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ABSTRACT 
This study reports on an interuiive 

archaeological survey of a 20.5 acre tract of properly in 

Whitehall Plantation on the A.hley River in the 
southeastern comer of Dorchester County, South 

Carolina. The properly, currently being developed by 
Special Properties, will be subdivided into multiple lots, 
although we understand that the demily will not be ail 

great as the remainder of Whiteh~ll to the north of this 
parcel. In anticipation of OCRM permits, Special 
Properties requested that Chicora Foundation conduct 
this .,,,haeological and historical investigation of the 
properly. 

The tract consists of a peninsula which 
gradually slopeB southward toward the A.h!ey River. 
There is no deep water ac:'cess, although it is surrounded 

by marsh on its ea.Btern, southern, and western sides. 

Elevations range from about b to 18 feet in the survey 
tract, with much of the properly exhibiting rather low, 
wet soi.la. 

Consultation with the S.C. Department of 
Archives and History revealed that the proposed project 
is within the boundaries of the A.hley River Historic 
District, the A.h!ey River Special Area Management 
Plan, as well as within the boundaries of the Middleton 
Place National Historic Landmark Geographical Area 
of Particular Concern view-shed (MidJleton Place is 
situated to the southwest, on the opposite side of the 

A.hley River). The S.C. Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology site files reveal that the tract is within the 
original eite boundaries of Midclleton Place (bkely 
because the Middleton Place Foundation originally 
owned this tract of land). There are a numkr of 
archaeological sites in the genetal vicinity, although 
none have ken reported for the study tra.cl.. 
Brockington and Associated has previously surveyed a 
large portion of Whitehall Plantation la the north of 
this tract. Additional historic research was limited to a 
review of secondary sources for the immediate project 

area. 

Although much of the properly is relatively 
low, exhibiting only moderately well drained soils, we 
chose to conduct shovel testing at 100-foot intervals 
since the tract is in a h-IBtoriaally seruitive area. All fill 
was screened through Y4-inch mesh and the shovel tests 
were backfilled at the completion of the study. 

Although this tract is situated within the 
boundaries of a previously recorded archaeological site; 

this eurvey failed to identify any cultural material.. Of 
greater concern iB possible viauJ intrusion of the 
proposed development on the MidJleton Place 
viewscape. Ensuring adequate setbacks and 'requiring 
vegetative buffers may be adequate to eliminate any 

visual intrusion. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 

be encountered in the corridor during construction. 
Construction creWB ehould 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 Chicora Foundation or the State Historic 

Preeervation Officer. No construction should take place 
in the vicinity of these late discoveriee until they have 
been examined by an archaeologist. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Project Backttround 

Th iii work was conducted for Mr. John 
Templeton, SpeciJ Properties, by Dr. Michael 
T rio11ey, with aesiiilance from Mr. Tom Covington, of 
Chicora Foundation. The project involves the hu.toricJ 
and archaeological survey of a 26.5 acre tract of 
properly situated on the southern edge of the WhitehJl 
Planta!ion development on the east side of the Ashley 
River in Dorchester County, South Carolina (Figurea 
1and2). 

The survey tract iii bordered to the north by 
Whitehall Plantation, and to the east, south, and west 
by the marshes of the Ashley River. The tract iB 

dominated by the Whitehall subdiviiiion to the north. 
Immediately adjacent to the study properly the area iii 
still wooded and little development has taken place 
beyond utility and road construction. Tb particular 
area of Dorchester County has seen exceptional growth 
and development over the past 20 years, with what was 

originally Jmost enti'rely wooded tract. being 
transformed into a series of housing developments. 
What historically was known as Cedar Grove iii today 
known as the Whitehall Plantation development. 

The current tract iii perhaps the last section of 
the origins! plantation undeveloped and thiii study was 

conducted to aesIBt the owner, and the real estate agent 
of record, comply with their cultural resource 
requirements as they seek to obtain permits from the 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management. 

The investigation consists of an archaeological 
survey of the 26.5 acre tract; historic research, however, 
focuses on the much larger area of Cedar Grove which 
has been previously investigated (Bailey et al. 1999). 
Background reaearch included an examination of 
records at the S.C. Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology for information an previously recorded 

archaeological sites in the area, as well as an 
examination of the files of the S.C. Department of 
Archives and History for infonnation on previous 
architectural surveys of the area, as well as for 
information on National Register sites in the study 
vicinity. 

The field investigation was conducted by Dr. 
Michael Trinkley and Mr. Tom Covington on 
December 15, 1999. A total of 16 person hours were 
spent on-site conducting the survey.- An additional 6-
person hours were devoted to the examination of 
secondary historical documents associated with the 
study area. 

Natural Enyironment 

The projecrt area is situated in the southeastern 
portion of Dorchester County, just northwest of the 
Charleaton County border. The project area iii situated 
on a peninsula 'With a pronounced sand ridge at its 
inland or northern edge and topography that gently 
slopes southward, into the marshes of the Ashley River. 
The central portion of the tract is somewhat lower than 
the area to either the north or south1 creating a bowl-
1.ke depression in the center of the survey tract. 

Dorchester County is situated in the Lowe< 

Coastal Plain of South Carolina. It iii bounded to the 
north by Orangeburg County, on the east by Berkeley 
County, on the south by Charleston County, and iii 
separated from Colleton County on the west by the 
Edu.to River. The county iii drained by the Edisto and 
Ashley Rivers, with the project area itself drained by 
Dorchester Creek, which empties into the Ashley River 
located south of the project area. Elevations in the 
county range from about 3 or 4 feet above sea level 
along parts of the Ashley River to about 120 feet above 
sea level near Reevesville (Eppinette 1990:1). 
Elevations in the project area range from about 6 to 18 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF A PORTION OF nm WHITEHAll TRACT 

0 1 20 

SCALE N MILES 

igure l. Project vicinity in Dorohester County, South Carolina (baoemap is USGS South Carolina 1:500,000). 
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igure 2. Project area showing the location of the survey tract (baeemap is USGS StallsvJ!e l 959PR79 and Ladso 
1958PR79). 
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feet .hove mean sea level (AMSL). 

Thia portion of the Lower Coaatal Plam 
contains nearly level soils. In a few small areas, 

primarily along major rivers and swamps, the soils are 

gently slopmg. Less than 1 % of the county Ui flooded 
daily or occasionally by saline water. All of the soils in 
the county were deposited or formed during the 
PleUilocene epoch. During this period, the ocean moved 
over the area, perhaps several times. AB the ocean 
retreated., it left formations and terraces which indicate 
former shorelines and soils of different ages. The 
terraces in Dorchester County, from the sea to the 

inland, include the Recent, Pamlico, Talbot, 
Penholoway, Wicomico, and Sunderland. The project 
area is located in the Pamlico Terrace which ranges 

from sea level up to 25 feet above sea level (Cooke 
1936; Eppinette 1990:89). 

Geology and Soils 

The geology of the Lower Coaatal Plain has 
been well described by Cooke (1936) who notes that 
from the Cape Fear River in North Carolina to Winyah 
Bay in South Carolina, the coast fonns a 11great arc 
scooped out by waves" (Cooke 1936:4). Thi. area has 
been described by Brown (1975) as being an arcuate 
atrand. ln th;, area salt marshes are poorly developed or 
absent and few tidal inlets breach the coast (Smith 
1933:20-21). This situation is the result of an 
erosional hUitory about 100,000 years •go. ln general, 
however, the geology of the Lower CoaBtal Plain IB less 
complex than that of other sections of the state. 

The area ;, dominated by fluvial deposits of 
unconsolidated sand. and clays. Rocks are almost totally 
ahsent from the area, although Mill. (1972 
[1826]:584) does note that some compact shell 
limestone was found on the Waccamaw between Gaul's 
Ferry and Bear Bluff. 

Soils were primarily formed during the 
Pleistocene epoch and several terraces were deposited 
(Dudley 1986:85). The project vicinity Ui characterized 
by the Mouzon-Brookman-Wahee Asaociation. In 
general, these soils range from somewhat poody drained 
to very poorly drained. They typically have a loamy 
surlace layer over a loamy and clayey subsoil. 

4 

Only one soil series is found in the project 

area, the Mouwn fine sandy loam. Tb. soil Ui found on 
broad, nearly level, low terraces, such as we encountered 
in the atudy area. The A horizon ;, generally a very dark 
grayish hrown (10YR3/2) fine sand loam about 0.4 foot 
m depth, overlymg an E horizon of light gray 
(10YR7/l) loamy fine sand to ahout 0.7 foot. Below 
th;,, to a depth of nearly 2.0 feet are gray (10YR5/l) 
sandy clay loams. These soils are occasionally flooded 
and have seasonal high water tahlea from the surface lo 
a depth of about 1.0 fool. 

Climate 

John Lawson described South Carolina in 
1700 as having, 11a sweet .Air, moderate Climate, and 
fertile Soil" (Lefler 1967:86). Of course, LaWEon 
tended to romanticize Carolina. In December 17 40 
Robert Pringle remarked that Charleston was having 
11hard frosts & Snow11 characl:erized as 11a great 
Detriment to the Negroes" (Edgar 1972:282), while in 
May 17 44 Pringle atates, "the weather having already 
Come in very hott" (Edgar 1972:685) - revealing the 
extraordinary shifts that often made Carolina far less of 
a paradIBe than implied by Lawson. 

The major climatic controls of the area are 

latitude, elevation, distance from the ocean, and 

location with respect to the average tracks of migratory 
cyclones. Dorchester's latitude of 32"55'N places it on 
the edge of the balmy subtropical climate typical of 
Florida, further south. As a result, there are relatively 
short, mild winters and long, warm, humid swnmers. 

The large amount of nearby warm ocean water surface 
produces a marine climate, which tends to moderate 

both the cold and hot weather. The Appalachian 
Mountains, about 220 mlles to the northwe.t, block the 
shallow cold air masses from the northwest, moderatll-ig 
them before they reach the sea ;,land. (Mathews et al. 
1980:46). 

The average high temperature in Charleston 
and Mount Pleasant in July is 79°F, although 
temperatures are frequently in the 90s during much of 
July (Kjerlve l 975:C-4). Mills noted: 

in the months of June, July, and 
Auguat, 1752, the weather in 
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Charleston - warmer than any of 
the inhabitants before had ever 
experienced. The mercury in the 

shade often rose above 90 °, and for 
nearly twenty successive days varied 
between that an 101 ° (Mills 1972 
[1826):444). 

The area normally experiences a high relative humidity, 
adding greatly to the di.comfort. Kjetlve (l 975:C-5) 
found an annual mean value of 73.5% RH, with the 
highest levels occurring during the summer. Pringle 
remarked in 17 42 that guns "sufferr'd with the Rust by 
Lying so Long here, & which affects any Kind of Iron 
Ware, much more in this Climate than in Europe 11 

(Edgar 1972:465). 

The annual rainfall in this portion of 
Dorchester iB about 50 inches, fairly evenly spaced over 
the year. While adequate for most crops, there may be 
periods of both exceBBive rain and drought. The nearby 
Charleston area has recorded up to 20 inches of rein in 
a single month and the rainfall over a three month 
period has exceeded 30 inches no less than 9 times in 
the past 37 years. LikewiBe, periods of drought can 
occur and cause considerable damage to crops and 

livestock. Mill. remarks that the "Summer of 1728 was 

unconunonly hot; the face of the earth was completely 
parched; the pools of standing water dried up, and the 
field reduced to the greatest distress" (Mills 1972 
[1826] :447-448). Another significant drought occurred 
in 1845, affecting both the Low and Up Country. 

The annual growing season iB 223 days, 
although early freezes in the fall and late frosts in the 
spring can reduce this period. 

Floristics 

The area of the study tract exhibits three major 
ecosystem.B: the maritime forest ecosystem which 

consists of the upland forest areas, the palustrine 
ecosystetn.B whioh consist of essentially fresh water, non
tidal wetlands, and the salt-waler dominated tidal 
marshes (Sandifer el al. 1980:7-9). All were important 
to the area's preb.i-rloric and historic occupants. 

The maritime forest ecosystem has been found 

to consist of five principal forest types, including the 
Oak-Pine forests, the Mixed Oak Hardwood forests, the 
Pahuetto forests, the Oak thickets, and other 
miscellaneous wooded areas (such as salt marsh thickets 
and wax myrtle thickets). 

Of these the Oak-Pine forests are most 
common, constituting large area.a of the region's 

original forest community. In some area.a palmetto 

becomes an important sub-dominant. Typically these 
forests are dominated by the laurel oak with pine 
(primarily loblol!y with minor amounts of longleaf pine) 
as the major canopy co-dominant. Hickocy is present, 
although uncommon. Other trees found are the sweet 

gum and magno~a, with sassafras, red bay, American 
holly, and wax myrtle and palmetto found in the 
understory. 

Mills, in the early nineteenth century, 

remarked that: 

South Carolina is rich in native and 

exotic productions; the varieties of its 
soil, climate, and geological 
positions, afford planta of rare, 
valuable, and medicinal qualities; 
fruits of a luscious, refreshing, and 

nourishing nature; vines and shrubs 

of exquisite beauty, fragrance, and 
luxuriance, and forest trees of noble 

growth, in great variety (Mills 1972 
[1826):66). 

The loblolly pine was called the "pitch or Frankincense 
Pine" and was used to produce tar and turpentine; the 

longleaf pine was "much used in building and for all 
other domestic purposes;" trees such as the red bay and 
red cedar were often used in furruture making and cedar 
was a favorite for posts; and live oaks were recognized as 
yielding "the best of timber for ship building;'' (Mills 
1972 [1826):66-85). Mills also observed that: 

in former yea.re cypress was much used 
in building, but the diffi.culty of 
obtaining it now, compared with the 
pine, occasions little of it to be cut for 
sale, except in the shape of shingles; 
the cypress iB a most valuable wood for 

5 
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durability and lightness. Besides the 
two names we have cedar, poplar, 
beech, oak, and locust, which are or 
may be al.o used in buJding (Mills 
1972 !1826],4b0). 

The "Oak and hickory high land." according to 
Mills were, "well suited for corn and provisions, also for 

indigo and cotton" (Mills 1972 (1826],443). Tbe value 
of these land. in the mid-1820s waa from $10 lo $20 

conBiBt of red maple, swamp tupelo, sweet gum, red bay, 
cypress, and various hollies. Also expected in these areas 
would be wading bird. and reptJes. It seems likely that 
these freshwater environs were of particular importance 

to the prehistoric occupants, but posed only a passing 
hindrance to the historic plantation owners. 

Along the southern edge of the properly is 

situated the third environmental zone - the salt marsh 
and its border zonation (Figure 3). The upper marsh is 

dominated by marsh 
elder, sea myrtle or 
ground.el, and marehhay 
cordgrass. Slightly lower 
marsh areas are 

dominated by glasswort, 
smooth cord.grass, and 

sea oxeye. All of these 
communities are almost 

entirely dependent on 
the duration of flooding 
and the salinity of the 
waler. WhJe al first 
glance these marsh areas 

seem to offer little, they 
are actually full of 
biological diversity and 
provide a wealth of 
resources, including 

oysters and other 
igure 3. Marsh frontage at the south edge of the survey tract. Middleton Place to across th 

AslJey River in the background. 
shelliish, fi.h, wading 
and other marsh bird., 

per acre, less expensive than the tidal swamp or inland 

swamp land. (where rice and, with drainage, cotton 
could be grown). 

The freshwater palustrine ecosystem includes 
all wetland ecosystems, such as the swamps, bays, 
savannas, pocisiru, and creeks where the salinitie~ 
measure less than 0.5 ppt. These palustrine ecosystems 

lend lo be diverse, although not well studied (Sandifer 
et al. 1 980 '295). Many of these freshwater areas are 
likely associated with the various troughs scattered 
acrOBB the area. A number of forest types may be found 
in the palustrine areas which would attract a variety of 
terrestrial mammal.. The typical vegetation might 

6 

as well as materials used 

for fertilize,_ 

The survey traot has experienced a very large 
degree of disturbance over its history. There is good 
evidence that this area was never intensively cultivated, 

but was left in wood. for moat of its colonial and 
antebellum history. In the postbellum, however, much 
of tb.e area was aggressively mined for its phosphate 

rock, causing extensive disturbance to the native 

vegetation. Today evidence of this mining is still clearly 
visible in the survey tract, as well as large portions of 
Whitehall Plantation lo the north. Tbe vegetation of 
the tract is consistent with second growth, typically no 
older than about 70 years (Figures 4 and 5). 
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extinct mega-fauna 11 

(Michie 1977:124). 

Unfortunately, 
little iB known about 
Paleo-Indian subsiBtence 
strategies, settlement 

systems, or social 

igure 4. Hardwood forest and rolling topography at the northern edge of the survey tract, 
showlliE evidence of previoue phosphate mining activity. 

organization. Generally, 

arahaeologiBts agree that 

the Paleo-Indian groups 
were at a band level of 
society (see Service 

1966), were nomadic, 
and were both hunters 
and foragers. WhJe 
population density, based 
on the isolated finds, is 

thought to have been 
low, Walthall suggests 
that toward the end of 

The Prebtoric 

The Paleo-Indian period, lasting from 12,000 to 
8,000 B.C., iB evidenced 
by basally thinned, 
aide-notched projec\Je 
points; fluted, 'lanceolate 
projectile point~, side 
scrapers, end scrapers; 

and drill. (Coe 1964; 
Michie 1977; WJliams 
1968). The 
Paleo-Indian 
occupation, while 
widespread, does not 

appear to have been 

intensive. Artifacts are 

most frequently found 
along majm river 

drainages, which Michie 
interprets to support the 

concept of an economy 
11oriented towards the 
exploitation of now tract. 

the period.1 
11there 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). 

7 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF A PORTION OF THE WHITEHALL TRACT 

Regional Phases 
--- ---

Dates Period Sub- COASTAL MIDDLE SAVANNAH CENTRAL CAROLINA 
Period VALLEY PIEDMONT 

1715 i!i caraway ' EARLY Attllmaha 
:c ' 1650 

Rembert ' ~ lATE Irene I Pee Dee Hollywood ' " ~r Sava.An ah ""' """' ' 1100 Lawton ' 
Poe Dee 

lATE ' St. catherlnes I Swift Creek Savannah ' BOO Uwlranio 
Sand Tempered Wllmlngton? 

A.D. Wdrnlngtoo 
- MIDDLE B.C. ; Y>didn 

°'Ptfo<d Deptford 
300 ---

EARLY 
Refuge ·-1000 

Thom's Creek 
Stallhlgs 

2000 lATE 
Savannah Rlve>" 

3000 
Haifax 

i Gull ford 
MIDDLE Morrow """"'3ln 

Stanly 

5000 

8000 EARLY "'"' 
""""'' 

10,000 --- ---- ~------ --- -- - --- - - - - - - - -- -Hardaway - ----- --- -- --- - - - ------
§ 
" Hardaway - Dalton 

1; nn.n ~ CUmberland Oovis SaTipson ~ 

igure 6. Cultural periods along the coast of South Carolina. 
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INTRODUCTION 

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 \raruition 
characterized by a modern climate and an increase in 
the diversity of material culture . .A.sociated with this is 
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals, 

although the white tailed deer was likely the most 
commonly exploited mammal. The chronology 
established by Coe (1964) for the North Carolina 
Piedmont may be applied with little modilication to the 
South Carolina coastal plain and piedmont. Archaic 
period aasemblages, exemplified by comer-notched and 
broad-stem projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps 

because the swamps and drainages offered especially 
attractive ecotones. 

In the Coastal Plain of the South Carolina 
there is an increase in the quantity of Early Archaic 
remains, probably associated with an increase in 
population and associated. increase in the intensity of 
occupation. While Hardaway and Dalton points are 

typically found as isolated specimens along riverine 
environments, remains from the following Palmer phase 
are not only more common, but are also found in hoth 

riverine and interriverine settings. Kirks are likewise 
common in the coastal plain (Goodyear el al. 1979). 

The two primary Middle Archaic phaaes fonnd 
in the coastal plain are the Morrow Mountain and 
GuJford (the Stanly and Halifax complexes identified 
by Coe are rarely encountered), Our best information 

on the Middle Woodland cornea from sites investigated 
west of the .Appalachian Mountains, such as the work in 
the Little Tennessee River Volley. The work al Middle 
Archaic river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse 
floral and faunal subsistence base, seems to stand in 
stark contraal lo Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quartz 
Industry11 of Georgia and South Carolina, where axes, 
choppers, and ground and polished stone tools are very 
rare, 

The Late Archaic is characterized by the 
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River 

projectile points (Coe 1964). These people continued 
the intensive exploitation of the uplands much like 
earlier Archaic groups. The bulk of our data for this 
period, however, comes from work in the Uwharrie 

region of North Carolina. 

The Woodland period beginB by defuution with 
the introduction of fired clay pottery about 2000 B.C. 
along the South Carolina ooaal (the introduction of 
pottery, and hence the beginning of the Woodland 
period, occurs much later in the Piedmont of South 
Carolina). It should be noted that many researchers call 
the period from about 2500 lo 1000 B.C. the Late 
Archaic because of a perceived continuation of the 

Archaic lifestyle in spite of the manufacture of pottery. 
Regardless of terminology, the period from 2500 lo 
1000 B.C. is well documented on the South Carolina 
coaat and is aharoctemed by Stallings (fiber-tempered) 
pottery (iee Figure 6 for a synopsis of Woodland phases 
and pottery designations). The subsistence economy 
during this early period waa based primarily on deer 
hunting and fishing, with supplemental inc\UJ3iorui of 
small mammals, birds, reptiles, and shellfish. 

Like the Stallings settlement pattern, Thom1s 
Creek sites are found in a variety of environmental 
zones and take on several fonns. Thom's Creek sites are 

fonnd throughout the South Carolina Coastal Zone, 
Coastal Plain, and up to the Fall Line. The sites are 
found into the North Carolina Coastal Plain, but do 
not appear to extend southward into Georgia. 

In the Coastal Plain drainage of the Savannah 
River there is a change of settlement, and probably 
subsistence, away from the riverine focus found in the 

Stalling. Phase (Hanson 1982: 13; Stoltman 
1974:235-236). Thom's Creek sites are more 
commonly found in the upland areas and lack evidence 
of intensive shellfish collection. In the Coaatal Zone 
la:rge, irregular shell ntiddens1 small, sparse shell 
middens; and large "shell J:inBs" are found in the Thom's 
C:reek settlement system. 

The Deptford phase, which dates from llOO 
B.C. to A.D. 600, is best characterized by fine to coarse 
sandy paale pottery with a check stamped surface 
treatment. The Deptford settlement pattern involves 
both coastal and inland sites. 

Inland, •ites such as 38AK228-W, 381..X5, 
38RD60, and 38BM40 indicate the presence of an 
extelll!ive Deptford occupation on the Fall Line and the 
Coastal Plain, although sandy, acidic sotls preclude 
statements on the subaistence base (Anderson 1979; 
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Ryan 1972; Trinkley l 980b). Theae interior or upland 
Deptford sites, however, are strongly associated with the 
swamp terrace edge, and this environment is productive 

not only in nut masts, but also in large mammals such 
as deer. Perhaps the best data concerning Deptford 
11base camps 11 comes from the LewiB-West site 

(38AK2'.l8-W), where evidence of abundant food 
remains, storage pit features, elaborate material culture, 

mortuary behavior, and craft specialization has ken 
reported (Sassaman et al. 1990:96-98). 

Throughout much of the Coastal Zone and 
Coastal Plain north of Charleston, a somewhat different 
cultural manifeatation is observed, related to the 
"Northern Tradition" (e.g., Caldwell 1958). Tb.is 
recently identified assemblage has ken termed Deep 
Creek and was first identified from northern N arth 
Carolina sites (Phelps 1983). The Deep Creek 
assemblage is characterized by pottery with medium to 
coarse sand inclusions and surface treatments of cord 

marking, fabric impressing, simple stamping, and net 
impressing. Much at tbs material has been previously 
designated as the Middle Woodland "Cape Fear" pottery 
originally typed by South (1976). The Deep Creek 
wares date from about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 1 in North 
Carolina, but may date later in South Carolina. The 
Deep Creek settlement and subsistence systems are 
poorly known, but appear to be very similar to those 
identified with the Deptford phase. 

The Deep Creek sssemblage strongly resembles 
Deptford bath typologically and temporally. It appears 
this northern hadition of cord and fabric impressions 
was introduced and gradually accepted by indigenous 
South Carolina populations. During this time some 
groups oontinued making only the alder carved 
paddle-stamped pottery, wbJe others mixed the two 
styles, and still others (and later all) made exclusively 
cord and fabric stamped warea. 

The Middle Woodland in South Carolina is 

characterized by a pattern of settlement mobility and 
short-term occupation. On the Bouthem coast it iB 
associated with the Wilmington phase, wbJe on the 
northern coast it is recognized by the presence of 

Hanover, McClellanville or Santee, and Mount 
Pleasant aesemblages. The best data concerning Middle 
Woodland Coastal Zone assemblages comes from 
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Phelps' (1983:32-33) work in North Carolina. 
Associated items include a small variety of the Roanoke 
Large Triangular points (Coe 1964:110-111), 
sandstone abraders, shell pendants, pokhed stone 
gorgets, celts, ancl woven marsh mats. Signilicantly, 
both primary inhumations and cremations are found. 

On the Coastal Plain of South Carolina, 
researchers are finding evidence of a Middle Woodland 
Yadkin assemblage, best known from Coe'~ work at the 
Doerschuk site in North Carolina (Coe 1964:25-26). 
Yadkin pottery is characterized by a crushed quartz 
temper and cord marked, fabric impresBed, and linear 
check stamped surlace treatments. The Yadkin ceramiCB 
are associated with medium-sized triangular points, 

although Oliver (1981) suggests that a continuation of 
the Piedmont Stemmed Tradition to at least A.D. 300 
coexisted with this Triangular Tradition. The Yadkin 
series in South Carolina was fu:.t observed by Ward 
(1978, 1983) from the White's Creek drainage in 
Marlboro County, South Carolina. Since then, a large 
Yadkin village has been identified by DePrat\.er at the 
Dunlap site (38DA66) in Darlington County, South 
Carolina (Chester DePratter, personal communication 

1985) and Blanton et al. (1986) have excavated a small 
Yadkin site (38SU83) in Sumter County, South 
Carolina. Research at 38FL249 on the Roche Carolina 
tract in norlhern Florence County revealed. an 
assemblage including Badin, Yadkin, and Wilmington 
wares (Trinkley et al. 1993:85-102). Anderson et al. 
(1982:299-302) otter additional typological 
assessments of the Y ad.kin wares in South Carolina. 

Over the years the suggestion that Cape Fear 
might be replaced by such types as Deep Creek and 
Mount Pleasant has raised considerable controversy. 
Taylor, for example, rejects the use of the North 
Carolina types in favor of those developed by Anderson 
et al. (1982) from their work at Mattassee Lake in 
Berkeley County (Taylor 1984:80). Cable (1991) is 
even lees generouei in hie denouncement of ceramic 
constructs developed nearly a decade ago, al.a favoring 
adoption of the Mattasaee Lake typology and 
chronology. This constrnct, recognizing five phases 
(Deptford I - Ill, McClellanville, and Santee]), uses a 
type variety system. 

Regardless of tenninology, these Middle 
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Woodland Coastal Plain and Coastal Zone phases 
continue the Eady Woodland Deptford pattern of 
mobility. WhJe sites are found all along the coast and 
inland to the Fall Line, shell midden sites evidence 
sparse shell and artifacts. Gone are the abundant shell 
tools, worked bone items, and clay balk. Recent 
nwestigations at Coastal Zone sites such as 38BU7 47 
and 38BU1214, however, have provided some evidence 

of worked bone and shell items at Deptford phase 
middellil (see Trinkley 1990). 

In many respects the South Carolina Late 
Woodland may be characterized as a continuation of 
previous Middle Woodland cultural assemblages. WhJe 
outside the Carolinae there were major cultural changes, 
such ae the continued development and elaboration of 
agriculture, the Carolina groups settled into a lifeway 

not appreciably different horn that observed for the 
previous 500 to 700 ye= (cf. Sassaman et al. 
1990:14-15). This situation would remain unchanged 
until the development of the South Appalachian 
Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 1971). 

The South Appalachian Mississippian Period 

(ca. A.D. 1100 to 1640) is the most elaborate level of 
culture attained by the native inhabitant. 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 constrnclion of 

temple mounds and ceremonial centers. The earliest 
phases include the Savannal1 and Pee Dee (A.D. 1200 
to 1550). 

Historic Overview 

Tbe English established the first permanent 
settlement in what is today South Catalina in 1670 on 
the west bank of the A.hJey River. Like other Em;opean 
powers, the English were lured to the New w,;rld for 
reasons other than the acquisition of land and 

promotion of agriculture. The Lord Proprietors, who 

owned the colony until 1719-1720, intended to 
discover a staple crop whose marketing would provide 
great wealth through the mercantile system. 

By 1680 the settlers of Alhemarle Point had 
moved their village across the bay to tbe tip of the 

peninBula formed by the A.hiey and Cooper rivers. This 
new settlement at Oyster Point would become modern
day Chadeston. The move provided not only a more 
healthful climate and an area of hettar defenae, but: 

[t]he cituation of this Town is so 
convenient for public Commerce that 
it rather seems lo be the design of 
some skillful Artist than the 
accidental position of nature 
(Mathews 1954:153). 

WhJe the Indian h..de wae profitable lo many 
of the Carolina colonists, it did not provide the 
proprietors with the wealth they were expecting from the 
new colony. Eady agricultural experiments which 
involved olives, grapes, silkworms, and oranges were less 
than successful. Consequently, the cultivation of cotton, 
rice, tohacco, and flax were stressed as these were staple 

crape whose marketing the proprietors could easily 
monopolize. 

In 1696, further up the A.hley River, a grant 
of 1,800 acres on a peninsula of high land located 
between the A.hley River and the Boo-shoo-ee Creek 
(now Dorahester Creek, and also referred to as Boshoo 

or Boshoe Creek) was obtained by Massachusetts 
Congregationalists, and the town of Dorchester wae 

established (Carrillo 1973:5). Dorchester, located at 
the navigable head of the A.hley River became a center 
for trade and the distribution of goods (Walker 
1941:50). Trade hetween local farmers, artisan£, and 
1nerchants, and a lucrative deerskin trade comprised 
Dorchester's economy (Beck 1998:2). Naval stores, 
such as tar, pitch, and luniber were also exported from 
Dorchester. 

The Congregationalist church obtained 2,250 
additional acres between 1699 and 1700, making the 
total acreage associated with the Congregationalist 
Church 4,050 acres (Smith 1905:70-72). Diaries 
belonging lo elders of the church show that not all 
original occupants of the Dorchester settlement were 
associated with the Congregationalist., with "others that 
were concernedn also drawing lots for land divisions in 

the settlement along with church members (Smith 
1905:72). Land was set aside in Dorchester for a 
"place of trade," a. public square and streets, and a 
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"conunons (Smith 1905:72-73). The space where the 
creek enters the river was also set aside for publi.a use, 

and an additional 123 acres north of the town along 
Boshoe Creek waa set aside for mill purposes. 

Construction of a permanent briak church, 
called the "White Meeting Honse" was begun sometime 
after 1700. During this time, the town began to grow 
and soon a number of merchants had e•tablished 
theIIl!lelves in Dorchester town (Smith 1905:79). New 
settlers to Dorchester received grants higher up and 
across the Asbley River. In 1706, the Act for the 
estabh.hment of the Church of England in the Province 
was passed, resulting in the creation of six parishes, 

including St. Andrew's Pariah, to which Dorchester 
belonged. By 1708, the town contained about 350 
people. 

In 1719, St. Andrew's Parish was divided and 
Dorchester became part of the St. deorge Pariah, with 
115 Engh.h families, including 500 person> and 1,300 
slaves, living in the town (Smith 1905:80). Estate 
inventories show that both Anglicans and dissenters in 
Dorchesterowned slaves (Beck 1998:2). According to 
an advertisement in the South Carokna Gazette 1 more 

than 300 African slaves from Angola were brought to 
Dorchester to be sold in order to avoid a smallpox 

epidemic in Charleston (Book 1998:2). 

Rice soon became more profitable than earlier 
crops in Dorchester, increasing the wealth of planters 

(Beck 1998'3), and encouraging the large scale 
introduction of slavery. Although introduced at least by 
the 1690s, rice did not become a significant staple crop 
untJ the early eighteenth century. At that time it not 
only provided the proprietoni with an economic base the 
mercantJe system required, but it was aka to form the 
basiB of South Carolina's plantation system (Carpenter 
1973). The majority of the slaves owned in Dorchester 
were concentrated in the surrounding plantations, with 
fewer slaves owned by merchants and artisans in the 

toWn>hip (Beck 1998:3). Many plantation> sprung up 
along the Asbley River, including Middleton Place, 
Archdale, Chatsworth, Spring Farm and Cedar Grove 
(Walker 1941:23). 

In 1719, a Statute for constructinii a Church 
of England was enacted, and 150 acres were purchased 
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for the church grounds. By 1734, the church reparrs 
and the construction of a parsonage house were 
undertaken. The town's growth ako enabled the 
conshuoHon of roads into the surrounding country and 

bridges over the Asbley River. other Aots, in 1723 and 
1734, were passed for estabh.hing a fair and markets, 
and founding a free school. However, the school and 
housing for the school' a master were not constructed 
untJ 1758. 

Between 1752 and 1756, overcrowding within 
Dorchester and concerns over the unhealthiness of the 

area led the Congregationalists to move to Georgia, 
without a marked decrease to Dorchester's importance 

as a locus of trade and diBtribution. The exodus of the 
entire congregation however, meant that the "White 
Meeting House" church w., no longer used for church 
services, and sat vacant until later in the century (Smith 

1905:92). 

During this time, Dorchester was also affected, 
though not directly, by the increased hostilities in the 
country associated with the French and Indian Wars. 
Preparations took place in the state to develop 
forlificationa and additions to exiating coaatal defense 

works at Port Royal, Winyaw, Fort John>on, and 
Dorchester (Carrillo 1973:7). A magazine and wall at 
Dorchester began construction in the late 1750's, with 
con>lruction ceased after 1760 most likely due to the 
decline of anxiety and tension in this area. The tabby 
fort buJ\ to assuage feanl of attacks from Native 
Americans iB still standing at the Old Dorchester State 
HiBtorio Site on the high bank of the Asbley River 
{Beck 1998: 1). The fort was constructed on the north 
side of the Asbley river in an area that compriBed the 
extreme southern portion of the town of Dorchester. 

Carrillo (1973:13) describes the tabby fort as a "flanked 
redoubt" which "resembles a pin wheel having four 
straight or slightly angling sides" (Carrillo 1973:13). 

South Carolina's 
0

economic development 

during the pre-Revolutionary War period involved a 
complex web of interactions between slaves, planters, 

and merchante. By 1710 slaves outnumbered free 
people in South Carolina and by the 1730s elaves were 
beginning to be concentrated on a few, large slave
holding plantations. By the close of the eighteenth 
century some South Carolina plantations had a ratio of 
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After the Revolution, loss of royal 
bounties on rice, indigo, and naval stores 

caused coruiderable economic chaos with 
the eventual 11restrncturing of the state1s 
agricultural and oommercial base" 
{Brockington el al. 1985:34). One meane 
of 11restructuring 11 was the emergence of 

cotton as the principal cash crop. Although 
11upland11 cotton was available as early as 

1733, ils ascendancy was ensured by the 
industrial revolution, the invention of the 

cotton gin in 1794, and the availability of 
slave labor. While 11Sea Island11 cotton was 

already being efficiently cleaned, the spread 
of cotton was primarily in the South 
Carolina interior. Consequently, 
Charleston benefitted primarily through its 
role as a commercial center. 

igure 7. Portion of H.A.M. Smith's "Plan of Settlements on the Ash!e 
River" showing the project area. 

Within five years of the 
Revol,;tionary War, Dorchester decayed 
rapidly (Smith 1905:86). According lo 
Smith, thi. decline wae due to several 
factors including the growth of the middle 
and upper country and the extension of the 

slaves to whites that was 27: 1 (Morgan 1977). 

With the onset of the Revolutionary War, 
, Dorchester was named as a possible armed post and by 

December 9, 1775, the Council of Safety of the 
Second Provincial Congress iBsued an order for 
manning the poet with troops and militia (Carril.lo 
1973:10). A map for the Ashley Barony ca. 1780 
(Smith 1988) showe the project area within Cedar 
Grove Plantation (Fi8ure 7). The plantation complex is 

il!UBtrated, as is a single slrncture in the general project 
area, although we believe that it probably laid lo the 
north of our tract. 

With American forcee defending Charleston, 
Dorcheeter was occupied twice by the British in 1780 
and 1781. Dorchester was sacked and burned on 
December 1, 1781 when the British learned of an 
impending attack and retreated to Charleston (Carrillo 
1973:10). Charleston itself was occupied by the British 
for over '.:W, years between 1780 and 1782. 

frontier, the development increased use of 
roads, the town's uneuitability for summer 

resorts for nearby planters, the planters' reliance on 
Charles Town for bUBiness needs rather than 
Dorchester, and the infertile land surrounding 
Dorchester (Smith 1905:85). The demise of 
Dorcheeter was facilitated by the growth of the town of 
Summerville by planters from the area who built houses 
and su~er settlements there. 

By 1832, Summerville had grown to the 
extent that the area was referred to as an "Old 
Summerville" and a "New Summerville" when the SC 

Canal and Railroad Company began building a railroad 
line (Walker 1941:78). Growth continued in the 
general area, prompting the creation of new counties. 

In 1800, Colleton County was formed from parts of 
Chadeeton County. M;ffs' Atlas from 1825 places the 
project area in Colleton County (Figure 8). Thi. map 
shows both Cedar Grove and Middleton Place, but does 
not show any struchl.res in the immediate project area . 

Cotton provided about 20 years of economic 
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River plantations -were the moat 
highly appreciated and productive 
lands in the colony. Now these 
lands are ahnoot left untilled, are 
rarely inhabited by the proprietors 
. . . & the whole presents a 
melancholy scene of 

abandonment, desolation & ruin. 
, , . But little rice is made, & only 

by a few persons. One occupant 

only on the left bank cultivates 
cotton for sale . ... The principal 
business now pursued is cutting 

wood to sell in Charleston 
(Mathew 1992:78). 

After years of cultivation without benefit of 
fertilizers, the Ashley River lands we<e 
largely unfit for cultivation and had been 
abandoned to timber. 

igure 8. Portion of Mill's Atlas for Colleton District showing the proje 

The situation did not change for 
the hotter after the Civil War. The land was 

still exhaueted and offered little chance of a 
productive return, and in addition area. 

success for South Carolina. During thie period South 
Carolina monopolized cotton production with a numher 

of planters growing wealthy (Mason 1976). The price of 
cotton fell in 1819 and remained low through the 
1820s, primarily because of competition horn planters 
in Alabama and Mississippi. Friedlander, in Wheaton et 
al. (1983:28-29) notes that cotton production in the 
inland coastal parishes fell by 25% in the years from 
1821 to 1839, although national production increased 
by 123%. Production improved dramatically in the 
1840s in spite of depressed prices and in the 1850s the 
price of cotton rose. 

By the mid-nineteenth century most of the 
plantations along the Ashley River had fallen into 
disrepair. Edmund Ruffin described the scene in 1843: 
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. . . the river banks offer many 

beautiful sites for residences, which 

were preferred as such by the early 
settlers, & for a long time the Ashley 

. agricultural labor was in short supply and 
was often "unreliable" according to former 

plantation owners. Gradually there was a shift to a new 
extractive induatry - phoophate mining. 

Phosphate rock in South Carolina was 

recognized by chemists and geologists at least as early as 
1797, although its economic importance was ignored, 
blunted prior to the Civil War, as one observer 
explained, by "a state of agricultural prosperity" 
(Guerard 1884:1). In fact, it was only when the 
economy of the law country lay in ruins that phoophate 
was explored. As Shick and Doyle argue, phoophate 
mining allowed, "the upper claes of planters and factors 
in the Charleston area ... to Bhore up a ... replica of 

the social order that they had defended in the late war" 
(Shiak and Doyle 1985:31). Just as to the point, they 
argue: 

in the grand mansions of the city the 
upper cl"'3s of old families continued 
to hold sway despite some disturbing 
signs of genteel poverty in flaking 
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paint and pawned .Jv.r. The alder 
leaders of thia •ancient city" 
developed a fiercely conservation 
resistance to things new and came to 
see the lack of growth as a blessing 
thot allowed them to preserve a 
special heritage with its roots in the 
old onler of antebellum times (Shick 
and Doyle 1985:30). 

Phoophate allowed economic activity, but without any 
real growth. It allowed the blocks to be engaged in 
productive activity, but without allowing any real 
freedom. And, like rice and cotton before it, phosphate 
waB predestined to destroy the land and result in 
eventual economic collapse. 

Phosphate, used as fertilizer, wae found as 
depoe±ts in beds or strata of rough nodules "horn part of 
an inch to several feet in diameter," ofl-en associated 

with fossJ bones. The strata were typically 6 to 20 
inches in depth and were found up to 8 feet below the 
modern ground surface. The nodules were al.a found in 
creeks and, according to Guerard, "on the low lands 
which form a belt of country running parallel to the 
Atlantic and horn 10 to 60 mJes horn the seaboard 
(Guerard 1884:4). 

In the pOB\-war rush to find some new system 
to bolster the economy end put blacks back to work, 
none of the problems potentially associated with 
phosphates were considered significant. A number of 
phosphate companies were organized to excavate the 
rock. The first company organized, in 1867, was the 
Charleston, S. C. Mining and Mamtlaoturing Company, 
formed with $1 million in northern capital (when South 
Carolinians were unwilling to back the venture). Local 
Carolina companies, however, were quick to follow 

(Lewis and Hardesty 1979:19). 

The phosphate industry in South Carolina 
eventually fell victim to forces much larger, and more 

powerful, than imagined by the investors - resembling 
the events associated with cotton and rice. The rapid 
decline in South Carolina was largely the result of new 
strikes in Florida during the 1880s, strikes in the 
1890s in middle Tennessee, and eventually the 
discovery of deposits in Algiers. At the same time, 

internal problems such as political conflict (including 
exceptionally unsuccessful efforts by South Carolina to 
regulate the industry), natural disasters, and the decisive 
role of the northern capitalists, all contributed to the 
fall of the phosphate industry. Land mining of 
phosphate rock continued into the 1920s, but at a 
declining scale. Not even mergers such as the Virginia
Caralina Company's purchaee of the S.C. Mining and 
Manufacturing Company with its infusion of $48 
million in capital was able to keep the industry viable in 
South Carolina. 

Land phosphates were mined in a process not 
dissimilar to strip mining seen today. One account 

explains that once, 

a field is selected {it is] drained by 
means of trenches, technically bown 
as "line pits," dug around the tract 
and reaching below the level of the 
rook bed, this field is ebout 600 
yaTds wide, and made as long as 
possible for transportation of the dug 
rock. A tram road for horses, or 

steam, is constructed through the 
midst of the field in its length, and 
then, commencing at the "line pits" 

and working toward the tram, pits 
measuring 6 by 12 feet, are sunk in 
long parallel lines. The 
superincumbant earth is thrown up 
with shovel. behind the men, and the 
phosphate rock dug out with picks 
and coast on the untouched ground 

on front. When trees are in the field 
they are undermined and thrown over 
on the aide which has already been 
excavated. The rock is rolled horn 
the pits in barrows and dumped on 
platfonns on the roadside, whence it 

is loaded into cars for transport to 
the washers (Guerard 1884:6). 

Consistent in all the descriptions is the 

incredible amount of destruction caused by the mining 
process. H.A.M. Smith's discussions of the Cripps 
Plantation, some 5 miles south of Middleton Place, 
may offer some additional insight: 
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when the writer in 1885 
visited the site of hie 
residence the house had 
been destroyed. It was on 

a spot of coruiderable 
natural beauty with a 
grove fine live oaks, and 

ground laid out and 
planted with groups of 
Indian Azalea which 
were the!) in full bloom. 
The properly was then 
owned by the Rose 
phosphate mining 
company and 
unfortunately the line of 
mine excavation lay 
directly across the old 
garden and the site of 
the old house which were 
then on the point of 
total destruction by the 
mining operations 
(Smith 1988:166) 

An 1897 report by the 
Charleston, S.C. Mining and 
Manufacturing Company details their 
specific operations. It reveals an "average 
overburden of some five feet" on their 

igure 9. Porlion of the 1920 Ravenel. 15' topographic map showing th 
project area. 

Ashley River properlies, with a phoBphate rock shat• 
"f.:om twelve to fifteen inches in thickness." The study 
also rep0rls some attempts to use steam dredges to 

remove the overburden, "in that part of the fields where 
the overburden is deepest• (Report of the Visiting 
Committee of the Board of Directors of the Charleston, 
S.C. Mining and Manufacturing Company, South 
Carolina Historical Society, 30/13/47). 

The exact extent of phosphate mining in the 
study area has not been documented, but the rolling 

topography, remnant ditches, as well as the presence of 
phosphate nodules in shovel tests; suggests that the area 
was mined. By the twentieth century, however, the 
project area appears deserted. Neither the 1920 
Ravenel. 15' topographic map (Figure 9) nor the 1939 
General Highway and T ransporlation Map for 
Dorchester County (Figure 10) show any activity in the 
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immecliate area. 

A betorioal synthesis of Cedar Grove is 

provided by BaJey et al. (1999:11-21). The properly 
was granted ae early ae 1684, although it may not have 
been ocoupied until the early seventeenth century, when 

it was acquired through marriage by Walter Izard. 
Smith (1988) believes that it was during Izard's 
ownership that the large mansion hoUBe for the 

plantation was constructed. 

The plantation paesed through several 
generations of the Izard family untJ 1780, when it 
passed to a sister-in-law, Mary, who eventually married 

Arthur Middleton, owner of Middleton Place on the 
opposite bank of the Ashley River. Mary Middleton 
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decoration is more or less abated, 
Btil] the place ;,, in good repair for 
use & such as is now found in few 
est.tee on thu. river (Mathew 
1992:93-94). 

The properly was dd by the 
Dwights to William C. V ardell and h;,, wife 
in 1858, who apparently Bought to make it 
their "country seat." The house, however, 

was destroyed at some point in the Civil 
War. NevertheleBs, the Vardell'B held the 
tract and, after the Civil War, he became a 
hauler of phosphate, ahnost certainly from 
Cedar Grove's properly. The hu.tory of the 
plantation from the 1890s through the 
early 1930s ;,, largely unknown, but it had 
been acquired by the Boy Scouts by 1934 
and they held it, as Camp Greg, until the 
eaJy 1970s. 

Previous Stud.i~! 

igure 10. P orlion of the 1939 General Highway and T ransporlatio 
Map for Dorchester County showing the project area. 

Dorchester County has received 

rather spotty archaeological attention, 
although excavations have recently taken 
place in the old town of Dorchester, now 

the Old Dorchester State Historic Site. 
DerliniJ and h;,, colleagues, for example, bt 
49 report. associated with the county, with 

divided the tract, transferring about 1,495 acreB to her 
youngeet Bon, John Izard MidJleton in 1813. He kept 
the properly for seven yea.re, selling it to John Parker, 
Jr. in 1820. From Parker the tract was conveyed to the 
Peppera, who apparently began timbering Beotions of the 
plantation, and from them to Dr. Isaac Marion Dwight, 
who found the plantation in du.repair. The Dwights 
spent the next 20 years working to restore the glory of 
Cedar Grove and apparently housed over 60 slaves on 
the tract. When Ruffin viBited the plantation in 1843 
he obeerved: 

The mansion is large, built in the old 
style & in excellent manner peculiar 
to the past timeB. It was one of the 
highly improved seats (as to buildings 
& grounds around,) & though the 
ancient splendor of artificial 

18 of these (or 38%) representing highway or Bewer 
surveye (Derting et al. 1991). 

A. noted previously, site files at the South 
Carolina Institute of Anthropology and Archaeology 
were checked to determine if any sites had been 
previously recorded for the project area. No sites had 
been previously recorded for the immediate project area, 
although a number of Bites have been identified from 
surrounding areas, especially the previous Whitehall 

Plantation survey (Batley et al. 1999). 

Dr. Tracy Power was also contacted regarding 
the presence of any National Register Historic 

properties in the immediate project area and 
surrounding area. The study properly lies within the 
A.hley River Special Area Management Plan, the 
A.hley River Historic Du.trict, and the Middleton Place 
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National HIBtoric Landmark Geographical fuea of 
Particular Concern view-shed. 

The Ashley River Historic Tu.trio! was created 
in l 9Q4. The southwest boundary of the district is 
formed by Ashley Ferry Road and the northeast 
boundary follows the marsh line of the Ashley River. 
The southeast boundary is formed by the Sea1oard 
Coast Line railroad bridge just west Ashley Ferry, and 
the northwestern boundary is formed by Old Dorchester 
State Park. 

The Middleton Place National HIBtoric 
Landmark Geographical Puea of Particular Concern 
view-shed is roughly triangular in form. The western 
boundary runs along SC 61. The northern boundary is 
a line which runs east from SC 61 just north of the 
unnamed creek north Middleton Place, crossing the 
Ashley River and terminating at Coosaw Creek. The 
eastern boundary, which forms the third leg of the 
triangle, runs roughly north-south from S.C. 61 
crossing the Ashley River and following Coosaw Creek. 
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METHODS AND RESULTS 

~~~:tonnd lnvestie'ations 

Prior to conducting this investigation we 

contacted the State Historic Preservation office for any 
information on National Register buJding,, district•, 
structures, sites, or objects in the study area, as well as 
the results of any struc\u.re BUrVeyB which may have been 
completed in the project areaE (fax to Dr. Tracy Power, 
dated November 24, 1 QQ9). He repcrted that the 
project was contained within the Ashley River Special 

Area Management Plan, the Ashley River Historic 
District, and the Middleton Place National Historic 
Landmark Geographical Area of Particular Concern 
view-Bhed. 

We also contacted the S. C. Institute for 
.Archaeology and Anthropology for information 
concerning any previously recorded archaeological sites 

in the immediate survey area. As previously disoussed, 

there ate a nun-ilier of 
sites in the general area, 

but none on or 
inunediately adjacent to 
the survey tract. 

field Methods 

The initially 
propcsed field techniques 
involved the placemen! 
of shovel les\B al 100 
foot intervals along 
lralll!ecls spaced at 100 
foot intervals. In areas 

of standing water or 

wetlands no shovel tests 

would be excavated. 

All soJ would 
be screened through Y,, 

inch mesh, with each test numbered sequentially along 
numbered transects. Each test would measure about 1 
foot •quare and would normally be taken lo a depth of 
at \eaol 1.0 feel. All oulturnl remains would be 
collected, exaept for Bhell, mortar, and brick, which 
would be quantitatively noted in the field and discarded. 
Notes would be maintained for profiles at any sites 
encountered. 

Should sites (defined by the presence of two or 
more artifacts from either surface survey or shovel tests 

within a 25 feet area) be identified by Bhove\ teoting, 
further tests would be used lo obtain data on site 
boundariee, artifact quantity and diverBity, site integrity, 
and temporal affiliation. These les\B would be placed at 
25 feet intervals in a simple cruciform pattern untJ 
negative shovel tests were encountered The information 
required for completion of South Carolina Institute of 
.Archaeology and Anthropclogy sile forms would be 

IQ 
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collected and photographs would be taken, if warranted 
in the opinion of the field investigators. 

This si:J'.ategy was implemented with no 
significant modifications. The tract was thickly 
overgrown, primarily with an und.erstory of vines and 

herbaceous vegetation, which allowed no ground surface 
visibility. Fortunately, the parcel haJ recently had a 
topographic survey made and there were still open survey 
cut lines spaces 100 feet apart. These cut lines, oriented 
almost due north-!iiouth, were integrated into our survey 

and allowed access into otherwise thick parts of the i:J'.act 
(Figure 11). 

A series of 13 i:J'.an.secls were laid running from 
the northern edge of the i:J'.acl southward, in each caee 
terminating at the marsh edge. A total of 92 shovel 
tests were excavated on these transects .. 

All areas of the properly were investigated 
except for several of the more pronounced side slopes 
adjacent to the maTt'h. 

Identtfied sites would be evaluated for further 
work based on the eligibility criteria for the National 
Register of Historic Places. Chicora Foundation only 
provides an opinion of National Register eligibility and 
the final determination is made by the lead federal 
agency (perhaps OCRM) in corumltation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer at the South Carolina -

Department of Archives and History. 

The criteria for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR60.4, 
which states: 

20 

the quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and 

culture is present in districts, sites, 
hui.ldings, si:J'.uctnres, and object. 
that possess integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, 

workmaruhip, feeling, and 
association, and 

a. that are associated with events 
that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history; or 

b. that are associated with tbs lives 
of persons significant in our past; 
or 

o. that embody ths distillative 
characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of aonstruclion or that 
represent the work of a maE<ter, or 
that possess high artistic values, or 

that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual 
distinction; or 

d. that have yielded, or may be 
likely to yisld, information 
important in pre~ry or history. 

National Register Buffetin 36 (f ownsend et al. 
1993) prOvideo an evaluative process that contains five 
eleps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either the site's eligibility or lack of eligibility. Briefly, 
these steps are: 

• identification of the site's data sets 
or categories of archaeological 

information such as ceramics, lithics, 
aubaiBtenoe remains, architectural 

remains, or sub-surface features; 

• identification of the historic 
context applicable to the site, 
providing a framework for the 
evaluative process; 

• identification of the important 
research questions the site might be 
able to address, given the data sets 
and the context; 

• evaluation of the site's 

archaeological integrity to ensure 
that the data sets were sufficiently 
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well preserved to address the research 
queatioru; and 

• identification of important research 

questions among all of those which 

might be asked and answered at the 
site. 

Th;,, approach, of course, has been developed 
for use documenting eligibility of sites being actually 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places 

where the evaluative process must stand alone, with 
relatively little reference to other documentation and 

where typically only one site iB being considered.. 

Survey Rerults 

The archaeological investigation failed to 
identify any cultural remains during the shovel testing. 
Although surface VU.ibility throughout the tract was low, 
we a.Lio failed to notice any materials on the adjacent 

dirt access road, or in the few areas where there were 
tree throws. The marsh edge was al.o subjeci:ed to a 
pedestrian survey, to detennine whether there were any 
a,eaB where shell midden might be eroding out or 

exposed in the marsh - none were observed. 

The shovel les\B on the tract typically revealed 
profiles consistent with the Mouzon soils. There were, 

however a few area.a where the soil profiles were mixed 

with level. indistinct. These \ended \o occur in areas 
whioh al.6 exhibited a rolling topography or ditching. It 
is these areas, we believe, that document phosphate 

mining. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Thia study involved the examination of a 26.5 
aore tract situated at the southern edge of the Whitehall 
development tract on the east side of the Ashley River 
in Dorchester County, South Carolina. The tract is 
proposed for subdivision and eventual development. The 
study was conducted in compliance with state and 
federal laws and regulations concerning the 
management of cultnral resourceo potentially affected by 
development activities in the Coastal Zone of South 
Carolina. Previous investigation. revealed that a number 
of arahaeological sites were identified in the snrroundmg 
area. 

Much of the tract consista of relatively pomly 
drained sandy loams, typically overlaying clay soils. The 
profiles, where not affected by phosphate mining, reveal 
reduced soils throughout. Although we did not 
encountet any standing water, many of the shovel tests 
yielded moist soil. and, in the areas adjacent to the 
marsh, we did have water filtering into the tests. 

The tract was investigated using shovel tests 
placed at 100 foot intervals on transects spaced 100 feet 
aparl. In addition, pedestrian survey was conducted 
along the marsh edge. 

The low topography and absence of a distinct 
marsh bluff edge eeema to limit prehietcric uee. Hietoric 
m•earch revealed that the pa.eel had been part of a 
much larger plantation, although it appears that thi. 
particular area was not intensively cultivated and was 
perhaps wooded untJ the postbellum when it appears to 
have enbjected to phosphate mining. 

The Middleton Place property is eituated 
approximately 3,000 feet southwest from the study 
tract, on the opposite shore of the Ashley River. The 
main etruclure (originally a flanker) at Middleton Place 
is about 3,540 feet from the etndy tract and there is 
about 19 feet difference in elevation between the two 

"'eas (Figure 13). The distance from the plantation's 
rice mill to the study tract is 3,185 feet and there is 

about 16 feet difference in the two elevations. From the 
edge of the Middleton Plaoe shore to the study tract is 
3,265 feet and the difference in elevation is about 14 
feet. In each caee the study tract is eituated at a lower 
elevation than Middleton. 

The visual affeot may be minimized by 
maintaining a vegetative buffer. At other parts of nearby 
Whitehall Plantation, Balley et al. (1999) 
recommended a 100-foot buffer as adequate. This 
seems, however, to depend on where structures intend to 
be oonetructed and the number of elories proposed. We 
eimp\y recommend that the plan of the development 
take into consideration this need to minimize visual 
intrusion. This may be accomplished by use of a 
vegetative buffer incorporating a variety of plant 
materials capable of providing screening a.t different 

height. (and throughout the year) with a lot layout that 
distribute• the structures as far Wand as possible. 
Furthenrtore, the State Historic Preservation Office 

ehould be consulted in the development and review of 
plans for the preservation of the river view-corridor and 
the Middleton Place view-shed. 

With this one exceftion, we recommend no 
additional cultural resource management activities on 
this tract, pending review and concurrence by the State 
Historic Preservation Office. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be encountered in the corridor during maintenance 
activities. AB always, the developer's contractors should 

be advised to report any discoveries of concentrations of 
arHfacta (such as bottles, ceramice, or projectile points) 
or brick rubble to the projeot engineer, who should in 
tum report the material to Chicora Foundation or the 
State Historic Preservation Officer. No further land 

altering activities should take place in the vicinity of 
these discoveriee until they have been examined by an 
archaeologist. 
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