
~1?6 lC ~~IE Ol (Q)(G ~te~l ~ IUJ 1?6\f IEV O!F 1~ IE rF»IP60 rF»O~ IE Ir» 
.6J(())1 ~ lCIP6 IE lr»IE\f IE lOrF» M IE U\nl 11?6~ tel 7 181 IUJ IP6 (G IE~~ 

lCOMMIUJU\n~JV7 ~01?61?6V lCOIUJU\BJV7 

~OIUJl~ lCJQ\1?60l~U\n~ 

tCIH!ltCOIR!A IR!IESIEAIR!tC~ tCONllR!1181l.DllON 162 



© 2001 by Chicora Foundation, Inc. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may 
be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, transmitted, or transcribed in any form or by 
any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherWise without prior 
permission of Chicora Foundation, Inc. except for brief quotations used in reviews. Full 
credit must be given to the authors, publisher, and project sponsor. 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF A PROPOSED 
407 ACRE DEVELOPMENT TRACT, BURGESS COMMUNITY, 

HORRY COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA 

Prepared By: 

Natalie Adams 

Prepared For: 

Mr. Odell Williamson 
Ocean Isle Realty Co. 

Ocean Isle Beach 
Shallotte, North Carolina 28459 

Chicora Research Contribution 162 

Chicora Foundation, Inc. 
P.O. Box 8664 c 861 Arbutus Dr. 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 

803-787-6910 

January 13, 1995 

This report is printed on permanent paper oo 



Abstract 

List of Figures 

Introduction 

Natural Environment 

Background Research 
Prehistoric Synopsis 
Historic Synopsis 

TABLE OlF CONTENTS 

Previous Archaeological Research 

Field Methods 

Results 

Conclusions 

References Cited 

ii 

iii 

1 

2 

6 

9 

11 

12 

13 



ABSTRACT 

This study presents the results of an intensive archaeological survey of the proposed 4fJ7 acre development 
tract located in Burgess Community, Horry Cmmty. Tue purpose of this investigation was to locate any 
archaeological sites which may exist on the tract and evaluate them for their eligibility for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Examination of the site files housed at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
indicated that there were no previously recorded sites for the tract As a result of the inten.sive survey, no sites were 
identified. Shovel testing verified that the soils are poorly drained throughout much of the project area and that the 
area was not attractive to prehistoric or historic occupation. 
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INTROIIHJCTION 

11tls investigation was conducted by Ms. Natalie Adams of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Odell 
Williamson of Ocean Isle Realty Company. The proposed 407 acre development tract is located in southern Horry 
County (Figure 1). The tract is bounded on all sides by private property. However, a portion of the eastern edge 
bounds on McDowell Shortcut Road (S-26-477) and an outlet to the west bounds on S.C. Hwy. 707 (Figure 2). 

Vegetation in the tract consists of 10 to 20 year old pine with a light to heavy understory of vegetation. The 
tract is bisected into east and west halves by an old dirt road In addition, there were additional roads branching off 
of this central road--apparently all used for logging. Development activities will likely consist of grading, road 
construction, filling, placement of utilities, golf course construction, and house construction. These activities have 
the potential to damage or destroy archaeological resources if such resources are within the affected portion of the 
tract. 

11tls study is intended to provide a detailed explanation of the archaeological survey of the 407 acre tract, 
and the fmdings. Chicora received a request for a budgetary proposal on September 16, 1994. This proposal was 
accepted on September 23, 1994. 

Dr. Michael Trinkley examined the site files of the S.C. Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. No sites 
were identified on, or adjacent to, the study tract. A project area map was faxed to the S.C. Historic Preservation 
Office on November 30, 1994 requesting information on National Register sites and previous architectural surveys. 
No National Register properties or surveys were found for the area (Dr. Tracy Powers, personal communication 
1994). 

The field investigations were undertaken by Ms. Natalie Adams and Ms. Missy Trushel on January 5,6, 9, 
and 10, 1995. The laboratory processing of the resulting collections, curation preparations, and report production have 
taken place at Chicora Foundation's laboratories in Columbia on Jannary 11, 1995. 

1 



NATURAL JENVIRONMENT 

Horry County is bounded to the north by Brunswick and Columbus counties, North Carolina, to the east 
by the Atlantic Ocean, to the south by Georgetown County, and to the west by Dillon and Marion counties. 

The county is located in the lower coastal plain which is made up of marine or fluvial deposits that contain 
varying amounts of sand, silt, and clay (Dudley 1986). The soils were formed during the Pleistocene epoch, and 
several terraces were deposited in sequence from the lowest to the highest (Dudley 1986: 85). The study area is 
located on the Pamilico terrace. Soils consisted of poorly drained Ogeechee loamy fme sand, somewhat poorly 
drained Wahee fme sandy loam, moderately well drained Yauhannah fme sandy loam, somewhat poorly drained 
Yemassee loamy fme sand, and poorly drained Yonges fme sandy loam. The vast majority (approximately 90%) of 
the tract contains poorly drained soils. 

The Pamilico terrace ranges from sea level to 25 feet above sea level and makes up approximately 25 
percent of the county. It runs along the flood plains of the Waccamaw River, Bull Creek, and the Little Pee Dee 
River, and southeast from the Intracoastal waterway to the Atlantic Ocean. The topography of the study area nearly 
flat and the elevation ranges from 13 to 21 feet above mean sea level (MSL). 

The geology of the coastal plain has been described by Cooke (1936). He notes that from the Cape Fear 
River in North Carolina to Winyah Bay in South Carolina, the coast forms a "great arc scooped out by waves" 
(Cooke 1936: 4). In this area salt marshes are poorly developed or absent and few tidal inlets breach the coast (Smith 
1933:20-21). Mills (1972 [1826] :584) noted that compact shell limestone was found on the Waccawaw River between 
Gaul's ferry and Bear Bluff. 

The western portion of the county is drained by the Pee Dee River system which is found along the western 
boundary and consists of the Lumber River which drains into the Little Pee Dee River which in tum feeds the Great 
Pee Dee River. There is also a sizeable stream (Bull Creek) near the southern boundary of the county which connects 
the Pee Dee to the Waccamaw River. The Waccamaw River essentially bisects the county into east and west halves 
and drains numerous swamps between the river and the Atlantic Ocean. In the northeast comer of the county is the 
mouth of the Little River. The Intracoastal Waterway runs perpendicular to the Atlantic Ocean and counects the 
Waccamaw and Little Rivers. The only drainage in the tract is Collins Creek which drains into the Waccamaw River. 

The vegetation in Horry County has been classified by Kuchler (1964) as part of the Oak-Hickory-Pine 
forest, based on potential natural vegetation. Floodplains are covered by mixed hardwoods, including bald cypress, 
tupelo gum, and black gum. Less water tolerant trees such as pines occur on uplands. Also found in the bottomlands, 
floodplains, and Carolina bays are red maple, ash, water oak, ehn, and sweet gum. On the better drained uplands 
pine dominates, with loblolly and longleaf pines being indigenous and the slash pine introduced. 

In 1826, Mills noted: 

The long leaf pine abounds, also the cypress, live oak, water oak, white oak, &c. The fruit trees 
are, peaches, apples, pears, plums, cherries, figs; besides strawberries, which grow wild, 
whortleberries, &c. The forest trees begin to bud in the latter part of March, and the fruit trees in 
April. The pine and cypress are mostly used for building, though there is plenty of clay to make 
good brick The lime is burnt from oyster shells (Mills 1972 [1826):582). 
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Figure I. Vicinity of the project area on the 1: 100,000 Kingstree topographic map. 
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Figure 2. Location of project area on the 1973 Brookgreen USGS Quadrangle map, showing intensity of survey. 
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Mills also remarked that there was a large amount of wasteland in Horry county including both swamp and high 
lands. The highland waste areas were only suitable for cattle grazing (Mills 1972 [1826]:585). 
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BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

Prehistoric Synopsis 

The Paleo-Indian period, lasting from 12,000 to 8,000 B.C., is evidenced by basally thinned, side-notched 
projectile points; fluted, lanceolate projectile points; side scrapers; end scrapers; and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977). 
The Paleo-Indian occupation, while widespread, does not appear to have been intensive. Points usually associated 
with this period include the Clovis and several variants, Suwannee, Simpson, and Dalton (Goodyear et al. 1989: 36-
38). 

At least one Paleo-Indian projectile point has been found in Horry County which was found on the 
Waccamaw River (Goodyear et al. 1989: 33). This pattern of artifacts found along major river drainages has been 
interpreted by Michie to support the concept of an economy "oriented towards the exploitation of now extinct mega
fauna" (Michie 1977: 124). 

Unfonunately, little is known about Paleo-Indian subsistence sttategies, settlement systems, or social 
organization. Generally, archaeologists agree that the Paleo-Indian groups were at a band level of society, were 
nomadic, and were both hunters and foragers. While population density, based on the isolated fmds, is thought to 
have been low, Walthall suggests that toward the end of the period, "there was an increase in population density and 
in territoriality and that a number of new resource areas were beginning to be exploited" (Walthall 1980:30). 

The Archaic period, which dates from 8000 to 2000 B.C., does not form a sharp break with the Paleo-Indian 
period, but is a slow ttansition characterized by a modem climate and an increase in the diversity of material culture. 
Archaic period assemblages, characterized by comer-notched, side-notched, and broad stemmed projectile points, are 
common in the vicinity, although they rarely are found in good, well-preserved contexts. 

The Woodland period begins, by definition, with the introduction of fired clay pottery about 2000 B.C. along 
the South Carolina coast and much later in the Carolina Piedmont, about 500 B.C. It should be noted that many 
researchers call the period from about 2500 to 1000 B.C. the Late Archaic because of a perceived continuation of 
the Archaic lifestyle in spite of the manufacture of pottery. Regardless of temtinology, the period from 2000 to 500 
B.C. was a period of tremendous change. 

The subsistence economy during this early period was based primarily on deer hunting and fishing, with 
supplemental inclusions of small mammals, birds, reptiles, and shellfish. Various calculations of the probable yield 
of deer, fJSh, and other food sources identified from some coastal sites indicate that sedentary life was not only 
possible, but probable. Further inland it seems likely that many Native American groups continued the previous 
established patterrJS of band mobility. These frequent moves would allow the groups to take advantage of various 
seasonal resources, such as shad and sturgeon in the spring, nut masts in the fall, and turkeys during the winter. 

The South Appalachian Mississippian period, from about A.D. 1100 to 1640 is the most elaborate level of 
culture attained by the native inhabitants and is followed by cultural disintegration brought about largely by European 
disease. The period is characterized by complicated stamped pottery, complex social organization, agriculture, and 
the construction of temple mounds and ceremonial centers. 

There is minimal archaeological evidence for historic Indian occupation along the Waccamaw River. The 
only known historic Indian site investigated is Wachesaw Landing, located about 17 miles north of the city of 
Georgetown associated with the historic Waccamaw Indian. Historic trade beads and copper or brass items were 
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found in addition to two flexed burials (Trinkley and Hogue 1979: 1-19). 

Historic Synopsis 

General accounts of Horry County history are presented by Drucker and Anthony (1980), Lewis (1970), 
Mills (1972 [1826]), Quattlebaum (1954), Rogers (1972), and Trinkley (1983). Also, Mills (1969 [1825]) shows 
the location of settlements in the early 19th century and gives a brief description of the Horry district in the 1820s 
(1972 [1826]). 

The earliest European activity in the Horry County area may have been the Spanish Ayllon movement from 
the Cape Fear River to San Miguel de Gualdape, 45 leagues away. Some have argued that the Fort may have been 
located at the mouth of Winyah Bay, although it has been more recently suggested that the fort was in Beaufort 
County, South Carolina or Chatham County, Georgia. 

The earliest known settlement in Horry County was established around 1700 in the vicinity of the modem 
town of Conway. Most of these early settlers were small landholders since the county was unsuitable for any large 
scale plantation agriculture (Mills 1972 [1826]). Other 18th century settlements were located near the moulh of Little 
River and along the east bank of the Waccamaw River, on Waccamaw Neck The Little River area economy relied 
primarily on lumber and naval stores as well as livestock, skins, diversified farming, and the production of rice and 
indigo (Berry 1970). 

Jn 1731 Governor Roben Johnson directed the establishment of eleven townships, organized for defense 
against Indian and Spaniards. The Kingston Township was located within present day Horry and Georgetown 
Counties. Jn 1734 the town of Kingston was laid out in streets and grew into a major river port and commerce 
center. Jn 1801 the name of the town was changed to Conwayborough, which was later shortened to Couway (Mills 
1972 [1826]). 

Kingston never became a parish itself, but remained as part of the Parish of Prince George, Winyah until 
1785 (Rogers 1972:9). fu 1768, Sonth Carolina was divided into districts, and present day Horry County became 
part of the Georgetown District. This district was divided into four counties in 1785, one of which was Kingston 
County. fu 1868 Horry County was established (Quattlebaum 1954). 

Although Horry is a coastal county it developed very differently from Georgetown and Charleston counties. 
Horry Dlstrict was isolated from South Carolina and had much stronger connections to North Carolina (Rogers 
1972:3). The Waccamaw River was the major traffic artery, and it was not until the 1930s when the highway system 
developed that this reliance on river transportation changed. Most individuals were involved in subsistence farming 
in the early 1800s and farms were small, growing peas, wheat, rice, cotton, and corn, mainly for home consumption. 
Mills (1972 [1826]: 583) notes that most of the people were small farmers and that there were very few skilled 
tradesmen. Tue Mills Atlas (1969 [1825]) shows no suOOcribers in the study area. Figure 3 indicates that this 
portion of the county contained few subscribers. 

Only 203 of lhe land in Horry County is subject to the type of tidal overflow necessary for wet cultivation 
of rice, lherefore the emphasis on subsistence farming seems to have resulted from topography. River floodplain 
soil was rich and productive, where it conld be reclaimed from the swamp. Tue upland soils, however, were much 
less productive and had a light soil (Mills 1972 [1826]: 581). Because lhe soils were unable to support plantation 
agriculture there developed a unique distribution of population and a very low percentage of slaves (Rogers 1972:12). 

Following the Civil War, cotton and lumber became Horry County's chief products. Conway and Bucksport 
prospered as industrial and commercial centers, due to their location on the Waccamaw. The railroad system, 
the opening of remote areas of the county in 1887, and lhe accelerated production of tobacco dnring the 1890s helped 
to assure economic stability in the county (Lewis 1970). 
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Figure 3. Mills' Atlas (1825), Horry District in project vicinity. 

Previous Archaeological Investigations 

Relatively little archaeology has been performed in the Horry County area. Previous archaeological 
investigations .in Horry County are presented in Anderson (1975), Drucker and Anthony (1980), Englemayer (1979), 
and Trinkley (1983). The project area contained no known sites listed in the Institute's files. Because of the poorly 
drained soils of the study area and the proximity of no substantial creek or river, it was believed that the project area 
had a low potential for containing archaeological sites. 

Some unpublished research took place in the Myrtle Beach area during the 1960s at the Ellsworth Site by 
Erika Fogg-Amed Several test excavation were placed within the site which yielded Stallings, Thom's Creek, 
Hanover, and Cape Fear potteries as well as a Morrow Mountain projectile point (Fogg-Amed n.da). No site 
boundaries were ever determined Given the lack of basic descriptive information about the site, no site form was 
ever filed. 

Fogg-Amed also tested "the Coates site" located about 10 miles north of Myrtle Beach on a high bluff 
overlooking a freshwater pond Testing at this shell midden site produced exclusively litbic debitage (Fogg-Amed 
n.d.b ). No site form has ever been completed for the site. Both the Ellsworth and Coates sites are approximately 
20 miles north of the project area. 
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FIELD METHODS 

The initially proposed field techniques involved the placement of shovel tests and transects at 200 foot 
intervals with all fill being screened thtough % inch mesh. Two areas, consisting of moderately well drained points 
of land adjacent to drainages, were to be subjected to shovel testing at 100 foot intervals. A pedestrian survey was 
to supplement the shovel testing along dirt roads bed. Should sites be identified by shovel testing or pedestrian 
survey, further tests would be used to obtaln data on site bonndaries, artifact quantity and diversity, site integrity, 
and temporal affiliation. The information required for completion of South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthtopology Bite forms would be collected and photographs would be taken. if warranted in the opinion of the field 
investigators. 

All soil would be screened thtough % inch mesh, with each test numbered seqnentially. Each test would 
measure about I foot square and would normally be taken to a depth of at least 1 foot All cultural remains would 
be collected, except for shell, mortar, and brick, which would be quantitatively noted in the field and discarded. 
Notes would be maintained for profiles at any sites enconntered. In this study, a site was defined as rwo or more 
artifacts within a 25 foot radius that are 50 years or older. 

These field methods were put into effect with one .deviation. The tract evideoced heavy disturbance dne to 
logging which resulted in deep rutting with standing water in the poor! y drained areas. These portions of the tract 
were snbjected to pedesttian survey, with shovel testing used to verify soil conditions and to determine the presence 
of artifacts wheo surface visibility was poor. As a result, a total of 51 shovel tests were excavated at 100 foot 

Figure 4. Overall view of vegetation in the project area. 
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Figure 5. Wetland areas in the project area. 

intervals in moderately well drained soils adjacent to creeks, 157 shovel tests were excavated at 200 foot intervals 
in poorly drained areas which did not evidence ruts of standing water, and there were 126 shovel test stations as a 
part of the pedestrian survey of the remaining area (see Figure 2). Figures 4 and 5 show vegetation, soil conditions, 
and drainage present in the tract. 

Field notes have been prepared for curation using archival standards and will be transferred to the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology as soon as the project is complete. 
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RESULTS 

The shovel tests and pedestrian survey did not identify any sites on the proposed 407 acre development tract. 
Pedestrian survey located several modern trash dumps along the old road bed. The 1943 (photo revised 1973) 
Brookgreen USGS topographic map, showed a structure in the southern portion of the development tract. The 
structure was not present when the map was originally made in 1943, but was present in 1973 when it was revised, 
clearly illustrating that the structure dated to the last half of the twentieth century. Intensive shovel testing in this 
area and additional pedestrian survey did not locate any structural remains relating to this building. However, modern 
trash was fouod in the area. None of this trash was more than 50 years old and consisted of crown cap bottles, glass 
coffee jars, and tin cans. The soil profile throughout most of the tract consisted of 0.3 to 0. 7 feet of black (Munsell 
IOYR2/l) loamy fme sand overlying light yellowish brown (Muosell IOYR6/2) loamy fine sand. In the better drained 
areas, soil profiles were generally 0.6 feet of brown (Munsell IOYR4/3) fme sandy loam overlying yellowish brown 
(IOYR5/6) sandy clay loam subsoil. 
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CONCJLUSIONS 

As a.result of the archaeological survey of the proposed 407 acre development tract, no archaeological 
remains were identified. Consequently, no further investigations are reconunended by Chicora Foundation. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may be encountered in the survey tract during construction. 
Construction crews should be advised to report any discoveries of concentrations of artifacts (such as bottles, 
ceramics, or projectile points) or brick rubble to the project engineer, who should in turn report the material to the 
South Carolina State Historic Preservation office or to the client's archaeologist. No construction should take place 
in the vicinity of these late discoveries until they have been examined by an archaeologist. 
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