
S-23-102 {Keeler Mill Road) Bridge Replacement over

Armstrong Creek
Project ID: P041161 

Project Description: 

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCOOT) proposes to replace the 5-23-102 (Keeler 
Mill Road) Bridge over Armstrong Creek in Greenville County. 

The purpose of this project is to correct the load restriction placed on the bridge and restore all 

components to good condition. The existing bridge is posted for load restrictions and has one or 

more components in poor condition. The bridge was built in 1960. According to the SCOOT 

Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report from August 2022, the bridge has a sufficiency rating of 

21.4. An off-site detour may be utilized during construction. The bridge is currently open to 

traffic. 

Field studies revealed no significant impacts or effects to resources within the project study area. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE FIELD REPORT 

SCDOT ENVIRONMENTAL SECTION 

 

 
 

TITLE: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Proposed Replacement of the S-23-102 Bridge over Armstrong 

Creek 
 

DATE OF RESEARCH: 8/3/23    ARCHAEOLOGIST: Lauren Christian, MA, RPA 
 

ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN: Sean Stucker, MHP; Katie Quinn, MSHP  
 

COUNTY:  Greenville                             PROJECT: Closed and Load Restricted Bridge Replacements - Package 19 
 
F.  A.  No.:                                              File No.                                       PIN: P041161 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace various closed or load-restricted 
bridges, including the S-23-102 (Keeler Mill Road) bridge over Armstrong Creek in Greenville County, South 
Carolina. The project area is defined as that area within 75 feet of either side of the proposed roadway centerline and 
extending 1,300 feet roughly centered on the bridge. The archaeological survey covered the entire project area, while 
the architectural survey examined all above-ground resources with sightlines to the bridges. This cultural resource 
survey was performed under contract with HNTB. 

LOCATION:   

 

The project is about 3.3 miles southwest of Travelers Rest in northeastern Greenville County, South Carolina (Figure 
1). 

 

 

USGS QUADRANGLE:  Paris Mountain, SC                 DATE:   2014                   SCALE:  1:24000 
 

UTM:  NAD83                        ZONE:    17N                  EASTING: 363696                    NORTHING: 3867618 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:  

 

The project area is in the Piedmont physiographic region, characterized by rolling hills formed from extensive 
weathering of ancient mountain ranges. The topography in the project area ranges from 935 feet above mean sea level 
(amsl) at the northern terminus to 915 feet amsl in the vicinity of Armstrong Creek. The surrounding landscape is 
rural with some residential development set back from the road outside the project area. Vegetation in most of the 
project area consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a moderately dense understory, and there is a fallow field in 
the southern portion of the project area.  

  

NEAREST RIVER/STREAM AND DISTANCE:   
 
Armstrong Creek bisects the project area and flows into the Saluda River (Hydrological unit code [HUC] 03050109) 
approximately 1.75 miles southwest of the project area (South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control (SCDHEC) 2023). 
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SOIL TYPE:  
Soils in the project area were formed from alluvium or residuum weathered from granite, gneiss, and/or diorite. Most 
of the soils are well drained, with only 29 percent identified as somewhat poorly drained. The Natural Resource 
Conservation Service maps one soil type in the project area that is moderately eroded (32.4 percent of the project area) 
(Table 1; Figure 2). 

Table 1. Soils Mapped in the Project Area 

Map 
Unit Map Name Drainage Class Notes Acres in 

Project Area 
Percent of 

Project Area 

Cb Cartecay and Toccoa 
soils 

Somewhat Poorly 
Drained  1.3 29.0 

CeD Cecil-Cataula complex Well Drained 10–15% slopes, moderately eroded 1.5 32.4 
PcE Pacolet sandy loam Well Drained 15–25% slopes 1.2 25.9 
PcF Pacolet sandy loam Well Drained 25–40% slopes  0.6 12.7 

Total 4.6 100 
 

REFERENCE FOR SOILS INFORMATION:    
 
USDA-NCRS Soil Survey Division, Custom Soil Resource Report (websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov) 

 

GROUND SURFACE VISIBILITY: 0% _X__ 1-25% ___ 26-50% ___ 51-75% ___ 76-100% ___ 
 
CURRENT VEGETATION:   
 
The project area's vegetation consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a moderately dense understory and sections 
of dense shrubs. Additionally, there is a fallow field in the southern portion of the project area (Figures 3–5).  

 
INVESTIGATION:   
 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

New South Associates, Inc. (NSA) conducted background research prior to fieldwork using the ArchSite GIS database 
maintained by the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) and the South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History (SCDAH). The background research identified one historic structure within the 
0.5-mile search radius (Figure 6). There are no known cultural resources located in the project area itself. 

The Z.P. Batson Mill is located on New McElhaney Road, northeast of the project area. A Preliminary Information 
Form (PIF) completed in 2004 recommended the circa 1837 mill as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), and the notes on ArchSite state that it is a “good example of a mill, with mill [operational] with wheel, mill 
dam, race canal, etc.” A revisit was not conducted since it is located outside of both the project area and the APE. 
However, Google Earth imagery suggests that the site has been altered and is no longer operational. 

Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

 

SHPO Site No. Type Temporal Affiliation/Build Date NRHP 
Recommendation Reference 

N/A Z.P. Batson Mill 19th Century/1837 Eligible PIF for Z. P. Batson Mill, SC 
SHPO, 2004 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

 
The cultural resources survey identified no sites or isolated finds within the project area. The architectural survey 
recorded two new resources and several sub-resources. The results of both the archaeological and architectural surveys 
are discussed below.  

ARCHAEOLOGY 

The Phase I Archaeology Survey was conducted on August 3, 2023. Lauren Christian, MA, RPA, served as Field 
Director and was assisted in the field by Archaeological Technician John Tomko. The archaeological investigation 
included a pedestrian walkover of the entire project area and the excavation of shovel tests at 30-meter (100-foot) 
intervals within the project area. Shovel tests were placed along a single transect parallel to either side of Keeler Mill 
Road. Soil profiles were recorded for all excavated shovel tests, and location data was recorded for all investigated 
shovel tests using handheld GPS instruments.  

Twenty-eight shovel test locations were plotted at 30-meter intervals across the project area. However, shovel tests 
that occurred on steep slopes or in more poorly drained soils were not excavated. All other areas were documented by 
shovel test excavation or by examining exposed subsoil. Nine shovel tests were excavated (Figure 7). Approximately 
39 percent of the project area is steeply sloping, with the northeast quadrant being heavily terraced. Closer to the creek, 
there is a residence and outbuilding. Ponds which are associated with the occurrence of somewhat poorly drained soils 
occur adjacent to the creek. In the southeast quadrant, the terrain is excessively sloped until an open field is 
encountered. Shovel tests 13 and 14 were excavated here. On the opposite side of the road in the southwest quadrant, 
STs 16 to 21 were excavated in an open field. These all exhibited subsoil just beneath the surface. In the northwest 
quadrant, the soils became somewhat poorly drained from ST 22 to ST 24 and are sloped from ST 25 to 27. Shovel 
test 28 was in a relatively level area and was excavated. 
 
One soil profile was noted, consisting of approximately 6 centimeters of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam Ap horizon 
overlying 8 centimeters of very compact light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) sandy clay subsoil, beneath which is an 
impassible layer of asphalt pieces mixed with black (10YR 2/1) sandy clay (Figure 8). The location of this shovel test 
was in an overgrown grassy field next to the bridge with an old, paved turn-out, and was likely an old work area. No 
new or previously recorded archaeological sites were identified in the project area.  

ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY 

On August 30, 2023, Architectural Historian Sean Stucker, MHP, conducted the architectural survey of the APE, 
which was defined as all above-ground resources 50 years of age or older with sightlines to the bridge. Such resources 
were documented with South Carolina State Survey forms and photography and assessed for NRHP eligibility in 
accordance with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Survey Manual: South Carolina 
Statewide Survey of Historic Places. Two architectural resources were recorded, but the bridge itself, constructed in 
1960, was not evaluated per the exemptions associated with the FHWA’s Post-1945 Bridges Program Comment (U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 2012). This bridge (ID 03308) is of a common type, 
with a concrete-slab substructure, a precast-concrete deck structure, and a bituminous decking surface (Figure 9). 
Newly identified resources are listed in Table 3 and are depicted in Figure 10, and they are discussed below. 
 
Table 3. Newly Recorded Architectural Resources 

 
Site No. Address Style/Type Build Date NRHP Recommendation 

6406 3 Layton Drive Bungalow c. 1954 Not Eligible 
6406.01 3 Layton Drive Outbuilding c. 1954 Not Eligible 
6406.02 3 Layton Drive Outbuilding c. 1970 Not Eligible 
6406.03 3 Layton Drive Outbuilding c. 1970 Not Eligible 
6407 2185 Keeler Mill Road Forrester Grist Mill c. 1926 Eligible 
6407.01 2185 Keeler Mill Road Bungalow c. 1930 Not Eligible 
N/A 2185 Keeler Mill Road Gatehouse c. 1980s Not Assessed 
N/A 2185 Keeler Mill Road Dependency c. 1990s Not Assessed 
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SHPO Site Numbers 6406-6406.03 – 3 Layton Drive 

Facing east from its site on the west bank of Armstrong Creek, SHPO Site Number 6406 is a modified laterally gabled 
bungalow. The house faces towards the creek and Keeler Mill Road but has a Layton Drive address. Greenville County 
tax records do not list a construction date. The house is not present in 1948 aerial imagery but appears in 1955, and the 
Real Property Card on file with the tax assessor shows a deed transfer in July of 1953. The house is assumed, therefore, 
to have been built circa 1954 (NETRonline 2024). SHPO Site Number 6406.01 appears in the 1955 imagery and is 
assumed to have been built along with the house, while SHPO Site Numbers 6406.02 and 6406.03 both seem to appear 
in 1976 imagery, so a circa 1970 build date is assumed for both (NETRonline 2024). 

The one-and-a-half story frame bungalow has a nearly rectangular historic core and a slightly projecting cross-gabled 
section centered on the façade. This section contains the primary entrance in its southern bay and a square picture 
window in the north bay. The door and entry stoop are sheltered by a secondary projecting gable, and a similar picture 
window is in the south bay of the core facade, while the north façade bay is obscured by the foliage that blocks much 
of the house from public view. Laterally gabled wings are appended to both side elevations; the north wing contains 
a secondary entrance and interior space, while the south wing is a screened porch (Figure 11). Various window types 
are visible on the façade and other elevations, though their details are obscured by the heavy surrounding foliage. The 
windows and doors seem to be vinyl and metal replacements, and wide lap siding (possibly cementitious fiberboard) 
that seems to be of replacement material covers the exterior. Roofs are all clad with composition shingles, and the 
foundation is faced with brick veneer and has embedded vents visible across the façade. Two brick chimneys are 
visible in the front roof slope. 

SHPO Site Number 6406.01 is a front-gabled concrete block outbuilding that is sited about 100 feet northwest of the 
house, while SHPO Site Number 6406.02 is a front-gabled frame garage building sited on the south side of the older 
outbuilding. Both are one-story rectangular, and the concrete slab that separates the two buildings leads to a doorway 
into a large metal-clad frame addition appended to the rear of SHPO Site Number 6406.02. The east-facing façade of 
SHPO Site Number 6406.01 has lap siding that matches the house and brick veneer columns at the corners. It is 
punctuated by a six-over-six sash window in the north bay and a double-leaf Dutch door covered by a small metal 
awning in the south bay. The side elevations are unfenestrated concrete block. SHPO Site Number 6406.02 has a mix 
of wood weatherboard and novelty siding. Its east-facing façade is punctuated by a double-leaf side-hinged garage 
door in the north bay and a doorway with a replacement metal door in the south bay. A wooden louvered vent is 
centered in the gable peak, and a continuous brick foundation is visible on both side elevations. Both buildings have 
composition shingle roofs (Figures 12-13). SHPO Site Number 6406.03 is a rectangular concrete block outbuilding 
with a hipped composition shingle roof. Most of the building is obscured by the heavy surrounding foliage, though a 
double-leaf side-hinged garage door is visible on the elevation that faces Layton Drive (Figure 14). 

Although SHPO Site Number 6406 is a circa 1950 bungalow, it is not a distinctive or noteworthy example of this 
commonplace South Carolina house type. Furthermore, its integrity is impacted by both the additions and the 
substantial amount of replacement materials. SHPO Site Number 6406.01 is a non-distinctive example of a similarly 
common building type, and it too has mostly modern materials. SHPO Site Number 6406.02 appears to have more 
original materials but also has a massive addition appended to its rear. Finally, SHPO Site Number 6406.03 is also a 
typical example of a similarly common building type. None of these buildings were found to embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a style, period, or method of construction nor to possess significance for their engineering or 
materials. They are not known to be associated with events or persons significant in the past. Therefore, these resources 
are recommended as not individually eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, B, or C. 

SHPO Site Numbers 6407 and 6407.01 – FORRESTER GRIST MILL (2815 Keeler Mill Road) 

SHPO Site Number 6407, the Forrester Grist Mill, is a mixed-material frame building whose façade presents the 
appearance of a rural commercial building. The building appears on a 1938 USGS Greenville Quadrangle Topographic 
map, but not on a 1921 USGS Soil Survey map of Greenville County, and was constructed in circa 1926. The roof is 
clad in V-crimp metal panels. Other than the weatherboard siding in the front and rear gables, the exterior wall cladding 
is corrugated metal. The double-leaf entrance on the façade has doors built of horizontal flushboards and a paired set 
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of horizontally oriented six-pane windows. A pent shed roof covers the wooden entry stoop (deck), and the building 
footprint to the left of the entrance runs at a diagonal and directly faces the road, suggesting that it may have contained 
the original entrance. A secondary entry with a similar vernacular wooden door is located on the west elevation, which 
also contains a paired set of six-pane windows that are vertically oriented. The east elevation has a similar set of paired 
windows, and a small gabled wing extending from the rear elevation has a single window on its west side. The purlins 
are visible on the gable end elevations with exposed rafter tails on the lateral sides, and the remnants of decorative 
vergeboards with a curvilinear design are extant in the front gable. The foundation on the east elevation reveals a 
mixture of materials, including fieldstones, tapered concrete piers that match the waterwheel foundation piers, and 
poured concrete sill beams with pocketed joists (Figures 15-16). All the windows are covered from the inside. The 
building’s appearance has changed little in the past 15 years, based on Google Streetview imagery, and it appeared 
equally vacant in 2008 imagery. Appended to the building’s east elevation is a massive undershot waterwheel whose 
axle rod extends through the wall and into the building and steel support structure. It is anchored into tapered concrete 
foundations that flank the wheel. The base of the wheel is buried in the earth of the stream bed. Historic topographic 
maps suggest that the path of Armstrong Creek shifted between 1957 and 1983, moving southward and bypassing the 
mill site (Figure 17).  

There are several other buildings and structures on the property, although most are modern. SHPO Site Number 
6407.01 is a modified front-gabled bungalow that faces southeast from its site atop a bluff on the east bank of 
Armstrong Creek and the east side of Keeler Mill Road. Greenville County tax records do not list a construction date, 
and the house does not appear on the 1921 Greenville County soil survey map. It is visible on the earliest aerial 
photograph (1948) and is represented on the earliest available topographical map (1935), so a build date of circa 1930 
is assumed (NETRonline 2024; United States Department of Agriculture 1921; United States Geological Survey 
1935). SHPO Site Number 6407.01 is a front-gabled frame building oriented diagonally to the road at the base of the 
steep driveway leading to the house.  

The one-story frame bungalow has a rectangular historic core, a composition shingle roof, and a gable roof appended 
across the southern half of the façade that projects forward to cover the raised entry porch. Square wooden posts 
support the roof overhang, and the porch has simple wooden railings and balusters. The house is clad in vinyl siding 
with a novelty siding profile, and all observable windows (single and paired) are six-over-six sash of indeterminate 
material with storm windows and faux shutters. Satellite imagery shows a shed roof extending from the north slope 
of the core that runs the full length of the house. This roof structure overhangs the façade several feet to create a 
covered patio on the north half of the façade (Figures 18-19). A gable roof extending from the core's rear is supported 
by square wooden posts and is appended across the house's southern half. It seems to be visible by the 1976 aerial 
imagery and has a combination of interior space and a covered patio beneath it. The foundation is stucco-parged 
masonry with openings for foundation vents, though the visible openings do not contain actual vents. A triangular 
louvered vent is centered in the peak of the rear gable extension, but the front gable peak is obscured by the surrounding 
foliage. 

The driveway leading to the house contains a gate/wall and gatehouse, but these elements do not appear in aerial 
imagery until the 1980s, so they were not assessed. A frame building that is about the same size as the main house is 
sited approximately 100 feet northwest of the house, but it does not appear in aerial imagery until the 1990s, so it was 
not assessed. At least four other buildings are also located on the property, but none are visible in aerial imagery prior 
to 1994, and none of them are visible from the public right-of-way, so they were not assessed. 

The South Carolina Piedmont, including upper Greenville County and Travelers Rest, was the home to many grist 
mills during the nineteenth century. With its varied topography and many waterways, it is prime milling country. 
Farmers in Greenville County used the mills to grind grain crops that they produced, including wheat and corn. While 
some grist mills were large-scale commercial enterprises, most were smaller operations, called custom mills, which 
served a limited geographic area. Often a farmer would own and operate a mill and his neighbors would pay to use it, 
sometimes in a share of the grain (Braley and Gainey 2005). During the mid-nineteenth century, there were several 
such mills in the project vicinity, including the Z.P. Baston Mill, which was constructed in circa 1837 approximately 
0.4 miles northeast of the project area (South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology and South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History 2024). The map of Greenville District in the 1825 Mills Atlas shows Hunt’s Mill 
on Armstrong Creek, roughly one mile southwest of the project area (Figure 20) (Mills 1980). The Hunt family also 
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established a bridge over the Saluda River in the early nineteenth century. Hunt’s Mill was extant in 1921, when it 
was marked on a USGS Greenville County Soil Survey Map, but is not present today (United States Department of 
Agriculture 1921).  

The number of grist mills in Greenville County peaked in the mid-nineteenth century before slowly trending 
downward. There were 41 mills shown on the Greenville District map in the 1825 Mill’s Atlas. The 1860 Federal 
Census reported 56 grist mills in Greenville County, while in 1880 the census listed 47 (Braley and Gainey 2005:22). 
An 1882 map of Greenville County shows four mills in the project vicinity, including the Hunt’s Mill (Figure 21) 
(Kyzer 1882). Mills were still in use and being constructed in the early twentieth century, however. Suber’s Corn Mill, 
in Greer, was built between 1908 and 1912 (Howard 2012). 

SHPO Site Number 6407 was constructed after the period during which most Greenville County grist mills were built, 
making it a late example of the type. The Hunt family, who constructed Hunt’s Mill and Hunt’s Bridge, owned the 
property until 1926. That year Frances Jane (Hunt) Whitmire, who had acquired the property after the death of her 
father, Warren Hunt, sold 40 acres to Mack Duffie Forrester (Greenville County Register of Deeds [GCROD], 113:89). 
Mac Duffie Forrester, Jr., was from the Piedmont but was raised in Pickens County rather than Greenville (1880 
Federal Census). According to the Federal Census, by 1920, he was living in rural Greenville County and working at 
a power plant. The 1930 census indicated that he still did not live near the property in Travelers Rest. That year he 
was living in Greenville proper, operating the electric power plant there. His obituary and death notice from 1943 both 
indicate that he was the superintendent of the Saluda Power Plant, which was located to the south in Saluda County 
(Associated Gas and Electric System 1930; Staff Writer 1943) (Figure 22).  

According to Baston’s Water-Powered Gristmills and Owners, Upper Part of Greenville County, South Carolina, 
SHPO Site Number 6407 was known as the Forrester Mill and was constructed after 1900. Baston states it was built 
by Nute Forrester, a name not in census or genealogical records for the Forrester family in the South Carolina Piedmont 
(Baston 1996:84). It is possible that “Nute” is a nickname. Baston lists the mill operator as Nute Forrester’s brother, 
Henry, a claim which census records support. Mack Duffie’s older brother, Henry, was living in Paris Mountain 
Township on Keeler’s Bridge Road in both 1930 and 1940, according to the census. His occupation was listed as 
“farmer” in 1930 but the 1940 census shows him as a miller running a grist mill. The 1940 General Highway and 
Transportation Map of Greenville County shows a grist mill in the location of the Forrester Mill (Figure 23) (South 
Carolina State Highway Department 1940).  

Baston described the Forrester Mill as having an eight-foot flywheel of hewn oak with belts running directly to the 
waterwheel. He cited a newspaper article, which could not be relocated, which indicated that the mill was constructed 
with “fine, primitive workmanship.” Baston also indirectly provides a possible motivation for the late construction of 
a “primitive” grist mill: the mill powered an electric dynamo which allowed for electric lights in the mill building and 
several surrounding houses (Baston 1996:84–85). Constructing the mill may have been something of a hobby activity 
for Mack Duffie, who put his mechanical skills to use building an old-fashioned wooden grist mill and using it to 
generate electricity as he did at work. Both Mack Duffie and Henry died in the mid-1940s after several years of 
declining health (Staff Writer 1943, 1944). Mack Duffie’s wife, Mable, sold roughly 16 acres of the property to C.B. 
Watkins in 1944 (GCROD, 154:265). 

Clem B. Watkins, Sr., was living in Paris Mountain Township by 1940, according to the census. He kept the mill in 
operation and established a general store on the property. Watkins sold the property to H.G. Carter in 1950 (GCROD 
421:27). When Watkins died in 1962, his death notice listed his occupation as a grocery merchant at the “Watkins 
Gro. & Corn Mill,” and his obituary references that he retired from the same, also saying that Watkins lived in the 
area for 25 years (Staff Writer 1962; State Board of Health, South Carolina 1962). Henry Grady Carter, who bought 
the property from Watkins, changed its name to “Carter’s Corn Mill,” and owned the property until he died in 1957 
(Staff Writer 1957). His wife sold it shortly thereafter (Greenville County Register of Deeds 1950). 

The property changed hands several times in the 1950s and 60s before being bought by McLain Hall, who held it for 
over a decade, until 1976. While Hall lived in South Carolina in the 1950s, he spent most of his life in North Carolina 
working in real estate development, and there is no sign that he operated the mill on the property (Staff Writer 2019). 
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At some point during this time, the path of Armstrong Creek shifted, and the mill would no longer be able to run even 
if it had been in good repair with a resident miller. In 1980, Shelton J. Rimer purchased the property, along with his 
wife, Dorothy (Greenville County Register of Deeds 1950). Baston indicated that Rimer refurbished the mill. The 
parcel is currently owned by a local entity, 168 Hours LLC. The property, which is still around 20 acres, is in use 
agriculturally and residentially. The mill is non-operational and the mill building is vacant.   

SHPO Site Number 6407, the Forrester Mill, retains integrity in location, design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. 
Almost all materials are either historic or in-kind replacements. Portions of the corrugated metal siding appear modern, 
as do the poured concrete sections of the foundation. These changes may date to the Rimer-era refurbishment of the 
mill in the 1980s. Additionally, the shift of the path of Armstrong Creek to the south has affected integrity of setting 
and association. The setting remains rural, but the mill is no longer adjacent to the creek. However, this does not 
ultimately affect the resource’s ability to convey its significance as a late example of a rural Piedmont grist mill. 
Additionally, other local mills appear to no longer be extant, including the Z.P. Baston Mill. SHPO Site Number 6407 
is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A: Industry on the local level with a period of significance 
from circa 1926, when Mack Duffie Forrester bought the property, until 1957, when the mill was last known to be 
operational. The proposed NRHP boundary follows the parcel boundary (Figure 24). The parcel is of an unusual shape. 
It extends narrowly to the northeast, where it has clearly been drawn to carve out as much of Armstrong Creek as 
possible from the surrounding land. This creek was an integral component of the milling operation and should be 
retained within the NRHP boundary. The size of the property is within one acre of its original, 1926 size, and the 
current boundaries are consistent with historic descriptions.  The Forrester Mill was considered for the NRHP under 
Criterion C but the bar for integrity is higher under this criterion, and concerns such as the replacement siding preclude 
its eligibility for architecture. 

There are several non-contributing buildings and structures on the parcel. SHPO Site Number 6407.01 is a circa-1930 
bungalow. It is likely the house is associated with the Forrester Mill and would have been occupied by the miller and 
his family. Baston notes that the dynamo at the mill would have supplied this house with electricity, an oddity in the 
Piedmont in the 1920s. However, the house has several serious impacts to its overall integrity. The building has been 
added onto in ways that affect its appearance from the front elevation. Almost all visible materials, ranging from the 
siding to the windows to the porch supports, are modern replacements. It does not retain integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association, and is not recommended as a contributing resource. Neither building is 
associated with persons significant in the past. Therefore, these resources are recommended as not eligible for the 
NRHP under Criteria B or C.  

REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The survey identified no archaeological sites or isolated finds. Two new architectural resources with four subresources 
were recorded. One, the Forrester Mill (SHPO Site Number 6407), is recommended eligible for the NRHP. The 
Forrester Mill is located approximately 250 feet from the current bridge and the resource itself is not likely to be 
directly impacted by the bridge construction as the project is currently defined. However, the resource is located within 
20 feet of the existing ROW. Additionally, the parcel and NRHP boundary extends to the creek itself, which is located 
directly adjacent to the bridge. Care should be taken to avoid impacts due to construction, and any taking from this 
parcel for the project would represent an adverse effect. The current bridge already dates to after the period of 
significance, and a replacement that is similar in size and scale would not represent an adverse effect to the property’s 
viewshed. Finally, the area is rural with relatively low traffic. Increased traffic and construction noise should be kept 
to a minimum.  

SIGNATURE:   Principal Investigator   DATE: June 14, 2024 
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Figure 1.
Project Location Map
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Figure 2.
Soils within the Project Area
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Figure 3.
Forested Portion of Project Area, Looking South
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Figure 4.
Dense Shrubs along Side of Road in Project Area, Looking West
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Figure 5.
Fallow Field in Southern Portion of Project Area, Looking North
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Figure 6.
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Map
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Shovel Test Results
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Figure 8.
Soil Profile of STP 8, Looking South
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Figure 9.
S-23-102 Bridge over Armstrong Creek, Built 1960 and Not Assessed

A. Bridge Structure, Looking Northeast

B. Bridge Surface, Looking Northeast
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Figure 10.
Newly Recorded Cultural Resources Map
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Figure 11.
SHPO Site Number 6406 – 3 Layton Drive

A. Oblique,
Looking Southwest

B. Façade, Looking
West

C. Oblique,
Looking Northwest

S-23-102 over Armstrong Creek Bridge Replacement
June 2024 

20



Figure 12.
SHPO Site Number 6406.01 – 3 Layton Drive

A. Façade, Looking West

B. Oblique Detail, Looking Southwest
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Figure 13.
SHPO Site Number 6406.02 – 3 Layton Drive

A. Oblique Showing Rear Addition, Looking Southwest

B. Oblique Detail, Looking Southwest
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Figure 14.
SHPO Site Number 6406.03 – 3 Layton Drive

A. Oblique, Looking South

B. Oblique Detail, Looking South
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Figure 15.
SHPO Site Number 6407 – 2185 Keeler Mill Road - Forrester Mill, 1 of 2

A. Oblique, Looking Northwest

B. Façade, Looking North

S-23-102 over Armstrong Creek Bridge Replacement
June 2024 
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Figure 16.
SHPO Site Number 6407 – 2185 Keeler Mill Road - Forrester Mill, 2 of 2

A. Rear Oblique, Looking Southeast

B. Foundation Detail on East Elevation

S-23-102 over Armstrong Creek Bridge Replacement
June 2024 
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B: 1983

Georeferenced Basemap:  USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Greenville (1983)

A: 1957

Georeferenced Basemap:  USGS 15-Minute Quadrangle, Greenville (1957)
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Source: Historical Topographic Map
Collection courtesy of the U.S.
Geological Survey, Esri

Figure 17.
Armstrong Creek within Project Vicinity, 1957 and 1983
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Figure 18.
SHPO Site Number 6407.01 – 2185 Keeler Mill Road - House, 1 of 2

A. Oblique, Looking North

B. Rear Oblique, Looking Southeast
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Figure 19.
SHPO Site Number 6407.01 – 2185 Keeler Mill Road - House, 2 of 2

A. South Elevation, Looking Northeast

B. Foundation Detail on South Elevation

S-23-102 over Armstrong Creek Bridge Replacement
June 2024 
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Figure 20.
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Figure 21.
Mills within Project Vicinity on 1882 Kyzer Map of Greenville County
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Figure 22.
Map of Saluda Hydro-Electric Development, circa 1930
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Figure 23.
Forrester Mill on 1940 General Highway and Transportation Map of Greenville County
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Habitat Assessment 1 

BAT HABITAT ASSESSMENT DATA SHEET 

Project Name: S-102 (KEELER MILL RD) OVER ARMSTRONG CREEK Date: 2023-07-13 
County: GREENVILLE  Surveyor(s): A. CHANDLER, 

M. DEWITT, C. LEWIS  Lat Long: 34.94191, -82.4926 

Brief Project Description
The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace the S-102 (Keeler Mill 
Road) bridge over Armstrong Creek in Greenville County, South Carolina. The project is approximately 7.5
miles northwest of the City of Greenville, South Carolina. 

Project Area 

Project 
Total Acres Forest Acres Open Acres

4.58 1.2 3.38 

Proposed Tree 
Removal 

Completely Cleared Partially Cleared 
(Will Leave Trees) 

Preserve Acres
– No Clearing 

0.53 -  0.67 

Vegetation Cover Types 
Pre-Project Post-Project 
Mixed woodland 
Agricultural fields 
Maintained right-of-way 

Mixed woodland 
Agricultural fields 
Maintained right-of-way 

Landscape within 5-mile Radius 
Flight corridors to other forested areas? 
Roadways, Streams, Utility Corridors  

Describe Adjacent Properties (e.g., forested, grassland, developed, water sources) 
Forested, Residential Development, Streams, Ponds 

 

Proximity to Public Land
What is the distance from the project area to forested public lands (e.g., national or state forests, national 
or state parks, conservation areas, wildlife management areas)? 
Paris Mountain State Park: 4.1 miles east
Causey Tract: 8.4 miles northwest 
Table Rock State Park: 12.2 Miles northwest 

Sample Site Description 
Sample Site No. (s):  Project Study Area (4.58 acres) 



Habitat Assessment 2 

Water Resources at Sample Site
Stream Type 
(# and length) 

Ephemeral Intermittent Perennial 
SA: 151 lf
SB: 598 lf 

Pools/Ponds 
(# and size) 

Outside PSA Open and accessible to bats? 

Wetland
(approx. acres) 

Permanent Seasonal 
N/A  N/A 

Describe existing condition of water sources:   

Forest Resources at Sample Site 
Closure/Density Canopy (> 50’) Midstory (20-50’) Understory (< 20’) 

1 (1-10%) 3 (21-40%) 4 (41-60%) 

Dominant Species of 
Mature Trees 

Loblolly pine, Tulip poplar, Hickory, Sweetgum, Beech, Water oak, Red maple 

Exfoliating Bark (%) 2% 

Size Composition of  
Live Trees (%) 

Small (3-8 in) Med (9-15 in) Large (> 15 in) 
3 (21-40%) 4 (41-60%) 1 (1-10%)

No. of Suitable Snags 1%
Standing dead trees with exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, or hollows. Snags without these characteristics are not considered 
suitable. 

1 = 1-10%, 2 = 11-20%, 3 = 21-40%, 4 = 41-60%, 5 = 61-80%, 6 = 81-100%

IS THE HABITAT SUITABLE FOR NORTHERN LONG-EARED BATS? NO, OUTSIDE KNOWN RANGE 

IS THE HABITAT SUITABLE FOR TRI-COLORED BATS? YES 

Additional Comments:

Attach aerial photo of project site with all forested areas labeled and a general description of the habitat.  

Photographic Documentation: habitat shots at edge and interior from multiple locations; understory/midstory/canopy; examples of 
potential suitable snags and live trees; water sources 
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Habitat Assessment 4 

 

Photograph 1 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

S-102 roadway and 
bridge 

 

Photograph 2 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Field, south of bridge 
on west side of S-102  
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Photograph 3 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Under S-102 bridge

 

Photograph 4 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Stream A (SA) and S-
102 bridge 
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Photograph 5 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: M. DeWitt 

Stream B (SB)

 



Structures Survey Data Sheet 1 

STRUCTURES SURVEY DATA SHEET 

Investigator Names(s): A. CHANDLER, M. DEWITT, C. LEWIS 
Date: 2023-07-13 County: GREENVILLE
Lat Long/w3w: 34.94191, -82.4926 
Project Name: S-102 (KEELER MILL RD) OVER ARMSTRONG CREEK
SCDOT Structure ID: 03308 Project No.: P041161 

Structure Type: Underdeck Material: 
 Parallel Box Beam   Steel I-Beam Concrete 
 Pre-Stressed Girder  Flat Slab / Box Corrugated Steel 
 Cast in Place  Trapezoidal Box Other:  

 Other:  
Bridge Note: 

 Culvert - Box
Culvert - Pipe/Round  

Culvert Note: 

Road Type:
 Interstate  US Highway  State Road  County Road 

S-102  

Surrounding Habitat (check all that apply):
 Residential  Agricultural  Commercial Pine Forest  Grassland 
 Riparian  Wetland  Mixed Forest Bottomland Hardwood 
 Other:  

Conditions Under Bridge (check all that apply): 
 Bare 

Ground/Sediment
 Concrete  Rip Rap  Flowing Water

 Standing Water  Open Vegetation  
(not obstructing flight path)

 Closed Vegetation 
(may obstruct flight path)

 Two Lanes 

 Four (+) Lanes  Unpaved Road  Railroad  Other: 

Bats Present: 
 YES  NO 

Bat Indicators (check all that apply):
 Visual  Smell  Sound Staining Guano 



Structures Survey Data Sheet 2 

Species Present:
Big brown (Eptesicus fuscus) Northern long-eared (Myotis septentrionalis)
 Brazilian free-tailed (Tadarida brasiliensis) Northern yellow (Lasiurus intermedius) 
 Eastern red (Lasiurus borealis) Rafinesque’s big-eared (Corynorhinus rafinesquii) 
 Eastern small-footed (Myotis leibii) Silver-haired (Lasionycteris noctivagans) 
 Evening (Nycticeius humeralis) Southeastern (Myotis austroriparius) 
 Gray (Myotis grisescens) Seminole (Lasiurus seminolus) 
 Hoary (Lasiurus cinereus) Tri-colored (Perimyotis subflavus) 
 Little brown (Myotis lucifugus) UNKNOWN

 

Roost Description (if known, check all that apply): 
 Day Roost  Nursery Roost  Night Roost  UNKNOWN 

Number of Roosts:  

Roost Design (check all that apply):
 Crack/Crevice/Expansion Joint: Under Bridge  Crack/Crevice/Expansion Joint: Top of Bridge 
 Plugged Drain  Under/Along Main 

Bridge Structure
 Rail  Other:

Human Disturbance or Traffic Under Bridge or at Structure?
 High  Low  None 

Areas Inspected (check all that apply): 
 Vertical Surfaces on I-Beams  Vertical Surfaces between Concrete End Walls and Bridge Deck 
 Expansion Joints  Rough Surfaces  Guardrails  Cervices 
 Other:  

Areas NOT Inspected because of Safety or Inaccessibility:

Evidence of Migratory Birds Using the Structure?
YES NO

Additional Information: 
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Photograph 1 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Underneath bridge

 

Photograph 2 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

North end bent 
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Photograph 3 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

South end bent

 

Photograph 4 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: M. DeWitt 

S-102 bridge 





COUNTY: DATE:

ROAD #: STREAM CROSSING:

Purpose & Need for the Project:

I. FEMA Acknowledgement

Is this project located in a regulated FEMA Floodway? Yes No

Panel Number: Effective Date: (See Attached)

II. FEMA Floodmap Investigation

FEMA Flood Profile Sheet Number  illustrates the existing 100 year flood:
Passes under the existing low chord elevation.
Is in contact with the existing low chord elevation.
Overtops the existing bridge finished grade elevation.

III. No Rise/CLOMR Preliminary Determination

Preliminary assessment indicates this project may be constructed to meet the 
"No-Rise" requirements. A detailed hydraulic analysis will be performed to verify 
this assessment.

Justification:

Preliminary assessmnet indicates this project may require a CLOMR/LOMR. 
Impacts will be determined by a detailed hydraulic analysis.

Justification:
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IV. Preliminary Bridge Assessment

A. Locate Existing Plans
a. Bridge Plans Yes File No. Sheet No. (See Attached)

No

b. Road Plans Yes File No. Sheet No. (See Attached)
No

B. Historical Highwater Data
a. USGS Gage Yes Gage No. Results:

No

b. SCDOT/USGS Documented Highwater Elevations
Yes Results:
No

c. Existing Plans Yes See Above
No

V. Field Review

A. Existing Bridge
Length: ft. Width: ft. Max. span Length: ft.

Alignment: Tangent Curved

Bridge Skewed: Yes No Angle:

End Abutment Type:

Riprap on End Fills: Yes No Condition:

Superstructure Type:
Substructure Type:

Utilities Present: Yes No
Describe:

Debris Accumulation on Bridge: Percent Blocked Horizontally: %
Percent Blocked Vertically: %

Hydraulic Problems: Yes No
Describe:
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V. Field Review (cont.)

B. Hydraulic Features
a. Scour Present: Yes No Location:

b. Distance from F.G. to Normal Water Elevation: ft.
c. Distance from Low Steel to Normal Water Elev.: ft.
d. Distance from F.G. to High Water Elevation: ft.
e. Distance from Low Steel to High Water Elev.: ft.

f. Channel Banks Stable: Yes No
Describe:

g. Soil Type:

h. Exposed Rock: Yes No Location:

i. Give Description and Location of any structures or other property that could be 
damaged due to additional backwater.

C. Existing Roadway Geometry

a. Can the existing roadway be closed for an On-Alignment Bridge Replacement
Yes No

Describe:

If "yes", does the existing vertical and horizontal curves meet the proposed 
design speed criteria?

If "No", will the proposed bridge be:
Staged Constructed
Replaced on New Alignment
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VI. Field Review (cont.)

A. Proposed Bridge Recommendation:

Length: ft. Width: ft. Elevation: ft.

Span Arangement:

Notes:

Performed By:

BRIDGE SITE DIAGRAM: (Show North Arrow and Direction of Flow)
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South Carolina Department of Transportation
Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments on Floodplains Checklist

23 CFR 650, this regulation shall apply to all encroachments and to all actions which affect base 
floodplains, except for repairs made with emergency funds.  Note:  These studies shall be 
summarized in the environmental review documents prepared pursuant to 23 CFR 771.
 
 
 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Narrative Describing Purpose and Need for Project
a. Relevant Project History: 
b. General Project Description and Nature of Work (attach Location and Project 

Map): 
c. Major Issues and Concerns:

 
 
 

B. Are there any floodplain(s) regulated by FEMA located in the project area?   
Yes No  

 
C. Will the placing of fill occur within a 100-year floodplain?  

Yes No  
 
 
D. Will the existing profile grade be raised within the floodplain?

The purpose of the project is to correct the load restriction placed on the bridge and 
restore all components to good condition. The existing bridge is posted for load 
restrictions and has one or more components in poor condition.

The primary purpose of the project is to replace the bridge. Roadway improvements are 
limited to those associated with accommodating the new structure.
The project crosses Armstrong Creek which is shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) Panel 45045C0303E.  Armstrong Creek is within a designated Special Flood 
Hazard Area Zone A in the vicinity of the Project.  The project is not expected to be a 
significant or longitudinal encroachment as defined under 23 CFR 650A, nor is it 
expected to have an appreciable environmental impact on the base flood elevation.  In 
addition, the project would be developed to comply with all appropriate floodplain 
regulations and guidelines.

The roadway grade will be raised to accommodate the larger bridge structure.
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E. If applicable, please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal 
encroachments.

 
 
F. Please include a discussion of the following: commensurate with the significance of the 

risk or environmental impact for all alternatives containing encroachments and those 
actions which  would support base floodplain development: 

a. What are the risks associated with implementation of the action? 

b. What are the impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values? 

c. What measures were used to minimize floodplain impacts associated with the 
action? 

 

 
d. Were any measures used to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 

floodplain values impacted by the action?

Minor longitudinal encroachments are expected based on the revised roadway profile
The bridge will be constructed on existing alignment to reduce longitudinal impacts. 

Risks are minimal; the project will replace the existing bridge with larger 
bridge opening. The increased opening will have a minimal impact on the 
BFE’s along the floodplain. 

The project is not expected to impact the floodplain values, as the hydraulics will
be retained/improved.

A similar bridge size will be used and constructed on the existing alignment.

Not Applicable 
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G. Please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any significant encroachments or any 
support of incompatible floodplain development.

H. Were local, state, and federal water resources and floodplain management agencies 
consulted to determine if the proposed highway action is consistent with existing 
watershed and floodplain management programs and to obtain current information on 
development and proposed actions in the affected?  Please include agency 
documentation.

__________________________                      ____21 June 2023______ 

SCDOT Hydraulic Engineer                                             Date    

The impacts are not considered significant encroachments and would not support 
incompatible floodplain development. The proposed project will have no significant 
impact to base flood elevations along the stream and will not impact the potential 
for development within the floodplain

All analysis for the project was performed in accordance with SCDOT, FEMA, and local
regulations.
As the project progresses to final construction plans, the hydraulic modeling will be
updated based on the final bridge layout



 








