrity for archaeological sites. To be 
eligible for the NRHP, an archaeological site must possess artifacts in or near their original depositional 
location that can be employed to determine the past use of the locale and the approximate date of its past 
use. Integrity of location indicates occurrence of artifacts, artifact clusters, middens, or features in sufficient 
numbers to permit quantitative assessments of their horizontal and vertical distributions across the site. These 
cultural deposits must occur within relatively intact soil deposits that represent specific human activities, 
suite of activities, or natural events that occurred on the site. The relationships between cultural and natural 
remains are critical to understanding how the site was created (i.e., the kinds of human activities that occurred 
at the site to produce the artifacts and features) and how the site has changed since its initial occupation. The 
presence of artifacts and features that can be employed to make these interpretations is essential to 
recommending a site eligible for the NRHP. Townsend et al. (1993) states “under Criterion (D), integrity of 
association is measured in terms of strength of the relationship between the site’s data or information and 
the important research questions.” 
 
 It is important to note that the ability of an archaeological site to generate information beyond that 
already known must be evaluated. If artifacts and features encountered in a newly discovered site occur at 
numerous previously recorded sites in a region, then the new site is not expected to generate new information. 
The site could be recommended not eligible for the NRHP even though it may contain adequate numbers of 
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temporally and/or functionally sensitive artifacts within intact natural or cultural deposits. Alternatively, a 
site that produces extremely rare artifacts or evidence of extremely rare activities may be considered eligible 
for the NRHP even if it lacks these associations.  
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Chapter 2. Environmental and Cultural Overview 
 
 
 
Environmental Overview 

 
  The Greenville Spartanburg Airport Expansion tracts are in the northern portion of the Piedmont 
physiographic province (Figure 2.1). The Piedmont is characterized by rolling, hilly topography with long 
rivers with many tributaries (Kovacik and Winberry 1987). Elevations in Spartanburg County range between 
300 and 1,490 feet (91.4 and 454.2 m). Elevations in Greenville County range between 538 and 3,358 feet 
(164 and 1,023.5 m). Within the project survey areas, elevations range between 878 and 980 feet (265.2 and 
298.7 m). 
 

 
Figure 2.1. Physiographic map of South Carolina showing the location of the project area. 

Climate 

 
 Spartanburg County has a temperate climate with hot summers and mild winters. Summer 
temperatures average 81 degrees Fahrenheit (F). The average temperature in winter is 44 degrees F. Annual 
precipitation totals approximately 118 cm (46 inches), summer typically being the wettest season (Camp 
1968). 
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Drainage 

 
 The survey areas are in the Enoree and Tyger River basins (Figure 2.2). Portions of the Westside 
MRO Development drain into Maple Creek, a tributary of the Tyger River. The southern end of the Westside 
MRO Development and the South MRO drain into tributaries of the Enoree River. The FBO Expansion Area 
drains into Dillard Creek, an Enoree River tributary. The Enoree and Tyger rivers converge with the Broad 
River to the southeast. The Broad River flows into the Saluda River near Columbia, South Carolina, forming 
the Congaree River. The Congaree River flows into Lake Marion and from there to the Atlantic Ocean.  
 

 
Figure 2.2. Map of the Enoree and Tyger River Basins showing the location of the project area. 
 

Soils 

 
 There are nine soil types present in the project tract (Figure 2.3; Table 2.1). The soils are all well 
drained, with the exception of Hard Labor sandy loam, which is moderately well drained. Cecil sandy loam 
is the most prevalent soil type, encompassing 41.8 percent of the survey areas. These soil types are found 
primarily in the Westside MRO Development and South MRO areas. Udorthents and Urban Land-Cecil 
complex, consisting of fill and developed land, account for 36.2 percent of the survey areas. These soil types 
are primarily located in areas along the airport runways and around existing structures. A small portion of  
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Figure 2.3. Map showing the soil types present in the project tracts. 
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Table 2.1. Summary of Soil Types in the Survey Areas (USDA 2021). 

Soil Type Description % 

Coverage 

Appling sandy loam (ApB) Well drained, 6-10 % slope 3.8 

Cecil sandy loam (CcB, CcC, CeB, CeC) Well drained, 2-10% slope 41.8 

Cecil sandy clay loam (CeC2) Well drained, 6-10% slope, moderately eroded 3.1 

Cecil-Bethlehem Complex (CmD2, CmE2) Well drained, 6-15% slope, moderately eroded 7.5 

Hard Labor sandy loam (BaB) Moderately well drained, 2-6% slope 3.1 

Pacolet sandy loam (PcE) Well drained, 15-25% slope 1.9 

Toccoa fine sandy loam (ToA) Well drained, 0-2% slope, frequently flooded 2.0 

Udorthents loamy (UaE) Fill material, 6-20% slope 28.6 

Urban land (UcC) Human transported material, 2-10% slope 8.2 

 
the South MRO, along GSP Drive, is also classified as Udorthents. Slope percentages are generally less than 
15 percent, although Pacolet, Cecil-Bethlehem Complex, and Udorthents soils have slopes greater than 15 
percent (USDA 2021). 
 

Paleoenvironment 

 
 Paleoclimatological research has documented major environmental changes over the last 20,000 years 
(the time of potential human occupation of the Southeast) and include a general warming trend, melting of the 
large ice sheets of the Wisconsin glaciation, and an associated rise in sea level. This sea level rise was dramatic 
along the coast (Brooks et al. 1989), with an increase of as much as 100 meters. About 12,000 years ago the 
ocean was located 50 to 100 miles east of its present position. During the last 5,000 years there has apparently 
been a 400 to 500 year cycle of sea level fluctuations of about two meters (Brooks et al. 1989; Colquhoun et 
al. 1981). 
 
 The general warming trend that led to the melting of glacial ice and the rise in sea level greatly affected 
vegetation communities in the Southeast. During the late Wisconsin glacial period, until about 12,000 years 
ago, boreal forest dominated by pine and spruce covered most of the Southeast. Approximately 10,000 years 
ago, a modern, somewhat xeric, forest developed and covered much of the Southeastern United States (Kuchler 
1964; Wharton 1989). As the climate continued to warm, increased moisture augmented the northward 
advance of the oak-hickory forest (Delcourt 1979). In a study by Sheehan et al. (1985), palynological evidence 
suggests that spruce, pine, fir, and hemlock rapidly decreased in importance between 9,000 and 4,000 years 
before present (BP). By the mid-Holocene, the oak-hickory forest was gradually being replaced by a pine 
dominated woodland (Wharton 1989:12). 

 
From 4,000 years BP to the present, the upland vegetation of the Southeast was characterized by 

a thinning of the deciduous forests (Delcourt and Delcourt 1987). Hickory and gums were generally less 

important, with alder and ragweed increasing in representation in the palynological record (Delcourt 1979; 

Sheehan et al. 1985). This forest thinning suggests an increase in human related landscape modifications (i.e., 

timbering, farming). Similarly, the importance and overall increase in pine species in the forest during this time 

would have depended on several factors, including fire, land clearing, and soil erosion (Plummer 1975; Sheldon 

1983). Since that time, the general climatic trend in the Southeast has been toward slightly cooler and moister 

conditions, leading to the development of the present Southern Mixed Hardwood Forest as defined by 

Quarterman and Keever (1962). 

 
Faunal communities have also changed dramatically over time. A number of large mammal species 

(e.g., mammoth, mastodon, horse, camel, giant sloth) became extinct towards the end of the glacial period 
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12,000 to 10,000 years ago. Human groups, which for subsistence had focused on hunting these large 

mammals, readapted their strategy to exploit smaller mammals, primarily deer in the Southeast. 

 
Cultural Overview 

 

 Humans have inhabited the Southeast for more than 12,000 years. This time frame has been broken 
down into distinct temporal units, based on archaeological and historic data. Familiarity with this history 
helps us to put a project area and its resources into a cultural context. The cultural chronology for the South 
Carolina Piedmont is discussed below. This discussion includes environmental changes that took place, as 
well as the distinct cultural traits and characteristic technologies for each period. 
 

Prehistoric Background 

 

 Paleoindian Period (12,000 - 8,000 BC). The Paleoindian Period refers to the earliest human 
occupations of the New World, the origins and age of which remain a subject of debate. The most accepted 
theory dates the influx of migrant bands of hunter-gatherers to approximately 12,000 years ago. This time 
period corresponds to the exposure of a land bridge connecting Siberia to the North American continent 
during the last ice age (Driver 1998; Jackson et al. 1997). Research conducted over the past few decades has 
begun to cast doubt on this theory. 
 
 Investigations at Paleoindian sites have produced radiocarbon dates predating 12,000 years. The 
Monte Verde site in South America has been dated to 10,500 BC (Dillehay 1997; Meltzer et al. 1997). In 
North America, the Meadowcroft Rockshelter in Pennsylvania had deposits dating to 9,500 BC. Current 
research conducted at the Topper Site indicates occupations dating from 15,000 to 19,000 (or more) years 
ago (Goodyear 2006). Two sites, 44SM37 and Cactus Hill, in Virginia have yielded similar dates. One 
contentious point about these early sites is that the occupations predate what has been recognized as the 
earliest New World culture, Clovis. Artifacts identified at pre-Clovis sites include flake tools and blades, 
prismatic blades, bifaces, and lanceolate-like points (Adovasio et al. 1998; Goodyear 2006; Johnson 1997; 
McAvoy and McAvoy 1997; and McDonald 2000). 
 
 The major artifact marker for the Clovis period is the Clovis lanceolate fluted point (Gardner 1974, 
1989; Griffin 1967). First identified in New Mexico, Clovis fluted points have been recovered throughout 
the United States. However, most of the identified Clovis points have been found in the eastern United States 
(Ward and Davis 1999). Most Clovis points have been recovered from surface contexts, although some sites 
(e.g., Cactus Hill and Topper sites) have contained well-defined subsurface Clovis contexts. 
 
 The identification of pre-Clovis sites, higher frequencies of Clovis points on the east coast of the 
United States (the opposing side of the continent where the land bridge was exposed during the last 
glaciation), and the lack of predecessors to the Clovis point type have led some researchers to hypothesize 
other avenues of New World migration (Bonnichsen et al. 2006). These alternative migration theories 
contend that the influx of people to the Americas occurred prior to the ice-free corridor 12,000 years ago 
and that multiple migration episodes took place. These theories include overland migrations similar to the 
one presumed to have occurred over the Bering land bridge and water migrations over both the Atlantic 
Ocean and the Pacific rim (see Stanford et al. 2006). Coastal migration theories envision sea faring people 
using boats to make the journey, evidence for which has not been identified (Adovasio and Page 2002). 
 
 In the southeastern United States, Clovis was followed by smaller fluted and nonfluted lanceolate 
spear points, such as Dalton and Hardaway point types, that are characteristic of the later Paleoindian Period 
(Goodyear 1982). The Hardaway point, first described by Coe (1964), is seen as a regional variant of Dalton 
(Oliver 1985; Ward 1983).  
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 Most Paleoindian materials occur as isolated surface finds in the eastern United States (Ward and 
Davis 1999); this indicates to many scholars that population density was extremely low during this period 
and that groups were small and highly mobile (Meltzer 1988). It has been noted that group movements were 
probably well-scheduled, and that some semblance of territories was probably maintained to ensure adequate 
arrangements for procuring mates and maintaining population levels (Anderson and Hanson 1988). 
 
 O’Steen (1996) analyzed Paleoindian settlement patterns in the Oconee River valley in northeastern 
Georgia and noted a pattern of decreasing mobility throughout the Paleoindian period. Sites of the earliest 
portion of the period seem to be restricted to the floodplains, while later sites were distributed widely in the 
uplands, showing an exploitation of a wider range of environmental resources. If this pattern holds true for 
the Southeast in general, it may be a result of changing environments trending toward increased deciduous 
forest and decreasing availability of Pleistocene megafauna and the consequent increased reliance on smaller 
mammals for subsistence; population growth may have also been a factor. 
 
 Early Archaic Period (7,500 to 6,000). The Early Archaic was a time of response to the end of the 
glacial climate and the extinction of numerous large animals. Material culture of this period includes Kirk 
(Coe 1964) and possibly bifurcate base projectile points (Oliver 1985; Ward 1983). During the Kirk phase, 
there may have been an emphasis on white-tailed deer and nuts (Ward 1983), and a collector strategy has 
been suggested by regional researchers (Anderson and Hanson 1988; Blanton and Sassaman 1989; Chapman 
1975, 1977; Claggett and Cable 1982; O’Steen 1983). The prevalence of non-local lithic material recovered 
from Early Archaic sites in the Piedmont strongly suggests that people were highly mobile (Anderson and 
Joseph 1988) although Anderson (1996) argues that maintaining marriage bonds between small bands was 
the primary factor influencing that mobility rather than availability of lithic resources or food sources. 
 
 Middle Archaic Period (6,000 to 3,000 BC). The Middle Archaic is divided into the Stanly, Morrow 
Mountain, and Guilford phases, as defined by Coe (1964). Oliver (1985) views the Stanly projectile point 
type as a technological transition between the earlier Kirk points and the Savannah River points of the Late 
Archaic. The Morrow Mountain and Guilford technologies are seen as possibly intrusive developments 
(Oliver 1985). Regardless of origin and relationships, all the traditions of the Middle Archaic are marked by 
a high site frequency and a dramatic increase in the use of locally available lithic resources (Blanton 1983; 
Claggett and Cable 1982). Ward (1983) observes: 
 

An increase in population occurred from the Early to Late Archaic period, and more and 
more diverse and specialized ecological niches were exploited as adaptive efficiency 
increased through time. This “forest efficiency” (Caldwell 1958) is generally believed to 
have been enhanced by scheduling resource procurement in a tightly structured seasonal 
round. 

 
 Late Archaic (3,000 to 1,000 BC). The Late Archaic witnessed still increasing localization and 
specialization, augmented by incipient horticulture (Ward 1983). The most prevalent diagnostic tool of the 
Late Archaic is the broad, square-stemmed Savannah River projectile point (Coe 1964; Oliver 1985). While 
the coastal zone saw a dramatic increase in site size and complexity in the Late Archaic, the Piedmont 
witnessed a basic continuation of Middle Archaic adaptations. The Late Archaic did begin to see a 
breakdown in the localization patterns of the Middle Archaic, as steatite and lithic resources were traded 
interregionally. The first ceramic production has been documented for this time frame, although it is not 
common in the Piedmont. The earliest pottery is represented by fiber tempered Stallings series and the sand 
tempered or untempered Thoms Creek series. Decorations include punctation, incising, finger pinching, and 
possible simple stamping and dentate stamping. 
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 There was a focus on the procurement of soapstone for the creation of carved bowls and vessels 
during the Late Archaic period. In Spartanburg County, distinct well-preserved examples of soapstone 
quarries are present (Ferguson and Cowan 1986). These quarries are significant archeological resources. 
Within the geologic zone where the soapstone occurs are located sixteen soapstone quarry localities 
exhibiting evidence of prehistoric utilization, specifically vessel production. The most prominent features of 
the quarry sites are large soapstone boulder outcrops. Around the boulders there occur depressions and 
concentrations of soapstone debris. The scars where bowl preforms were chiseled out of the boulders can 
still be seen. 
 
 Early Woodland (1,000 BC to 300 BC). The Early Woodland Period is marked by the institution of 
widespread production of pottery in the South Carolina Piedmont, and by the first use of triangular projectile 
points, assumed to indicate the presence of the bow and arrow. Badin projectile points, as defined by Coe 
(1964), are the hallmarks of the Early Woodland in the Carolina Piedmont. Badin points are triangular and 
“crudely flaked” (Ward and Davis 1999). The ceramics of period are most commonly sand tempered with 
occasional pebble inclusions and are attributed to the Swannanoa series. Cord marking and fabric impression 
are the most common surface treatments. More recent research has resulted in the Yadkin ceramics series, 
that Coe (1964) had attributed to the Middle Woodland, being considered an Early through Middle 
Woodland technology (Gunn and Stanyard 1999). 
 
 By the end of the Early Woodland, Deptford wares became commonplace. This ceramic series has 
fine to coarse sand temper and a wide variety of surface decorations. Many of these decorations are applied 
with a carved paddle, a method that would continue into the Contact Period. 
 
 Middle Woodland (300 BC to AD 800). The Middle Woodland in the Piedmont of South Carolina is 
distinguished from the Early Woodland by increased cultural complexity, increased site size and density, the 
appearance of elaborate burial mounds, and a complex interregional trade network. Interaction between 
different groups of Native Americans appears to have led to widespread exchange of ideas and technologies. 
Larger settlements focused on major river floodplains. The overall subsistence strategy remained focused on 
the availability of native cultigens, as well as vertebrate and invertebrate species. Encouragement of several 
species, such as sunflower and squash/gourd, possibly in small household gardens, is well documented 
(Hastorf and Johannessen 1994). 
 
 As noted above, Yadkin ceramics continue into the Middle Woodland subperiod, as do Deptford 
ceramics. Yadkin ceramics differ from the earlier wares primarily by temper. Yadkin wares contain crushed 
quartz temper. Surface treatments are dominated by check stamping and fabric impressing. Yadkin triangular 
projectile points and other varieties of small stemmed and notch points are also characteristic of the Middle 
Woodland subperiod (Braley 1993; Coe 1964; Sassaman 1993; and Sassaman et al. 1990). 
 
 Late Woodland (AD 800 - 1100). Described as a transitional period, Late Woodland is largely 
characterized by continued population expansion. Settlement during the Late Woodland was widely 
dispersed but the larger sites continued to focus on river floodplains. During most of the Late Woodland, 
people continued to practice subsistence strategies similar to those used during the Middle Woodland 
(Trinkley 1990:22). Maize agriculture, while flourishing elsewhere, did not gain a level of significance in 
the South Carolina Piedmont until the end of the Late Woodland (Anderson 1989), when it was adopted into 
the existing agricultural system focused on indigenous cultigens. Based on stable isotopic studies of human 
bone, maize entered the “core diet” around AD 1000 (Hastorf and Johannessen 1994). 
 
 Mississippian Period (AD 1100 - 1600). Characteristics of the Mississippian Period include 
complicated stamped ceramics, small triangular projectile points, a reliance on farming, political 
stratification, and elaborate ceremonialism. Sites from this time frame include large village sites, sometimes 



 
Greenville-Spartanburg Airport Expansion 

Greenville and Spartanburg Counties, South Carolina 

 17 

with earthen mounds, and associated small, scattered farmsteads. Site locations tend to be located on 
floodplains and rises overlooking river and stream valleys, primarily to facilitate agricultural activities (Keel 
1976; May 1989; Oliver 1992; and Ward 1965). 
 
 Decoration of ceramic utilized carved paddles with curvilinear and rectilinear designs. Series such 
as Pisgah are complicated and check stamped. Burnishing and incising are also common ceramic 
decorations. Vessel rims are often elaborately decorated with rim strips, notches, and attached nodes. 
Projectile points tend to be small triangulars. 
 

Historic Overview 

 

 European colonization into South Carolina began with temporary Spanish and French settlements 
in the Beaufort area during the sixteenth century. Spanish expeditions by Hernando de Soto and Juan Pardo 
were the first Europeans to pass through the interior of what is now South Carolina. They met a small tribe 
called the Catawba living on the river near the North and South Carolina border. Following the Spanish 
expeditions, Europeans were virtually absent from the region until the eighteenth century. 
 
 The English were the first Europeans to establish permanent colonies. In 1663, King Charles II made 
a proprietary grant to a group of powerful English courtiers who had supported his return to the throne in 
1660, and who sought to profit from the sale of the new lands. These Lords Proprietors encouraged settlers, 
many of whom came from the overcrowded island of Barbados in the early years. These Englishmen from 
Barbados first settled in Albemarle Point on the west bank of the Ashley River in 1670. By 1680, they moved 
their town down the river to Oyster Point, the present location of Charleston, and called it CharlesTowne. 
 
 The capacity of the Lords Proprietors to govern the colony effectively declined in the early years of 
the eighteenth century, largely due to the ineffective protection of the settlers from Indians (especially the 
Tuscarora in North Carolina and the Yemassee in South Carolina). South Carolina’s legislature sent a 
petition to Parliament in 1719, requesting that royal rule supplant that of the Lords Proprietors. After several 
years in limbo, South Carolinians received a degree of certainty in 1729 when the crown purchased the 
Proprietor’s interests, and the new royal governor, Robert Johnson, arrived in the colony in 1730. 
 
 Johnson arrived with a plan to create townships throughout the colony as a way to ensure the orderly 
settlement of the backcountry. Johnson permitted the settlement of these areas on the headright system, 
which apportioned 20 hectares (50 acres) of land to every individual who settled there. Many of these settlers 
established plantations that were directed toward the production of cash crops. However, settlement 
proceeded slowly until the 1750s when the South Carolina backcountry population was approximately 
20,000, about one-third of the total Lowcountry population (Wallace 1961). Many of the settlers were 
Scotch-Irish migrating down the Great Wagon Road from Pennsylvania (Morgan 2006). Many others came 
to the area following the circa 1750 expedition of Governor Tryon of North Carolina. Governor Tryon led 
an expedition westward from then Mecklenburg County to establish additional trade opportunities with the 
Cherokee (Moss 1972). Following Tryon’s expedition small pockets of frontiersmen followed, settling along 
the riverbanks with proximity to trading paths. 
 
 The pace of settlement in the South Carolina backcountry accelerated following the defeat of the 
Cherokee in the Cherokee War. The treaty ending the war was negotiated in Augusta, Georgia and contained 
plans for surveying a line between Indian and settler lands, resulting in the availability of extensive new 
lands for settlement. The subsequent Bounty Act of 1761 provided for tax-free land grants and resulted in a 
massive influx of white settlers far beyond what had occurred under the township program. By the late 
1760s, almost 75 percent of South Carolina’s population lived in the backcountry (Weir 1997:209). 
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 Despite the swelling population in the backcountry, all important judicial functions were handled in 
Charleston, the seat of the colonial authority. By the 1760s, population growth and limited judicial facilities 
combined to generate severe lawlessness and discontent in the backcountry. The Regulator Movement was 
a response to the situation. Most of the leaders of the Regulator Movement were commercially-oriented 
farmers and slave owners who sought to maintain control of the region in the absence of an official presence. 
In the process, they called for more local courts and for a vigilante response to banditry (King 1981:8-10; 
Klein 1990). In response to this violence in the backcountry, colonial authorities in Charleston agreed to set 
up a series of judicial districts throughout this area. In 1769, the governor authorized seven districts 
throughout the colony. The project area was located in the Ninety-Six District. 
 
 The first ironworks constructed in South Carolina was built in 1773 at Lawson’s Neck. This 
ironworks was called Wofford’s Ironworks, Buffington’s Ironworks, or Berwick’s Ironworks over time. 
Iron-making became an important industry in the upper Piedmont in the late eighteenth century. Small 
ironworks, blast furnaces, and forges were scattered throughout the area and became targets during the 
Revolutionary War (Landrum 1900). 
 
 Conflict between the new settlers and the Native Americans led the settlers to build forts, often no 
more than fortified log houses. Wofford’s Fort was built on Lawson’s Fork Creek. Local residents sometimes 
spent weeks there when attacks by the Cherokee were expected. In 1776, Cherokee began a series of attacks 
on settlers along the Tyger, Pacolet, and Broad Rivers. Leaders in Charleston, in coordination with leaders 
in North Carolina and Virginia, commenced counterattacks. The joint force of as many as 5,000 men camped 
at Wofford’s Fort on their way to Prince’s Fort in northwest Spartanburg County (Fairies 1776). By the end 
of the summer of 1776, the Cherokees had been defeated (Huff 1995:20-26). 
 
 During the Revolutionary War, Earl Cornwallis focused much of his army’s strength on dividing the 
north and the south somewhere along the Virginia line but was hindered by the low number of Loyalist 
supporters in the area as well as their minimal knowledge of the land (Carrington 1974). In their push to 
advance into North Carolina on their way to Virginia, British General Cornwallis stopped and made his 
headquarters in Winnsboro, South Carolina. The county was the site of the Battle of Cowpens and was likely 
crossed by the soldiers on their way to the battle of King’s Mountain. Several skirmishes took place at 
Wofford’s ironworks at Lawson’s Fork as the British forces tried to shut down production. In August of 
1780, the Battle of Wofford’s Iron Works was fought. Both sides claimed victory but the British forces, led 
by William “Bloody Bill” Cunningham, captured the territory. Following the defeat of the British at 
Yorktown in 1781, Cunningham and small troop of Loyalists returned to the ironworks and burned it (Rhyne 
2007). 
 
 After the Revolutionary War, the judicial districts were disbanded and reorganized into counties. A 
system of county courts was subsequently established, thus decentralizing several government functions. 
Spartanburg County was formed in 1785 and was named for the Spartan Regiment that fought in the 
Revolutionary War (Edgar 1998). 
 
 Tobacco, wheat, and cattle were the foundations of the agricultural economy in the backcountry 
during and after the Revolutionary War. The production of tobacco, although limited in its importance at 
this time, more than doubled between 1769 and 1773 (Kovacik and Winberry 1987). The tobacco was 
inspected at port towns such as Augusta and shipped down the Savannah River to markets. 
 
 In 1790, the invention of the cotton gin changed the face of Southern agriculture and made short 
staple cotton a lucrative cash crop in the uplands as well as along the coast. Although large amounts of corn 
and other grains were also grown, cotton generally provided the bulk of most landowners’ income. Intensive 
planting led to rapid soil exhaustion and erosion, however, and old fields were quickly abandoned, and new 
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ones were brought into cultivation. As farmers sought to maximize their cotton acreage, nearly all the 
suitable land in the Piedmont region was used for agriculture. Only the steepest slopes were not utilized. 
 
 In 1800, Spartanburg District was formed from the breakup of the Pinckney District, which in turn 
had formerly been part of Ninety-Six District (Stauffer 1994). Figure 2.4 shows a portion of the 1825 
Spartanburg District map with the project tract highlighted. During the late eighteenth through middle 
nineteenth centuries, the Piedmont of the Carolinas saw the introduction and operation of numerous iron 
industry sites (Ferguson and Cowan 1997). Six counties in northwestern South Carolina (Anderson, 
Cherokee, Greenville, Pickens, Spartanburg, and York counties and five counties in North Carolina 
(Catawba, Cleveland, Gaston, Lincoln, and Rutherford counties) had the five key resources essential for iron 
production. Iron Ore (magnatite, hematite, and limonite) occurs within the northeast to southwest trending 
belts of the Piedmont. Extensive Hardwood Forests were needed to make charcoal, the fuel supply for the 
iron furnaces. Furnaces consumed vast quantities of charcoal. Fast Flowing Streams and Rivers provided 
power for bellows and hammers. Marble was used (as a fluxing agent) to create a chemical reaction when 
melted with iron ore which separated impurities from the molten iron. Crystalline Building Stone was needed 
for the construction of furnaces, forges, and factory buildings. The high temperatures created in the furnaces 
meant these walls often failed and had to be rebuilt. 
 

 
Figure 2.4. 1825 Mills Atlas map of the Spartanburg District. 
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 The Civil War impacted much of the state of South Carolina, which was the first state to secede 
from the United States. Companies of volunteers were raised in many communities. However, no battles 
were fought in Spartanburg County. 
 
 The high price of cotton following the Civil War ensured that despite the dismantling of the 
plantation system, the dominance of the cotton economy would persist. Nevertheless, a new labor system 
had to be developed. Tenancy was a system meant to put newly freed blacks back to work. The planter or 
landowner would assign each family a small tract of land to farm, and provided food, shelter, clothing, and 
the necessary seeds and farm equipment. When the crop was harvested, the planter or landowner took the 
goods to market and gave half of the proceeds to the tenant, but only after deducting for the "furnish" (the 
cost of the items the tenant had been furnished during the year). This arrangement became known as 
sharecropping. In the decades after Reconstruction, tenancy and sharecropping became the way of life in the 
South. Unfortunately, this system was open to abuse by unscrupulous landlords who charged high interest 
rates on goods bought against the coming year’s crop or told the tenants that they got a lower price than they 
actually did. The result was that tenants were unable to get out of debt, and the percentage of farmers working 
as tenants increased steadily during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Tenancy was 
accompanied by widespread poverty, illiteracy, and disease (Orser 1988). 
 
 As early as 1816, cotton textile mills began to dominate the local economy. These early mills were 
constructed along the rivers and larger waterways. Interestingly, several mills were constructed on the same 
sites as iron works that had been destroyed during the Civil War. In 1903, there were seven mills in operation 
along a 10-mile stretch of the Pacolet River from Converse to Pacolet Mills (Teter 2002). Five dams were 
present along that same stretch of river, with water wheels providing the power needed to run the mills. In 
June of that year, days of heavy rain resulted in the rise of the river and flooding of several mills. This was 
followed by a tornado and downpour that created a massive torrent of water that swept through the Pacolet 
Valley, destroying everything in its path. Most of the mills were destroyed, including the 5-story 50,000 
spindle Clifton Mill No. 3. Sixty-five people were killed or missing, nearly 600 people were left homeless, 
and over 4,000 were suddenly unemployed. Property damage costs rose over $4,000,000 (Abbe 1904). 
Several of the mills were rebuilt but by the middle twentieth century mills were powered by steam and were 
generally constructed on high ground away from the river (Teter 2002). 
 
 Cotton persisted as the dominant crop in the region into the early twentieth century, despite calls for 
diversification. Decades of poor soil management led to depleted soil that required costly fertilizers to remain 
productive (McLendon and Crabb 1913). When the boll weevil began decimating cotton crops in the early 
1920, the tenancy system began to wane, and the economy of the region plummeted. 
 
 Beginning as early as 1890, there was an exodus of African-Americans moving from the rural South 
to the cities of the North. This movement continued for several decades and came to be known as the Great 
Migration. Nearly 500,000 blacks moved north between approximately 1890 and 1910 (Henri 1975). 
 
 Camp Wadsworth, a military training facility, was constructed in Spartanburg in 1917. The city 
competed for the opportunity to have the camp located there as only 32 were to be constructed nationwide 
in preparation for World War I. During the two years that this facility was in operation, over 100,000 Army 
soldiers were trained there, and the population of the city increased by nearly 35,000 (Turpin et al. 2004). 
 
 Camp Croft, an Army Infantry training center, was constructed in 1940 between Pacolet and 
Spartanburg. This military facility employed over 12,000 by 1941 (and over 200,000 soldiers were trained 
there during World War II. The facility was closed in 1946. Over 7,000 acres of the facility comprises Croft 
State Park (Turpin et al. 2004). 
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 Between 1958 and 1961, land for the Greenville-Spartanburg Airport began to be acquired. The first 
commercial flight was on 15 October 1962.It was considered very modern and was the first airport to have 
lights installed in the runway. The runway was extended in the 1990s (GSP International Airport 2021a). 
Currently, the airport encompasses 3,500 acres and has 50 departures a day to 21 destinations (GSP 
International Airport 2021b). 
 
 Today, Spartanburg County is the home to nearly 320,000 residents (US Census 2021). 
Manufacturing plays a large role in the regional economy. Important industries include automotive 
manufacturing with BWM’s only North American plant located in Greer. Textiles are still prominent, and 
the county is home to Milliken and Company, the largest privately owned textile and chemical company 
(Visitspartanburg.com 2016).  
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Chapter 3. Investigation Results 
 
 
 
Background Research Results 

 
 Archaeological background research was conducted through Archsite, South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology’s (SCIAA) online archaeological site data repository. Several 
archaeological surveys have been conducted in the immediate vicinity. These surveys include road 
improvements (Cable et al. 1995, Eubanks 1993, Ramsey-Styer and Roberts 1996) and a survey for a 
previous expansion of the Greenville Spartanburg Airport (Espenshade et al. 1992). Portions of the Westside 
MRO Development and South MRO tracts were previously surveyed by Espenshade et al (1992) and are 
shown in Figure 3.1. No previously recorded sites are located within the project areas. Thirty-five 
archaeological sites are located within a 1.6-kilometer radius of the project survey tracts (Figure 3.1, Table 
3.1). All but one of the prehistoric sites are lithic scatters of unknown age. Site 38SP221 contained Middle 
to Late Woodland artifacts. Historic sites consist mostly of nineteenth to twentieth century house sites, farm 
complexes, or artifact scatters. One cemetery, 38SP317, is also present. Site 38GR222, a nineteenth to 
twentieth century house complex, was recommended potentially eligible (unevaluated) for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The remaining 34 sites are not eligible for the NRHP. None of the 
previously recorded sites will be impacted by the proposed airport expansion. 
 
 Several historic maps of the project area were also reviewed. These maps include the 1921 
Spartanburg County soil map (Figure 3.2 ), the 1940 Spartanburg County highway map (Figure 3.3), the 
1935 Greer, SC (1:48,000) topographic map (Figure 3.4), the 1957 Greer, SC (1:62,500) topographic map 
(Figure 3.5), and the 1983 and 1994 Greer, SC 7.5-minute topographic maps (Figure 3.6, see Figure 1.2). 
The 1921 soil map shows one structure and the 1935 topographic map and 1940 highway map each show 
two structures in the Westside MRO Development. Five structures are shown in the Westside MRO on the 
1957 topographic map. One structure is shown in the north end of the South MRO on the 1921 soil map, the 
1940 highway map, and the 1935 topographic map. Two additional houses are shown along the eastern 
boundary of the South MRO and are associated with site 38SP478 identified during this investigation (see 
discussion below). The maps dating between 1921 and 1957 were published prior to the construction of the 
Greenville-Spartanburg airport. None of these early twentieth century maps show structures in the FBO 
Expansion tract. 
 
 The airport first appears on the 1983 topographic map, and, except for paved areas associated with 
the airport, no structures are shown in survey areas. The 1994 topographic map show additional development 
at the airport with an airport building in the FBO Expansion, but no other structures appear in any of the 
survey areas. The airport was further developed, including an extension of the runway, after 1994. 
 
Archaeological Survey Results 

 
 In July 2021, Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc., conducted an archaeological survey 
of three expansion tracts for the Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport in Greenville and Spartanburg 
counties, South Carolina (Figure 3.7). The tracts are designated the Westside MRO Development, South 
MRO, and FBO Expansion and have a combined area of approximately 182 acres (73.7 ha). Each survey 
area and the investigation results are discussed individually below. 
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Figure 3.1. Map showing the previously recorded archaeological sites within 1.6 kilometers of the 

project area (1983 Greer, SC and 1983 Pelham, SC USGS 7.5-minute topographic 
quadrangles). 
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Table 3.1. Recorded Archaeological Sites within 1.6 Kilometers of the Project Area. 
Site Number Description NRHP Eligibility 

38GR192 Late 19th – Early 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38GR193 Late 19th – Early 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38GR222 19th - 20th Century House Site Unevaluated 

38GR224 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP79 Unknown Historic rock piles Not Eligible 

38SP80 Unknown Historic Structural Remains Not Eligible 

38SP162 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, Late 19th – Early 20th Century dump Not Eligible 

38SP163 Late 19th – Early 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP164 Late 19th – Early 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP166 Unknown Historic Structural Ruins Not Eligible 

38SP205 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

28SP210 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP212 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP213 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP214 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP216 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP220 19th-20th Century Farm Complex Not Eligible 

38SP221 Middle to Late Woodland Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP222 19th – 20th Century House Complex Not Eligible 

38SP223 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP224 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP225 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP227 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP228 20th Century Farm Complex Not Eligible 

38SP243 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP244 Prehistoric Lithic Scatter, 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP268 19th – 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP317 19th Century Smith Family Cemetery Not Eligible 

38SP319 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP320 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP322 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP352 19th – 20th Century Artifact Scatter and Outbuildings Not Eligible 

38SP353 19th – 20th Century House Site Not Eligible 

38SP446 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

38SP450 Unknown Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Not Eligible 

 

Westside MRO Development 

 
 The Westside MRO Development is located on the northwest side of the airport runway (Figure 3.7) 
and has an approximate area of 112 acres (45.3 ha). Approximately 64 acres (25.9 ha) were previously 
surveyed for the airport expansion that was conducted in the 1990s (Espenshade et al. 1992). The previously 
surveyed area primarily consisted of the large open field at the southern end of the tract (see Figure 1.4), of 
which approximately 33 acres (13.4 ha) are classified as fill. 
 
 As a large proportion of the open field had been previously surveyed and/or was classified as fill, 
this area was surveyed with 60-meter interval shovel tests along parallel transects spaced 30 meters apart. 
The wooded ridges in the northern portion of this survey area were surveyed at 30-meter intervals. In total 
171 shovel tests were excavated in the Westside MRO Development. Two soil profiles were typically 
encountered in the open field. The first profile consisted of 10 centimeters of dark yellowish brown 
(10YR4/6) sandy clay loam overlaying light gray (10YR7/2) silty fill. The second profile consisted of 10 
centimeters of dark yellowish brown (10YR4/6) sandy clay loam overlaying strong brown (7.5YR5/8) sandy 
clay. Much of the field, particularly along the western half near J Verne Smith Parkway, had standing water 
on the surface. Figure 3.8 presents views of the different soil profiles exposed in shovel tests. 
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Figure 3.2. 1921 Spartanburg County soil map showing structures in the survey areas. 
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Figure 3.3. 1940 Spartanburg County highway map shows structures in the survey areas. 
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Figure 3.4. 1935 topographic map showing the structures in the survey areas (1935 Greer, SC 

USGS 1:48,000 topographic quadrangle). 
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Figure 3.5. 1957 topographic map showing structures and the location of 38SP478 in the project 

areas (1957 Greer, SC USGS 1:62,500 topographic quadrangle). 
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Figure 3.6. 1983 topographic map showing structures in the survey areas (1983 Greer, SC USGS 

7.5-minute topographic quadrangle). 
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Figure 3.7. Map showing the survey tracts and identified archaeological site (1994 Greer, SC 

USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle). 
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Figure 3.8. Soil profiles in the open field of the Westside MRO Development. 
 
 The northern ridges were mostly wooded, except for the northernmost ridge which is characterized 
by a grassy field. Soils on these ridges were very eroded and typically consisted of 8 to 10 centimeters of 
strong brown (7.5YR5/6) sandy loam overlaying red (2.5YR5/8) sandy clay. Soils were deeper in some areas 
with profiles exhibiting 15 centimeters of brown (10YR5/3) sandy clay loam overlaying light yellowish 
brown (10YR6/4) sandy clay loam to a depth of 30 centimeters. Strong brown (7.5YR5/8) sandy clay was 
encountered below that depth. Figure 3.9 presents views of the soil profiles exposed in the wooded portion 
of the survey tract. No archaeological remains were identified in the Westside MRO Development Area. 
 

  

Figure 3.9. Soil profiles in wooded portion of the Westside MRO Development. 
 

South MRO 

 
 The South MRO survey area is located on the southeast side of the airport runway (see Figure 3.7) 
and measures approximately 42 acres (17.0 ha). The survey area is bordered on the west by an airport road, 
drainage, and runway berm and on the east by GSP Drive. Vegetation consists mostly of a mixed pine and 
hardwood forest with some planted pine in the southwest corner (see Figure 1.4). The northeast portion of 
the survey area along GSP Drive is classified as fill. Approximately 27 acres of the South MRO was surveyed 
for the previous airport expansion (Espenshade et al. 1992; see Figure 3.1). An approximately 90-meter wide 
strip along GSP Drive had not been previously surveyed. 
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  Shovel tests were excavated at 30-meter intervals in the wooded portions of this tract. No shovel 
tests were excavated along the runway berm, road, or drainage. In total, 87 shovel tests were excavated in 
the South MRO. Shovel test soil profiles typically exhibited 15 centimeters of reddish brown (5YR4/4) sandy 
loam overlaying red (10YR4/8) sandy clay (Figure 3.10). Red (10YR4/8) sandy clay was present just below 
the surface in some areas. One archaeological site, 38SP478, was identified in the South MRO and is 
discussed below. 
 

 
Figure 3.10. Soil profile in South MRO survey area. 

 

Site 38SP478 

Site Type: Historic Artifact Scatter UTM cords (NAD83): 3860679 N 388327 E 
Component: 20th Century Soil Type: Cecil sandy loam, Udorthents 
NRHP Recommendation: Not Eligible USGS Quadrangle: Greer, SC 

 
 Site 38SP478 is a historic artifact scatter located along the eastern boundary of the South MRO 
survey area (see Figure 3.7). This site is situated on a relatively flat portion of a ridge top. The ridge side 
slope is present west of the site. The site vicinity is characterized by a mixed pine and hardwood forest with 
light to moderately dense underbrush. A few large hardwoods and bushes are present in the site vicinity. 
GSP Drive borders the site on the east. 
 
 Thirty-three shovel tests were excavated at 15- and 30-meter intervals in the site vicinity. Five 
positive shovel test locations and surface remains formed site boundaries measuring 105 by 75 meters. 
Shovel test soil profiles consisted of 15 centimeters of reddish brown (5YR4/4) sandy loam overlaying red 
(10YR4/8) sandy clay. The soil profile from Provenience 3.1 exhibited 5 centimeters of black (7.5YR2.5/1) 
silty loam overlaying brown (7.5YR4/4) wet sandy clay loam to a depth of 25 centimeters. Below that depth, 
wet red (2.5YR4/8) sandy clay was encountered. Water pooled in the shovel test at an approximate depth of 
25 centimeters. Figure 3.11 presents the site plan map and views of the site setting and soil profile. 
 
 Two shovel tests yielded subsurface artifacts. The artifacts consisted of two toy car wheel fragments 
and two unidentified building material fragments. The artifacts were recovered between 0 and 15 centimeters 
below the ground surface. The other five positive shovel test locations had structural debris present on the 
ground surface. The debris consisted mostly of brick, although some rock and concrete were also present.  
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Figure 3.11. Plan map of site 38SP478. 
 
One dump area was identified at the northern end of the site that contained concrete, articulated brick, wire 
mesh, a glass Sprite bottle, and a shoe. No intact structural features (e.g., chimney base, foundation elements) 
were identified.  
 
 Two houses appear in the site vicinity on the 1957 Greer, SC 1:62,500 topographic map (see Figure 
3.5). They do not appear on the previous 1935 (1:48,000) or 1938 (1:62,500) Greer SC topographic maps, 
and they are not present on the 1983 Greer, SC 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle. No structures are shown 
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in the area on the 1921 Spartanburg County soil map or 1940 county highway map at this site. The map data 
suggests the houses were built sometime between 1940 and 1957 and were destroyed before 1983.  
 
 Site 38SP478 is the remnants of two houses dating to the middle twentieth century. The houses have 
been razed, and no intact structural features remain. The site yielded few artifacts. This site will not 
contribute new or significant data pertaining to regional history and is recommended not eligible for the 
NRHP. 
 

FBO Expansion 

 
 The FBO Expansion area is located on the northeastern side of the airport runway (see Figure 3.7) 
and measures approximately 28 acres (11.3 ha). Most of this area is characterized by existing airport facilities 
(e.g., paved areas, buildings) and an active construction site. A small, wooded area is in the eastern portion 
of the tract. Approximately 16 acres (6.5 ha) are classified as fill or urban land, which includes a portion of 
the construction area. However, the wooded area has also been subject to disturbance from logging and 
previous construction activities. 
 
 No shovel tests were excavated around the existing airport facilities, but the exposed surface of the 
construction area was investigated through pedestrian walkover. The construction area exhibited subsoil on 
the surface with some bedrock exposure (Figure 3.12). Eight judgmentally placed shovel tests were 
excavated in the wooded portion of this survey area. Typical soil profiles consisted of 15 centimeters of 
brown (7.5YR4/4) sandy loam overlaying red (10YR5/8) sandy clay (Figure 3.13). No cultural remains were 
identified in the FBO Expansion area. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 

 
 Between 26 and 28 July 2021, Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. (ACC), conducted 
an archaeological survey of three areas for the proposed Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport 
Expansion in Greenville and Spartanburg counties, South Carolina. The three survey areas were designated 
the Westside MRO Development, the South MRO, and FBO Expansion. These tracts had a combined area 
of approximately182 acres (73.7 ha). No previously recorded sites are located in the survey areas. One 
archaeological site, site 38SP478, was recorded in the South MRO during this investigation. This middle 
twentieth century artifact scatter has minimal remains and has no further research potential. Site 38SP478 is 
recommended not eligible for the NRHP. No further archaeological investigation is recommended within 
the Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport expansion tracts.As no significant archaeological resources 
will be impacted by the proposed airport expansion, clearance to proceed is recommended.  
  

drosa
Highlight
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Top left: general view, looking northeast 
Top right: Ditch, looking southeast 

Bottom: Surface with exposed bedrock 

Figure 3.12. Views of construction area in the FBO Expansion. 
 

 
Figure 3.13. Soil profile in the wooded portion of the FBO 

Expansion area. 
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Appendix A. Artifact Catalog 



Artifact Catalog

GSP Expansion
38SP478Site Number   

1.1 Site 1, South MRO, N485 E500, 0-15 cmProvenience Number: 

Catalog 

Number Quantity Weight (g) Description Comments
Specimen 

Number

1 2 1.5 plastic wheel fragments from a toy carPlastic  

2.1 Site 1, South MRO, N500 E485, 0-15 cmProvenience Number: 

Catalog 

Number Quantity Weight (g) Description Comments
Specimen 

Number

1 2 2.8 unidentified building material, possible 
tile fragment

Other Historic  

3.0 Site 1, South MRO, N500 E500, surfaceProvenience Number: 

Catalog 

Number Quantity Weight (g) Description Comments
Specimen 

Number

1 not collectedBrick Fragment  

4.0 Site 1, South MRO, N560 E500, surfaceProvenience Number: 

Catalog 

Number Quantity Weight (g) Description Comments
Specimen 

Number

1 not collectedBrick Fragment  

5.0 Site 1, South MRO, N575 E500, surfaceProvenience Number: 

Catalog 

Number Quantity Weight (g) Description Comments
Specimen 

Number

1 not collectedBrick Fragment  
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Appendix B. Resume of Principal Investigator 



 

Michael Keith O’Neal 
Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc. 

121 East First Street 
Clayton, NC 27520 

Voice (919) 553-9007; Fax (919) 553-9077 
michaeloneal@archcon.org 

 
 
EDUCATION 
M.A. in Anthropology, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, 2001. 
B.A. in Anthropology, Appalachian State University, Boone, NC, 1999. 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
Register of Professional Archaeologists North Carolina Archaeological Council 

 -Secretary/Treasurer 2013-2015 
 -Chair 2016-2018 
 -Vice-Chair 2019-present 

Society for American Archaeology 
Southeastern Archaeological Conference 
Council of South Carolina Professional Archaeologists 
 
 

AREAS OF SPECIALIZATION 

Ground Stone Technology 
Lithic Technology 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
 
 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
July 2020-Present Vice-President/Principal Investigator. Archaeological Consultants of the 

Carolinas, Clayton, Inc. 
 
April 2006-June 2019 Senior Archaeologist/Principal Investigator. Archaeological Consultants of the 

Carolinas, Inc., Clayton, NC.  
 
August 2004-March 2006 Archaeologist/Project Manager. Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, 

Inc., Clayton, NC. 
 
June 2002-August 2004 Archaeologist/Project Manager. Brockington and Associates, Inc., Raleigh, NC. 
 
July 2001-May 2002 Archaeological Technician. Brockington and Associates, Inc., Raleigh, NC. 
 
August 2000-May 2001 Archaeological Research Assistant, Department of Anthropology, University of 

Arkansas, Fayetteville. 
 
August 2000-September 2000 Archaeological Technician, Department of Anthropology, University of 

Arkansas, Fayetteville. 
 
July 2000 Archaeological Field Technician, SPEARS Inc., West Fork, Arkansas. 
  



 

Cultural Resource Surveys (Phase I) and Archaeological Site Testing (Phase II) 

 
Utility Corridors for Duke Energy (Charlotte), FPS (Charlotte), SCE&G (Columbia), and others – serving 
in all capacities including Principal Investigator 

 
Transportation Corridors for South Carolina Department of Transportation (Columbia), North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (Raleigh)– serving as archaeological technician 

 
Development Tracts for numerous independent developers, engineering firms, and local and county 
governments throughout North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia, and federal agencies including the 
USFS (Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina) and the USACE (Wilmington District) – serving in all 
capacities including Principal Investigator 

 
 
Archaeological Data Recovery (Phase III) - Representative Examples 
 

Prehistoric Camp (38HR496) and 19th century sawmill (38HR490) in Horry County, South Carolina – serving 
as Archaeological Technician 

 
Civil War encampment (44IW0204) for Isle of Wight County, Isle of Wight, VA – serving as Field Director 

 
Prehistoric village (31ON1578) and late 18th/early 19th century plantation (31ON1582) for R.A. 
Management, Charlotte, NC – serving as Field Director/Crew Chief 

 
 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION RELATED INVESTIGATIONS 
 
Duke Energy - Lake James and Lake Norman, North Carolina- serving as Field Director/Crew Chief 
 

 
PUBLICATIONS AND PAPERS PRESENTED 
2008 Michael Keith O’Neal 
Putting the Tar in Tar Heels: The Naval Stores Industry and Plantations in North Carolina. Paper presented at the 
65th annual Southeastern Archaeological Conference, Charlotte, North Carolina. 
 
2005 Michael K. O’Neal and Dawn Reid 
Who Says There Aren’t Rocks in the Coastal Plain?: Local Lithic Resources and Bipolar Reduction Strategies in 

Horry County, South Carolina. Paper presented at the 62nd annual Southeastern Archaeological Conference, 
Columbia, South Carolina. 
 
1999 Cheryl Claassen, Michael O’Neal, Tamara Wilson, Elizabeth Arnold, and Brent Lansdell 
Hearing and Reading Southeastern Archaeology: A Review of the Annual Meetings of SEAC from 1983 through 1995 
and the Journal Southeastern Archaeology. Southeastern Archaeology 18(2): 85-97. 
 
1998  Cheryl Claassen, Michael O’Neal, Tamara Wilson, Elizabeth Arnold, and Brent Lansdell 
Hearing and Reading Southeastern Archaeology: A Review of the Annual Meetings of SEAC from 1983 through 1995 

and the Journal Southeastern Archaeology. Paper presented at the 55th annual Southeastern Archaeological 
Conference, Greenville, South Carolina. 

 
** A full listing of projects and authored reports available upon request 

 
 


