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Archeology

E.1 DESCRIPTION OF ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES AND LOCI WITHIN THE
ELKMONT HISTORIC DISTRICT

This appendix provides the detailed descriptions of the eight identified archeological sites found
within the Elkmont Historic District. The sites are separated by topographic or drainage features
and, in some cases, represent major historic subdivisions of the District. Each site contains both
surveyed and unsurveyed areas, as well as one or more concentrations or scatters of prehistoric
and/or historic artifacts, each of which is designated by a separate locus. The prehistoric and historic
artifacts were recovered through limited surface collections and the excavations of shovel tests.
These sites and loci are considered individual resources rather than potential contributing resources
to the District; this is a result of the absence of a formal redefinition of the District. Because of the
sensitivity of these resources and the need to protect them, the location information of each site is
presented in only general terms. Mapped locations and further technical details are provided in the
Section 106 report (Webb and Benyshek 2004).

Site 40SV120

Site 40SV120 is a multi-component prehistoric American Indian and 20th century historic period site
found on the terrace and alluvial/colluvial hill slopes on the east side of Jakes Creek in the southern
part of the District. This site includes the Daisy Town and Society Hill areas of the former
Appalachian Club resort, and contains 48 standing buildings, 33 of which are considered
contributing resources to the District (Cleveland et al. 2002). Work at this site included excavation of
186 shovel tests, including 164 on the terrace along Jakes Creek and 22 on the hill slope deposits east
of the creek. Fifty-four (29.0 percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts, while 63 tests (33.9
percent) produced historic period artifacts. The positive shovel tests have been grouped into four
loci.

Locus A. Locus A at site 40SV120 contains prehistoric and historic period artifacts and deposits.
Thirty-four (50.0 percent) of the 68 shovel tests in Locus A produced a total of 210 prehistoric lithic
artifacts. Although no temporally diagnostic artifacts were recovered, the predominance of quartz
and quartzite and absence of ceramics suggest that most if not all of these artifacts date to the Archaic
period. Many of the shovel tests encountered disturbed soils, but other shovel tests show some
degree of stratigraphic integrity. Despite the obvious historic period modifications to this area, the
data suggest that prehistoric deposits may maintain some degree of stratigraphic integrity in parts of
this area. Based on these results, it is recommended that additional investigations be conducted to
gather a larger sample of artifacts and further evaluate the prehistoric deposits in this area prior to
any disturbance that might extend beneath A horizon soils, which are typically about 20 centimeters
thick across the area.

Thirty-three (48.5 percent) of the 68 tests in Locus A produced a total of 205 historic period artifacts,
all of which appear to date to the 20th century occupation. Most of these materials are distributed as
a generalized sheet midden, but artifact concentrations were found in three areas. It is recommended
that two of those three areas be avoided or further evaluated prior to ground-disturbing activities.

Locus B. No prehistoric artifacts were recovered from the 14 shovel tests excavated in Locus B, but
four (28.6 percent) of the tests produced a total of 25 historic period artifacts. This deposit appears
to be a generalized sheet midden, representing the entire period of historic occupation in this area,
and there are no indications of significant artifact concentrations or deposits. Consequently, no
additional investigations of those deposits are recommended and no further work is recommended
for this part of the site.
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Locus C. Eleven (17.7 percent) of 62 shovel tests in Locus C produced a total of 24 prehistoric
artifacts. Although no diagnostic artifacts were recovered, most if not all of those artifacts
presumably date to the Archaic period. Most of the shovel tests encountered disturbed profiles. This
fact, along with the low artifact density and clear evidence of extensive historic period modifications,
suggest that most or all prehistoric deposits in this area have been extensively disturbed by historic
period activities. Consequently, the prehistoric materials in this area are not considered to be of
substantial research value.

Twenty-one (33.9 percent) of the 62 shovel tests in Locus C produced a total of 397 historic artifacts.
Of those, 273 (68.8 percent) were recovered from a single shovel test, which encountered an intact
pit feature that probably represents a pit or privy that was filled in the 1920s or 1930s. As a discrete
refuse deposit associated with the early years of the Elkmont occupation, this feature has the
potential to provide a variety of data concerning the material culture and lifestyles of the Elkmont
inhabitants. Consequently, it should be protected from any ground-disturbing activities in this area.

Locus D. Nine (40.9 percent) of 22 shovel tests in Locus D produced a total of 101 prehistoric
artifacts, primarily quartz or quartzite debitage fragments. Most shovel tests in this area encountered
apparently undisturbed, fine-grained sediments extending to at least 70 centimeters below surface.
Additional information on the archeological potential of this area is provided by a test unit, which
encountered an apparent Middle to Late Woodland period pit feature at the base of the plow zone
(A horizon). Based on these data, it appears that Locus D contains prehistoric deposits that can
provide information relevant to a variety of research questions. Although investigations in this area
were limited, the entire site should be considered high-potential for archeological deposits except
for a few eroded or otherwise obviously disturbed areas.

Five (22.7 percent) of the 22 shovel tests in Locus D produced historic period artifacts. None are
believed to represent significant deposits, although it is possible that more substantial deposits might
exist elsewhere in that area.

Summary. Site 40SV120 contains a variety of prehistoric and historic period deposits, some of which
appear to have appropriate integrity, clarity, and contents to provide information relevant to
substantial research questions. Consequently, the site is recommended eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and should be considered a contributing element to the District.
If further investigation is not undertaken at these areas, the areas should be protected from future
ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project or for other, unrelated projects.
Other parts of the site do not appear to contain significant deposits, and no further archeological
work is recommended in those areas.

Site 40SV121

Site 40SV121 is a multi-component prehistoric American Indian and 19th to 20th century historic
period site on the west side of Jakes Creek in the southern part of the District. The site is located on
terrace, alluvial/ colluvial hill slopes, and upland landforms.

The combined survey at site 40SV121 included excavation of 12 shovel tests. Seven of the tests were
excavated in the southern part of the site during the 2002 investigations; the other five tests were
excavated in the northern area in 2004. Five (41.7 percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts,
while a single test (8.3 percent) produced historic period artifacts. The positive shovel tests have
been grouped into two loci.

Locus A. Locus A is situated in the southern part of site 40SV121, and includes a standing stone
chimney mortared and a stacked stone wall. A number of stone piles are present nearby and are
probably related to the historic period occupation. Prehistoric and historic artifacts were recovered
from one (14.3 percent) of seven shovel tests excavated in this part of the site. The investigations in
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Locus A were extremely limited, and did not define the boundaries of either the prehistoric or
historic period components in the area. Additional work will be necessary to complete identification
and evaluation of those resources should impacts be planned as part of the current project or any
future work.

Locus B. Locus Bis in the northern part of site 40SV121, on hill slope deposits. Four (80 percent) of
five shovel tests excavated there recovered a total of 13 quartz debitage fragments. Artifacts were
found in both the topsoil (A horizon) and the underlying B horizon. The work at Locus B was
extremely limited, and did not define the boundaries or nature of the prehistoric component in this
area.

Summary. The survey at site 40SV121 was extremely limited, and was not sufficient to characterize
the resources in this area or to support a recommendation concerning the site’s research potential or
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. In the event that impacts are
proposed outside previously disturbed areas of this site, additional work is recommended to
complete identification and evaluation of this resource.

Site 40SV122

This site is a multi-component prehistoric American Indian and 20th century historic period site
located in the southeastern portion of the District. The combined survey at site 40SV122 included
the excavation of 79 shovel tests. Fifteen (19.0 percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts,
while 35 tests (44.3 percent) produced historic period artifacts. The positive shovel tests have been
grouped into four loci.

Locus A. Locus A at site 40SV122 is situated in the western part of the site, and includes both
prehistoric and historic artifact distributions. Thirteen (43.3 percent) of 30 shovel tests in Locus A
produced a total of 29 prehistoric artifacts, including a small ceramic sherd that probably dates to the
Early to Middle Woodland period. The data indicate that low to moderate density intact prehistoric
deposits are present in at least part of Locus A. The significance and research potential of those
deposits cannot be determined based on the available data. Consequently, additional work will be
needed to further evaluate those deposits prior to any ground-disturbing activities in that area.

Seventeen (56.7 percent) of the 30 shovel tests in Locus A produced historic artifacts. All appear to
date from the early to mid-20th century, although none are highly diagnostic. Artifact density ranged
from one to 16 artifacts per positive shovel test, with no clear pattern in the distribution of the
materials. Nine of the 13 shovel tests that produced prehistoric artifacts also produced historic
materials. The historic period artifacts at Locus A appear to represent a variable-density, secondary
refuse deposit. Because of the redeposited nature of these materials and the inability to link them
with specific cabins or activities, this artifact distribution is not believed to be of substantial research
value. Consequently, no additional investigations, other than monitoring during any construction
activities, are recommended in association with the historic component of this locus, as it is currently
defined.

Locus B. Locus B at site 40SV122 is in the northern part of the site. Two (18.2 percent) of 11 shovel
tests in Locus B produced single quartz debitage fragments; both were recovered from the A horizon.
This low-density artifact distribution likely dates to the Archaic period, and is not considered to be
of substantial research value or merit further consideration.

Four (36.4 percent) of the 11 shovel tests in Locus B produced a total of 15 historic period artifacts,
all of which appear to date from the early to late 20th century. The historic period deposits appear to
represent a variable-density sheet midden. Although these materials probably derive from activities
in specific cabins, the deposits do not appear to have the potential to provide data relevant to
substantive research questions, and are not considered to be of research value. Consequently, no
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additional investigations, other than monitoring during construction, are recommended in
association with the historic component of this locus, as it is currently defined.

Locus C. Locus C at site 40SV122 is situated in the eastern part of the site. No prehistoric materials
were discovered in this area, but a moderate density historic period artifact distribution was
identified. Twelve (52.2 percent) of 23 shovel tests in Locus C produced a total of 46 historic period
artifacts, all of which appear to date to the early to mid-20th century.

The historic period deposits in this locus are clearly secondary in nature, but are of unknown origin.
It is possible that some or all of these artifacts were included in fill that was deposited to raise the
level of a roadway at some point during the resort-era occupation. Because of their redeposited
nature and uncertain origin, these deposits do not appear to have the potential to provide data
relevant to substantive research questions, and are not considered to be of research value.
Consequently, no additional investigations are recommended in association with the historic
component of this locus, as it is currently defined.

Locus D. Locus D at site 40SV122 is in the northern part of the site. No prehistoric materials were
discovered in this area, but two (40.0 percent) of five shovel tests produced historic artifacts. These
artifacts are not considered to represent a significant deposit, and no additional investigations are
recommended in association with this component as it is currently defined.

Summary. Most of site 40SV122 remains unsurveyed. In addition to potential prehistoric resources,
the site could contain historic period resources associated with four pre-Little River Lumber
Company buildings or other logging or resort-era occupations. Data were not sufficient to
characterize the resources in this area or to support a recommendation concerning the site’s research
potential or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Except as noted for
individual loci, in the event that ground-disturbing impacts are proposed, additional work is
recommended to complete identification and evaluation of the resource.

Site 40SV123

Site 40SV123 is a multi-component prehistoric American Indian and 20th century historic period site
located in the northeastern portion of the District. This site lies outside the areas of dense
development associated with the logging- and resort-era activities at Elkmont. The combined survey
at site 40SV123 included the excavation of 10 shovel tests, all but one on hill slope deposits near a
cabin. Five (50.0 percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts, and the remaining five (50.0
percent) produced historic period artifacts.

Locus A. Locus A includes an area where prehistoric lithic debitage fragments were recovered from
the surface during the 2002 reconnaissance. Because of the current land use, no shovel tests were
conducted in part of the area. A single shovel test excavated on the ridge top to the west recovered
no artifacts.

The work in Locus A was extremely limited, and did not define the boundaries of the prehistoric
artifact distribution. Although the prehistoric deposits in one area are clearly highly disturbed, it is
possible that intact deposits are present in the surrounding area. Additional work will be necessary to
complete identification and evaluation of resources in that area should impacts be planned as part of
the current project or future work.

Locus B. Locus B at site 40SV123 is located near a cabin, and produced both prehistoric and historic
period materials. Five (55.6 percent) of nine shovel tests in Locus B produced a total of seven quartz
and five chert debitage fragments. No diagnostic artifacts were recovered, but the relatively high
percentage (41.7 percent) of chert may indicate the presence of a Woodland component. Although
some of the tests encountered a thin layer of historic fill, debitage fragments were recovered from
what appeared to be intact strata.
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The work in this area was limited, and did not define the boundaries of the prehistoric artifact
distribution or adequately assess its integrity. Although the area has been somewhat disturbed by the
historic period occupation associated with a cabin, it is possible that intact deposits are present. If
ground-disturbing activities are proposed in this location as part of the current project or future
work, additional characterization would be necessary to complete identification and evaluation of
this component.

The historic period deposits near the cabin appear to represent a low-density sheet midden similar to
that found around other cabins at Elkmont. Although these materials probably derive from activities
in this specific cabin, the deposits do not appear to have potential to provide data relevant to
substantive research questions, and are not considered to be of research value. Consequently, no
additional investigations are recommended in association with the historic component of Locus B as
it is currently defined.

Summary. Site 40SV123 contains prehistoric components in at least two locations. The prehistoric
deposits at Locus A and Locus B are poorly defined, and require additional evaluation to
characterize the resources or support a recommendation concerning the site’s research potential or
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Both areas should be protected from
future ground-disturbing activities, either related or unrelated to the present project. In addition,
further investigations will be required should potential ground-disturbing activities be planned in
other parts of the site.

Site 40SV124

Site 40SV124 is a prehistoric American Indian and 20th century historic period site in the
northwestern part of the District The combined survey at site 40SV124 included the excavation of 24
shovel tests. Six (25.0 percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts, and two (8.3 percent)
produced historic period artifacts. Two artifact distributions have been identified.

Locus A. Seven quartz debitage fragments were recovered from two shovel tests in Locus A in 2002.
No diagnostic artifacts were found, but the predominance of quartz suggests an Archaic occupation.
The work in this area was limited, and did not define the boundaries of the prehistoric artifact
distribution or adequately assess its integrity. Although part of the area has obviously been disturbed
by construction, it is possible that intact deposits are present. Additional survey and site evaluation is
recommended prior to performing any ground-disturbing activities.

The historic component of Locus A represents the remains of the former Elkmont sewage system,
and consists of an earthen embankment with an associated array of concrete piers holding up an iron
pipe running across the former pond area. In addition, a small number of ceramic artifacts were
recovered from the surrounding area. The limited work conducted in this area did not adequately
document the former sewage system and the associated deposits, and additional work is
recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

Locus B. Four (19.0 percent) of 21 shovel tests excavated in this area produced a total of four
debitage fragments. No diagnostic artifacts were recovered. The intensive shovel testing has
adequately assessed the prehistoric deposits in this area, which appear to lack research value.
Consequently, no additional work is recommended.

Summary. Most of site 40SV124 is unsurveyed. In addition, the prehistoric and historic period
deposits at Locus A are poorly defined and require additional evaluation to characterize the
resources or support a recommendation concerning the site’s research potential or eligibility for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Locus A should be protected from future ground-
disturbing activities, either related or unrelated to the present project. No additional work is
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recommended as part of the potential construction in Locus B. Further investigations will be
required should potential ground-disturbing activities be planned in other parts of the site.

Site 40SV125

Site 40SV125 is a prehistoric American Indian and 19th to 20th century historic period site in the
western part of the District. This site is across the Little River from the former area of dense
development associated with the Little River Logging Company logging town of Elkmont, and never
experienced the degree of development that occurred in that area. At least three buildings were
located on the site prior to the 1907 advent of the lumber company.

The combined survey at site 40SV125 included the excavation of 48 shovel tests. Seven (14.6 percent)
of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts and seven (14.6 percent) produced historic period
artifacts. Artifacts were also collected from the surface in two areas. The positive shovel tests have
been grouped into six loci.

Locus A. Seven artifacts were recovered from two shovel tests in Locus A, including a chert Morrow
Mountain projectile point (Middle Archaic period) and six debitage fragments. The work in this area
was limited, and did not define the boundaries of the prehistoric artifact distribution or adequately
assess its integrity. Additional survey and site evaluation is recommended prior to any ground-
disturbing activities.

Locus B. Locus B is on a wooded rise on the terrace, and contains an early 20th century house site.
Two (33.3 percent) of six shovel tests excavated on this rise produced a total of 10 prehistoric
artifacts, including an apparent Late Archaic projectile point. Artifacts were recovered from the A
horizon only. Work in this area was limited and although the boundaries of the artifact distribution
appear to be defined by the landform, the investigations were not sufficient to assess the
component’s integrity or research potential. Additional survey and site evaluation is recommended
prior to performing any ground-disturbing activities.

The historic component at this locus includes a square stone chimney base and an associated low-
density artifact scatter. Sixty-five historic period artifacts were found in five (83.3 percent) of six
shovel tests. The work in this locus was not sufficient to assess the component’s integrity or research
potential. Additional survey and site evaluation is recommended prior to any ground-disturbing
activities.

Locus C. Locus C is north of Locus B, and contains low-density prehistoric and historic period
artifact scatters. One (20.0 percent) of five shovel tests excavated in this area produced a single
quartz debitage fragment from an apparent disturbed context. Although no attempt was made to
delineate the boundaries of this locus, it does not appear to represent a significant resource as
currently defined, and no additional investigations are recommended. However, additional survey
would be necessary if impacts would potentially extend outside that corridor.

Two (40.0 percent) of the five shovel tests excavated in this area produced a total of 14 historic
period artifacts. No attempt was made to delineate the boundaries of this locus, and it is possible that
it represents a pre-campground occupation. Consequently, additional survey and site evaluation is
recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities in this area.

Locus D. Most of the prehistoric artifacts from this locus were found on the surface of a distinct rise.
No shovel tests were excavated on the landform because it was outside the area potentially impacted
by the management alternatives for the Elkmont Historic District. In addition to the surface artifacts,
two quartz debitage fragments were found in one (25.0 percent) of four shovel tests excavated
nearby. Those artifacts came from apparent fill. No attempt was made to systematically investigate or
define the boundaries of the artifact distribution on the rise, and additional survey and evaluation
would be necessary if it was to be impacted by ground-disturbing activities. The artifacts found
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adjacent to the road came from apparent fill deposits, and no additional work is recommended in
that area.

Fifteen historic artifacts were found on the rise. The limited artifact collection is biased towards
easily visible, potentially diagnostic items, but appears to represent a late 19th to early 20th century
occupation. No attempt was made to systematically investigate or delineate the boundaries of this
locus. Consequently, additional survey and site evaluation is recommended prior to any ground-
disturbing activities in this area.

Locus E. Locus E is at the southern end of the site, where a debitage fragment was recovered from
the single shovel test. Although this artifact came from an apparently intact context, it does not
appear to represent the presence of a significant deposit within the survey corridor. No further work
is recommended in that area, but additional survey and site evaluation is recommended if ground-
disturbing activities extend to the north.

Locus F. Locus F is in an open area at the north end of the site, where a single wire nail fragment was
recovered from one (20.0 percent) of five shovel tests in this area. This artifact does not appear to
represent a significant component and no further work is recommended in the area.

Summary. Site 40SV125 contains five known prehistoric components and four known historic
components, many of which require additional evaluation. A large part of the site remains
unsurveyed, and additional prehistoric and historic components could also be present. Data were
not sufficient to characterize the resources in this area or to support a recommendation concerning
the site’s research potential or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. In the
event that impacts are proposed outside the surveyed areas, additional work is recommended to
complete identification and evaluation of this resource.

Site 40SV165

This site is on floodplain, terrace and hill slope landforms in the eastern part of the District. Most of
the area is lightly wooded. The limited survey at site 40SV165 included 11 shovel tests. One (9.1
percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts. No historic period artifacts were recovered.

Locus A. One (20.0 percent) of five shovel tests excavated in this area produced artifacts, all of which
were found in fill deposits. The origin of these artifacts is unknown, but they clearly do not represent
an in situ resource. Consequently, no additional work is recommended along the utility corridor in
this area.

Summary. Most of site 40SV165 remains unsurveyed. In addition to potential prehistoric resources,
the site almost certainly contains a variety of subsurface remains associated with the Little River
Lumber Company and the town of Elkmont. Data were not sufficient to characterize the resources in
this area or to support a recommendation concerning the site’s research potential or eligibility for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. In the event that ground-disturbing impacts are
proposed, additional work is recommended to complete identification and evaluation of this
resource.

Site 40SV166

Site 40SV166 is on terrace, alluvial/colluvial hill slopes, and uplands. It is a newly identified
prehistoric American Indian and 20th century historic period site in the northeastern part of the
District. Most of the area is wooded, although there are some grassy and cleared areas adjacent to the
buildings. The combined survey at site 40SV166 included excavation of 82 shovel tests. Fifteen (18.3
percent) of the tests produced prehistoric artifacts, and 27 (32.9 percent) produced historic period
artifacts. The recovered materials have been grouped into four loci.
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Locus A. Locus A is primarily on the upland ridge and adjacent slopes leading down to the terrace.
Seven (15.9 percent) of 44 shovel tests in this locus produced prehistoric artifacts, consisting of a
total of 16 quartz debitage fragments. Based on the predominance of quartz, the component
presumably dates primarily to the Archaic period. The shovel test with the highest density of artifacts
was one of two tests located on a distinct bench partway down the hill slope, where there is some
potential for intact artifact distributions and perhaps features. Consequently, additional survey and
site evaluation is recommended if ground-disturbing activities extend into that area. None of the
other shovel tests excavated elsewhere on the ridge produced more than two prehistoric artifacts,
and most encountered disturbed and/or eroded soils. Evidently, the intense historic period activities
have disturbed any deposits that may have been present in this part of the locus. For this reason, no
additional investigations are recommended in that area.

Seventeen (38.6 percent) of the 44 shovel tests produced historic period artifacts, which appear to
represent a dispersed artifact scatter or sheet midden that extends across the entire area. All of the
materials were found in the surface or A horizon, and there was no evidence of significant artifact
concentrations or unmixed deposits. Based on this pattern, no additional work is recommended in
the investigated part of this area, subject to the constraints and recommendations provided below.

Locus B. Locus B at site 40SV166 is on a narrow terrace at the base of a ridge. Four (66.7 percent) of
six shovel tests excavated in this area produced a total of 10 prehistoric artifacts, including two
ceramic sherds dating to the Woodland period. Artifact density ranged from one to six artifacts per
positive shovel test, and the artifacts were recovered from depths of up to 100 centimeters below
surface.

The prehistoric cultural deposits at this site appear undisturbed, and there is potential for intact
Woodland period artifact distributions and perhaps features on this landform. Consequently,
additional survey and site evaluation is recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities in
this area.

Two (33.3 percent) of the six shovel tests produced historic period artifacts. These artifacts were
recovered from the upper strata, above the strata that produced the prehistoric artifacts. These
materials appear to represent intermittent refuse disposal in this area, and are not considered to
warrant additional interpretation.

Locus C. Locus C at site 40SV166 is situated on a terrace and parts of this area are maintained as
lawn, while other parts are wooded. Four (10.3 percent) of 39 shovel tests excavated in this area
produced a total of nine prehistoric artifacts. Essentially all of the shovel tests in this area
encountered disturbed soils, and there is considerable surface evidence of ground disturbance and
erosion across parts of this area. Based on the low artifact density and evidence of disturbance, no
additional investigations of this locus are recommended.

Five (12.8 percent) of the 39 tests produced a total of 15 historic period artifacts. Artifact density
ranged from one to eight artifacts per positive shovel test. These materials derive from one or more
of the documented 20th century uses of this area, and there are no indications that they represent an
intact deposit. Consequently, no additional investigations of this component are recommended.

Locus D. Locus D at site 40SV166 is situated in an area that was reportedly used as a septic drain
field and as a refuse dump during the mid-20th century. Large numbers of historic period artifacts
were observed eroding out of the riverbank at the west edge of this area, and three (42.9 percent) of
seven shovel tests excavated above the riverbank also encountered historic period artifacts. No
similar artifact deposits were encountered in Locus C, indicating that this deposit is limited to the
Locus D area.
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This deposit appears to represent a secondary refuse deposit that can be associated with the 20th
century use of nearby resort facilities. As such, it has the potential to provide data concerning
activities that took place at the site. Additional survey and evaluation are recommended if ground-
disturbing activities extend into this area.

Summary. Site 40SV166 contains three known prehistoric components and four known historic
components, many of which require additional evaluation. Much of site 40SV166 remains
unsurveyed and, in addition to potential prehistoric resources, it is possible that unsurveyed parts of
this site contain additional intact remains associated with the Wonderland Club development. Data
were not sufficient to characterize the resources in this area or to support a recommendation
concerning the site’s research potential or eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places. Except as noted for individual loci, in the event that ground-disturbing impacts are proposed,
additional work is recommended to complete identification and evaluation of the resource.
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E.2 ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCE IMPACT MITIGATION
RECOMMENDATIONS

Archeology

This section provides specific recommendations concerning the potential archeological
impacts associated with proposed management alternatives at Elkmont Historic District. The
recommendations are organized by the principal types of ground-disturbing activities that
could occur, including those associated with building restoration, removal, rehabilitation,
preservation, and reconstruction; parking lot construction; and proposed water and sewer
line improvements. Detailed recommendations concerning individual buildings and groups
of buildings are provided as part of the site-specific recommendation for 40SV120, 40SV122
and 40SV166, and are summarized in Table B-1.

Building Removal, Restoration, Rehabilitation, and Reconstruction

The Elkmont project alternatives propose a variety of treatments for the historic buildings.
These activities have the potential to impact shallow archeological deposits surrounding and
beneath buildings, as well as associated landscape features. Any such activities carried out at
Elkmont would take place in accordance with protocols developed to limit potential impacts
to both natural and cultural resources and would include the following provisions:

e The potential disturbance area for the area of operation will be defined and surveyed (shovel
tested) for archeological deposits. Monitoring or survey, as appropriate, will be conducted
beneath the buildings if ground-disturbing activities, such as foundation removal, are
required.

e Use of heavy machinery in the area, including traversing the area or setup, will not be
permitted if significant deposits are present within the A horizon or plow zone. If buried
deposits are present, the potential for impact will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Factors
to be considered include depth and type of deposits, and soil type. Installation of protective
matting can be considered as a means to prevent impact from vehicular traffic.

Parking Areas

Alternatives B through F include proposed parking areas at several locations within the
District. The following recommendations are made concerning these proposed
improvements.

e Wonderland Hotel (Alternatives D, E, and F). The proposed parking area is on the ridge top
east of the Wonderland Hotel. This area was surveyed, and no potentially significant
resources were identified. However, monitoring is recommended during any ground-
disturbing activities, because of the potential for discrete features associated with the former
Wonderland Hotel.

e Elkmont Historic District Orientation and Day Use (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F). Proposed
parking is north of 434 Quarters. This area was surveyed, and no potentially significant
resources were identified. With the exception of monitoring during construction, no
additional work is recommended.

¢ Wonderland Overflow and Day Use (Alternatives E and F). This proposed parking area,
which lies across the proposed new Little River bridge, was surveyed and no potentially
significant resources were identified. With the exception of monitoring during construction,
no additional work is recommended.
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Appalachian Clubhouse (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F). These alternatives would include
resurfacing of an existing parking area. This area was surveyed, and no potentially significant
resources were identified. With the exception of monitoring during construction, no
additional work is recommended.

Day Use Lot for Daisy Town and Jakes Creek Trail (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F). Proposed
parking area is at the site of Cabins 12 and 14. This area was surveyed, and no potentially
significant resources were identified. No additional work is recommended.

Day Use Lot for Jakes Creek Trail (Alternative F). The proposed parking area is east of road.
This area was surveyed. The northern part of the proposed parking area is eroded, and
contains no significant or potentially significant resources. Additional resource evaluation is
recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities in the southern portion of the
proposed parking area.

Day Use Lot for Little River Trail (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F). The proposed parking area
would be along both sides of the Little River Trail. This area was surveyed. The part south of
the trail does not contain potentially significant resources and no additional work is
recommended in that area. For the northern part, additional resource evaluation is
recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

Road and Bridge Improvement

Alternatives D through F include road and bridge improvements within the District. The
following specific recommendation is made concerning these proposed improvements.

Bridge Replacement (Alternatives E andF). Abutments for the bridge leading from the
Wonderland Club north across the Little River to the existing air quality monitoring station
potentially would be replaced. There are no indications that historic deposits extend into this
area. With the exception of monitoring during construction, no additional work is
recommended.

Water System Improvements

Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F include various water system improvements to support projects
that range from increased day use through overnight stays at selected buildings. The
following recommendations are made concerning these proposed improvements, and are
provided by improvement type or water line segment.

Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion (Alternative E and F). The existing wastewater
treatment plant northwest of the campground would be expanded and potentially could
impact a 100-foot by 100-foot area. This area was surveyed, and because no potentially
significant resources were identified, no additional work is recommended.

Wonderland Club Area (Alternatives D, E, and F). A new water line is proposed. It would
extend from the Park Quarters area, north and east along the inside (upslope side) of the road
leading up to Wonderland Club, and continue along the south/east side of the road to the
Paine cabin (# 58-2B). This entire corridor was surveyed and no significant archeological
resources were identified. With the exception of monitoring during construction, no
additional work is recommended.

Wonderland Club Area and Campground Area (Alternatives D, E, and F). A new water line is
proposed from the Park Quarters area, southeast along the south side of the road to the Little
River Bridge. The entire corridor was surveyed. The only archeological resources consist of
several chert artifacts recovered from fill, and are not considered significant. With the
exception of monitoring during construction, no additional work is recommended.
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e Campground Area (Alternatives D, E, and F). A new water line is proposed to cross the Little
River Bridge and extend west along the north side of the road to an existing water line along
the north-south campground road. The single artifact located along the water line corridor
appears to be redeposited and has no research potential. Consequently, no additional work is
recommended for this segment as long as construction is limited to the low area along the
road.

e Campground Area (Alternatives C, D, E, and F). A new water line is proposed that would
extend west from Jakes Creek Bridge at Daisy Town and then north to an existing water line
in the campground. In addition, replacement of all or parts of the existing line running north
from that point to the line along the north side of Elkmont Road leading to the line along the
north-south campground road is proposed. The new segment extending from Jakes Creek to
the existing line was surveyed and no resources were identified. Therefore, no additional
work is recommended. Replacement of the existing water line within the previously disturbed
corridor would not impact significant resources, and would avoid potentially significant
prehistoric and historic period deposits. With the exception of monitoring during
construction, no additional work is recommended in relation to water line replacement
activities.

e Water Treatment Facilities area (Alternatives C, D, E, and F). New water lines are proposed
from Jakes Creek west and then south to the water treatment facility. Unless these lines can be
routed within previously disturbed areas within the road or along existing lines, additional
work is recommended to delineate and evaluate resources. The small part of this line located
at the base of the hill in this area would not impact any significant resources, and no
additional work is recommended in that area.

e Daisy Town (Alternative B, C, D, E, and F). A new water line is proposed from Bearwallow
Branch south through Daisy Town, and then west to Jakes Creek. This area was surveyed, and
no significant resources were identified along the proposed corridor. With the exception of
monitoring during construction, no further work is recommended.

e Society Hill (Alternative E and F). A new water line is proposed from Jakes Creek south
through Society Hill to the McNabb cabin (#41). This area was surveyed, and no significant
resources were identified. As long as the corridor is limited to its proposed location along the
road and west of the terrace cut bank, no further work is recommended.

e Millionaire’s Row (Alternative E and F). A new water line is proposed from Bearwallow
Branch east to Little River Trail, and then south along the east/north side of the trail past the
Cambier cabin (#49). The portion of this line from Bearwallow Branch to the proposed gate at
the Cambier cabin (#49) was surveyed. The area west of the trail crossed by the proposed
water line is not believed to contain significant prehistoric or historic period deposits and,
with the exception of monitoring during construction, no further work is recommended. The
portion of this line east of the gate at Cambier cabin (# 49) will require survey if it is to be
constructed.

Sewer System Improvements

Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F include various sewer system improvements to support projects
that range from day use through overnight stays at selected buildings. The following
recommendations are made concerning these proposed improvements.

e Wonderland Club Area (Alternatives D, E, and F). A new sewer line is proposed from the Park
Quarters area north and east along the inside (upslope side) of the road leading to the
Wonderland Club, and then along the south/east side of the road to the Paine cabin (#58-2B).
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This entire corridor was surveyed, and no significant archeological resources were identified.
With the exception of monitoring during construction, no additional work is recommended.
Wonderland Club Area and Campground Area (40SV165) (Alternatives D, E, and F). A new
sewer line is proposed from the Park Quarters area southeast along the north side of the road
to existing facilities adjacent to the Little River Bridge. The entire corridor was surveyed. Part
of this corridor impacts resources identified from a discrete Woodland period occupation.
The deposits there are considered potentially significant and additional evaluation is
recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities in that area. No additional work is
recommended along the rest of this corridor.

Campground Area (Alternatives C, D, E, and F). A new sewer line is proposed from Jakes
Creek west and north to an existing sewer line in the campground. This segment was surveyed
and no resources were identified. No additional work is recommended in association with
this construction.

Daisy Town (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F). A new sewer line is proposed from Bearwallow
Branch west to Jakes Creek. This segment was surveyed. Additional evaluation of one
potentially significant historic resource is recommended prior to any ground-disturbing
activities. No additional work is recommended in association with the remainder of this
corridor.

Daisy Town (Alternative F). A new sewer line is proposed from the McAmis cabin (# 34)
south to the McNabb cabin (#41). This segment was surveyed. There is no potential for
disturbance of significant archeological resources along the sewer line corridor, providing
that all ground-disturbing activities are confined to the terrace below the alluvial/colluvial
hillslopes. If this condition is met, no additional work is recommended in association with this
corridor.

Daisy Town (Alternative F). A new sewer line is proposed from the proposed new line along
Jakes Creek Road to the Kuhlman cabin (#40). This segment was surveyed. There are no
potentially significant resources along the far-western part of this segment that passes through
a disturbed and eroded area in the north part of the proposed day use parking lot for the Jakes
Trail area. However, the remainder of this proposed line traverses an area with potentially
significant resources. Additional resource evaluation will be necessary in association with the
near-western part of the proposed line.

Millionaire’s Row (Alternative E and F). A new sewer line is proposed from Bearwallow
Branch east to the Little River Trail, and then south along the west/south side of the trail to
the Cambier cabin (#49). The segment was surveyed and part of the proposed line contains
potentially significant prehistoric deposits. Therefore, additional resource evaluation will be
necessary in association with that portion of this segment. The remainder of the proposed line
segment is not believed to contain significant deposits and, with the exception of monitoring
during construction, no further work is recommended.

F15



APPENDIX E

Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or

Modification
Resource Archeological Status Recommendation
Appalachian Surveyed - 40SV120 Avoid or evaluate potentially significant historic period deposits northeast and west of building, survey under
Clubhouse (C) Locus A building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Sneed (1)” (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Smith (2) (C)

Partially surveyed -
40SV120 Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant historic period deposits behind (west of) building, survey under
building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Higdon (3) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Swan (4) (NC)

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to any disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

Surveyed - 40SV120

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey

Addicks (5) (C) Locus A under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.
“Adamless Eden” Surveyed - 40SV120 Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
(5A)(C) Locus A under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Creekmore (6) (C)

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

Mayo (7) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Levi Trentham Log
Cabin (7A) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Mayo Servants’
Quarters (7B) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Cain (8) (C)

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

Galyon (9) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Galyon rear
1-room. (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Baumann (10) (C)

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.
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Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or

Modification (continued)

Resource

Scruggs-Brisco (11)
(@)

Archeological Status

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Recommendation

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Sneed (12) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus B

No additional work required.

Cook (13) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Jamerson (14) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus B

No additional work required.

Hale (15) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus A

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon, survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Burdette (16) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus B

No additional work required.

Bagley (17) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus B

No additional work required.

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

(NC)

Gilliand (18) (C) Unsurveyed monitoring at that time.

Thomas (19) (C) Unsurveyed Com'plet.e survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

F. Andrews (20) Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

(NC) ¥ monitoring at that time.

Andrews-Sherling Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

(21) (C) Y monitoring at that time.

Congleton- Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

Brownlow (22) (C) Y monitoring at that time.

McDonald (23) (C) | Unsurveyed Corn.plet.e survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

W. Arnett (24) U Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

nsurveyed

monitoring at that time.
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Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or

Modification (continued)

Resource Archeological Status Recommendation
Franklin (25) (NC) | Unsurveyed Complete survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.
Hutchins (26) (NC) | Unsurveyed Complete survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.
Gaines (27) (NC) Unsurveyed Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

monitoring at that time.

Spengler-Schmid
(28) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

F. Arnett (29) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Wright (30) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Matthews (31) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

“Little Cottage”
(31A) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Allen (32) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Jeffords (33) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

McAmis (34) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Culver (35) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Knaffl (36) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Johnston (37) (NC)

Unsurveyed

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.
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Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or

Modification (continued)

Resource

Byers (or
Chapman) (38) (C)

Archeological Status

Surveyed - 40SV120
Locus C

Recommendation

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant feature north of building. Survey under building prior to disturbance,
and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Surveyed - 40SV120

Spence (42) (C)

Dudley (39) (C) Locus C Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Kuhlman (40) (C) Partially Surveyed - Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
40SV120 Locus D monitoring at that time.

Kuhlman garage Partially Surveyed - . . . .o N

(40A) (C) 40SV170 Locus D Complete survey prior to disturbance and determine need for additional work or monitoring.

Kuhlman Partially Surveyed - Complete survey prior to disturbance and determine need for additional work or monitorin,

woodshed (C) 40SV120 Locus D P yp &

McNabb (41) (NC) | Unsurveyed Corn.plet.e survey aqd survey under building prior to any disturbance; determine need for additional work or

monitoring at that time.
?&CCI\)Iabb privy Unsurveyed Complete survey prior to disturbance and determine need for additional work or monitoring.

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to any disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

Brandau (43) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV122
Locus B

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Parrott (44) (NC)

Surveyed - 40SV122
Locus B

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

Murphy (45) (C) Unsurveyed monitoring at that time.

%;gp))lgl}:r%z;rage Unsurveyed Complete survey prior to disturbance and determine need for additional work or monitoring.

I(\I/Eg)phy gazebo Unsurveyed Complete survey prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or monitoring at that time.
Miller (46) (C) Unsurveyed Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

monitoring at that time.
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Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or

Modification (continued)

Resource Archeological Status Recommendation

Faust (47) (C) Unsurveyed I(i}(())l;}lj};éitig survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
g at that time.

Faust garage (C) Unsurveyed I(i}(())l;}lj};éitig survc;ly aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
g at that time.

Young (48) (NC) Unsurveyed gl(())rrrlli}g(l)itii survey aqd survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
g at that time.

Cambier (49) (C) Unsurveyed Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

monitoring at that time.

Servants’ Quarters
(Riordan) (58) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV166
Locus A

Wonderland Hotel | Surveyed —40SV166 i . . ) . . . L
(58) (C) Locus A Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.
Wonderland Annex | Surveyed - 40SV166 o . . . . . . -
(58) (C) Locus A Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.
Wonderland

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

May or Moore (58-
1A) (C)

Unsurveyed

Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
monitoring at that time.

Paine (58-2B) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV123
Locus B

Avoid or evaluate potentially significant prehistoric deposits prior to disturbance below A horizon. Survey
under building prior to disturbance, and monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Preston (58-3C) (C)

Surveyed - 40SV166
Locus A

Survey under building prior to disturbance; monitor other ground-disturbing activities.

Bowman Brown

Complete survey and survey under building prior to any disturbance; determine need for additional work or

(58-6F) (NC)

(58-4D) (NC) Unsurveyed monitoring at that time.

Hicks (58-5E) (C) Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to any disturbance; determine need for additional work or
Y monitoring at that time.

McMillian/Keith Unsurveyed Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or

monitoring at that time.
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Table E-1: Recommendations Concerning Potential Impacts on Archeological Resources Because of Building Removal or
Modification (continued)

Resource Archeological Status Recommendation
Vandergriff Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
(58-7G) (NC) Y monitoring at that time.
Tate, Beaman & Unsurveved Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
Tucker (58-8H) (C) 4 monitoring at that time.
Richards or Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
Brandau (58-91) Unsurveyed piet y an Y gp >
monitoring at that time.
(NC)
Richards or Complete survey and survey under building prior to disturbance; determine need for additional work or
Brandau woodshed | Unsurveyed plet yan Y &P >
monitoring at that time.
(NO)
a/  (C) = Contributing; (NC) = Noncontributing. b/ (1) =Resource Number
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APPENDIX F: CONSULTING PARTIES FOR THE ELKMONT HISTORIC
DISTRICT

Tennessee Historical Commission

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
Clover Bottom Mansion

2941 Lebanon Road

Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0442

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 809
The Old Post Office Building

Washington D.C. 20004

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

Qualla Boundary

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)
Post Office Box 455

Cherokee, North Carolina 28719

The Chickasaw Nation

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)
Post Office 1548

Ada, Oklahoma 74821-1548

Elkmont Preservation Committee
11828 Couch Mill Road
Knoxville, Tennessee 37932

National Parks Conservation Association
706 Walnut Street, Suite 200
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

National Trust for Historic Preservation
456 King Street
Charleston, South Carolina 29403

Sierra Club
1401 Peachtree Street NE, Suite 345
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Smoky Mountains Hiking Club

Post Office 1454
Knoxville, Tennessee 37901
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APPENDIX G: 2003 CONDITION OF BUILDINGS
WITHIN THE ELKMONT HISTORIC DISTRICT

Table G-1 details the 2003 condition of the buildings found in the Elkmont Historic District. The
table includes all of the buildings in the Appalachian Club and the Wonderland Club districts. The
initial structural assessment, undertaken as part of National Environmental Policy Act and Section
106 compliance processes, was conducted in 2002 (Cleveland et al. 2002) and updated in the fall of
2003 (Cleveland et al. 2003). An overview of this information was presented to the public at
meetings held in March 2004, and to the consulting parties in April 2004.

The condition of the buildings is described by area. The terms “good,” “fair,” and “poor” as defined
in the 2003 reassessment of buildings (Cleveland et al. 2003) are relative assessments of the
buildings’ physical condition, and were defined by Cleveland et al. as follows:

“Good" indicates that a building component or system needs no more than cleaning or a minimal amount
of repair or replacement of existing components. Those buildings rated in good condition need items such as
roof repair; replacement of lattice skirting around the crawl space; repair of stone walls under porches; and
removal of debris from the interior.

“Fair” indicates that a building or component can be brought back to good condition with a moderate
amount of repair or replacement of the existing components. Those in fair condition require more extensive
work as compared to those in good condition, including repair of water damage requiring either roof
replacement or considerable repairs; repair of water damage to ceiling and floors; repair or replacement of
porches; replacement of some foundation posts or other foundation repair; repair of siding boards; and
replacement of missing window sashes.

“Poor” indicates that a building component or system requires extensive repair or replacement. Those in
poor condition have most of the same types of problems as those in fair condition, but the problems are
more extensive. For example, a floor system in poor condition might require framing replacement,
considerable structural reinforcement might be necessary to correct excessive sagging, or the flooring and
framing might be substantially damaged and require total replacement in one or more rooms.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District

2003
Condition

Appalachian Club — Daisy Town

Building*

Comments

Appalachian Good Built about 1934. Roof and flashing between roof and chimney needs repair; minor water damage from roof leaks; settling of the floor;
Clubhouse rot or deterioration of lattice skirting around crawlspace, foundation posts, wallboards, main staircase, porch floor, railings and support
) posts, window washes, window screens, and siding.

Sneed (1) ¥ (C) Good Built about 1910. This log building was stabilized in 1999 and again in 2004. As of 2003, the building was in good condition.

(
Smith (2) (C) Fair

Built about 1910. The 2003 reassessment found the exterior remaining in fair condition.

Higdon (3) (C) Poor

Built about 1910. The 2003 reassessment revealed damage evident at the south side roof valley where the rear wing and main section
meet. The rear chimney bricks are failing and the rear wing is leaning and rotting in places.

Swan (4) (NC) Fair to
Poor

Built about 1910. Front porch flooring rotted; water damage at ceiling; main room floor sloped; north central room has water damaged
ceiling; rear hallway floor slopes; kitchen ceiling failing because of water penetration; enclosed rear porch has a major roof leak; addition
has water penetration through hole in roof, causing some of ceiling to collapse and most of floor to collapse; wood steps on north side

are gone; landing floorboards soft; north end roof valley has lost metal and asphalt covering; some rear siding is split and/or rotted.

Addicks (5) (C) Fair to
poor

Built about 1910, a “set off” house. The 2003 reassessment revealed that the front porch was in fair to poor condition and was stabilized
in 2004.

“ Adamless Fair to
Eden” (5A) (C) poor

A playhouse built about 1921 of unhewn logs. The 2003 reassessment found conditions somewhat fair to poor and the playhouse was
repaired and stabilized in 2004.

Creekmore (6) Fair to
Q) poor

Built about 1910. The condition was fair to poor and by 2004, the rear, modern deck had failed.

Mayo (7) (C) Good

Built about 1910, a “set off” house. The 2003 reassessment indicated that the building was still in good condition.

Levi Trentham Good
Log (7A) (O)

Built about 1830 and moved to the lot in 1932. This building was in good condition in 2002 and the overall appearance in 2003 was
similar.

Mayo Servants’ | Good to
Qtrs. (7B) (C) fair

Built about 1920. The 2003 reassessment indicated that the building was in good to fair condition. This building was cleaned and
stabilized in 2004.

Cain (8) (C) Fair

Built about 1915. The 2003 reassessment indicated that the building was in fair condition.

Galyon (9) (C) Poor

Built about 1910; one room addition is noncontributing and is no longer connected to the main building. The 2003 reassessment
revealed exterior conditions had worsened. Some front porch foundation posts are rotted; middle addition on north side sags because of
a fallen foundation post; eave damage at the rear additions on north side; gutter has fallen off rear addition on the south side; rear siding
shows moisture damage; rear sill of main block is rotted in places; and bottom edge of siding is rotted on the south side and southwest
corner.

Galyon rear 1- Good to
room (NC) fair

Exterior at entry has rotted area and missing fabric. The siding displays rot and water damage.

G4




Condition of Buildings

Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

Building*

2003
Condition

Comments

Baumann (10) Fair Built about 1910; some front porch foundation posts are rotted; middle addition on north side sags due to a fallen foundation post; eave

(@) damage on rear addition (north side); gutter has fallen off rear addition (south side); rear siding shows moisture damage; rear sill of the
main block is rotted in places; and bottom edge of siding is rotted at south side and southwest corner.

Scruggs-Brisco Poor Built about 1915, fair to poor condition at rear. The 2003 reassessment revealed stones missing from the front porch foundation; rising

(1) (Q) dampness visible on south side; deterioration of the roof on the south side entry porch; sagging of the southeast corner of cabin; rotting
of the siding at the southeast corner; and the north side entry steps are rotted/missing.

Sneed (12) (NC) | Poor Rebuilt in 1974 after a fire destroyed the original building. Building sinking at middle; water damage in downstairs bathroom; possible
bat infestation noted in several places on second floor; exterior plywood siding is warped at bottom on north side; rear porch steps and
rails are rotted/missing; and dry rot evidence exists at rear porch sill.

Cook (13) (C) Fair to Built about 1912; the 2003 assessment revealed that the exterior has problems: the front porch displays rot in floorboards and at the

poor railing; the siding is rotted on the south side, especially in the area of the meter box; portions of the foundation lattice are rotted on the
north side; some perimeter foundation posts are rotted; and foundation piers of the rear additions are leaning.

Jamerson (14) Good Rebuilt in 1974 after a fire destroyed the original building. Exterior rear deck sags; piece of rear deck railing is broken; and concrete block

(NC) pier supporting northwest corner addition is leaning.

Hale (15) (C) Poor Built about 1914; the 2003 reassessment revealed problems with the exterior: a rusted gutter at the entry steps; the front porch sags;
boards covering the foundation at the southeast corner and east side are rotted; the roof is damaged at the rear high section, possibly
from limbs falling off a dead tree; the roof is damaged at the northeast corner of the room; the roof, eaves, and siding are damaged in
the middle of the north side of the building.

Burdette (16) Fair Rebuilt in 1974 after a fire destroyed the original building. Building has water damage throughout. The exterior has mildew and mold on

(NC) creek side; water damage at south side; gutter above southeast corner shed rusted and roof of shed caved in; north side steps rotted and
fallen; and west side windows are broken.

Bagley (17) Fair Rebuilt in 1974 after a fire destroyed the original building. Building displays moisture damage and mold; and uneven/buckled linoleum

(NC) floor. The exterior has broken windows on south side; rising damp at sump room addition; and broken sliding glass doors at rear.

Gilliand (18) (C) | Fair to Built about 1916. The 2003 reassessment revealed exterior issues: rotting siding on the east side of the south side addition; rotting of the
poor second-story window hood on the south side of the main block; a rusted gutter at the entry; a sag in the front room of the first story;
and the rear steps are soft and rotting.
Thomas (19) (C) | Poor Built about 1910. Structural defects noted in 2003 include front porch floor sags and is rotted in places; foundation lattice on east side is

rotted; north end porch room sags and leans; foundation lattice bows at the north side; mid-rear room on north side leans to east;
mildew on support timbers near the creek; sill and siding at southwest corner of rear wing are damaged; rear foundation lattice is
broken; south chimney is cracked and adjacent floor sags.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

i 2003

Building* Condition Comments

F. Andrews (20) | Fair Built about 1910. Southeast room (addition) floor slopes to south; southwest kitchen has water damage at ceiling, floor, and walls; the

(NC) west center room has water stains at ceiling, and floors that slope south; the northeast room has uneven floor and the stone chimney
leans to west; northwest room floor slopes to east; basement bathroom has mold and mildew; and basement southwest area wood floor
rotted at entry. Exterior has rotted sill at entry to hot water heater room on south side, rotted siding at rear basement room, soft eaves at
first-story rear, mildew at front timbers, and needs extensive porch repairs.

Andrews- Poor Built about 1912. Structural defects and exterior condition issues noted in 2003 included recent graffiti inscribed in the concrete next to

Sherling (21) the west chimney; rotted sill at the entry to the hot water heater room on the south side; rotted siding on the rear basement room; eaves

(@ at the rear of the first-story are soft; and there is mildew on the front support timbers.

Congleton- Poor Built about 1915. The 2003 reassessment found exterior issues: rotted fascia at south side; moss growing on the roof; rotted front porch

Brownlow (22) roof and damaged siding at each end of porch; porch roof truss sags; fascia is missing at the north side; siding is rotted at the northwest

(@ corner; and the overhanging eave at the rear screened porch has rotted and is collapsing.

McDonald (23) | Poor Built about 1910. In 2003, structural issues with the following exterior conditions were noted: the roof of the second-story room sags;

(@ the steps to the second-story room are rotted and missing; the bottom edge of the siding is rotted on the south and east sides; and the
crawl space door on the north side is rotted.

W. Arnett (24) Fair Build about 1912. East inset porch has floor rotted and water-damaged ceiling; main room has buckling floorboards, water damage at

(NC) chimney; windows broken in front bow window; hallway to rear floor buckled and slopes to north; north center room floor buckled;
bathroom floor uneven; northwest room floor slopes to rear and has mildew; rear screened porch floor slopes and has hole in floor at
door to rear deck; south room fireplace leans and is crumbling; water damage at chimney and adjacent wall surfaces; floor and walls
slope away from chimney on each side and floor is buckled; rear bathroom floor slopes toward creek; and rear pantry and kitchen have
extensive water damage at ceiling, walls, and floor, and floor slopes toward creek. Exterior stone foundation wall at rear has numerous
cracks and is missing stones; bottom of siding rotted at west and north sides; rotted steps and landing at rear; eave damage at northwest
and northeast corners; and some perimeter foundation posts rotted at north side.

Franklin (25) Fair Build about 1913. Front porch north section has rotted railing, east section has rotted railing and floor is rotted near railing, and there is

(NC) ceiling and floor damage at entry; rear porch room has water damage to the ceiling, walls, and floor in southeast corner; and the front
fireplace room has water stains at chimney. Floors slope in the main, rear porch, southwest, and fireplace room. The exterior basement-
level landing on north side is soft, bottom edge of siding at northwest corner room is deteriorated, rear deck is soft, moss on roof, roof
deteriorated at chimney, and siding in front gable is rotted.

Hutchins (26) Fair Build about 1912. The front porch has some rotted rafter ends, water stains at ceiling, and rotted siding at north end; main room ceiling

(NC) and beams sagging, and water stains at ceiling; rear dining room floor slopes to rear; northwest room floor uneven; northeast room floor
uneven and hole in ceiling, water damage to ceiling, floor, and east wall; and the basement storage room has a collapsed wood floor.
The exterior has soft rear steps; moss, mildew, and rising damp evident on rear siding; and the chimney has vertical cracks and is leaning
away from building.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

2003
Condition

Gaines (27) Fair to Build about 1912. Front porch floor rotted at front edge; main room has hole in ceiling at chimney, uneven floor, and water stains at
(NCO) poor ceiling; southeast bathroom/washroom floor slopes to front, and there is mildew and water staining at ceiling and walls; south-southeast
room floor uneven; south-southwest room and bedroom have uneven floor and some water damage at ceiling and floor; rear porch
south section floor has rot and slopes toward cabin, and the north section floor has rot, large holes, and slopes toward cabin; northwest
room floor sloped and has water stains; northeast room floor slopes to the middle; and northwest corner porch at basement level floor
rotted and sloped toward cabin, with rear wall pulling away from ceiling. The exterior chimney is missing stones at rounded cap; rear
north wall bows out; rear porch sill rotted; rear porch posts rotted at bottoms; some rear siding rotted; and there is termite damage.

Building* Comments

Spengler- Fair Build about 1912. Front porch south end displays rot; main room floor slopes to rear with moisture damage; leak at chimney and

Schmid (28) adjacent wall damage; adjacent bathroom floor sloped; northwest room floor sloped; interior room has uneven floor; rear screened porch
(NC) slopes toward creek at south end; kitchen has water damage at ceiling; storage room roof, ceiling, and floor damaged by water
infiltration; the addition has water damage to ceiling and walls and the adjacent bathroom is badly water-damaged. The exterior has rot
and damage at south side of addition, window sills on addition rotted, chimney has lost mortar, gutter rusted at front porch entry, cracks
and holes in front porch foundation, damaged foundation lattice at north and west sides, and eave damage at southwest corner and
west side.

F. Arnett (29) Poor Built about 1910. The 2003 reassessment revealed issues with the exterior: rotted logs at southwest corner, gutter rusted through;

Q) warped wooden shakes at the southwest and northwest corners; leaking gutter at the northwest corner has caused deterioration of
siding, window frame, and sheathing; warped shingles in the main gables; a roof gap at the chimney and damage to the eave and siding;
and the log ends on the bathroom addition are rotted.

Wright (30) (C) | Poor Built about 1921. The 2003 reassessment noted these issues with the exterior: eave damage at the ridge on the north side; gap in the
roofing at the chimney (north side); water-damaged siding on the north side; damaged rear porch; fascia damage at the rear of the main
block; and the shed on the rear of the cabin sags.

Matthews (31) Poor Built about 1910 as a log building. The reassessment in 2003 revealed the following problems: front porch rails have rotted, two south
(@) end posts are rotted at the bases, and two floorboards have buckled in the side screened porch; south main room wood floor slopes
away from the chimney on each side, the chimney leans toward the rear; kitchen floor slopes to rear and there is water damage at ceiling
along north side and in northwest corner; north room has some water damage at ceiling; and the south room has some water damage at
ceiling. The exterior has holes in front porch stone foundation wall, roof gap at chimney, cracks in stone foundation at southwest and
northwest corners and along west side, rear walled space has rotted siding and stone doorway / flat arch that is about to fail, and rotted
foundation lattice at north side.

“Little Cottage” | Fair Built about 1925. The 2003 reassessment revealed some rot in handrails on the front entry stoop/porch and the steps are soft; the main
(31A) (C) room floor slopes in the southeast corner and has a small hole; the rear screened porch floor slopes to the east; and the wood screen
door has fallen on floor.

Allen (32) (C) Poor Built about 1910. In 2003, exterior was found to have eave and gutter damage west of the chimney on the north side; rotted and missing
boards at the basement storage room on the north side; gutter is off at the south side porch; and the south side porch leans.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

Building*

2003
Condition

Comments

Jeffords (33) Fair Build about 1920. Main room floor slopes away from chimney and slopes to south-southeast overall; adjacent north end space floor
(NCO) slopes to north and to stove platform at center; northwest room floor rotted, wallboard walls and ceiling heavily water-damaged; kitchen
floor, bedroom off kitchen, bathroom, and southeast room floor slope; water-damage to ceiling; exterior has rot at bottom edge of
siding on east side, roof sags at ridge, north side shed addition sags at sill, siding at north side of rear addition is split, siding of southwest
corner room displays rot, foundation posts of southwest corner room rotted and leaning, south side siding is split and rotted, and sill on
south side sags.
McAmis (34) Fair to Built about 1920. The 2003 reassessment noted exterior issues: rotted fascia above the porch roof; rising dampness evident on the front
Q) poor siding; north side eave is rotted on both sides of the chimney; rotted support posts, eaves, and siding at the basement room.
Culver (35) (C) Fair to Built about 1922. The 2003 reassessment noted that exterior problems: rot at the bottom edge of the front siding; missing and rotted
poor siding at the north side; and eave damage at the rear; rear siding is rotted and missing where the deck and steps have collapsed.
Knaffl (36) (C) Failed Built about 1922. In 2003, the exterior issues included the metal roofing is off or coming off; stones at top of chimney are missing; the
2005 ridge/eaves are split at south side; siding is coming off at the southeast corner; the bottom edge of the siding is rotted along the rear
side; the basement wall is bowing in on the north side; and the wood shingles on the front and northeast corner are warped.
Johnston (37) Fair Build about 1920. Main room floor slopes off center to each side, with hole in ceiling at chimney; screened porch and deck have hole in
(NC) roof/ceiling near wood screen door to outside and at southeast corner; hall to north bedroom floor slopes to north; and north bedroom
floor sloped and uneven and there are water stains at ceiling. The exterior bottom edges of siding shows rot; screened porch sags, and sill
rotted on east side of chimney.
Byers (or Poor Built about 1912. The 2003 condition assessment noted exterior issues: the siding is cracked in several places; several foundation slats are
Chapman) (38) missing; the sill at north side of the sleeping porch is rotted; fascia is rotted at the northeast corner; and there is water damage and
Q) support posts are missing at the southwest corner. This building was stabilized in 2004.
Dudley (39) (C) | Fair to Built about 1923. The reassessment in 2003 revealed that the chimney is in need of repair, with problems with exterior: the front gutter
poor and fascia is pulling away from the porch roof; several porch foundation slats are rotted; there is mildew/mold at the rear north side, west
side, and rear south side; and the wood steps to the rear deck are rotted.
Kuhlman (40) Fair Built about 1925. The reassessment in 2003 noted exterior problems : the gutter is rusted and eave is rotted at the northeast corner, at
Q) the north side of front porch, and at the front porch entry (south side); the entry porch stair rail is soft; the fascia board is rotted at the
rear of the south side; and the gutter is partially rusted at the east side.
Kuhlman Good to Built about 1926. The 2003 assessment revealed that the gutters were the primary problem on the exterior.
garage (40A) fair
©
Kuhlman Fair to Built about 1926. The 2003 assessment indicated that the asphalt roofing had deteriorated and was missing and there is a sag in the
woodshed (C) poor roof.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

Building*

2003
Condition

Comments

(NC)

McNabb (41) Fair Build about 1923. Main room floor slopes away from chimney on each side and section of has ceiling fallen; kitchen floor slopes to east;

(NC) bathroom floor slopes to east; south middle room floor slopes slightly to south; and southwest room has water damage at south wall and
ceiling below skylights. The exterior siding is missing at northeast corner, rusted gutter at south side, and eave damage and rot at
southeast corner.

McNabb privy Fair Build about 1923. In 2003, the bottom edge of the privy siding was rotted where it touches the ground.

Spence (42) (C) | Fair Built about 1928. The 2003 reassessment found exterior problems: west end wing (south side) has cracked and loose foundation stones;
crawlspace opening leans to the east, and sill has a noticeable sag; west gable end is damaged at the ridge (possibly from fallen tree); log
over the main entry has rot; rear patio has stones missing and displaced; wood steps at the small rear screened stoop/porch lean away
from cabin; siding, lattice, and door of the basement rooms have extensive rot.

Brandau (43) Fair to Built about 1928.The 2003 reassessment revealed structural damage and exterior issues: one front window hood is rotted; the other front

(@) poor window hood is rotted and has fallen; siding at the east side of the chimney is rotted; the roof damage at the southeast corner; moss is
growing on the roof; and the roof framing is damaged at the northwest corner of the rear porch.

Parrott (44) Poor Built about 1928. Southeast corner porch/stoop has soft floorboards and support post is rotted at bottom; main room roof leaks have

(NC) damaged flooring; chimney leans to east and is sinking; loft floor slopes off center, and there is damage to the roof and floor at west
wall; east room addition has damaged ceiling at east wall and northeast corner (flooring rotted, too); west room has leaking ceiling and
resulting floor damage at southeast corner; west room bathroom has holes and partially collapsed with rotted areas in ceiling and floor;
small room off kitchen floor slopes to north; kitchen rear space floor slopes off center on both sides; exterior roof is sagging and roofing
rotted at front corner porch and room addition, rot and mildew at north side of room addition, extensive rot and damage at west
bathroom addition, roof and eave damage at southwest corner, and window east of chimney slanted.

Murphy (45) (C) | Fair to Built about 1928. In 2003, structural damage and exterior issues included: clerestory is sagging near the chimney; a recent roof patch

poor sags at the eaves; the wall below the roof patch is rotted; the foundation and wall bow out at the northeast corner; the siding is rotted at
the northeast entry; the northeast window hood shows rot and is pulling away from wall; some eave damage is apparent at the north
side; northwest corner has some water damage; the west wall bows out; and there is mildew on south side.

Murphy garage | Failed The 2003 reassessment noted that the front garage roof has collapsed and the vertical board siding is removed in several places. The rear

(45A) (NC) garage room (likely servant’s room) has floor and ceiling water damage.

Murphy gazebo | Fair The Murphy gazebo is a noncontributing outbuilding since it was rebuilt from the original design or has loss of structural integrity.

(NC)
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

- 2003
Building* Condition Comments
Miller (46) (C) Fair to Built about 1928, was originally built as a cantilever barn and remodeled in 1950 as a cabin. In 2003, structural damage and exterior
poor concerns included mildewed siding and some missing siding at the west end; balcony front gates are not attached; south side

cantilevered second floor sags; south side foundation blocks are washed out at ground; some siding is warped on south side second
floor; roof cupola has deteriorated; some roof sag is apparent at the ridge; ground-level south end railing is warped and east end support
post is slanted; main fascia of the east end is infested with carpenter bees; second floor porch sags at northeast corner; second floor
siding at the north side has rot and water damage; several stones have fallen out of the stone walls.

Faust (47) (C) Fair to Built about 1928. The 2003 reassessment noted structural damage with the following exterior conditions: fallen stones at the yard wall;

poor rotted sill, siding, and framing at the rear screened porch entry (east side); rot at the rear screened porch sill on the south side; rotted

siding on the rear room / bathroom on the east side; damaged eaves at the rear room / bathroom and at the west side of the main roof;
rotted and missing siding and missing foundation stones on the west side of the main block; rotted eave on the north side where the
main roof joins the east porch roof; and rotted and split siding at the base of the north side.

Faust garage Poor Built about 1928. The 2003 assessment found that the garage is not salvageable in its current condition and would require reconstruction

Q) if it was proposed to be retained in an alternative.

Young (48) Poor Built about 1930. The front deck has soft floorboards, water-damaged railing, and rot at wood screen door and threshold leading to

(NC) screened porch; screened porch floor is rotted near entry screen door; main room floor slopes to northwest; rear wing den floor sinks off
joists, floor is low near rear chimney, and there is mildew at ceiling; rear wing kitchen floor slopes to north; and the bedroom addition
floor slopes to rear and has mildew and water stains at ceiling. The exterior stone steps at deck are cracked, stone foundation at west
wall of main block is bowing out, roof and wall are rotted at hyphen, gutter is off and roofing is coming up at screened porch; rear part
of screened porch on east side slopes and siding is water-damaged at east side of rear wing.

Cambier (49) Fair to Built about 1940, is the last cabin constructed at Elkmont. The 2003 reassessment noted exterior issues: the gutter, which is off at the

Q) poor front, requires repairs and the fascia boards are rotted as a result of water damage originating from the detached gutter; the west wall
bows slightly; the rear steps and landing are rotted; and there is rising dampness on the east porch/room.

Wonderland Failed; Front section built in 1912, east side extension added at unknown date, rear wing constructed about 1928. The 2003 assessment noted

Hotel removed in | the following problems: both ends of front porch had collapsed, the dormer over the front entrance had collapsed, extensive damage had

Q) 2006 occurred where the two sections of the “L” shaped building met; post bases of many of the footings were rotting; many sections of the
sill beams needed replacement; the main stair had extensive damage; the roof and many elements of the floor structure were sagging;
the roof had deteriorated and the gutters needed to be replaced; and gypsum and composition wallboard needed to be replaced. The
hotel collapsed in August 2005 and the debris was removed in 2006.

Wonderland Fair to Built about 1920. The following problems were noted during the 2003 assessment: spot deterioration that allowed water to penetrate

Hotel Annex (C) | good the building, water damage at the two rear inside corners and to the social room fireplace where the roof flashing at the chimney failed;
the open porch collapsed.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

Building*

2003
Condition

Comments

©

Wonderland Poor Built about 1930. The 2003 reassessment revealed rising exterior dampness; west entry and portico on south side are leaning east; crack

Servants’ in concrete walk/stoop at the east entryway on the south side; insect damage to some foundation posts; a portion of the cabin south of

Quarters the chimney is leaning south/southeast; the eaves are soft at several locations; and the siding at the west side entry portico has sustained

(Riordan) (58) water damage.

Q)

May or Moore Poor Built about 1917. Structural problems and exterior issues included a missing section of eave at the front of the main roof; the east end of

(58-1A) (C) the front facade bows outward; a section of the eave at the west side of the chimney is rotted; a hole has developed in the siding at the
chimney; and the steps and deck to the northeast corner entryway are rotted.

Paine (58-2B) Poor Built about 1928. Structural problems and exterior issues included siding is rotted at the bottom edge; a falling tree apparently ripped the

(@) gutter off the north side of the addition; the gutter at the south side of the addition has fallen off; the siding in the east gable of the
main block shows rot and mildew; the west side of the main block is mildewed; and the wooden steps and landing at the rear screened
porch are rotted and have collapsed.

Preston (58-3C) | Fair Built about 1922. The 2003 reassessment revealed exterior problems: the shingles at ground level are rotted and mildewed; the higher

Q) shingles are warped and brittle, with some missing; the roof is covered with plant debris and growing vegetation.

Bowman or Poor Built about 1913. Multiple holes in roof resulting in damage to ceiling walls and floor in dining room, southeast room off dining room,

Brown kitchen, hallway off kitchen, east and west bathrooms, interior chimney room, and vestibule. Enclosed dogtrot/hallway to rear screened

(58-4D) (NC) porch has holes in wallboard, with ceiling and the wood floor sloped; interior room (contains rear side of later stone chimney) wallboard
ceiling falling and wood floor rotted at south side; west end den wallboard ceiling falling, rotted wood flooring and water damage all
around, especially at edges; rear screened porch has two holes in roof/ceiling at east half; and one hole in roof/ ceiling at west end of
west half, resulting in rotted siding and flooring; sink room at bottom of stairs has water damage; rear corner porch has rotted wood
railing; north side bedroom wood floor slopes to west and is rotted in places, with some water damage at wallboard ceiling and moldy
sheet paneling at walls; and the west end bedroom has water-damaged wallboard ceiling and wood floor and moldy sheet paneling at
walls. Exterior shingles and plywood are saturated with water; some shingles warped and brittle; large tree limb on roof; roof sags at
ridge, toward chimney, and to rear; soft eaves, collapsed roof at front entry stoop; stoop materials rotted and soft; rear porch roof
partially gone at west end; middle rear porch roof collapsed; vertical boards at foundation rotted; and perimeter foundation posts rotted,
split, or leaning.

Hicks (58-5E) Fair Built about 1918. The 2003 reassessment found the following exterior problems: eave damage on the east shed addition; some siding rot

at ground level; and the front screened porch crawlspace door has fallen off its hinges.
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Table G-1: 2003 Condition of Buildings within the Elkmont Historic District (continued)

i 2003

Building* Condition Comments

McMillan/Keith | Poor Built about 1922. The 2003 reassessment revealed that the front screened porch has several holes and rotted places in deck and holes in

(58-6F) (NC) roof/ceiling; main room has uneven floor, water stains at ceiling, and ceiling is falling in places; southeast room floor is rotted and
uneven, ceiling is caving in and closet is damaged; kitchen roof/ceiling is collapsed; 2-panel door with one light to collapsed rear porch;
southwest room floor is soft and slopes to north and ceiling is down in southeast corner; northwest room floor slopes to west; tree
damage to roof on east side; rear porch roof and walls are collapsed; former landing at rear of east side is rotted away, T1-11 siding on
east side is rotted in places; soft eave on west side; and southwest corner of cabin coming off concrete block supports.

Vandergriff (58- | Poor Built about 1925. Structural problems include east side porch roof sagging; water damage on roof; concrete and stone deck cracked;

7G) (NC) south end of wood deck rotted; main room floor and wall lean east at chimney; north end addition leans west; ceiling is water-stained
near chimney; and rear bedroom floor slopes off center on both sides. Exterior siding panels mildewed; tree lying on main roof;
southwest corner ramp and landing leaning slightly; and south end window and frame bowing out and wall warped.

Tate, Beaman & | Fair to Built about 1926. Structural problems and exterior issues included stone retaining wall at the road is cracking and spalling; foundation

Tucker (58-8H) | poor siding is rotted at northeast corner; gutter is down on east side near front; siding is rotted at ground on east and west sides near rear;

Q) holes in the roof/eave at northwest and southwest corners; and vertical boards at south side of the foundation are missing or rotted.

Richards or Poor Built about 1920. Structural problems revealed by the 2003 reassessment included east side porch slopes to south/southeast and the

Brandau (58-91) floorboards are rotted; kitchen floor slopes to southwest and there is water-damaged ceiling and floor at southeast corner; rear screened

(NC) porch has water damage at southwest corner; floor at east end slopes north; hole in roof/ceiling and falling wallboard; west closet and
bathroom addition pulling away from cabin; main room chimney leans to north; hole in roof/ceiling at north end and hole in floor below;
northeast bedroom leans to south/southeast; water-damage to ceiling; east middle bedroom leans to south and floor slopes off center on
both sides; east room in basement has missing or rotted floorboards and some support posts leaning; west room of basement has fallen
portions of wallboard ceiling; exterior roof near south end was crushed by large tree limb; siding rotted at ground on east side near rear;
tree lying on concrete deck of north end porch, and northwest eave, corner of roof, and upper siding knocked off by tree; gutters off and
eaves soft at west side, roof and eave damage and rotted siding at southwest corner.

Richards or Poor Built about 1940. In 2003, the reassessment revealed that the roof had failed and the siding was missing or lying on the ground at the

Brandau south side of the building.

woodshed (NC)

a/ (C) = Contributing; (NC) = Noncontributing; (1) = Resource Number
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Adverse (Section 106 usage): alteration, either direct or indirect, to the characteristics of a
historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register of Historic
Places, in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Affected environment: a description of the existing environment to be affected by the
proposed action (40 CFR 1502.15).

Alternative: a reasonable method of addressing the problem identified or satisfying the stated
need (40 CFR 1502.4).

Best Management Practices: practices developed by the State of Tennessee (and all other
states) to meet the objectives of the Clean Water Act. These objectives include “to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters”. The State has
developed practical non-regulatory guidelines to minimize the impact of land management
activities on the environment. The guidelines provide practical methods to use in the field to
eliminate or minimize the potential for sedimentation, contamination, and eutrophication
(nutrient loading) of surface waters.

Building: a house, barn, hotel, or similar construction, created principally to shelter any form of
human activity. "Building" may also be used to refer to a historically and functionally related
unit, such as a house and garage.

Contributing: refers to a resource that adds to the historic associations, historic architectural
qualities, or archeological values for which a property is significant because 1) it was present
during the period of significance, relates to the documented significance of the property, and
possesses historic integrity or is capable of yielding important information about the period; or
2) itindependently meets the National Register criteria.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ): established under Title II of NEPA to develop
Federal agency-wide policy and regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of
NEPA, resolve interagency disagreements concerning proposed major Federal actions, and to
ensure that Federal agency programs and procedures are in compliance with NEPA.

Cultural landscape: a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the
wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or
exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.
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Cumulative effect: the incremental environmental impact or effect of the proposed action,
together with impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time (40 CFR 1508.7).

District: a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or
objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.

Effect (Section 106 usage): alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it
for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places.

Environmental consequences: environmental effects of project alternatives, including the
proposed action, any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided, the relationship
between short-term uses of the human environment, and any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources that would be involved if the proposal should be implemented (40
CFR 1502.16).

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): a detailed written statement required by section
102(2)(C) of NEPA, analyzing the environmental impacts of a proposed action, adverse effects of
the project that cannot be avoided, alternative courses of action, short-term uses of the
environment versus the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources (40 CFR 1508.1).

Environmental Assessment (EA): a concise public document, prepared in compliance with
NEPA, that briefly discusses the purpose and need for an action, alternatives to such action, and
provides sufficient evidence and analysis of impacts to determine whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement or finding of no significant impact (40 CFR 1508.9).

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): a document prepared in compliance with NEPA,
supported by an environmental assessment, that analyzes whether a Federal action will have no
significant impact on the human environment and for which an environmental impact
statement, therefore, will not be prepared (40 CFR 1508.13).

Historic: refers to a resource that is 50 years of age or older.

Impact (Effect): a direct result of an action which occurs at the same time and place; or an
indirect result of an action which occurs later in time or in a different place and is reasonably
foreseeable; or the cumulative results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
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other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or
person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.8).

Information potential (archeology): the ability to provide data relevant to one or more
important research questions.

Integrity (archeology): the presence of artifacts and deposits in their original (or slightly
modified) depositional context.

Locus/loci (archeology): a distinct area(s) within an archeological site in Elkmont Historic
District that has been surveyed and found to contain cultural deposits relating to one or more
prehistoric American Indian or historic period occupations.

Mitigation: planning actions taken to avoid an impact altogether, to minimize the degree or
magnitude of the impact, reduce the impact over time, rectify the impact, or compensate for the
impact (40 CFR 1508.20).

National Register of Historic Places: the official Federal list of districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering,
and culture.

Noncontributing: refers to a resource that does not add to the historic architectural qualities,
historic associations, or archeological values for which a property is significant because 1) it was
not present during the period of significance or does not relate to the documented significance
of the property; 2) due to alterations, disturbances, additions, or other changes, it no longer
possesses historic integrity or is capable of yielding important information about the period; or
3) it does not independently meet the National Register criteria.

Notice of Intent: a notice that an environmental impact statement will be prepared and
considered (40 CFR 1508.22).

Preservation: the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form,
integrity, and materials of a historic property. Work, including preliminary measures to protect
and stabilize the property, generally focuses upon the ongoing maintenance and repair of
historic materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new construction.

Reconstruction: the act or process of depicting, by means of new construction, the form,
features, and detailing of a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or object for the
purpose of replicating its appearance at a specific period of time and in its historic location.
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Record of Decision (ROD): a concise public record of decision prepared by the Federal
agency, pursuant to NEPA that contains a statement of the decision, identification of all
alternatives considered, identification of the environmentally preferred alternative, a statement
as to whether all practical means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative
selected have been adopted (and, if not, why they were not), and a summary of monitoring and
enforcement for any mitigation (40 CFR 1505.2).

Regeneration; Natural regeneration: a natural supplement to active restoration; plant growth
originating from seeds in the soil seed bank within disturbed sites and also from adjacent native
seed sources.

Rehabilitation (cultural resources): the act or process of making possible a compatible use for
a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
that convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.

Restoration (cultural resources): the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features,
and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal
of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing features from the
restoration period.

Restoration (vegetation): the active planting of native plants in an effort to reestablish the
closest semblance of the original plant communities.

Revegetation: any type of planting regardless of the species origin (could include plants not
native to the immediate area or nonnative species). Revegetation of this type will not be
conducted in Elkmont Historic District.

Section 106: Refers to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, which
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their proposed undertakings on
properties included or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places and give
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on the
proposed undertakings.

Site (archeology): in Elkmont Historic District, a section that has been defined for management
concerns, and which is bounded by topographic or cultural features. Each site may contain a
number of distinct archeological loci.
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Structure: to distinguish from buildings, this term is used for those functional constructions
made usually for purposes other than creating human shelter. Examples of structures include
bridges, dams and gazebos.

Tiering: the coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact statements with
subsequent narrower statements of environmental analysis, incorporating by reference, the
general discussions and concentrating on specific issues (40 CFR 1508.28).

Unsurveyed area (archeology): a part of the Elkmont Historic District that has not been
systematically surveyed for archeological resources.
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has the responsibility for most of our nationally owned
public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife,
and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing
for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to
ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their
care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island
territories under U.S. administration.

NPS D-628 Volume 2 / February 2009 / Printed on recycled paper






. . National Park Service ;
Great Smoky Mountains National Park U.S. Department of the Interior (0% ACBAR "
Tennessee / North Carolina :

Elkmont Historic District

Final Environmental Impact Statement and
General Management Plan Amendment

Volume 2

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA





