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RE: Project 205 New Construction - CZC_DES_BCM Project Review Form and Archaeology Plan

From Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>
Date Fri 9/5/2025 3:22 PM

To  Schwebler, Justin <justin.schwebler@terracon.com>; RLarsen <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>;
ejohnson@scdah.sc.gov <ejohnson@scdah.sc.gov>; Sara W. Barbagallo <sara.barbagallo@des.sc.gov>

Cc  Benjamin F. Thepaut <Benjamin.Thepaut@des.sc.gov>; Gary Jensen <GaryJ@adcengineering.com>; chrisc
<chrisc@adcengineering.com>; Worrell, Laura Lee <worrellll@cofc.edu>; Schultz, Cristi <schultzca@cofc.edu>;
Jennifer Papa <jenniferp@adcengineering.com>; Dorn, Mills <Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Russ, Terri A
<Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Boschi, Dave <Dave.Boschi@terracon.com>; Rothenberg Jill P.
<Jill.Rothenberg@des.sc.gov>

0 2 attachments (720 KB)

CHAR_College of Charleston-Coming Street Commons-106 Coming Street-Archaeological Monitoring Plan-Revised
Draft_25RL0214.pdf; CHAR_College of Charleston-Coming Street Commons-106 Coming Street-Archaeological Monitoring Plan-
Draft_25RL0214.pdf;

Sara,

Our office received electronically on July 11, 2025 the following documentation from Justin Schwebler with
Terracon Consultants, Inc. for a project named “Project 205 New Construction”:

--a completed SHPO Project Review Form for SC Department of Environmental Services-Bureau of Coastal
Management (DES-BCM) projects

--a copy of a Subscriber-View SC ArchSite map

--topographic survey plan sheets (dated April 21, 2025)

--a draft report, Architectural Evaluation, St. Philips Housing Innovation District, 106 Coming Street,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (dated June 9, 2025)

--a draft, Archaeological Work Plan, College of Charleston, Project 205 New Construction, Charleston,
Charleston County, South Carolina (dated July 2025)

The documentation was submitted in anticipation of an application to the South Carolina Department of
Environmental Services-Bureau of Coastal Management (DES-BCM). We understand that public notice of an
application identified as DES-BCM reference number HQE-MAZM-0BJ2E has now occurred.

Our office has been in consultation with and provided prior “pre-coordination” anticipatory due diligence review
comments to Terracon Consultants, Inc. and the College of Charleston since March 2025 for a project identified as
“Coming Street Commons” and/or “St. Philip Housing District”. We accepted on July 3, 2025 (see our attached
letters) a revised draft plan as final for the Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Coming Street Commons, College of
Charleston, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina, which we reviewed for proposed geotechnical
instrumentation installations at the project site.

Per the project permit application, the project is described as early site work to enable demolition of an existing
structure and associated paving, archeological site investigation and recovery, and installation of test piles for a
proposed student housing project. The total disturbed area is 1.6 acres for a Stormwater permit. There are no
wetland impacts. The project address comprises 91 & 99 St. Philip St., Vanderhorst St., and 106 Coming St. in
Charleston.



The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is providing comments to Terracon Consultants, Inc. and the College
of Charleston through the DES-BCM in accordance with the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976,
as amended (South Carolina Code Title 48, Chapter 39), the “Policies and Procedures of the South Carolina Coastal
Zone Management Program” and the 1996 Memorandum of Agreement between our Offices concerning
implementation of the South Carolina Coastal Management Program. Consultation with the SHPO is not a
substitution for consultation with Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, other Native American tribes including those
with state recognition, local governments, or the public.

The project area has not been previously surveyed for cultural resources/historic properties. The project area is
located within the boundary of the National Register-eligible proposed expansion area of the Charleston Historic
District, a Significant Site. The project area is also located adjacent to the National Register-listed and National
Historic Landmark (NHL)-designated Charleston Historic District, a Geographic Area of Particular Concern (GAPC).

Architectural Evaluation, St. Philips Housing Innovation District, 106 Coming Street, Charleston, Charleston County,
South Carolina

The Architectural Evaluation report includes a brief history of 106 Coming Street, including both the current
building constructed in 1964 for the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA) chapter of Charleston, as well
as the parcel itself, which was laid out as the second official municipal cemetery for the City of Charleston
beginning in 1794. 106 Coming Street bisects the middle of what was once the municipal cemetery. The report
also appends a separate BVL Historic Preservation Research report, Coming Street YWCA (1964), 106 Coming
Street, Charleston, SC (dated May 2025).

Based on our review of the draft Architectural Evaluation report, our office finds that the Coming Street YWCA
building at 106 Coming Street is individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places at the
local level of significance under Criterion A, with applicable areas of significance including Social History, Ethnic
Heritage: Black, Social History: Civil Rights, and Other: Women’s History. The recommended period of significance
would be from 1964 to 1975 (incorporating the National Register program’s fifty-year rule). The property is also
eligible at the local level of significance under Criterion B in all the same areas of significance for its associations
with Christine O. Jackson from 1966 to 1975. The building would not be eligible under Criterion B for associations
with Coretta Scott King or Septima Clark, as there are almost certainly other properties with which they are more
strongly associated and which would better represent their significant accomplishments.

As the Coming Street YWCA building meets the National Register eligibility criteria it is considered a “Significant
Site” for the purposes of the Coastal Management Program. The proposed demolition of Coming Street YWCA
building would constitute an irretrievable loss of the Significant Site.

Coastal policies related to Significant Sites are located in Chapter 3 of the Program Document section titled
“Guidelines for Evaluation of All Projects”: “in review and certification of permit applications in the coastal zone,
the [DES-BCM] will be guided by the following general considerations:...9) the extent and significance of impact on
the following aspects of quality or quantity of these valuable coastal resources...iii) historic or archaeological
resources—irretrievable loss of sites identified as significant by the S.C. Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology
or the S.C. Department of Archives and History without reasonable opportunity for professional examination
and/or excavation, or preservation.”

Our office recommends that professional examination or preservation of the Significant Site occur. Our office
recommends as a permit condition that a professional examination or preservation treatment plan be provided
for review and approval by our office and DES-BCM.

The professional examination or preservation treatment plan should be conducted by individuals that meet the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in archeology, history, architectural history, or
historic architecture, as appropriate.



The professional examination or preservation treatment plan should include a copy of the application for, and
approval of, the proposed demolition by the Charleston Board of Architectural Review.

If the irretrievable loss cannot be avoided, allowing for preservation of the Significant Site, then proposed
professional examination treatment plan measures may include but are not limited to:

digital photographic documentation of the building submitted for approval prior to demolition; identification of
and/or preparation of measured drawings of the building submitted for approval prior to demolition; completion
of a SHPO Statewide Survey Form for the building; a written history of the YWCA Building placing the building
within its local historic context; an oral history project; an “history harvest” event related to the history and
memorialization of the Coming Street YWCA building; interpretive panels or exhibits; online exhibits;
presentations to the public; dissemination of the written history to accepting local repositories, or other creative
measures.

The Architectural Evaluation report (including the BVL Historic Preservation Research report) provided may suffice
upon revision and repackaging as a written history report of the Coming Street YWCA building. Our office can
provide additional comments on the report content as part of the review of the proposed professional
examination treatment measures. The Architectural Evaluation report’s appended digital photographic survey and
photo site plan and floor plan documentation should suffice as meeting the standard SHPO stipulated parameters
for photographic documentation of a historic building. Original measured drawings of the Coming Street YWCA
building should be identified or measured drawings must be prepared and approved by our office prior to any
demolition activities. We would also recommend recording the Coming Street YWCA building on a SHPO Survey
Form.

The SHPO will have thirty (30) days to review and comment on the draft professional examination or preservation
treatment plan upon receipt. If revisions are requested back to the Owner’s/Applicant’s consulting preservation
professional the Owner/Applicant and their consulting preservation professional will address the requested
revisions within thirty (30) days upon receipt, until the final plan is approved by SHPO.

Archaeological Work Plan, College of Charleston, Project 205 New Construction, Charleston, Charleston County,
South Carolina

The Archaeological Work Plan (also titled within the document as Archaeological Monitoring and Investigation
Plan) builds upon and describes how Terracon, Inc. and the College of Charleston proposes to implement the
previously SHPO recommended and reviewed Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Coming Street Commons,
College of Charleston, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina, as well as an initial plan for the
documentation and recovery of human remains associated with the City’s second official municipal cemetery that
is located in the project area.

Consultation with the SHPO is not a substitution for consultation with Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, other
Native American tribes including those with state recognition, local governments, or the public. Our office is only
providing comments on the technical merits of the draft Archaeological Work Plan. We note that the presence or
absence of any human remains has not been established to date by any known survey, construction, or excavation
project or activity. Our comments on the Archaeological Work Plan do not denote acceptance or approval of the
removal of human remains or of a potential mass burial ground. It is the responsibility of the Owner/Applicant,
the College of Charleston, to comply with all applicable cemetery laws and regulations as well as implementation
of ethical approaches to the treatment of human remains. Our office recommends consulting the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation’s Policy Statement on Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects, see
https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/achp-policy-statement-burial-sites-human-remains-and-
funerary.

Our office recommends that the Archaeological Work Plan incorporate and/or another planning document be
developed and provided for review regarding the protection and holistic treatment of human remains. We



recommend stating more clearly that all historic burials are protected under at minimum South Carolina burial
laws, citing these laws accordingly:

Preservation and Protection of Abandoned and Unmaintained Cemeteries
6-1-35, SC Code of Laws

Destruction or Desecration of Human Remains or Repositories Thereof; Penalties
16-17-600, SC Code of Laws

Removal of Abandoned Cemeteries
27-43-10 thru 27-43-40, SC Code of Laws

Access to Cemeteries on Private Property
27-43-310, SC Code of Laws

The Archaeological Work Plan and/or planning documents would benefit from documentation by the
Owner/Applicant, the College of Charleston, regarding how state burial laws have been and will be complied with,
in terms of required approvals, notification, and removal and/or reburial plans, as well as parties legally required
to be consulted in addition to descendant community parties that will be consulted and involved in decision
making.

Our office recommends as a permit condition that a revised Archaeological Work Plan be provided to this office
and DES-BCM for review and approval prior to any ground disturbing activities and beginning any work. Our
office’s technical comments on the Archaeological Work Plan are listed below and should be incorporated into the
revised draft provided for review:

--The division of project work into four work stages or phases, while helpful to understanding the timing
and progression of work phases for the overall project, would be technically improved by clearer
protocols within each stage. For example, we recommend providing clearer protocols for both the
identification and recovery of structural remains, human remains, and/or artifacts; for consultation
protocols with SHPO, the County Coroner, DES-BCM, the City of Charleston, and Charleston County; and,
for treatment of architectural features or other various non-human subsurface features, taking into
account National Register eligibility evaluations. Additionally, there are some overlap and discrepancies in
the work plan staging. For example, p. 9, third paragraph states that excavation of burials is intended to be
undertaken during Stage 4, noting in the preceding sentences that no further excavation at that location
will occur during Stages 1,2, 3, instead the location will be recorded on field forms, maps, and on a GIS
platform, but the following paragraph states that prior to initiation of Stage 4 of the work plan.....remains
will collected and transported to the field office for temporary secure storage. The protocols need to be
clearer regarding when discovered remains will be marked, buffered, and covered back up in the field vs
collected and/or removed or excavated.

--Following our Guidance for Archaeological Site Monitoring, the archaeological monitoring plan needs to
specify the exact amount of time during which construction excavations during all work stages are to be
made available for archaeological work and/or inspection.

--During the initial stage one of demolition, should any non-human architectural features and/or other
various non-human subsurface features be noted by the archaeological monitor, work in this area will
need to cease immediately and be buffered. Terracon will contact our office within 24-48 business hours,
providing a detailed description of the aforementioned archaeological feature. Terracon should provide
sufficient supporting documentation to our office to enable a National Register eligibility determination to
be made, or provide a National Register eligibility recommendation with supporting documentation to our
office for our concurrence. Protocols should be provided for SHPO consultation and additional excavation
steps and treatment measures as deemed necessary.



--Terracon will provide our office a separate GPR methodological plan, detailing the proposed transects,
transect spacing and specifications on the exact GPR model utilized. Upon completion of the GPR survey,
Terracon will provide our office GPR amplitude maps of all specific timeslices at all various depths, for
independent review and will not proceed with exhumation of burials until the SHPO gives concurrence on
all potential anomalies/potential burials.

--p. 5, Delete “see Compensation, below” or provide the compensation figures. Page 12 also cites a
“compensation table below”.

--Please provide an incorporated plan for securing the project site and the temporary field office from
potential looting. Please provide clarification of what archaeological resources or human remains will be
stored in the temporary field office vs at off-site offices or storage areas.

--Please revise the plan to state that our office will be provided documentation of the hand auguring or
soil penetrometer probing in Stage 3, before continuing with the remaining portions of the exhumation.

--Our office requests that all information concerning locational data of human remains remain redacted
information to the public. Locational data of human remains can be released to the public once the
project is complete (i.e., all excavations are complete, all burials have been fully removed, and the draft
report has been finalized by our office).

--p. 6, Our office concurs that a separate work plan for the inclusion of College of Charleston students and
faculty should be developed and provided to our office for review. Due to potential infractions of South
Carolina burial laws (16-17-600, SC Code of Laws), should College of Charleston professionals or students
be included for potential excavations, they should only be included on excavations of non-human
archaeological feature. The location of human remains should remain redacted information to both
parties as well.

--p. 9, fourth paragraph, fifth sentence, revise to “ transferred to a fully covered plywood box,”.
--p. 9 and 10, check references to a “licensed/certified funeral home director” for consistency.
--p. 11, second paragraph, “labeled” is repeated in same sentence.

-.p. 11, third paragraph, a timeframe for the submittal of the draft report needs to be stated, as well as
who the report will be provided to for review. Delete “monitoring” prior to report in the third sentence
and the second bullet. Provide more bulleted details as to the content of the reporting.

--The entire document and the reporting on p. 11 needs to state more clearly that the entire site should
be recorded with a SCIAA site number, and that the entire site should be evaluated as the project unfolds
for National Register eligibility, taking into account the work plan stages and features as they are
discovered.

--p. 12, last sentence, do not include assumptions. See our prior comments concerning the development
of a planning document for the holistic treatment of human remains.

--Please clarify how all uncovered archaeological resources and human remains, as well as the temporary
secure storage facility, will be curated consistent with federal standards like 36 CFR 79.

--The SHPO requests the reinternment location be finalized as soon as possible, before the conclusion of
the project. Please provide the aforementioned location to our office.

--Revise plan to state that if any brick remnants of architectural features are identified, the SHPO requests
Terracon retain, at a minimum, a 5% representative example for future XRF analysis, and that any brick



remnants must be curated with SCIAA.

--Revise plan to state that should any damage occur to an archaeological site from proposed construction
when the archaeological monitor is not present, the recordation of this damage should follow our office’s
Guidance for Assessing Damage to Archaeological Sites
(https://scdah.sc.gov/sites/scdah/files/Documents/Historic%20Preservation%20(SHPQ)/Programs/Progra
ms/Review%20and%20Compliance/Guidance-Assesing-Damage-Archaeological-Sites.pdf).

--At a minimum, Terracon will provide weekly updates to our office and DES-BCM and with advanced
notice, allow our office to oversee all monitoring and excavations.

--Our office reserves the right to present any findings for peer review, and any additional timeframes this
review may entail.

Regarding any proposed new construction within the project area, our office recommends as a permit condition
that professional examination occur under the Program Document stipulations. For projects located within a
Certified Local Government (CLG) review authority, the CLG board of architectural review may be considered as
professionals, as long as at least one board member meets the Professional Qualification Standards for the
specific subtype necessary.

The Owner/Applicant will provide a copy of the review and approval of the proposed new construction by the
Charleston Board of Architectural Review (BAR) to the SHPO, along with a copy of the approved elevations and
site plans. Our office will retain review authority and oversight over all potential archaeological impacts or
considerations, in keeping with all archaeological work plans and construction plans provided to this office for
review.

Our standard late/unanticipated discoveries clause should also be included as a permit condition:

We do request, however, that our Office be notified immediately if archaeological materials or human
skeletal remains are encountered prior to or during construction on the project site. Archaeological
materials consist of any items, fifty years old or older, which were made or used by man. These items
include, but are not limited to, stone projectile points (arrowheads), ceramic sherds, brick scatters,
worked wood, bone and stone, along with metal and glass objects.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please refer to SHPO Project Number 25-JS0212 in any
future correspondence regarding this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at (803) 896-6129 or
jsylvest@scdah.sc.gov; for archaeological questions contact Robert Larsen at (803) 896-6181 or
rlarsen@scdah.sc.gov.

Sincerely,

John D. Sylvest

Supervisor of Survey and Review & Compliance
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

SC Department of Archives & History

8301 Parklane Road

Columbia, SC 29223

803.896.6129
https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-preservation

From: Schwebler, Justin <Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com>
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2025 3:42 PM
To: Larsen, Robert <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>; Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>



Cc: Benjamin.Thepaut@des.sc.gov; Gary Jensen <garyj@adcengineering.com>; Chris Cook
<chrisc@adcengineering.com>; Worrell, Laura Lee <worrellll@cofc.edu>; Schultz, Cristi <schultzca@cofc.edu>;
JenniferP@adcengineering.com; Dorn, Mills <Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Russ, Terri A
<Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Boschi, Dave <Dave.Boschi@terracon.com>; Jill.Rothenberg@des.sc.gov
Subject: Project 205 New Construction - CZC_DES_BCM Project Review Form and Archaeology Plan

Good afternoon Robert and John,

Attached is a DES-BCM Project Review Form for the College of Charleston student housing
project titled "Project 205 New Construction".

The SHPO Project No. is 25-RL0214.

The DES-BCM Permit application has not been submitted yet, as we wanted to give you
additional time to review the cultural resources component of the application before the permit
submittal.

Embedded in the project review form is the architectural evaluation and historic research
reports for 106 Coming St (former YWCA building), which provides historic background
information for the project area. We have also attached an Archaeology Plan for review,
regarding the former municipal cemetery located on site.

Project 205 DES_BCM_Permit_Application_Cultural 1.pdf

Project 205 New Construction Removal Plan-for SHPO.pdf

Thank you for your time and consideration of this submittal, please do not hesitate to reach out
with any questions or comments.

Have a good weekend,

Justin

Justin Schwebler, MSHP

Senior Scientist | Environmental & Cultural Resources

1800 Reynolds Avenue | North Charleston, SC 29405
M (859) 512-1365

Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com | Terracon.com

Fast access to the preliminary environmental and geotechnical site selection information you need.



Terracon provides environmental, facilities, geotechnical, and materials consulting engineering services delivered
with responsiveness, resourcefulness, and reliability.

Private and confidential as detailed here (www.terracon.com/disclaimer). If you cannot access the hyperlink, please
e-mail sender.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




& Outlook

RE: Project 205 New Construction: Professional Examination, Geophysics, and Archaeology Work
Plan

From Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>
Date Fri 11/7/2025 2:12 PM
To  Schwebler, Justin <justin.schwebler@terracon.com>

Cc  RLarsen <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>; ejohnson@scdah.sc.gov <ejohnson@scdah.sc.gov>; Sara W. Barbagallo
<sara.barbagallo@des.sc.gov>; Benjamin F. Thepaut <Benjamin.Thepaut@des.sc.gov>; Gary Jensen
<GaryJ@adcengineering.com>; chrisc <chrisc@adcengineering.com>; Worrell, Laura Lee <worrellll@cofc.edu>;
Schultz, Cristi <schultzca@cofc.edu>; Jennifer Papa <jenniferp@adcengineering.com>; Dorn, Mills
<Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Russ, Terri A <Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Nelson, Blue
<Blue.Nelson@terracon.com>; Boschi, Dave <Dave.Boschi@terracon.com>; Jill P. Rothenberg
<Jill.Rothenberg@des.sc.gov>

Justin, Sara,

Thank you your below email and for the submittal of the revised draft document, Professional
Examination, Geophysical Work Plan, and Archaeological Work Plan, Project 205 New
Construction, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (dated October 1, 2025), provided
in response to our September 5, 2025 comments to SCDES-BCM on a project named “Project
205 New Construction” (SCDES-BCM Reference No. HQE-MAZM-OBJ2E and SHPO Project
Number 25-JS0212).

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is providing additional comments to Terracon
Consultants, Inc. and the College of Charleston through the SCDES-BCM in accordance with
the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976, as amended (South Carolina Code
Title 48, Chapter 39), the “Policies and Procedures of the South Carolina Coastal Zone
Management Program” and the 1996 Memorandum of Agreement between our Offices
concerning implementation of the South Carolina Coastal Management Program. Please visit
our website at https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-preservation/programs/review-compliance/sc-des-
bcm-review-process for more information regarding our review role pursuant to the Coastal
Management Program. Consultation with the SHPO is not a substitution for consultation with
Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, other Native American tribes including those with state
recognition, local governments, or the public.

Ouir office is only providing comments on the technical merits of the revised draft document,
Professional Examination, Geophysical Work Plan, and Archaeological Work Plan, Project 205
New Construction, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina.

Our comments on the revised draft document do not denote acceptance or approval of the
removal of human remains or of a potential mass burial ground. It is the responsibility of the
Owner/Applicant, the College of Charleston, to comply with all applicable cemetery laws and
regulations as well as implementation of ethical approaches to the treatment of human remains.
Our office recommends consulting the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Policy
Statement on Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects, see
https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/achp-policy-statement-burial-sites-
human-remains-and-funerary.




Professional Examination Plan:

Our office recommended as a permit condition that a professional examination or preservation
treatment plan be provided for review and approval by our office and DES-BCM, related to the
irretrievable loss caused by the proposed demolition of the Coming Street YWCA building, a
Significant Site under the Coastal Management Program.

Based on our review of the revised draft Professional Examination Plan portion of the
document, our office recommends as a revised permit condition that a Professional
Examination Plan be developed and implemented in consultation with our office, the
YWCA of Greater Charleston Chapter, and the City of Charleston, until approval and
completion of said Plan’s tasked components is documented in writing by the SHPO. We
also recommend providing emailed updates regarding the tasked components outlined
under the Professional Examination Plan every six (6) months until completion is
documented in writing by the SHPO.

Our office recommends that the conditioned Professional Examination Plan be developed and
provided as a standalone document, not as a part of the Archeological Work Plan. Please
provide a revised standalone Professional Examination Plan taking into account our comments
below.

The Professional Examination Plan (Plan) should continue to reference the approval of the
proposed YWCA building demolition by the Charleston Board of Architectural Review, as well as
reflect the City’s condition that the YWCA building’s socio-cultural significance be
commemorated in a physical manifestation with a highly visible presence in the new
construction project, which appears to be incorporated as Task 6 in the Plan provided.

The Plan may also reflect the applicant’s efforts to engage the community regarding
commemoration of the Coming Street YWCA. However, our office believes the Plan tasks and
commemoration of the Coming Street YWCA should be separate from any proposed
commemoration of the Potters Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery, which is separate and
farther removed in time in our opinion. We recommend that the Owner/Applicant develop a
separate commemoration plan for the Potters Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery,
reflecting engagement with the community and with all interested parties and stakeholders,
including our office.

Our office concurs with the overall proposed tasks for the Plan. We are providing our comments
on each task:

Task 1 — Written History and Local Historic Context Statement: Our office previously stated
that a revised and repackaged version of the previously submitted Architectural Evaluation, St.
Philips Housing Innovation District, 106 Coming Street, Charleston, Charleston County, South
Carolina, which appends a separate BVL Historic Preservation Research report, Coming Street
YWCA (1964), 106 Coming Street, Charleston, SC (dated May 2025) may suffice as a written
history report. Our additional comments on the report’s content are as follows:

+ Revise the report title, date, and project description to reflect its submittal as a
repackaged written history and documentation report submitted as mitigation for the
demolition of the National Register-eligible Coming Street YWCA building, pursuant to
the CZC review.

o Delete the June 9, 2025 cover letter and any extraneous information such as SHPO
Review Forms, project site plans.

o The project description section (and the project website at https://coming-street-
commons.charleston.edu/cultural-preservation/) contains language that is not accurate
and should be deleted. We do not have a Memorandum of Agreement with the College




for Project 205 or any other project. We do have a Programmatic Agreement with the
College regarding the management of state owned or leased National Register listed
properties, but this Programmatic Agreement is not applicable to Project 205 or any
federally assisted project or state SCDES-BCM permitted project. Our advisory role to
SCDES-BCM could be potentially incorporated, see https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-
preservation/programs/review-compliance/sc-des-bcm-review-process for more
information.

» The project description section should also include a brief introduction and description
of the appended BVL report, i.e. how it differs from the Terracon report. Otherwise,
there does not really appear to be a way to merge the two reports unless the authors
agree to repacking the contents into one overarching report in such a manner.

e The key sections of the report can be retained as-is.

¢ The items in Appendix A should be separated into their own appendices labeled A, B,
C, etc. Please insert labeled introductory pages prior to each appendix, i.e. “Appendix -
- Photographic Survey and Reference Maps — Surrounding Context,” “Appendix —
Historic Aerial Photographs.” The BVL report should by appended first, followed by the
photographs appendices, then eventually by the drawings, then the maps and SHPO
comments.

+ Append copies of our comments provided to date on the proposed project to the report
as an Appendix.

» Append the SHPO Statewide Survey Form and accompanying survey photographs to
the report as an Appendix.

» Revise the report to include the statement of National Register eligibility by our office,
in introduction and on page 32. Delete or completely revise the bottom two paragraphs
on page 32, having the focus of the written history on the YWCA building.

o Page 3, delete the bottom paragraph regarding archaeological investigation plans
associated with the overall project.

+ Page 10, second paragraph, either add a period after “J” or spell out Julius; bottom,
reference that the BVL “recent history” is appended as Appendix --.

¢ Include more historic documentation from the Avery Research Center’s collection in
the report.

« Include more biographical information about the architect/builder.

« Include more biographical information about Christine O. Jackson.

¢ Include and reference photographs of the removed items cite on page 24 including the
bronze memorial plaque, two iron window grates, and parking permit.

¢ Include photographs of window and door details to the appended exterior
photodocumentation.

Task 2 — Digital Photo Documentation: Our office accepts the Architectural Evaluation report’s
appended digital photographic survey and reference maps/photo site plan and floor plan
documentation, as well as the historic aerials, Sanborn maps, and historic images contained
within the BVL and Terracon report as meeting the standard SHPO stipulated parameters for
photographic documentation of a historic building prior to demolition. Our recommendations for
repackaging the documentation, including the addition of a few additional photographs, are
spelled out above in our comments on Task 1.

Task 3 — Measured Drawings: It appears that original measured drawings of the Coming Street
YWCA building have not been identified. As such, new measured drawings are proposed and
must be prepared and approved by our office prior to any demolition activities. Our office does
not object to the proposed measured drawings being conducted in accordance with HABS
Guidelines, however, the task should be clear where HABS Guidelines will and will not be met,
citing in particular that the goal is to not submit the measured drawings for review and
acceptance by the National Park Service and incorporation into the HABS Collection of the
Library of Congress, but to record the building in a “HABS-like” manner. Our office can accept



the measured drawings and field notes electronically; no hard copy will be required. We will
accession the written history report, photographs, and drawings electronically into the State
Archives. We recommend that the cited archival bond copies be provided to and retained by the
College of Charleston Libraries.

Task 4 - Material Salvage/Preservation: Architectural elements and/or signage that are
salvaged should be photo documented and described in writing and provided to our office via
email.

Task 5 - SHPO Statewide Survey Form: Please contact us for a SHPO survey number
assignment for use in recording the Coming Street YWCA building on a SHPO Survey Form.
We recommend appending the SHPO Survey Form and its accompanying survey photographs
to the Task 1 report, as well as providing us with individual electronic copies of the Survey Form
and photographs in accordance with our naming conventions cited in our Survey Manual and
our Electronic Submission Requirements for Planning Surveys and Review & Compliance
Surveys.

Task 6 — Interpretation/Physical Commemoration Plan: This Plan is a key public education
component of the overall mitigation of the irretrievable loss. Any draft plan provided should
include designs as well as text and/or graphics or objects under consideration. Timeframes for
development and implementation should also be included.

Task 7 — Dissemination of Professional Examination Findings/Education Opportunities: Our
office concurs with the College of Charleston Libraries as an additional repository of the
Professional Examination deliverables. Do these libraries include the Avery Research Center, or
is Avery separate? If separate, then Avery should receive copies as well. The internships should
be a welcomed opportunity for College of Charleston students, however, our office does not
need to receive reports of their experiences. The exception would be if any College of
Charleston interns write reports documenting excavations associated with the overall project,
we would respectfully ask that these are shared with us, to add to the state site file record.

Professional Examination Task Submittal Timeframes: The measured drawings must be
prepared and approved by our office prior to any demolition activities. The measured drawings
should be submitted electronically to our office for review. Our office will have fifteen (15) days
to approve or provide comments on the drawings.

The remaining tasks can be submitted after the demolition of the Coming Street YWCA building.
Again, we recommend providing emailed updates regarding the tasked components outlined
under the Plan every six (6) months until completion is documented in writing by the SHPO.

Geophysical Work Plan, and Archaeological Work Plan:

The revised Geophysical Work Plan, and Archaeological Work Plan (also titled within the
document as Cemetery Relocation Work Plan) appears to reflect revisions in response to our
prior September 5, 2025 comments and recommendations, but the overall work plan
components would benefit from additional organization, detail, thoroughness, and clarity in
keeping with our prior comments. The work plan components feel as they deserve more depth,
consideration, and careful study, accounting for the sensitive nature of the proposed work
affecting the acknowledged Potters Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery, whose proposed
removal has received much public interest and concern.

Our office recommended as a permit condition that a revised Archaeological Work Plan
be provided to this office and DES-BCM for review and approval prior to any ground



disturbing activities and beginning any work. This condition still applies. Our office’s
technical comments on the revised Plan components are listed below and should be
incorporated into another revised draft provided for review:

It appears that, in keeping with our prior review comments and recommendations, that the
Owner/Applicant has two options for the development of applicable work planning documents
associated with the overall proposed project -- one, develop and provide three separate
planning documents:

-one plan for the Professional Examination Plan related to the demolition of the Coming Street
YWCA/a Significant Site as discussed above,

-a second plan for the Archaeology Work Plan (including Geophysical work),

-and a third plan for a Cemetery Relocation Work Plan (we would suggest a different title
though).

There naturally would be some overlap and repetition between the planning documents, but the
one document as currently provided blends the three tenets of the overall project, which reads
unclearly. The organization of the Archaeology Work Plan, which only appears as a title in the
Submission, has suffered as a result. If one overarching plan is to be retained for the
archaeology and cemetery work, i.e. the second option, then it needs much clearer
organization, detailed overarching protocols and procedures, and references to such protocols
and procedures throughout. We are not promoting a lengthier document for the sake of length,
but a planning document (or documents) that reads to either a cultural resource professional or
to a member of the public as a plan that has been well thought out, consistent, has realistic and
definable metrics, and that reflects the significance and sensitivity of the cultural resources.

A Cemetery Plan should focus the protection and holistic treatment of human remains, including
requirements of how state burial laws have been and will be complied with, in terms of required
approvals, notification, and removal and/or reburial plans, as well as parties legally required to
be consulted in addition to descendant community parties that will be consulted and involved in
decision making. The appended Community Engagement Efforts, which reflect the applicant’s
community engagement efforts to date, as well as the community’s strongly expressed
concerns and objections to date largely encompass the applicant’s proposal to disturb,
excavate, and/or relocate a suspected large amount of human remains. As such, the
engagement efforts appear to appropriately belong in a Cemetery Plan type document. As an
example, the current work plan document provides a Legislative Framework for cemetery laws,
then proceeds into what are archaeological work plan stages, with pages 9-10 under Stage 1
mostly addressing cemetery law requirements and public engagement. Are these requirements
and engagement statements here solely for providing a sense of timeframes related to the
overall proposed cemetery removal? Likewise, a Reburial/Reinternment section is included at
the end of the Stage 5 items of page 20, almost as an afterthought.

Related, has the governing body with jurisdiction over the burying ground provided an opinion
regarding the removal of graves? Include if and when in the Cemetery Plan.

The community engagement efforts do not list any Native American tribal consultation efforts.
For one, the applicant should address the concerns raised by the Muscogee (Creek) Nation in
their October 28, 2025 letter.

If grave goods were to hypothetically indicate Native American burials, how will the
Owner/Applicant, the College of Charleston, follow the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) if necessary?

The overall plan should also plan, or at the very least acknowledge, Native American burials
could be present, or how what methods will unfold if any pre-contact artifacts are identified
within burial contexts.



We recommend stopping work and providing reporting to us at the end of Stage 1 (monitoring
report) and Stage 2 (GPR report), allowing for consultation with all project stakeholders as well
as presenting the findings (absent sensitive locational data) to date to the public prior to
proceeding further with additional work stages. We further recommend that an alternative
should be provided for in the work plan staging by the Owner/Applicant to reconsider the entire
project based on the results of Stage 1 and Stage 2 work, at minimum. Namely, not proceeding
with any further removal, excavation, or investigation, or the proposed removal, excavation, or
investigation, allowing for the development of alternative plans for the site, in consultation with
our office and all stakeholders. Alternative plans should include consideration of avoidance and
preservation of the burial ground, carefully capping and greenspacing the site for use as a
commemorative community space.

Page 16+: Documenting Historical Features, Procedures for the Discovery of Human Remains,
Late/Unanticipated Discoveries, and Archaeological Analyses, if not Curation, Reporting, and
consultation and National Register determination protocols with our office as well as
consultation with any other parties/stakeholders — are these not applicable to all stages of
work? We recommend the archaeological work plan begin with these overarching protocols that
are applicable to the stages of work, stating the applicable stages as a matter of fact, after
which they can be again cited or referenced in each stage for consistency, clarity, and
thoroughness. Any differences as applicable to a stage should be noted. Otherwise, it does not
appear that our previous recommendation to provide these protocols within each stage was
clearly met.

The protocols still need to be clearer regarding when discovered remains will be marked (and
how), buffered, and covered back up in the field vs collected and/or removed or excavated,
during all stages. Likewise, how, and where will human remains be curated during each stage?

If human remains are identified during monitoring, how will the mechanical stripping be altered
to address this?

Stage 3-Mechanical Excavation:

-Soil coring/auguring should be conducted prior to the initiation of mechanical stripping, in select
locations, to confirm potential anomalies identified by the GPR and to ensure mechanical
stripping will not disturb any human remains/artifacts/features prior to reaching a grave shaft. As
such, this subsection should start with soil coring/auguring and should be the introductory
paragraphs of this section.

-As a standardized burial depth has not been established, and as historical documentation
appears to provide a dearth of any contextual information demonstrating an answer to this,
factoring potential disturbances to the burials from later occupational periods, the plan must
acknowledge that the potential exists for non-standardized burial depths to be present and that
burials may be non-congruent containing disperse disarticulated remains. As such, our office
views that the plan must acknowledge mechanical stripping may not be plausible, in any
standardized format. The plan should acknowledge that hand excavations may be the only
method to accurately and respectfully document and recover all human remains present. The
plan should additionally acknowledge that the mechanical stripping portion may need to be
removed; a stop work should additionally be called after judgmental soil coring/auguring to
assess the findings and if mechanical stripping is feasible.

Stage 5-Burial Removal & Documentation:



-This stage should also acknowledge that mechanical stripping may not be possible and that
hand excavations may be the only plausible method, therefore moving the plan directly to this
step.

-This stage should include additional elaboration on the methodologies to document
disarticulated human remains if present.

-This stage should also include an expanded discussion on how burial goods will be related to
the correct re-internment, if non-congruent disarticulated remains are present. For example, if
an enslaved tag is identified roughly equidistant between two burials, which re-internment will
this burial be within?

Additionally, if burials are incongruently arranged and human remains are disarticulated, how
will any potential identified grave goods be documented and re-buried, if a burial is not in clear
association to the aforementioned grave good?

If burials are incongruently arranged and human remains are disarticulated, how will a burial
plan be formulated when the number of actual graves is unclear? Will MNI (Minimum Number of
Individuals) be utilized to scientifically hypothesize how many re-burials would be appropriate?

Weekly progress updates should be provided to our office throughout all stages of work, not
beginning at stage 5. The field staff should be compiling this documentation as part of their work
anyway.

Page 14, why 5 business days advanced notice for us to come to the site for monitoring? And
why is this in Stage 5?7 SHPO may provide 24-hour advanced notice prior to visiting the site
during any stage of work. We do not even have such an advance notice in our agreements with
federal agencies and applicants pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act. Please revise accordingly.

The Geophysical Work Plan starts on page 21, why is it not imbedded in the text of Stage 2
where the geophysical survey is discussed?

Are there any consultation protocols needing to be defined with anyone besides SHPO? (i.e.,
the County Coroner, DES-BCM, the City of Charleston, Charleston County, Community
Engagement Council, internal College of Charleston, Native American Tribes, etc.). A roles and
responsibilities section could be helpful to aid in this understanding.

Page 8 contacts, list Robert Larsen, Staff Archaeologist as the primary SHPO contact; John
Sylvest can be a backup.

If the removal of human remains is approved and decided upon by the governing body and the
Owner/Applicant, what historical information and interpretation will the archaeological
investigations seek to reveal about the history of the site and the individuals buried within?
Otherwise, current plans read solely as an exercise in archaeological excavation and future
reburial as a means to achieve the proposed new housing construction. What and where is the
context and justification for removal of human remains in the plans? Where is the alternatives
analysis? We recommend looking nationally at prior federal and state projects of a similar
nature for lessons learned.

No approved plan, regardless of the amount and detail of review, can account for all outcomes
or concerns that may arise over the course of a project involving the proposed excavation and
removal of potentially hundreds or thousands of graves, associated grave goods, artifacts,
and/or cultural features. Our office would anticipate post-plan approval consultation and



additional measures, whether these are expressed through unanticipated discoveries, or
through consultation with the public and stakeholders, reflecting desires or outcomes for
additional reporting and/or analysis (destructive or nondestructive), conservation, or historical
study or commemoration.

We recommend reviewing the project website FAQ'’s at https://coming-street-
commons.charleston.edu/fags/ and incorporating applicable elements into the applicable work
plans.

We recommend appending copies of our comments provided to date on the proposed project to
the work plans as an Appendix.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please refer to SHPO Project Number
25-JS0212 in any future correspondence regarding this project. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (803) 896-6129 or jsylvest@scdah.sc.gov; for archaeological questions
contact Robert Larsen at (803) 896-6181 or rlarsen@scdah.sc.gov.

Sincerely,

John D. Sylvest
¥ Ty Supervisor of Survey and Review & Compliance
i Fa o State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
= SC Department of Archives & History
e n 8301 Parklane Road
ARCHIVES Columbia, SC 29223
e IIISTORY ’
803.896.6129

https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-preservation
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From: Schwebler, Justin <Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 1, 2025 4:25 PM

To: Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>

Cc: Larsen, Robert <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>; Johnson, Elizabeth <EJohnson@scdah.sc.gov>; Sara W. Barbagallo
<sara.barbagallo@des.sc.gov>; Benjamin F. Thepaut <benjamin.thepaut@des.sc.gov>; Gary Jensen
<garyj@adcengineering.com>; Chris Cook <chrisc@adcengineering.com>; Worrell, Laura Lee
<worrellll@cofc.edu>; Schultz, Cristi <schultzca@cofc.edu>; Jennifer Papa <jenniferp@adcengineering.com>;
Dorn, Mills <Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Russ, Terri A <Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Nelson, Blue
<Blue.Nelson@terracon.com>; Boschi, Dave <Dave.Boschi@terracon.com>; Rothenberg Jill P.
<jill.rothenberg@des.sc.gov>

Subject: Project 205 New Construction: Professional Examination, Geophysics, and Archaeology Work Plan

Good afternoon John, et al.

Attached is the Cultural Resources work plan for "Project 205 New Construction," DES-BCM
Reference No. HQE-MAZM-OBJ2E. This includes a work plan for the Professional Examination
of 106 Coming St, the Geophysical work plan for the site, and the Archaeological work plan.
There is also an appendix with relevant supporting documents that were requested.

If you have any questions or recommendations, please do not hesitate to reach out to us.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,



Justin Schwebler

Justin Schwebler, MSHP

Senior Scientist | Environmental & Cultural Resources

r _
1800 Reynolds Avenue | North Charleston, SC 29405

M (859) 512-1365
Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com | Terracon.com

GA STAGET

Fast access to the preliminary environmental and geotechnical site selection information you need.

LEARN ABOUT Stage1 >

Terracon provides environmental, facilities, geotechnical, and materials consulting engineering services delivered
with responsiveness, resourcefulness, and reliability.

Private and confidential as detailed here (www.terracon.com/disclaimer). If you cannot access the hyperlink, please
e-mail sender.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.




From: Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2026 5:15 PM

To: Schwebler, Justin <Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com>; Larsen, Robert <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>;
ejohnson <EJohnson@scdah.sc.gov>

Cc: Worrell, Laura Lee <worrellll@cofc.edu>; Russ, Terri A <Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Dorn, Mills
<Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Sara W. Barbagallo <sara.barbagallo@des.sc.gov>; Benjamin F. Thepaut
<benjamin.thepaut@des.sc.gov>

Subject: RE: Project 205 New Construction Work Plan Submittal

Justin, Sara,

Thank you for your below January 9, 2026 email regarding the submittal of four work plans
(Professional Examination Plan, Archaeological Work Plan, Cemetery Work Plan, and
Cemetery and Commemoration Work Plan) associated with our review of “Project 205 New
Construction” (SCDES-BCM Reference No. HQE-MAZM-OBJ2E and SHPO Project Number
25-JS0212). The four work plans were provided in response to our September 5, 2025 and
November 7, 2025 comments to SCDES-BCM on the referenced Project.

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is providing additional comments to
Terracon Consultants, Inc. and the College of Charleston through the South Carolina
Department of Environmental Services, Bureau of Coastal Management (SCDES-BCM) in
accordance with the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976, as amended
(South Carolina Code Title 48, Chapter 39), the “Policies and Procedures of the South
Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program” and the 1996 Memorandum of Agreement
between our Offices concerning implementation of the South Carolina Coastal
Management Program.

Please visit our website at https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-preservation/programs/review-

compliance/sc-des-bcm-review-process for more information regarding our review role
pursuant to the Coastal Management Program. Consultation with the SHPO is not a
substitution for consultation with Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, other Native
American tribes including those with state recognition, local governments, or the public.
Our office is providing comments on the numbered documents below that have been
received by our office since providing our comments of November 7, 2025. We appreciate
your patience as we have reviewed these documents.

Our comments on these documents do not denote acceptance or approval of the removal
of human remains or of a potential mass burial ground. It is the responsibility of the
Owner/Applicant, the College of Charleston, to comply with all applicable cemetery laws
and regulations as well as implementation of ethical approaches to the treatment of
human remains. Our office recommends consulting the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s Policy Statement on Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects,


https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fscdah.sc.gov%2Fhistoric-preservation%2Fprograms%2Freview-compliance%2Fsc-des-bcm-review-process&data=05%7C02%7Cgilmorejk%40cofc.edu%7C8eb666ae73f547c32eb608de7322bfd5%7Ce285d438dbba4a4c941c593ba422deac%7C0%7C0%7C639074791042795443%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J01d3eG2mEH6YCaG79SAoIpfsEmllu7Ujg2uQG2lI%2Bc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fscdah.sc.gov%2Fhistoric-preservation%2Fprograms%2Freview-compliance%2Fsc-des-bcm-review-process&data=05%7C02%7Cgilmorejk%40cofc.edu%7C8eb666ae73f547c32eb608de7322bfd5%7Ce285d438dbba4a4c941c593ba422deac%7C0%7C0%7C639074791042795443%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J01d3eG2mEH6YCaG79SAoIpfsEmllu7Ujg2uQG2lI%2Bc%3D&reserved=0

see https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/achp-policy-statement-

burial-sites-human-remains-and-funerary.
1) SCDES-BCM public meeting and hearing of November 18, 2025 and the College’s
response to the public comments

2) Community Engagement Council (CEC) meeting minutes received to date: November
12, 2025, December 4, 2025, and January 8, 2026

3) Archaeological Monitoring Report, College of Charleston, Coming Street Commons,
Charleston, South Carolina (dated and received January 6, 2025)

4) Historic Research and Geophysical Assessment, 106 Coming Street and 99 St Philip
Street, Charleston, South Carolina (S&ME, Inc., dated November 12, 2024), received
November 25, 2025

5) Professional Examination Plan of 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 8, 2026)

6) Archaeological Work Plan, 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 2026)

7) Cemetery Work Plan, 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction, Charleston,
Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 2026)

8) Cemetery and Commemoration Work Plan of 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New
Construction, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January
2026)

9) SHPO Preliminary Information Form (PIF) for the Strangers and Negroes Burying
Ground/Potter’s Field, received from the Preservation Society of Charleston on December
16, 2025

1) SCDES-BCM public meeting and hearing of November 18, 2025 and the College’s
response to the public comments, and 2) Community Engagement Council (CEC)
meeting minutes received to date: November 12, 2025, December 4, 2025, and January
8, 2026

Our office appreciates the SCDES-BCM holding a public meeting and hearing regarding
their review of “Project 205” and for their acceptance of public comments on the Project
for an extended time period. Our office was in attendance at the public meeting and
hearing, and all public comments have been shared with and read by our office. We also
appreciate the College’s response to the public comments and the College’s efforts to


https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.achp.gov%2Fdigital-library-section-106-landing%2Fachp-policy-statement-burial-sites-human-remains-and-funerary&data=05%7C02%7Cgilmorejk%40cofc.edu%7C8eb666ae73f547c32eb608de7322bfd5%7Ce285d438dbba4a4c941c593ba422deac%7C0%7C0%7C639074791042831159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=O%2BLJnUPsaDflyLJBy7rT%2BkH1OCgiT3V2vsgX9munDM4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.achp.gov%2Fdigital-library-section-106-landing%2Fachp-policy-statement-burial-sites-human-remains-and-funerary&data=05%7C02%7Cgilmorejk%40cofc.edu%7C8eb666ae73f547c32eb608de7322bfd5%7Ce285d438dbba4a4c941c593ba422deac%7C0%7C0%7C639074791042831159%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=O%2BLJnUPsaDflyLJBy7rT%2BkH1OCgiT3V2vsgX9munDM4%3D&reserved=0

incorporate the public’s comments and our prior comments into the repackaged work
plans that we received on January 9, 2026. The College has also shared with our office and
SCDES-BCM the meeting minutes of CEC meetings conducted to date, which we believe
aids in transparency and continued understanding of stakeholder concerns.

There still appears to be some misunderstanding of our office’s review authority in the
documentation included under items 1) and 2) though. Our office has an official review role
over the proposed Project due to the applicant’s/College’s need for a SCDES stormwater
permit and Coastal Zone Consistency Certification, which triggers consultation with our
office under state law and the Coastal Zone Management Program. The SHPO advises
SCDES-BCM on the National Register eligibility status of historic and archaeological sites
and the presence of Geographic Areas of Potential Concern (GAPC) or Significant Sites
within a project area. The SHPO also advises SCDES-BCM on potential impacts that the
project may have on the historical or cultural values of the GAPC or Significant Site and
treatment options necessary as a result of proposed development impacts, as
appropriate. The SHPO’s role in project review is advisory and consultative, rather than
regulatory. The SHPO is not a permitting agency, nor do we have authority under federal or
state law to “say no” or deny a project moving forward. The SHPO may provide guidance
comments and/or recommended permitting conditions regarding the presence or
treatment of the GAPC or Significant Site, which SCDES-BCM considers in making and
including in its permitting and certification decisions.

The recommended conditioned review and approval of applicable work plans or work plan
stages by the SHPO does not denote SHPO approval of the removal of a cemetery or burial
ground. The SHPO has no specified role or authority under state cemetery laws. Our review
only denotes that we have been afforded the opportunity to review, comment, and concur
on the proposed work plan methodologies, in accordance with applicable state, federal,
and cultural resource management standards and guidelines.

State cemetery law (SC Code of Laws 27-43-10 through 27-43-40) stipulates the removal
authority and conditions for the removal of a cemetery or burying ground.

If this project did not need a SCDES permitting or Coastal Zone Consistency Certification
then the SHPO would have no official review role over the project and the College could
have elected to move forward with the project on their own initiative (provided that no
federal funding, licensing, or permitting was involved that would trigger SHPO review under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act).

There also appears to be reasonable and pertinent questions in the documentation
included under items 1) and 2) regarding the order of procedural steps for implementation
of Project 205’s work plans, who is involved in decision making, and whose comments



have bearing on the overall project, pursuant to the review under federal, state, and local
laws. The SHPO notes that procedurally when it comes to the proposed removal of a mass
burial ground we are not aware of an existing flow chart or decision tree. We recommend
that the College continue to seek to include within or appended to the applicable work
plans, and on the College’s Project 205/Coming Street Commons website, a summary
document of the needed and anticipated procedural review steps, including roles and
responsibilities, engagement protocols, and anticipated timeframes, in order to assistin
providing clarity to all project stakeholders and the public. We also recommend continuing
to seek ways to concurrently provide Project-related updates and documentation to all
review agencies and Project stakeholders to streamline the desired open and transparent
engagement and sharing of information.

The College’s response under 2) also included the notion of a “harm avoidance” review
and a summary of requested alternatives analysis, i.e. alternative locations for the
provision of student housing that the College considered over the last six years or decade.
A “Harm Avoidance Assessment” is now appended to the work plans we received on
January 9, 2026. We appreciate the requested alternatives analysis identifying other
properties that the College has looked at over the past several years to provide student
housing. The analysis does raise the question of at what point the Project may become
financially infeasible. Has the College accounted for the financial costs of a potential
multi-year or multi-decade cemetery removal project, as well as potential commemoration
project costs? Could these financial costs and costs to the community potentially
outweigh the benefits of the housing project? We are concerned that the proposed work
plans may not encompass the potential professional archaeological staffing levels, length
of time, and costs that it could take to properly steward such a resource and project to
completion.

SHPO also questions the term “harm avoidance” when the cultural resources in question,
the Coming Street YWCA building and the Potter’s Field/Second Official Municipal
Cemetery are proposed for removal. In our opinion, “harm avoidance” does not mean
mitigation, which is what has been proposed to date through the documentation,
interpretation and commemoration of the historic significance of these two resources. To
avoid harming the Coming Street YWCA building and the Potter’s Field/Second Official
Municipal Cemetery these resources would be preserved, and the proposed new
construction would take place elsewhere.

3) Archaeological Monitoring Report, College of Charleston, Coming Street
Commons, Charleston, South Carolina (dated and received January 6, 2025), and 4)
Historic Research and Geophysical Assessment, 106 Coming Street and 99 St Philip
Street, Charleston, South Carolina (S&ME, Inc., dated November 12, 2024)



Our office emailed Terracon and the College of Charleston on November 24, 2025 asking
that they:

“Please clarify and confirm comments we heard at the Public Meeting/Hearing for
Project 205 regarding the geotechnical installations in your attached Archaeological
Monitoring Plan that appeared to state these installations being completed already,
versus our attached comments on that Monitoring Plan for the geotechnical
installations that stated, “Please inform our office of when the archaeological
monitoring will begin and when the monitor is in the field. Due to the nature of the
undertaking, please provide our office weekly updates on the status of the
archaeological monitoring.” We were also to receive archaeological analysis and
reporting per the Monitoring Plan.

We also heard at the Public Meeting/Hearing that some level of GPR investigation
has already occurred on the project site. Can you confirm please.”

Our office notes that, one, the Archeological Monitoring Plan proposed two piezometer
monitoring well geotechnical installations; the Archaeological Monitoring Report cites six
total locations of ground disturbance that Terracon provided monitoring for; and two,
Terracon did not notify us regarding the four additional disturbances conducted during the
August and October monitoring episodes cited in their November 25, 2025 response and in
the Archaeological Monitoring Report, nor did we receive the weekly updates that we
requested in our July 3, 2025 comments. SHPO received multiple consultations from
individuals in Charleston stating human remains were being dug up during these
monitoring episodes, with additional photographic documentation of work being
performed on site. We ask for this notification so that we are aware of the work which is
occurring and can adequately provide professional analysis to any inquiries/concerns.
SHPO respectfully asks Terracon provide more active communication to our office
concerning this project in the future.

The Archaeological Monitoring Report states the monitoring work revealed no cultural
features or subsurface artifacts. SHPO accepts the Archaeological Monitoring Report as
final. The monitoring report should be submitted as an appendix of the final report upon
conclusion of the Project. Please state this within the Reporting Section (pgs. 8-9) of the
Archaeological Work Plan.

Additionally, SHPO notes the soil stratigraphical profiles and assessment were

recommended to provide anticipatory soil profiles for future excavations, at a minimum,
this information should be cited within the Cemetery Work Plan to provide demonstrable
evidence of expected soil profiles in areas surrounding the southwest portion of the tract



(surrounding soil probe B-13), central portion of the tract (surrounding soil probe B-14) and
the northeast portion of the project tract (surrounding soil probe B-15).

The College provided a copy of S&ME’s Historic Research and Geophysical Assessment to
us on November 25, 2025. The report, prepared for Burr & Foreman LLP, provides historic
research and documentation of the project tract, including a recommendation that the
Coming Street YWCA (cited as SHPO Site Number 8360) is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. Our office did assign SHPO Site Number 8360 for this report,
but we never received a copy of the report or any SHPO Survey Form. If we assign a site
number then we should receive the resulting survey documentation.

A limited geophysical (GPR) assessment was also conducted. Our office questions the
veracity of any subsurface features identified by the contracted GPR survey in 2024. As the
aforementioned report lacks demonstrable evidence of amplitude depth slices indicating
the anomalies and their subsequent depth, there is no current

independently verifiable data demonstrating anomalies were accurately interpreted. While
Terracon should factor the potential for these subsurface features to be present, S&ME's
GPR survey should have no bearing upon any GPR or EMI work proposed to be conducted
within this workplan. Furthermore, as vehicles were present in the parking lot during the
time of the GPR survey, itis unclear if the presence of these vehicles corrupted any
anomaly readings noted in the report.

Overall SHPO comments on 5) through 8) Work Plans:

--We note that the four work plans we received on January 9 are available online on the
SCDES-BCM Project webpage at https://des.sc.gov/community/community-

engagement/environmental-sites-projects/college-charleston-project-205. The Project
webpage notes that the comment period closed Nov. 28, 2025. Are comments being
accepted by SCDES-BCM or the College of Charleston on the four work plans or future
iterations of the work plans? Please clarify.

--None of the work plans appear to incorporate our prior below quoted recommendation or
reflect the possibility that the City of Charleston, as the local governing body, may not
consent to the removal of the Potter’s Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery pursuant
to SC Code 27-43-10 through 27-43-40, or that the College may ultimately decide to not
develop the 205 Coming Street site.

“We further recommend that an alternative should be provided for in the work plan
staging by the Owner/Applicant to reconsider the entire project based on the results
of Stage 1 and Stage 2 work, at minimum. Namely, not proceeding with any further
removal, excavation, or investigation, or the proposed removal, excavation, or
investigation, allowing for the development of alternative plans for the site, in
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consultation with our office and all stakeholders. Alternative plans should include
consideration of avoidance and preservation of the burial ground, carefully capping
and greenspacing the site for use as a commemorative community space.”

--We recommend reviewing the appendices across each work plan and ensuring that they
are titled and referenced the same across all work plans. The appendices also need to be
maintained or updated as the project evolves, as well as ensuring any language pertaining
to awork plan item is reflected in the work plans. For example, the Archaeological Work
Plan references an appended Commitment Letter but it’s not there, it’s also referenced
and appended in the Commemoration Plan though. This is a letter addressed to us dated
12/17/25 that was not previously received by our office. The letter references monthly and
weekly reporting promises to us, but are these reflected consistently in the work plans?
Separately in the Commemoration Plan on pg. 3 it is stated the letter outlines the CEC’s
role?

--Each work plan needs to be consistent with and cross reference the other work plans in
terms of language, methodologies, processes, engagement, and deliverables.

5) Professional Examination Plan of 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 8, 2026)

--This plan appears to be the most complete of the four work plans. As the new
Commemoration Work Plan cites the role and engagement of the Community Engagement
Council in memorializing the Coming Street YWCA building, we recommend revising the
Plan to include the Council as a coordinating party on the bottom of page 1.

--The revised plan incorporates and acknowledges the future incorporation of our
comments provided on the plan on November 7, 2025. We recommend including our
comments to date on the overall project as an appendix to the Plan, as reference.

--p. 5, Conclusion, we do not anticipate providing a “signed approval” of the Professional
Examination Plan that starts the clock on work on measured drawings. Please remove. The
College may elect to execute measured drawings, or begin work on other tasks outlined in
the Plan, whenever it chooses.

--Provided there are no other coordinating party comments on the Plan, then SHPO will
accept the plan as revised and resubmitted based on these and the comments provided
above and to date, as final. Additional consultation with the SHPO will be needed if the
Plan changes based on coordination with other parties or if the proposed building
demolition does not move forward.



6) Archaeological Work Plan, 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 2026)

--Our office is only providing comments on the technical merits of the revised draft work
plan document. While improved, this plan continues to have the same issues as the prior
two drafts in terms of inconsistent references and incompleteness of work, some of which
has been caused by efforts to address our comments and public comments received to
date.

--Stages of Work: Our office concurs with the new Stage 1 GPR survey of the site prior to
asphalt removal or other significant ground disturbance. If an independent third party,
which is not Terracon, conducts this initial GPR survey, our office will still require a
methodological work plan be submitted for review, as well as a subsequent report,
including amplitude depth slices, to be submitted to our office, SCDES-BCM, and project
stakeholders.

We believe the prior Stages for archaeological monitoring and for GPR survey following
building demolition and asphalt removal should remain as separate stages, to be Stages 2
and 3, respectively. Stoppages of work to include reporting on the results of the monitoring
and the GPR survey and consultation with our office, SCDES-BCM, and project
stakeholders should occur after each stage in the work plan.

We also believe the Work Plans should include and account for an Exploratory Stage, Stage
4, that will likely be needed or recommended by our office to investigate the results of the
monitoring efforts and/or GPR survey results and review, accounting for potential test unit
excavations, soil coring, auguring, probing, soil penetrometer testing, or trench excavation
in certain areas, to better define the presence of burials or features, before beginning the
currently proposed Stage 3. This Stage 4 should be directly consulted with our office prior
to the initiation of any fieldwork associated with this stage. Upon completion of the
aforementioned Stage 4, our office recommends a complete stoppage of work and a
meeting between the College, SHPO, SCDES-BCM, and Terracon to discuss all subsequent
findings from the preceding stages of work and what methodological changes will be
required for the Archaeological Work Plan and Cemetery Work Plan and excavation of the
entire archaeological site and Potter’s Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery.

--Our office concurs with submittal of a research design. The research design submittal
needs to be cited in the work plan stages. We recommend including it within the reporting
for and after what we suggest being Stage 3 (post the second GPR survey).

--The Procedures for the Discovery of Human Remains, in particular the proposed removal
of collection of human remains, is not consistent with the Protocol for Unanticipated



Discoveries or with the Stage 2 Archaeological Monitoring protocols, which both call for
cultural features / artifacts / archaeological deposits to not be collected or excavated (at
least until the currently proposed Stage 4). If anything, the procedures and protocols
should be in reverse, with human remains being the materials not being collected.

» <«

Work plans need to better define “cultural features”, “archaeological materials”, and
“human remains”, or “artifacts” for the reference of all parties.

Our office recommends treating the project site as a burial ground / cemetery until the
excavation stage (Stage 6, per SHPO’s recommendations, cited below in Conditions), by
not collecting, removing, or excavating any human skeletal remains, disarticulated human
remains, and any associated grave goods until the City of Charleston, as the local
governing body under SC Code 27-43-10 through 27-43-40, approves the removal of the
cemetery or burial ground, and until SHPO has had the opportunity to review and approve
the forthcoming research design and final Archaeological Work Plan and Cemetery Work
Plan.

--Pgs.1-2, Correct. If the archaeological site is determined eligible for the NRHP under
Criterion D and/or subsequently listed in the NRHP, non-burial features could contribute to
the site's eligibility, either as an individual historic property or as a contributing resource to
the Charleston Historic District. Non-burial features would also then contribute to the
site's overall values as a Significant Site or Geographic Area of Particular Concern (GAPC)
under the Coastal Zone Consistency Act.

--Pg. 2, Documenting Archaeological Features, it appears this section is more fully
repeated under Stage 4’s language.

--Pg. 4, middle, If damage occurs to the archaeological site or cemetery during the
proposed archaeological investigation, appropriate local law enforcement, SCDES-BCM,
and SHPO should be contacted immediately, not just having Terracon archaeologists be
informed so they can appropriately document the damage in accordance with SHPO
Guidance for Assessing Damage to Archaeological Sites (which calls for an abbreviated

letter report for SHPO and SCIAA, not just including the site damage in the final report).
--Pg. 6, At a minimum, standard osteometric data should still be gathered during
excavations of any human remains which may be present and prior to curation;
additionally, this information should be presented within the final report within an
osteometric data chart. This should be conducted within Stage 4, Archaeological Analysis;
while stated in the Cemetery Plan, this should likewise be stated in the Archaeological
Work Plan, so both documents are methodologically consistent.
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--Pg. 6, In addition to gathering standardized osteometric data, should any disarticulated
human remains be noted, i.e. not clearly present in a singular burial context, at a
minimum, an initial Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) analysis, should be
calculated. This should be conducted within Stage 4, Archaeological Analysis; while
stated in the Cemetery Work Plan, this should likewise be stated in the Archaeological
Work Plan, so both documents are methodologically consistent.

--Pg. 6, Should any non-burial subsurface features be present, which may contain
preserved organic material, representative samples of these should still be gathered in-
field, which allow for radio-carbon dating, ethnobotanical analysis. Furthermore, should
any subsurface features contain preserved wood, of any sort, again, a representative
sample should be taken which could allow for dendrochronological dating in the future.

--Pg. 10, Prior to establishing site datums, the entirety of the site should be recorded as a
singular archaeological site with the South Carolina Institute for Archaeology and
Anthropology (SCIAA); the subsequent archaeological form and site number should be
shared with SHPO.

--p. 10, Stage 1, please spell out and define acronyms such as “RTK GNSS”.
--p. 11, top, delete “ground” prior to “significant”.

--Pg. 11, fourth paragraph, and pg. 18, second and final paragraph, SHPO concurs with
receiving the amplitude depth slices for the GPR survey stages , however, based upon the
results of the GPR surveys, the monitoring plan methodologies and subsequent stage
methodologies could or should change to focus on potential features identified. As such,
for reporting SHPO would request receiving a technical memo similar to a management
summary. Please remove the adjective “brief”. The memo should be as long or as short as
it needs to be to adequately discuss the results of both episodes of geophysical survey and
monitoring, and how the Archaeological Work Plan and Cemetery Work Plan will be altered
to reflect the findings.

--Pg. 11, fourth paragraph, and pg. 18, bottom paragraph, recommend revise second
sentence to: “Terracon will not proceed with exhumation or removal of burials, human
remains, or grave goods until one, the SHPO is given the opportunity to review geophysical
data and potential anomalies/potential burials resulting from the proposed Stage 1 and 2
geophysical surveys, two, until a research design and Cemetery Work Plan is reviewed and
approved by SHPO incorporating the data from the aforementioned geophysical work,
monitoring, and exploratory work to alter proposed excavation methodologies in the
Cemetery Work Plan, as necessary, and three, until the City of Charleston approves the
removal of the cemetery or burial ground and provides the College, SHPO, and SCDES-
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BCM a copy of the approval documentation. This statement should also apply to the
second sentence under Stage 3 on pg. 19, and in the Cemetery Work Plan on pg. 4.

--Pg. 16, Terracon is proposing to conduct a multi-channel GPR survey, containing
variable megahertz between 200-2,500. Our office sought peer review of the proposed-to-
date GPR survey methodologies by Dr. Jon Leader, former South Carolina State
Archaeologist, who has extensive experience conducting GPR surveys in cemetery
contexts. Dr. Leader offered the following observations and recommendations:

¢ Multi-channel GPR systems are useful for large area analysis at a reduced
sensitivity rate. They are great for foundations and utilities, not for forensic level
recovery of bodies.

¢ Multi-channel GPR systems are also more susceptible to surface interference than
single-channel systems. The area in question is likely to be heavily contaminated.

¢ Multi-channel GPR systems are susceptible to high signal interference. Multi-
channel systems use several antennas operating at the same time, which can result
in overlapping signals, crosstalk, and interference between channels. This can
muddy the data, leading to reduced clarity and more difficulty in accurately
interpreting the subsurface conditions. As noted, we are dealing with a cemetery
with an expectation of high impact and disarticulation or disruption.

¢ Multi-channel GPR system’s overall signal strength is often diluted as each antenna
collects data independently. If one antenna encounters significant interference, it
can affect the entire dataset. The larger surface area covered by the multiple
antennas increases the chances of interference from heterogeneous surfaces. This
makes the data harder to interpret accurately. We aren't tracking utilities but
bodies.

¢ GPRs are broadband units. The central frequency is the one that is named (e.g., 450
MHz, 500 MHz etc.). This is as much a forensic undertaking as itis an
archaeological one. The appropriate unitis a 450 or 500 MHz unit with very close
spacing of lanes (10cm-no more than 20cm). This takes more time but ensures the
best results.

Ultimately, our office believes that a meeting may be needed to discuss and finalize the
GPR survey methodologies.

--Pg. 17, Archaeological Monitoring, Terracon will notify our agency of when any
archaeological monitors are presentin the field and projected overall time they will be
monitoring.
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--Pg. 17, Should any archaeological features or deposits be noted during the
aforementioned monitoring, Terracon will consult our office prior to the removal of any
features noted.

--p. 18, second paragraph, revise to “encountered during Stage 2”.
--Pg. 19, Site Security, “decedents”, spelling.

-- Pg.22, Stage 4, During composition of the draft report, the archaeological site form
should be updated within the requisite archaeological findings.

-- Pg.22, Stage 4, Terracon will notify our agency when the proposed archaeological
monitor is present during all subsurface construction related construction activities.

7) Cemetery Work Plan, 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New Construction,
Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated January 2026)

--The intent of our comment regarding this potential separate plan was for it to focus on
the protection and holistic treatment of human remains, including requirements of how
state burial laws have been and will be complied with, in terms of required approvals,
notification, and removal and/or reburial plans, as well as parties legally required to be
consulted in addition to descendant community parties that will be consulted and involved
in decision making. As such, the Legislative Framework regarding cemeteries in the second
draft plan should be retained in the Cemetery Work Plan, citing these laws in full and
detailing the procedural steps for compliance with these laws against the proposed work
plan stages.

Related, again, has the governing body with jurisdiction over the burying ground provided
an opinion regarding the removal of graves or relocation of the burying ground, especially
for a public municipal cemetery that they were responsible for establishing? Namely, we
understand that the local governing body is aware of the Project, but have they provided a
list of requirements to the College for how the College is to petition for the removal of the
Potter’s Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery that could be included in the Cemetery
Work Plan?

Lastly, while the creation of the Community Engagement Council is cited in the planning
documents and is a needed and positive step, the plan appears to need further
development regarding how engagement with, or notice of removal of a burial ground to,
descendent communities will occur and take into account their objections or comments.

--Please ensure that the archaeological work components are cross referenced and
spelled out in both the Archaeological and the Cemetery Work Plans and that our
comments to date on both plans are reconciled in each plan. For example, include the
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proposed Stages of Work in both plans (as a reference list in the Cemetery Plan at
minimum), ensure that the reporting on burial features and non-burial features are spelled
out clearly, and include NAGPRA and tribal consultation protocols. If the reconciling of our
comments is proving to be an issue then we are open to a single plan incorporating all work
plan components, stages of work, and our comments to date.

--Pg. 3-4, In addition to the redaction of any locational data concerning human remains
until completion of the project, our office recommends, to ensure the proper protection of
all human remains, prior to completion of the undertaking, that there is no photography or
videography of human remains for public distribution.

--Pg. 4, Site Security, Our office recommends setting up an area outside of the secure site
fencing and not in view of existing excavations, to allow for press inquiries or public
comments to be answered, without compromising site security.

--Pg. 6, General Grave Excavation and Documentation, Our office recommends quantifying
how many individuals will be excavating at each 5-by-5 meter excavation block, i.e. roughly
how many field staff will Terracon have on site on-average per day? Factoring the potential
high density of human remains, which may be located at the site, will a singular
bioarchaeologist and osteoarchaeologist be sufficient for an excavation of this potential
scale?

--Pg. 6, General Grave Excavation and Documentation, Our office concurs with the
generalized excavation methodologies of excavating 5-by-5 meter excavation blocks,
vertically in 10cm natural strata levels, However, our office concurs the potential scope of
these excavations will likely be unique in scope and could require multiple methodological
changes as the undertaking unfolds due to the potential uncertainty of comingled /
disarticulated remains. For future reference on potential methodological changes, our
agency cites the Pheasant Wood Fromelles: Report on Evaluation of WWI Mass Graves &
Digging Hallowed Ground: As demonstrated within the archaeological excavations at
Fromelles, conducted by the University of Glasgow in 2008 & Tony Pollard, demonstrating
successful methodological utilizations of trenching units to identify and excavate mass
burials containing high quantities of comingled / disarticulated human remains. Depending
on the results of the initial first two or three 5-by-5 meter grid blocks and if any
standardizing findings can be calculated, trenching 5-by-1 meter units could be useful.

8) Cemetery and Commemoration Work Plan of 106 Coming Street, Project 205 New
Construction, Charleston, Charleston County, South Carolina (Terracon, dated
January 2026)
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--Documentation previously provided to our office, SCDES-BCM, and the public noted the
College’s intent to memorialize and commemorate the Potter’s Field/Second Official
Municipal Cemetery, as well as the Coming Street YWCA building at 106 Coming Street. As
such, our office recommended a separate commemoration planning document be
developed for the Potter’s Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery, reflecting
engagement with the community and with all interested parties and stakeholders,
including our office.

Our office believes and anticipates the commemoration plan to be a living, breathing
document that will be subject to revision and review as commemoration and
memorialization plans are developed in engagement with the community, descendent
communities, the Community Engagement Council, our office, and the stakeholders that
the College has identified to date. Additionally, as the commemoration plan for 106
Coming Street includes the Coming Street YWCA building, we recommend appending the
Professional Examination Plan of 106 Coming Street to the document.

--the January 8, 2026 cover letter is misleading regarding the review to date of the Potter’s
Field/Second Official Municipal Cemetery as a Significant Site and that an irretrievable loss
of the Potter’s Field is a foregone conclusion. As such, we recommend removing it and not
including a similar cover letter for future iterations of the Plan document.

--pg. 3-4, other projects to be listed could include the Cemetery for Contrabands and
Freedmen in Alexandria, VA; the Asylum Hill Project in Jackson, MS; and the Miami Circle
and Brickell Avenue Site’s in Miami, FL.

--p. 7, Conclusion, the last sentence does not read clearly; also, we do not anticipate
providing a “signed approval” of the Commemoration Work Plan.

9) SHPO Preliminary Information Form (PIF) for the Strangers and Negroes Burying
Ground / Potter’s Field, received from the Preservation Society of Charleston on
December 16, 2025

--We have attached our January 29, 2026 letter regarding the National Register eligibility of
the Strangers and Negroes Burying Ground / Potter’s Field PIF for your information.

SHPO recommended conditions:

Our office recommends as a condition that a Professional Examination Plan be developed
and implemented in consultation with our office, the YWCA of Greater Charleston Chapter,
the City of Charleston, and the College’s Community Engagement Council (CEC) until
approval and completion of said Plan’s tasked components is documented in writing by
the SHPO. We also recommend providing emailed updates regarding the tasked
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components outlined under the Professional Examination Plan every six (6) months until
completion is documented in writing by the SHPO.

Our office recommends as a condition that a revised Archaeological Work Plan and
Cemetery Work Plan incorporating our comments be provided to SHPO and DES-BCM
prior to any ground disturbing activities and beginning any work.

Recommended conditions should include and account for:

Stoppages of work after each Archaeological Work Plan and Cemetery Work Plan
work stages cited below to include reporting on the results and consultation with
our office, SCDES-BCM, and project stakeholders.

Stage 1 - Conduct GPR survey prior to any ground disturbance

Stage 2 — Archaeological monitoring of the YWCA building demolition and
removal of hardscape

Stage 3 - Conduct GPR survey following the demolition of the YWCA building
and removal of hardscape

Stage 4 — Exploratory stage
Stage 5 - Establish excavation grid, site security, and site infrastructure
Stage 6 — Site excavation

Not collecting, removing, or excavating any human skeletal remains, disarticulated
human remains, and any associated grave goods until the City of Charleston, as the
local governing body under SC Code 27-43-10 through 27-43-40, approves the
removal of the cemetery or burial ground, and until SHPO has had the opportunity
to review and approve the research design and final Archaeological Work Plan and
Cemetery Work Plan.

Providing a copy of the City of Charleston’s approval documentation, as the local
governing body under SC Code 27-43-10 through 27-43-40, for the removal of the
cemetery or burial ground.

Regarding any proposed new construction within the project area, which we understand
may occur later under a separate CZC review, our office recommends as a condition that
professional examination occur under the Program Document stipulations. For projects
located within a Certified Local Government (CLG) review authority, the CLG board of
architectural review may be considered as professionals, as long as at least one board
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member meets the Professional Qualification Standards for the specific subtype
necessary.

The Owner/Applicant will provide a copy of the review and approval of the proposed new
construction by the Charleston Board of Architectural Review (BAR) to the SHPO, along
with a copy of the approved elevations and site plans. Our office will retain review authority
and oversight over all potential archaeological impacts or considerations, in keeping with
all archaeological work plans and construction plans provided to this office for review.

We do request, however, that our Office be notified immediately if archaeological
materials or human skeletal remains are encountered prior to or during construction on
the project site. Archaeological materials consist of any items, fifty years old or older,
which were made or used by man. These items include, but are not limited to, stone
projectile points (arrowheads), ceramic sherds, brick scatters, worked wood, bone and
stone, along with metal and glass objects.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please refer to SHPO Project
Number 25-JS0212 in any future correspondence regarding this project. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (803) 896-6129 or jsylvest@scdah.sc.gov; for

archaeological questions contact Robert Larsen at (803) 896-6181 or
rlarsen@scdah.sc.gov. We are happy to meet and discuss further our comments and

recommendations.
Regards,

NA UFfp John D. Sylvest
"4 A Supervisor of Survey and Review & Compliance
- \ -“'.‘: ’ A State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
O S3 84 3 - SC Department of Archives & History
1 8301 Parklane Road
“=  Columbia, SC 29223
803.896.6129
https://scdah.sc.gov/historic-preservation
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From: Schwebler, Justin <Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com>

Sent: Friday, January 9, 2026 11:33 AM

To: Sylvest, John <JSylvest@scdah.sc.gov>; Larsen, Robert <RLarsen@scdah.sc.gov>

Cc: Worrell, Laura Lee <worrellll@cofc.edu>; Russ, Terri A <Terri.Russ@terracon.com>; Dorn, Mills
<Mills.Dorn@terracon.com>; Sara W. Barbagallo <sara.barbagallo@des.sc.gov>; Benjamin F. Thepaut
<benjamin.thepaut@des.sc.gov>

Subject: Project 205 New Construction Work Plan Submittal

Good afternoon Robert and John,

Please see the attached Professional Examination Plan, Archaeology Work Plan, Cemetery
Work Plan, and Commemoration Plan for SHPO Project Number 25-JS0212, SCDES-BCM
Reference No. HQE-MAZM-OBJ2E. Please reach out if you have comments or questions
regarding the attached plans.

o
o
|

' Project205 New Construction-ArchaeologyWork Plan_Jan2026.pdf

0
o
=
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' Project205 New Construction-CemeteryWork Plan_Jan2026.pdf.pdf

o
o
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il

' Project205 New Construction-Commemoration Plan_Jan2026.pdf

o
o
|

' Project205 New Construction-Professional Examination Work Plan_Jan2026.pdf

Regards,

Justin Schwebler

Justin Schwebler, MSHP

Senior Scientist | Environmental & Cultural Resources

lferracon

1800 Reynolds Avenue | North Charleston, SC 29405
O (843) 203-7304

M (859) 512-1365
Justin.Schwebler@terracon.com | Terracon.com
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