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Introduction 

This study was conducted by Dr. Michael Trinkley of Chicora 
Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Steven Goggans, Manager of The Litchfield 
Company Architectural Division, which is developing the approximately 
2400 acre Willbrook Plantation tract. This property is situated 
about 17 miles northeast of Georgetown and about 5 miles southwest 
of Murrells Inlet in Georgetown County. The tract is bounded by 
the Waccamaw River to the west, Brookgreen Gardens to the north, 
and various other properties to the south and east. The tract 
partially fronts U.S. 17 on its east border and is bisected by 
the old Kings Highway (Figure 1). 

The archaeological surveys and evaluation of the Willbrook 
tract were begun in 1984 and continued through 1986 by Dr. Larry 
Lepionka. A series of reports have been prepared (Lepionka 1984, 
1985, 1986), although the surveys have not been accepted by the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) as adequate compliance 
studies. Development, however, has continued.unabated in the 
interim. As a result, Chicora was approached by The Litchfield 
Company in March 1987 with the request to prepare a·compliance report 
on the property which would be acceptable to the SHPO and a contract 
was entered into in April to review the previous archaeological 
work conducted on the tract, incorporate spot checks of the survey 
tract, re-evaluate all known archaeological resources, conserve 
and curate the collections, and prepare a new report. 

Within the development boundaries is a 9 acre tract 
which is slated to immediate golf development. On this tract 
Lepionka located three archaeological sites -- 38GE294, 295, and 
296. This management report involves an evaluation not of the 
entire tract, but rather of this area of immediate concern. The 
boundaries of this survey area are shown on Figures 1 and 2 and 
the tract is situated in an area referred to by Lepionka (1986: 
39, 83) as the "South Oatland Sector." The study tract is a 
peninsula bordered by Wacammaw River rice fields to the west and 
South Oatland Creek to the east. This area will be extensively 
impacted by golf course development, including major grading. This 
will result in considerable land alteration and potential damage 
to archaeological and historical resources which may exist in the 
project area. 

This summary is intended to provide a synopsis of the 
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Figure 1. Portions of the Brookgreen, Magnolia Beach, 
USGS topographic maps showing the Willbrook 
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to be a final report. This 9 acre tract and its associated sites 
will be more fully discussed in the final report for the entire 
2400 acre development. 

Based on discussions with the developer, Dr. Lepionka, 
and staff persons of the South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History on March 31 and April 7, 1987, it was determined that 
the scope of work for this study would involve field visits to 
the three sites, further subsurface testing at 38GE296, a re-exam
ination of the collections, and the production of a management 
summary for these three sites so the compliance review could be 
carried forward while the final study was being prepared. A total 
of two weeks (May 4-15, 1987) were spent in the field reviewing 
the known sites and spot checking for additional sites. In addition, 
a historian is completing an evaluation of the historical records 
(begun May 1) for the tract. Those collections provided by 
Lepionka are being analyzed, conserved, and cataloged (begun May 11, 
1987). This report, including associated laboratory studies, 
was conducted May 11-22, 1987. The author of this summary was 
in the field during the entire study and was assisted by Ms. Ramona 
Grunden. The laboratory studies are being conducted by Ms. Debi 
Hacker and the author. 

While final arrangements have not yet been made, The 
Charleston Museum has agreed to curate these collections and field
notes. Site numbers have been assigned by the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology at the University of 
South Carolina. 

Effective Environment 

Georgetown County is situated in the northern lower coastal 
plain of South Carolina and is bounded on the east by about 37 
miles of irregular Atlantic Ocean shoreline (including marsh and 
barrier islands such as Pawleys and Litchfield). The mainland 
topography consists of subtle undulations in the landscape char
acteristic of ridge and bay topography of beach ridge plains. 
Elevations in the county range from sea level to about 75 feet MSL 
(Mathews et al. 1980:132). 

The county is drained by five significant river systems, 
four of which (the Waccamaw, Black, Pee Dee, and Santee rivers) have 
significant freshwater discharge and only one of which (the Sampit 
River) is dominated by tidal action. Because of the low topography, 
however, many broad, low gradient interior drains (such as Oatland• 
Creek) are present as either extensions of tidal streams and rivers 
or flooded bays and swales. There are many diverse wetland 
communities influenced by either the freshwater drainage (dominant 
in the study area) or tidal flows. Upland vegetation in the County 
is primarily pine or mixed hardwood and pine, although the study 
tract has had almost all of the pine logged out within the last 
five years, leaving an artificially influenced hardwood community. 
In addition, extensive development has altered the vegetation through 
the reduction of understory and herbaceous plant~ and through the 
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construction of golf course facilities. Large areas of Georgetown 
county are in forest, with only 6.7% of the acreage being cultivated 
and 4.2% being urbanized (Mathews et al. 1980:132). 

The geology of the county is characteristic of the coastal 
plain, with unconsolidated, water-laid beds of sands and clays 
overlying thick beds of soft marl. The Willbrook tract is 
characterized by nine soil series: Centenary, Chipley, Hobonny, 
Johnston, Lakeland, Leon, Rutlege, Wakulla, and Yauhannah. The 
peninsula which is the subject of this study, however, is dominated 
by Wakulla fine sands (Stuckey l982:Map 26). Wakulla soils are 
somewhat excessively drained, have a low organic matter content, 
and have a low available water capacity. The soils are so droughty 
that they are poorly suited to row crops (Stuckey 1982:13). 

The survey tract is characterized by elevations ranging 
from about 8 feet MSL adjacent to the South Oatland drainage to 
the east and the Waccamaw rice field to the west to about 13 feet 
MSL at the ridge crest. There is a gradual slope down to the marsh 
along the west shore, although a more pronounced bank is found to 
the north and east. Areas of the peninsula have been cleared and 
farmed during the early twentieth century, whi.le other areas have 
been in a mixed hardwood forest. Today the area has been largely 
opened up with only a light fringe of vegetation along the shorelines 
still remaining; denser herbaceous vegetation occurs on the slope 
to the creek at the north edge of the peninsula. River Road runs 
along the edge of the tract, adjacent to the Waccamaw River rice 
fields (Figure 2) . 

Backqround Research 

Several previous published archaeological studies are 
available for the Georgetown area to provide background, 
including Drucker's (1980) work at Brookgreen Gardens immediately 
north of Willbrook, Drucker and Jackson's (1984) research at 
Minim Island about 23 miles to the south-southwest, Michie's (1984) 
survey of the Wachesaw and Richmond Hill plantations, about 6 miles 
to the northeast, and the work by Trinkley et al. (1983) also at 
Wachesaw. 

Surprisingly little published archaeology has been 
conducted in this area, although the South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology site files reveal a number of 
relatively small, shell and nonshell middens found almost exclusively 
adjacent to a creek or swamp. Few sites are found in the interior, 
away from marsh or freshwater habitats. Most sites, based on the 
previous studies, are found on excessive to well drained soils, 
although a few are consistently found in areas which are poorly 
drained (which suggests that factors other than drainage may 
occasionally have determined aboriginal settlement location) • 

Work by South and Hartley (1980) suggests that major 
historic site complexes will be found on high ground adjacent to a 
deep water access. Plantation main houses tend to be located on the 
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highest and best drained soils, while slave settlements may be found 
in intermediate or even poorly drained areas. Extractive or 
milling sites will be located near necessary raw materials and 
where the products may be easily transported in and out. Healthful 
conditions and drainage are not usually significant considerations. 

Based on these previous studies and the presented data on 
the soils and drainage typical of the survey area, the peninsula 
is clearly an area of high archaeological potential. The soils 
are high, well drained, and their proximity to the Waccamaw and 
Oatland swamps would have made the area attractive to aboriginal 
groups. Since the soils were so excessively drained it seems 
unlikely that the area would have been used for cash crops during 
the historic period. 

Summaries of Georgetown area history are provided by 
Drucker (1980:23-24) and, particularly, by Rogers (1970). Doar 
(1936) provides a generalized account of rice production in South 
Carolina and Salley (1936) provides a bibliography dealing with 
rice production. These sources should be consulted for overview 
information. 

The preliminary archival research conducted by Lepionka 
(1986:15-24) reveals that the property was originally part of 
Willbrook Plantation, granted to John Allston in 1734, but was 
bequeathed to his son, Samuel, in 1750 as the Oatland Plantation. 
Lepionka (1986:20) assumes that since Samuel died (in 1762) intestate, 
the property was inherited by the eldest son of the original 
purchaser, Josias Allston. Josias' son; Benjamin Allston, is repnted 
to have inherited the plantation in 1776. Sometime in the early 
nineteenth century Benjamin also acquired the more northern 
Turkey Hill tract, so from about 1800 on the two tracts were operated 
as a unified plantation. 

About 1847 Martha Allston Pyatt acquired Oatland and 
Turkey Hill, although by 1860 apparently Turkey Hill was being 
operated by William Heyward Trapier (who married Charlotte Pyatt, 
the daughter of Martha Allston Pyatt). Oatland, in 1860, was 
being operated by Martha Allston Pyatt. Turkey Hill was seized by 
the Freedmen's Bureau in 1865, but was restored to Trapier in 
1866. After that time the property passed through a variety of 
hands, typical of property during the years after the Civil War. 

This historical research, while lacking in detail and 
largely based on secondary sources, clearly reveals the complexity 
of the events surrounding Willbrook, Oatland, and Turkey Hill. 
Further research is being conducted to verify and expand the chain 
of title and to more clearly reveal the operations of these 
plantations during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

At the present time only one plat, dated 1926, is known 
for Oatland and Turkey Hill plantations and it has been previously 
cited by Lepionka (1986:103). Unfortunately, this plat is both 
fairly recent and very inaccurate. A comparison of Turkey Hill 
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Island to accurate topographic maps shows that there are two 
sloughs, not one as shown. Likewise, "River Road" shown on the 
plat is actually Kings Highway (which explains why Lepionka [1986: 
32, 42, 110] failed to identify the remains of the "Oatland 
Church"). Given the crude nature of the plat and its considerable 
errors, it is difficult to place much confidence in the "Old Dam" 
or the "Mill Pond" locations. Although there is no evidence for a 
dam between the study peninsula and Turkey Hill Island, the 
current River Road causeway appears to be a dam (complete with a 
flood gate) and Lepionka (1986:32) notes that "[a] limited area 
behind [southeast of] the River Road dike was dredged out in the 
20th century (Tom Hunter, personal communication) . " It seems 
likely that the mill pond shown on the 1926 plat is actually the 
dredged area southeast of the present River Road causeway. 

Field Methods 

The peninsula, as well as the entire development, was the 
subject of a reconnaissance survey by Lepionka (1984) made from 
October 15-19, 1984. Although the survey methodology was not made 
explicit, the survey "was intended to make note of surface sites" 
and that an intensive survey for compliance "would require extensive 
subsurface testing over the entire area" (Lepionka 1984:1). Site 
38GE296 was located during this reconnaissance through an informant 
(Tom Hunter) and the location was verified by a thin scatter of 
prehistoric and historic remains (Lepionka 1984:26). Further 
survey, from April 15 through 26, 1985, was conducted by Lepionka 
to obtain additional survey data and "to conduct testing in known 
site areas" (Lepionka 1985:5). Although the report .is titled an 
"archaeological reconnaissance survey," Lepionka claims the work 
was an "intensive examination of the shoreline sector," including 
the peninsula area (Lepionka 1985:1; see also Lepionka 1986:41}. 
Unfortunately, insufficient detail is present to judge the intensity 
of the field methods employed. In the period between October 1984 
and April 1985 large sections of the development were logged or 
cleared of herbaceous vegetation. Consequently, the 1985 survey 
recorded sites 38GE294 and 38GE295 (Lepionka 1985:10-23). Both 
sites were tested at this time, 38GE294 with the excavation (with 
1/4-inch screening) of 12 3-foot squares, and 38GE295 with the 
excavation (and similar screening) of 10 3-foot squares and one 
irregular excavation of 27 square feet. A series of five shovel 
tests and one 1.5 foot test (all screened through 1/4-inch mesh) 
were apparently excavated at 38GE296 in either 1985 or 1986. Lepionka 
notes that "[e]xcavated materials have thus far been rather limited" 
(Lepionka 1985:44) and the six tests yielded only 28 artifacts, all 
from the upper 0.5 foot of soil (Lepionka 1986:107-108). The final 
report of Lepionka's (1986) surveys primarily reiterates earlier 
findings at 38GE294, 295, and 296. 

The work by Chicora at sites 38GE294 and 38GE295 was 
limited to additional surface survey and surface collections. Extensive 
subsurface investigations had been conducted previously by Lepionka 
so there was no need to duplicate those efforts. Our work at these 
two sites allowed refinement of site boundaries (based on surface 
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scatter) and provided an opportunity to verify the site form 
information on file at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology. 

Our work at 38GE296 involved the excavation of 10 shovel 
tests, each 1-foot square and excavated to the yellow sand subsoil 
(about 1.0 to 1.5 foot deep). Each test unit was screened through 
1/4-inch mesh. All cultural remains, except obviously recent 
twentieth century garbage (aluminum foil, plastic, rubber), brick, 
mortar, and shell, was collected. Brick, mortar, and shell, at this 
stage of investigation, was simply noted. Periodic notes were made 
of soil profiles for comparison with the county soil survey 
(Stuckey 1982). These tests were begun just southeast of the borrow 
pit on the south side of River Road and continued south-southeast 
parallel to the bank edge overlooking the South Oatland drainage 
at 20 foot intervals. These tests were placed between the 10 and 11 
foot contours. In addition, the surface along the bluff edge and 
in the vicinity of the borrow pits was inspected. 

At the time of our investigations the peninsula was 
largely cleared; 38GE295 was still in hardwood vegetation, although 
38GE294 was in a cleared field and 38GE296 was largely cleared with 
just a thin woodsline adjacent to the drainage. Consequently, surface 
visibility at 38GE294 was excellent, and visibility at 38GE296 was 
fair to good. No additional survey in the peninsula area was 
undertaken. 

Laboratory Methods 

Artifacts collected by Lepionka from his 1985 and 1986 
surveys were provided to Chicora in time to be incorporated in 
this study. The 1984 artifacts, unfortunately, have not yet been 
transferred from Lepionka to Chicora and are therefore not included 
in this study. Lepionka's (1984, 1985, 1986) reports provide 
little information on laboratory techniques or methods. Although 
it is apparent that the materials were cleaned and rebagged, they 
had not been cataloged or prepared for curation. No laboratory 
records or analysis sheets have been provided to Chicora by 
Lepionka, excluding the lists contained in the original reports. 
No conservation of any specimens had been conducted and as a 
consequence many of the specimens, primarily the ferrous items, 
were considerably deteriorated, with probable loss since initial 
excavation. Some site specific excavation fieldnotes were provided 
Chicora, although no survey records were made by Lepionka and no 
photographic records were available during the preparation of this 
summary report. The field records had not been conserved at the 
time they were transferred to Chicora. 

Few of the prehistoric sherds or lithics are typed or 
discussed in any detail by Lepionka in any of hxs surveys. The 
historic remains show considerable diversity in analysis quality, 
with an overall lack of uniformity. 

The cleaning of artifacts obtained during Chicora's 
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fieldwork has been completed at our Columbia laboratory. Cataloging 
is currently provisional until such time as the 1984 artifacts can 
be incorporated, although the collections have been accepted for 
curation by The Charleston Museum. Artifact conservation will begin 
as soon as the 1984 specimens are provided to Chicora and the 
permanent catalog numbers can be assigned to the entire collection. 
This conservation will include an examination and the treatment of 
cupreous specimens as needed; all identifiable ferrous objects 
will be treated, except nails (of which a sample will be treated). 

Analysis of the collections (including those originally 
gathered by Lepionka) followed professionally accepted standards 
with a level of intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of 
the remains. Prehistoric ceramics were classified using common 
coastal South Carolina types (Trinkley 1983). The temporal, 
cultural, and typological classification of the historic remains 
followed Miller (1980), Noel Hume (1970), Price (1979), and South 
(1977). 

The fieldnotes, including those provided by Lepionka, 
will also be curated at The Charleston Museum. Two copies of the 
Chicora fieldnotes (the original and one archival copy) will be 
provided. Because Lepionka's notes appear to have been exposed to 
a mold producing environment, Chicora will provide The Charleston 
Museum with two archival copies and will maintain the original 
notes on file. Photographic materials are processed to archival 
stability. 

Results 

The 9 acre peninsula has yielded evidence of two historic 
sites (38GE294 and 38GE295) and a fairly thin scatter or veneer of 
prehistoric remains (which Lepionka combined with remains from north 
of the South Oatland drainage to yield 38GE296). Site forms for 
each of these sites are on file at the South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology and the sites have been discussed at 
length by Lepionka (1984, 1985, 1986). This report will briefly 
summarize these data and offer additional site information and 
evaluations. 

38GE294, Oatland Settlement 

Site 38GE294 is situated primarily on the west and north 
slope of the sand ridge which forms the study peninsula and measures 
about 500 by 300 feet. This represents a larger site than 
recognized by Lepionka (who estimated the site size to be about 250 
feet in diameter), but represents the total extent of current 
surface scatter. The site boundaries appear to conform to the 
River Road on the west and north, and the South Oatland drainage to 
the east. The site appears to gradually thin to the south. It is 
probable, as Lepionka (1986:92) observes, that concentrations of 
material are present. Lepionka excavated a series of 12 3-foot 
squares over an area about 200 feet in diameter, identifying three 
loci with densities of up to 20 artifacts per cubic foot. Remains 
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were apparently recovered from the upper 1.5 foot of 
foot of which appears to represent an old plowzone. 
one unit (400S93E) contained a feature with abundant 
and good ethnobotanical preservation from a feature. 

soil, 0.8 
At least 
art if acts 

The site was situated in an area of second growth 
forest in 1984, but was previously a cultivated field. By 1985 
the area had been bulldozed into push piles and burned. It is 
likely, however, that the plowzone has served to protect 
subsurface features at the site, although considerable artifact 
fragmentation has already taken place. About 90% of the site 
will be within the 9th fairway of the golf course development, 
while the remaining 10% represents peripheral areas of little 
importance absent the larger site core. 

Lepionka, based on the presence of Colono ware at this 
site, suggests that is is "a slave site," although no direct 
historical documentation is available. While this possibility 
cannot be refute or reject, a closer examination of the site's 
artifact pattern (Table 1) suggests that the site is dissimilar 
to both the Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern {Garrow 1982) and 
the Georgia Slave Artifact Pattern {Singleton 1980:216), but is 
almos-t identical to the Revised Carolina Artifact Pattern (Garrow 
1982). It should be noted that Lepionka, in the SCIAA site form 
for this site, notes the site represents a "settlement, possibly 
slave," certainly less definitive than suggested by the report. 
An examination of the ceramics found at the site tends to suggest 
a somewhat higher status than typical of slaves, based on Otto's 
(1984) work at Cannon's Point. Annular wares account for only 
8.5% of the creamware, pearlware, and whiteware assemblage, while 
transfer print ceramics account for 21.9% of the collection and 
plain wares account for 51.2%. The mean ceramic date for the site 
is 1836.8 {Table 2), although a range from the late eighteenth 
through the mid-nineteenth centuries is suggested. 

It is clear that this site is giving mixed "signals" 
regarding its status. While South's pattern analysis suggests a 
non-slave domestic site typical of the English, the ceramics, at 
best, are indicative of an overseer's status. Finally, Lepionka's 
tests fail to reveal the type of linear artifact distribution 
typically associated with a "slave row." The observed distribution 
appears, at present, more typical of a single structure. Unfortunately, 
Lepionka failed to excavate a dispersed series of tests, so there 
may be additional concentrations and a distribution more typical 
of slave sites may yet to be identified. 

Lepionka notes that 38GE294 represents "an interesting 
artifact assemblage •.. and it is probable that broad area 
excavation could define former house areas through analysis of 
remaining artifact concentrations, and could provide some information 
on changes in material culture through time [presumably through 
comparison with other slave sites on the property]" {Lepionka 
1986:96). Yet, because of previous cultivation Lepionka recommends 
the site "as ineligible" (Lepionka 1986:96). Based on the excavation 
of the collection, the site's unexpected artifact pattern, the 
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KITCHEN 
Ceramics 
Colone ware 
Glass bottle 
Kettle frag 
Utensil handle f rag 
Container frags 

ARCHITECTURE 

FURNITURE 

ARMS 

CLOTHING 

PERSONAL 

TOBACCO 

Hand cut nails 
Machine cut nails 
UID nails 
Window glass 
Spikes 

Tacks 

Percussion cap 
Lead shot 

Buttons 
Scissor frag 

Decorative brass 

Kaolin tobacco pipes 

ACTIVITIES 
UID iron 
Strap metal 
Chain link 
UID lead 

TOTAL ARTIFACTS 

309 
72 

129 
1 
1 
9 

521 61.8% 

10 
101 
143 

31 
1 

286 33.9% 

2 
--2-

1 
2 

--3 

3 
1 

--4 

2 
--2 

19 
"J:9 

3 
1 
1 
1 

--6 

843 

0.2% 

0.4% 

0.5% 

0.2% 

2.3% 

0.7% 

Table 1. Artifact pattern analysis of 38GE294. 
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Mean Date # 
Ceramic TyPe (xi) (f i) fi ·xi 

Porcelain, Canton 1815 6 10890 
Nottingham 1755 1 1755 
Westerwald 1738 2 3476 
White salt glazed stoneware 17 63 1 1763 
Leadglazed slipware 1733 1 1733 
Jackfield 1760 1 1760 
Delft 1750 2 3500 
Creamware, undecorated 1791 30 53730 

annular 1798 1 1798 
Pearl ware, undecorated 1805 23 41515 

edged 1805 7 12635 
blue tp 1818 8 14544 
poly hp 1805 1 1805 
blue hp 1800 3 5400 
annular 1805 1 1805 -

Whiteware, undecorated 1860 78 145080 
edged 1853 23 42619 
blue·tp 1848 40 73920 
nonblue tp 1851 8 14808 
blue hp 1841 2 3682 
poly hp 1848 7 12936 
annular 1866 20 37320 

Yellow ware 1853 7 12971 

273 501445 

501445 . 273 = 1836.8 

Table 2. Mean Ceramic Date (South 1977) for 38GE294. 

presence of subsurface features and distinct artifact concentrations, 
Chicora must respectfully disagree with this assessment. Artifact 
variety and quantity is high for a slave site and some site 
integrity is obviously present. Further investigations seem warranted 
at this site, which we recommend as eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

Future work at the site should involve an auger survey of 
the entire 3.4 acre site extent, perhaps at 25 foot intervals. Based 
on computer generated site density mapping, at least one block 
area should be excavated and one or two others briefly tested. It 
is estimated that an average size crew (4 to 6 individuals) could 
conduct this work in about 5 weeks, although additional historical 
research and analysis/report preparation time would also be required. 
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38GE295, Oatland Industrial Site 

Site 38GE295 is situated on the north slope of the sand 
ridge which forms the study peninsula and measures about 150 by 100 
feet to the north of River Road. This is slightly larger than 
originally recognized by Lepionka (who estimated the site size 
to cover an area 100 feet in diameter), but the deminsions have been 
enlarged to ensure that all brick scatter is incorporated. The 
site boundariesincorporatetheOatland drainage to the north, both 
the drainage and a borrow pit to the east, and River Road to the 
south. The western boundary is not tied to any geographic feature, 
but appears to be about 200 feet west of the borrow pit. 

Lepionka excavated a series of 10 3-foot squares and a 
single irregular unit in 1985. Several concentrations, with densities 
of up to 26 artifacts per cubic foot, were noted. The artifacts 
were found in the dark humic sand overlying the lighter tan sand. 
It is possible that unit 165N67E contained one or more features, 
although they were not further examined. 

This site was situated in an area of mixed hardwood forest 
during Lepionka's original survey and was not identified until 1985 
when clearing operations exposed "several brick scatters" (Lepionka 
1986:96). The site has suffered little, if any, disturbance since 
Lepionka's examination in 1985. During surface surveys in 1987 it 
became apparent that there was considerable brick in the A horizon 
soil and some of this brick appeared to be articulated. Lepionka 
excavated one irregular unit ("ca. 124Nl34E," of 2'1' square feet) in 
an area of "brick rubble." Although Lepionka notes that "[t]he 
brick are all disarticulated and never more than one deep," he 
also states that "the rubble was left in place." Reference to the 
Unit Forms, which are the only fieldnotes available for this work, 
also suggests that the brick rubble was not removed. Consequently, 
it does not seem possible to rule out the possibility that an 
intact wall, or builder's trench, lies below the rubble. 

Lepionka, based on the presumed non-domestic nature of the 
assemblage and the large metal artifacts recovered from testing, 
combined with the "mill pond" shown on the 1926 plat, suggests that 
the site represents an "industrial site" and possibly a rice mill. 
We have previously discussed the likelihood that the "mill pond" 
was incorrectly located on the 1926 plat and that it correctly should 
be placed about 300 feet southeast of the site, behind the River 
Road causeway or dam. At the present time it has not been possible 
to develop historical documentation for this site. The archaeological 
documentation, unfortunately, is far from clear. An examination 
of a pattern analysis for the site (Table 3) reveals that there is 
some similarity between 38GE295 and the Georgia Slave Artifact 
Pattern (Singleton 1980:216) and the pattern is very similar to 
that observed at the Campfield Slave Settlement, situated in Georgetown 
County on the Black River (Zierden and Calhoun 1983:42). It is 
only generally similar to the "industrial pattern" observed at the 
nineteenth century Reed Gold Mine in North Carolina (Trinkley 1986). 
As a consequence, it is not possible to state that the site is "not 
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a residential site characterized by a domestic assemblage" (Lepionka 
1986:101). At the present time no definite assessment of site 
function may be offered. It is clear that at least one structure 
was located at this site which contained window glass and which 
used shutters and brick. Some domestic activities took place at 
the site, based on the quantity of kitchen refuse. Further work 
will be necessary to determine the site's function and relationship 
to 3BGE294. The mean ceramic date for the site (Table 4) places 
it at 1845.9, only 9.1 years later than 38GE294. 

In his 1985 report Lepionka notes that there are several 
areas of the site, such as the southeastern and southwestern areas, 
which deserve further investigation. Further, he concludes that 
additional work should be conducted to locate "brick concentrations" 
and determine if structures are present (Lepionka 1985:15). By 
1986, however, the site is ineligible because the mill machinery, 
considered to be the "most significant and meaningful elements" 
of the site, "have been stripped from the site" (Lepionka 1986:105). 

Chicora must respectfully disagree with this assessment. 
First, it has not been documented that the site represents a mill, 
thus reference to the mill machinery being the most important 
aspect of the site is inappropriate. Second, if indeed the site 
represents a mill, the loss of the machinery does not destroy the 
site's significance any more than the J.oss of furniture from a 
standing structure destroys the structure's significance or than 
the salvaging, stripping, and demolition of a structure eliminate's 
its archaeological significance. All archaeological sites are 
affected by a variety of "transformations," including salvage and 
disassembly, but the archaeological manifestations of the human 
activity which took place at the site are usually still discernible 
and worthy of study. Such is the case at 38GE295. There is a 
varied and abundant artifact distribution at the site and there is 
the possibility of identifying both architectural and other feature 
types. The site appears to possess good site integrity and is 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

The site will probably be impacted by the golf course 
development since it lies between the 9th green and the 1st tee. 
It is possible, however, that careful planning and site avoidance 
could ensure the site's integrity and that it could be incorporated 
into the development as a green space. Should this not be possible, 
it is probable that site investigation would involve at least 3 weeks 
of field research, not including historical study, analysis, and 
report production; 

3BGE296, Oatland Prehistoric Site 

Site 38GE296 has generated considerable comment by the 
State Historic Preservation Officer since it is widely dispersed and 
Lepionka has reassigned artifacts from 3BGE294 and 3BGE295 to this 
site. A careful examination of the original reports (Lepionka 
1985 and 1986) and the site forms on file at the South Carolina 
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KITCHEN 
Ceramics 31 
Colono ware 10 
Glass bottle 72 
Container frags 107 

220 23. 5% 

ARCHITECTURAL 
UID nails 482 
Machine cut nails 92 
Hand cut nails 5 
Window glass 64 
Staples 1 
Spikes 3 
Hooks 3 

650 69.5% 

ARMS 
Rifle barrel 1 
Percussion cap 3 
Lead shot ·l 
.38 shell 1 
Shotgun shell 1 

--7 0.8% 

CLOTHING 
Buttons 3 
Thimble 1 

--4 0.4% 

TOBACCO 
Kaolin pipe 8 
Red clay pipe 1 

--9 1.0% 

ACTIVITIES 
Bolts/rods 20 
Nuts 2 
Washer 1 
Brass gromet 1 
UID brass 2 
Brass rivet l 
Chain link 1 
UID iron 9 
Iron strap 3 
Wire 4 
Sickle 1 
Hoe blade 1 

-;r6 4.8% 

TOTAL ARTIFACTS 936 

Table 3. Artifact pattern analysis of 38GE295. 
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Mean Date # 
Ceramic Type (xi) (f i) fi•xi 

Pearlware, undecorated 1805 4 7220 
edged 1805 1 1805 
blue tp 1818 1 1818 

Whiteware, undecorated 1860 15 27900 
annular 1866 1 1866 

22 40609 

40609 ~ 22 = 1845.9 

Table 4. Mean Ceramic Date (South 1977) for 38GE295. 

Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology reveals that essentially 
38GE294 and 38GE295 are ·multicomponent with L1e historic and 
prehistoric assemblages being only partially discontineous. The 
prehistoric assemblage is concentrated toward the South Oatland 
drainage bluf£ edge, while the historic remains are found somewhat 
further inland. To simplify this situation, Chicora will develop 
a case for revising the site boundaries at 38GE294 and 38GE295 to 
incorporate the prehistoric remains and to use 38GE296 only to 
refer to the site north of the.River.Road causeway and adjacent to 
the North Oatland drainage. First, it will be helpful to briefly 
review Lepionka's survey results. 

The prehistoric component, eventually defined as 38GE296, 
was noted by Lepionka based on his 1984 survey, at which time 
prehistoric sherds were found eroding from a borrow pit wall and 
Tom Hunter·informed Lepionka that a "pot" had been found during 
dike repairs. Although the accounts are sketchy and Lepionka 
(1984:27) places the pot in the swamp, it seems more reasonable to 
believe that the vessel came from one of the borrow pits. Lepionka 
(1985:26-27) does not specify what became of the vessel. Although 
only 17 sherds were collected from the site, Lepionka notes that 
the area "definitely deserves consideration for intensive study" 
(Lepionka 1984:27). By 1985, the Oatland Settlement and Oatland 
Industrial sites had been identified through further development 
clearing, but little was added to the previous comments. Lepionka 
briefly mentions, "that a sizeable prehistoric site is present 
bordering the slough back of the [Oatland Settlement] site area" 
(Lepionka 1985:23). 

The 1986 study notes that little work was ever conducted 
in the site area and that "the prehistoric element is in general 
rather thinly dispersed, hence not readily ascertainable in posthole 
or small shovel tests" (Lepionka 1986:105). Lepionka notes that 
prehistoric material was eventually found on the study peninsula 
(associated with 38GE294 and 38GE295), the shoreline north of the 

16 



causeway over South Oatland drainage, and on the east and west 
shores of Turkey Hill Island (Lepionka 1986:106). Curiously, 
Lepionka recognizes that the prehistoric material is associated 
with bluff edges overlooking the various swamps, but chooses to 
lump all of these dispersed loci into one site encompassing over 
3200 linear feet of non-contiguous shoreline. The justification 
for this approach is stated as, 

[t]here is no unequivocal evidence, 
however, that these narrow waterways 
are separating culturally or temporally 
distinct occupations, and all known 
loci clearly indicate an adaptation 
to the same general landscape. The 
known loci represent a common research 
problem that is best addressed as a 
single unit, including the determination 
of spatial continuity between them 
(Lepionka 1986:106). 

Lepionka then proceeds to consider the prehistoric material from 
all of these areas as one site, 38GE296 (Lepionka 1986:106-110). 
The result of Lepionka's study is that the site, 38GE296, is 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register. 

We have chosen to limit the definition of 38GE296 to 
only the area of about 1200 feet along the bank of the North Oatland 
drainage, north of the River Road causeway over the South Oatland 
drainage. Prehistoric assemblages at other loci are considered 
as part of previously defined sites. Consequently, ·site 38GE296 
does not occur on the survey peninsula considered in this management 
summary. Since the prehistoric components of sites 38GE294 and 
38GE295 have not been previously considered, they will be briefly 
detailed at this time. 

At site 38GE294 the prehistoric component is found from 
the borrow pit south of River Road southward for about 500 feet with 
the density perhaps increasing to the south (referred to as the 
"East Locus" by Lepionka 1986:84 and incorrectly as the "West 
Locus" by Lepionka 1986:83). This site has produced 74 sherds and 
10 lithic specimens, including examples of Refuge, Deep Creek, 
Deptford, Mount Pleasant, and Pee Dee sherds (Table 5). This 
collection suggests occupation ranging from about 1000 .B.C. (Refuge) 
to about A.D. 1400 (Pee Dee), with a relatively strong late Early 
Woodland Deep Creek occupation (ca. 500 B.C. - A.D. 500). Lithic 
specimens include two rhyolite flakes, one quartz flake, two chert 
flakes, and five quartz cobble fragments. Based on Lepionka's 
concern that significant deposits of prehistoric material might be 
found adjacent to the South Oatland drainage, these investigations 
excavated a series of 10 shovel tests beginning at the borrow pit 
south of River Road and continuing southward at 20 foot intervals. 
Only six sherds were encountered in these tests. While 38GE294 
is eligible because of its historic component, the prehistoric 
component does not appear to be a significant aspect of the site. 
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Refuge Plain 
simple Stamped 

Deep Creek Plain 
Cord Marked 
Fabric Impressed 
Simple Stamped 
UID 

Deptford Check Stamped 

Mount Pleasant Plain 
Cord Marked 
Simple Stamped 

Pee Dee Complicated Stamped 

DID/Small 

Totals 

38GE294 38GE295 
3 3 
3 

6 8.2% 3 4.4% 

6 15 
3 2 

19 2 
1 

3 2 
31 42.5% 22 32.4% 

7 
7 9.6% 

4 2 
1 9 

1 
5 6.8% 12 17.6% 

1 3 
l 1.4% 3 4.4% 

23 28 
TI 31. 5% 28 41.2% 

73 68 

Table 5. Prehistoric sherds from 38GE294 and 38GE295. 

At site 38GE295 the prehistoric component is somewhat 
more concentrated, with 68 sherds recovered (58.8% of which are 
identifiable), although the identified types are very similar to 
those from 38GE294. Prehistoric pottery includes Refuge, Deep 
Creek, Mount Pleasant, and Pee Dee series (see Table 5). At this 
site, again, the prehistoric remains do not appear to be sufficiently 
dense to suggest a significant prehistoric component. 

Summary 

Chicora has assessed two sites on the study peninsula 
(38GE294 and 38GE295) as eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places. A third site, previously identified 
for this area, has been dealt with by considering the prehistoric 
remains as components of the two other sites. One site, 38GE294, 
appears to be within the primary construction zone of the golf 
course development, while the other site may be capable of being 
protected from primary and secondary impacts. Both sites must be 
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protected from ground disturbance until they have been reviewed by 
the State Historic Preservation Officer and, if determined eligible, 
must be addressed in a Memorandum of Agreement between the SHPO 
and The Litchfield Company. 
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