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ABSTRACT 

This study reports on a cultural resources 

survey of the approximately 1. 97 mile long Catchall 
transmission line corridor in Sumter County, South 

Carolina. The corridor is situated in northwestern 

Sumter County, beginning about 2 miles northwest of 
the junction of S-223 with SC 441 and terminating at 
a newly constructed substation lot situated on S-223 
about 300 feet west-northwest of the S-223 and SC 
441 intersection. The corridor, throughout its length 
75-feet in width, is on a new location. It is situated on 
generally steeply sloping soils at the toe of a northwest
southeast running ridge that terminates overlooking 

Rafting Creek. 

The study was conducted by Dr. Michael 
Trinkley of Chicora Foundation for Central Electric 
Power Cooperative. The work is intended to assist the 
Cooperative comply with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and the regulations codilied 

in 36CFR800. 

This section of Sumter County is largely 
situated in the Sand Hills - an area·thought to possess 
a very low agricultural potential. AB. a result, early 

settlement in the area is sparse and oriented to either 

the swamp edge during the colonial period or the more 

inland road system during the antebellum and 
postbellum periods. Native American settlement was 

largely focused on the ecotone at the swamp-high 
ground interface, This corridor, traversing steep interior 

slopes, has a relatively low archaeological potential. 

Most of the corridor is heavily wooded, which 
will significantly reduce the visual intrusion of the 

proposed wood poles. In addition, the project is largely 
situated at the base of a ridge slope, limiting the affect 
to those properties east of the corridor. Nevertheless, 

this work examined an area of potential effect (APE) 
0.5 mile around the corridor. 

No previously recorded archaeological sites 

were identified within tbis 0.5 mile APE. Consultation 

with the S.C. Department of Archives and History GIB 
failed to identify any National Register properties in the 
APE. Likewise, an examination of the available. 

mapping for previous architectural survey in the County 

failed to identify any identified structures in the APE. 

The intensive archaeological survey consisted 

of shovel testing at 100 foot intervals along a single 
transect down the center of the proposed corridor, which 

was staked in the field. A total of 115 shovel tests were 
excavated. 

This survey identified a single archaeological 

site, 38SU288, in the survey corridor. Consisting of a 

thin scatter of historic remains the site likely represents 

a mid:-twentieth century domestic scatter which has 

recently been extensively damaged by logging. The site 
is recommended not eligible. 

In addition, we conducted 
0

a survey of the APE 
by driving public roads and looking for any structures 
which were over 50 years of age and which retained 

integrity. 

This survey identified two historic resources, 

1210096 and 1210097, in the APE. The former, 
1210096.00, consists of a ca. 1935 one-story lateral 
gable asbestos sided house used by the Catchall Fire 
Tower Operator. The structure has been modified by a 

rear addition, storm windows, and extensive reworking 

of the front porch. The building is recommended as not 
eligible. Associated with this structure is a ca. 1935 
metal fire tower (1210096.01). The integrity of this 
tower has been impacted by the removal of its upper 

portion and conversion into a repeater tower for the 

S.C. Forestry Commission. Because of these alteratiollil 

the tower is also recommended not eligible. The final 
site, 1210097 is the nearby Hopewell Baptist Church 
Cemetery (the church building is modern). This 
cemetery dates from at least 1875 and contains a 

variety of unique monuments. It is recommended 

eligible for inclusion on the National Register at a local 



level of significance under Criteria C (distinctive design 
features). Nevertheless, because of the distance, 

topography, and other features of the area, we do not 
believe that the resource will be affected by the proposed 
undertaking. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be encountered in the project area 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 State Historic Preservation Office or to 

Chicora Foundation (the process of dealing with late 
discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No 
construction should take place in the vicinity of these 
late discoveries until they have been examined by an 

archaeologist and, if necessary, have bee~ processed 
according to 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The investigation of the 1. 97 mile long 
Catchall transmission line was conducted by Dr. 

Michael Trinkley of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. 
Tommy Jackson of Central Electric Power Cooperative. 

The tract is situated in northwestern Sumter County, 
beginning about 2 miles northwest of .the junction of S-
223 with SC 441 and terminating at a newly 
constructed substation lot situated on S-223 about 300 
feet west-northwest of the S-223 and SC 441 
intersection (Figure 1) .·This particular area of -Su:m:ter 

County is situated primarily in the Sand Hills, but 
extends into the adjacent Upper Coastal Plain to the 
east. The Sand Hills was not a particularly favorable 
area for antebellum agriculture and this northwestern 
corner of Sumter County -had many small _farms 

throughout its history. Today the region is still largely 
in timber, although there are a number of small 
commercial b:acls on SC -441, to the ea.St of the project 

and in the vicinity of Shaw Air Force Base. 

This work was conducted to assist Central 

Electric Power Cooperative comply with SeCtion 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

regulations codified in 36CFR800. The work will 
involve the construction of a new transmission line, 7 5 

feel in width, on which single poles will be erected. 
Construction will consist of clearing, followed by 
augering for placement of poles and the erection of the 

necessary lines. The work may involve heavy equipment 

staging and movement, short-term increased traffic on 

the nearby highways, the potential for siltation and 
erosion associated with the clearing activities, the 

potential for increased dust levels during construction, 
and increased noise levels for short durations associated 

with the various construction activities. 

Given the steep topography, thick woods, and 
placement of the new corridor following the toe of a 
substantial ridge lo the south and southwest, the 
proposed corridor is anticipated to have little or no 

visual impact. 

The corridor begins at pole 124790 on an 
existing line which parallels the south side of Rafting 
Creek. The corridor runs south-south for about 0.·5 
mile before turning to the southeast and continuing for 
an additional 1.3 miles. At this point it turns almost 

due south for 0.2 mile, terminating at a newly 

constructed substation Jot situated on S-223 (Figure 
2). While most of the corridor is thickly wooded, the 
southern end has been logged. This area, however, backs 

up to a series of open or partially open commercial-lots 

along SC 441.The centerline of the proposed route has 
been staked its entire length. 

The archaeological investi~ation was. co~ducted 
by Dr. Michael Trinkley. The field crew consisted of 
Mr. Tom Covington and Ms; Nicole Southerland. The 
field investigations were conducted_ on November 16 

and-17 and required 20 person hours. The architectural 

survey was conducted by the author and required 5 
person hours. 

Although, as previously explained, the current 

project is not expected to have significant long-term or 

short-term· "visual, audible, or atmospheric elements" 

eHects, an area of potential eHect (APE)of 0.5 was 
defined for the purposes of a cultural resources study. 

The statewide archaeological site files held by 
the South Carolina Institute of. Archaeology and 
Anthropology were examined by Ms. Debi Hacker for 
information pertinent to the project area. No 

archaeological sites -have been previously identified 

within 0.5 mile of the proposed corridor. The records at 
SCIAA indicate only the presence of Dinkins Mill 
about 2 miles to the west of the project's beginning 

point near Rafting Creek and the Hopewell Cemetery at 
the project's terminus. 

In addition, the South Carolina Department 
of Archives and History ors database was reviewed. 
There are no National Register of Historic Places 

buildings, districts, structures, sites, or objects on or 

1 
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c, 
SCALE IN MILES 

Figure 1. Location of the project in the Sumter County area (basemap is USGS South Carolina 1:500,000). 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE CATCHALL TRANSMISSION UNE 

within 0.5 of the project area. The GIS database does 
not include the results of any previous architectural 
surveys. We examined the maps associated with the 

1978-1979 Grny and Kolbe survey of this portion of 
Sumter County, but found no architectural sites 
recorded for the APE. 

This report details the investigation of the 
project area undertaken by Chicora Foundation and the 
results of that study. 

4 



ENVIRONMENTAL BACKGROUND 

This project, situated on the northwestern 
outskirts of the City of Sumler between the 
communities of Hillcrest to the north and Pinckney 

C~ossroads to the south, is located in the east..:central 

part of South Carolina about 40 miles east of Columbia 
in Sumter County. Sumter County contains about 690 
square mJes, or 441, 923 acres, although tbs has varied 
throughout the twentieth century (Bennett el al. 
1909:299; Burke el al. 1943:1; Pitts 1974). Sumler, 
which is roughly triangular in shape, is bounded lo the 
north by Kershaw and Lee -counties, to the east by 
Lynches River, lo the south by Claredon and Florence 
counties, and to the west by the Wateree and Santee 
rivers. 

Physiography 

Four primary drainages are found "in Sumter 
County: the Waleree, the Pocotaligo, the Black, and 
the Lynches, all of which drain from the north lo the 
south or south-southeast. The project corridor parallels 

a northwestwardly flowing unnamed drainage of Rafting 
Creek, which flows westward into the Wateree River. 

Sumter County is priinarily within the Inner 
Coastal Plain physiographic province. This area is very 
similar in many aspects to the Middle Coastal Plain, 

though, because of extensive weathering, the relief is 
quite diHerenl (Barry 1980:113). Topography varies 
from nearly level to moderately sloping, and four 

divisions have been recognized by Burke el al. (1943:2-
3), including the river bottoms and terraces of the 
Wateree and Santee rivers, the SandhJls, the Middle 
Coastal Plain, and the Flatwoods. 

The river bottoms are found east of and 
parallel to the Santee and Wateree rivers. In the 

northern parl of the county these bottoms are narrow 
and well defined, as they are flanked by high river 
terraces. In southern Sumter County the floodplains 

extend back lo the uplands, often up lo 2 miles. The 
areas of frequent flooding are characterized by hardwood 

bottoms while areas less often flooded have hardwood 
and bottom forests (see Barry 1980:154-158). The 
adjacent terraces are infrequently flooded and support a 

willow-alder forest. Edmund Ruffin, in the late 
antebellum, commented that the Wateree was narrow 

on the Richland County side, but about 4 miles wide on 
the Sumter side, where 11on the river, it has been 

imperf€ctly embanked & is under corn, 11 yet it was 11not 
the best quality of swampland" (Mathew 1992:261). 

The Sandhills follow a northward course from 
the lower reaChes of the W ateree River to the upper part 

of the Santee drainage where they swing northeast lo he 
vicinity of Hillcrest School. This area has been called 
the High Hills of Santee (Cooke 1936), although it is 
simply part of the Sandhills transitional zone from the 
Piedmont lo the Coastal Plain. The topography is hilly 
and broken in the central parf, while the elevations an~ 
smoother toward the south and northeast. Slop~s are 
generally toward the north and west. 

Ruffin described the Sumter area Sandhills in 
the late antebellum as: 

rolling, & the hills sometimes even 
steep, but never long. The soil is of 
deep sand & very poor. The growth 
pine intermixed with small scrub & 
other oaks. The general appearance is 
like that of Sandy Island, except not 
so barren & naked, & the oaks much 
larger. Indeed, at the residences, & 
where the pines have been cut out, 
the oaks are coaxed up to a 

respectable size. For 5 or 6 miles 
after entering the sand-hills, the 
country seemed as desolated as 

possible. Not a creature was seen, nor 
any mark of man's neighborhood, 

save the deep sandy track in which I 
was riding (Mathew 1992:262). 

5 
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The Middle Coastal Plain is roughly correlated 
with the upland part of the county, intermediate 
between the Sandhills and the Flatwoods. The 
topography is smooth and undulating. Mesic woodlands 
occur in greater quantities than in the Sandhills, 
although there are a myriad of edaphic conditions in 
this area which result in a mosaic of plant communities 
(Barry 1980:133-135). Primary is the mesic mixed 
hardwoods and pine community, which consists of 
loblo!ly pine, white and red oaks, sweetgum, beech, and 
hickories. 

The Flatwoods are broad flat areas, which 
consists of few low ridges and bay depressions. The most 
common depressions in the Coastal Plain are Carolina 
bays, usually marshy and oval in shape (Richards 
1950:45-56). Water depth varies from shallow lakes to 
areas with a preponderance of peat. and herb~ceous 
species (Barry 1980:131-133). Ruffin also briefly 
mentioned these features, noting that they made good 

pasturage for cattle (Mathew 1992:210). Soil. in this 
area are poorly drained loamy sands and the typical 
vegetation is Usually mesic or swampy, often 
characterized by bay trees. The Flatwoods are cul by 
small streams bordered by ridges which are often 
cultivated. 

The project corridor runs through the 
Sandhills. Areas of Flatwoods are limited to nearby bays 
or low trough areas. While the corridor does cross 

several small intermittent drainages, there is little 
riverbottom vegetation. The corridor is found primarily 
at the toe of a ridge slope which runs northwest

southeasl. A. a result the topography is steeply sloping 
and dissected. 

Geology and Soils 

Elevations in Sumter County range from 
slightly above 100 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in 
the bottoms to above 250 feet in the Sandhills region 
(Bennett et al. 1909:300). These elevations reflect the 
local geology. The Sandhill province may represent the 
remnants of former Cretaceous period beaches or 
possibly alluvial deposits derived from the Piedmont 
Tuscaloosa formation (Barry 1980:97-99; Smith 
1933). In the Sumler County area the underlying 
geologic formation is the Tuscaloosa. The remainder of 

6 

the County falls within the Black Mingo and more 
recent T erliary formations. These Coastal Plain 
formations rest on rocks of a much older crystalline 

complex (Siple 1957:24). Overlying the Coastal Plain 
formations are soJ series consisting of loamy sands and 

sandy loams. The major soil series are Lynchburg, 
Coxville, Norfolk, Wagram, Goldsboro, Lakeland, 
Rains, and Duplin (Pitts 1974:1). All are formed in 
clayey Or sandy coastal plain sediment. 

The proposed transmission line crosses five soil 

series. A useful characterization of th_e soils is by 

capability classification, which is the grouping of soils to 
show their: 

suitability ... for most kinds of field 
crops. The soils are grouped 
according to their limitations ... the 

risk of damage ... and the way they 
respond to treatment (Pitts 

1974:45). 

These capability groups for crops are similar to those 
suitability groups estahlished for woodland species. Soils 
from five of the seven classifications are found in the 

corridor, with many of the soil~ exhibiting significant 
lunitations, primarily because of slope and potential for 

erosion. In fact, erosion is significant in much of the 
SandhJls section where_ the slopes have ~romoted 
moderate sheet erosion (Lowry 1934). 

In fact, nearly three-quarters (7 4.2%) of the 
entire corridor is situated on soils with slopes in excess 

of 10%, while an additional 1.6% is situated on 
intermediate slopes of 6 to 10%. The relatively level 
soils consist of the Lucy sands (accounting for 6.5°/o of 

the corridor), Orangeburg loamy sands (9.7%), 
Vaucluse loamy sands (4.8%) and Osier loamy fine 
sands (found in drainages and accounting for 3.2o/o of 

the corridor). 

' Few historic or prehistoric sites are expected on 
the strongly sloping or very wet soils. Historic 

occupation, especially during he late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, is expected on upland, well 

drained soils suitable for agriculture. Earlier historic 
sites are expected to be found on the margins of swamp 

bottoms. Prehistoric sites are expected to be uncommon 



ENVIRONMENTAI.BACKGROUND 

in the upland areas and are more likely to occur adjacent 

to the hardwood bottom swamps. 

Clnnate 

The project area is characterized by a humid, 

temperate to semi-tropical climate. The controlling 

factor appears to be the proximity of the Atlantic Ocean 
and the Gulf Stream. Winters are relatively short with 
recurring spells of freezing weather, rain, and mild 

pleasant weather. The mean winter temperature is 48° 
F. Snow is uncommon. Summers are long and very 

warm. The. mean summer temperature is 79 ° F and 
durlng this season there are relatively few complete 
exchanges of air masses because ·tropical maritime air 

persists for extended periods (Pitts 1974:107-108). 
This creates 11hot, oppressive Weather11 (Burke et al. 

1943:4). The ~ean annual precipitation is 44.5 inches,· 

with the greatest amount occurring in the summer. The 
average frost free season is 229 days. 

Altbough this is a generally mild climate, 
Ruffin commented in the late antebellum that, "it is a 
preW:Jing opinion of-the planters that the climate of 

lower S.C. is unfavorable to the growth of corn; & that 
the land cannot produce it" (Mathew 1992:152). This 
impression was probably based on the poor; draughty 

nature of the soils and reinforced by the preference for 

cash crops such as cotton. Certaiuly the bulk of the soils 
in the project area are capable of Producing from 25 _to 
50 bushels of corn per acre (Pitts 1974:T able 3). 

Florist:ics 

As mentioned, the vegetation of the Sumter 
County area varies from xeric to mesic mixed hardwoods 

and pine in the Sandhills and uplands to cypress-tupelo 
swamps and hardwood bottoms in the lower elevations. 

The xeric communities include loblolly pine, post oak, 
southern red oak, mockernut and pignut hickories. The 

mesic plants include loblolly pine, as well as white oak, 
sweetgum, beech, southern sugar maple, dogwood, and 
hickories. The wetland vegetation includes bald cypress, 
water tupelo, water ash, red maple, black willow, 

sycamore, and cottonwood (see Barry 1980; Shelford 
1963). Pitts (1974:1) notes that about 36% of the 
county is cultivated, 2% in pasture, and 53% is wooded. 

All of the survey corridor (excepting recently logged 

Table 1. 
Soils and Capability Classifications for the 

Survey Corridor 

Capab;/;ty Class II 
Moderate Limitations 

Lucy sands, 0-6% 
Orangeburg loamy sands, 2-6% 
Vaucluse loamy sands, 2-6o/o 

Capabdity Class III 
Severe Limitations 

Lucy sands, 6-10% 

Capab;lity Class IV 
Very Severe Limitations 

Orangeburg loamy sands, 10-15% 
Wagram sands, 10-15% 

Capabd;ty Class V 
Other Li;nitations 

Osier loamy fine Sands 

Capab;lity Class VT 
Severe Limitations 

Vaucluse loamy sand, 10-15% 

WD = well drained, PD = poorly drained 

WD 
WD 
WD 

WD 

WD 
WD 

PD 

WD 

areas) is in forest, much of it consistin,g of mesic 

hardwoods with interspersed pine plots. 

One of the more thorough studies of the 
Santee River swamp was produced by a legislative 

committee to evaluate timber harvesting in the swamp 

area. Their findings are applicable, on a general level, 

not only to the main swamp, but also to the smaller, 

subsidiary swamps. The study found the swamp to offer 
the best wintering habitat for mallards, wood ducks, and 
black ducks, with the primary feeding and nesting trees 
including willow oaks and tupelo-gum. The habitat for 
squirrel and raccoon is similar and both rely on the oal~s 

7 
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for mast production. Turkey populations were found to 

be low, although the swamp habitat is excellent. This 
report also notes that: 

present Santee Swamp habitat 

conditions for deer closely 

approximate those found in other 
coastal plain hardwood swamps. 

These swamp areas in general have 
the highest carrying capacity for deer 
of all coastal plain environments 

(Mahan 1976:66). 

One of the primary reasons for the swamp1s 

high productivity is that 70% of the trees over 12-
inches DBH are ether willow oaks or tupelo-gum. The 
willow oaks group includes the true willow oak, water 
oak, and _laU:rel oak. These species are of particular 
importance because of their abu·ndant mast production 

(Reamer 1975:16). 

8 



PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC SYNOPSIS 

Prehistoric Overview 

Overviews for South Carolina's prehistory, 
while of differing lengths and complexity, are available 
in virtually every compliance report prepared. There are, 

in addition, some 11classic11 sources well worth attention, 

such as Joffre Coe1s Formative Cultures (Coe 1964), .as 
well as some new general overviews {such as Sassaman 

et al. 1990 and Goodyear and Hanson 1989). Also 
extremely helpful, perhaps even essential, are a handful 

of recent local synthetic statements, such as that offered 

by Sassaman and Anderson (1994) for the Middle and 
Late Archaic and by Anderson et al .. (1992) for the 
Paleoindian and Early Archaic. Only a few of the many 
sources are included in this study, but they should be 
adequate to give the reader a 11feel11 for .the area and help 
establish a context for the various sites identified in the 

study areas. For those desiring a more general synthesis, 

perhaps the most readable and well balanced is that 
offered by Judith Bense (1994), Archaeology of the 
Southeaste~ United States: Pa/eoindian to World War J. 
Figure 3 offers a generalized view of South Carolina1s 
ct.iltural periods. 

Paleoindian Period 

The Paleoindian Period, most commonly dated 
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is evidenced by 
basally thinned, side-notch projectile points; fluted, 
lanceolate projectile points; side scrapers; end scrapers; 

and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1965). 
Oliver (1981, 1985) has proposed to extend the 
Paleoindian dating in the North Carolina Piedmont to 
perhaps as early as 14,000 B.P., incorporating the 
Hardaway Side-Notched and Palmer Corner-Notched 
types, usually accepted as Early Archaic, as 

representatives of the terminal phase. This view, verbally 

suggested by Coe for a number of years, has 

considerable technological appeal.1 Oliver suggests a 
continuity from the Hardaway Blade through the 
Hardaway-Dalton to the Hardaway Side-Notched, 
eventually to the Palmer Side-Notched (Oliver 
1985:199-200). While convincingly argued, this 
approach is not universally accepted. 

The Paleoindian occupation, while widespread, 
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are 
most frequently found along major river drainages, 
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an 

economy 11oriented toward the exploitation of now 
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survey data 
for Paleoindian tools, most notably fluted points, is 
somewhat dated, but has been summarized by Charles 
and Michie (1992). · They reveal a widespread 
distribution across the state (see alsq Anderson_ 

l 992b:Figure 5.1) with at least several concentrations 
relating to intensity of collector activity. What is clear 

is .that points are found fairly far removed from the 
origin of the raw material. Charles and Michie suggest 
that this may nimply a geographically extensive 

settlement system" (Charles and Michie! 992:247). 

Although data are sparse, one of the more 
attractive theories that explains the widespread 

distribution of Paleoindian sites is the model tracking 
the replacement of a high technology forager (or HTF) 
adaptation by a 11progressively more generalized 
band/microband foraging adaption° accompanied by 

increasingly distinct regional traditions (perhaps 

1 While never discussed by Coe at length, he did 
observe that many of the Hardaway points, especially from the 
lowest contexts, had facial fluting or thinning which, 11in cases 

where the side-notches or basal portions were missing, . 
could be mistaken for fluted points of the Paleo-Indian 
period11 (Coe 1964:64). While not an especially strong 
statement, it does reveal the formation of the concept. 

Further insight is offered by Ward1s (1983:63) all too brief 
comments on the more recent investigations at the Hardaway 

site (see also Daniel 1992). 

9 



CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF IBE CATCHALL TRANSMISSION LINE 

Regional Phases 

Period Sub- COASTAL MIDDLE SAVANNAH CENTRAL CAROLINA 
Dates 

Period VALLEY PIEDMONT 

1715 t;i --------- ' -
Caraway ' EARLY Altamaha 

"' RembEirt ' ' 1650 ,,; ' LATE Irene I Pee Dee Hollywood ' ~ 
Dan River "' ~!!LJ. ' 1100 Savannah Lawton ' 

Pee Dee 

' LATE 
St. Catherines I Swift Creek Savannah ' 800 Uwharrie 

Sand Tempered Wilmington? 
A.O. Wilmington 

-
B.C. MIDDLE 

Yadkin 0 

'.l Deptford Deptford 
300 0 

0 
0 ;: 

EARLY 
Refuge 

Badin 

1000 
Thom's Creek 

Stallings 

2000 LATE 
Savannah River 

3000 Halifax 

u 
;;: Guilford :c MIDDLE Morrow Mountain ~ Stanly 
" 5000 

8000 EARLY Kirk 

Palmer 
1----· - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - -Hardaway -- - - - - - - - - - - -- --- --- - --10,000 

~ z Hardaway - Dalton 
§ 

12 000 
go Cumberland Clovis Simpson 

Figure 3. A generalized cultural sequence for South Carolina. 
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reflecting movement either along or perhaps even 

between river drainages) (Anderson l 992b:46). 

Distinctive projectile points include lanceolates 

such as Clovis, Dalton, perhaps the Hardaway, and Big 
Sandy (Coe 1964; Phelps 1983; Oliver 1985). A 
temporal sequence of Paleoindian projectile points was 

proposed by WJliams (1965:24-51), but according to 
Phelps (1983:18) there is little stratigraphic or 
chronometric evidence for it. While this is certainly 

true, a number of authors, such as Anderson (1992a) 
and Oliver (1985) have assembled impressive data sets. 
We are inclined to believe that while often not 
conclusively proven by stratigraphic excavations (alld 

such proof may be an unreasonable expectation}, there 

is a large body of circumstantial evidence. The weight of 
this ·evidence tends to provide con·siderable support_. 

Unfortunately, relatively little is known about 
Paleoindian: subsistence strategies, settlement systems, 

or social organization (see, however, Anderson 19921 

for an excellent ove~ew and synthesis of what is 

known). Generally, archaeologists agree that the 
Paleoindia:O: groups were at a band level of society, were 

nomadic, and were both hunters and-foragers. While 

population density, based on isolated finds, is thought 
to have been low, Walthall suggests that toward the end 
of the period, 11there was an increase in population 

density and in territoriality and that a number of new 

resource areas were beginning to be exploited11 (Walthall 

1980:30). 

Archaic Period 

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000 
to 3,000 B.P.2

, does not form a sharp break 

2 The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer 
than that for the Paleoindian and many researchers suggest a 
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is 

also the question of whether ceramics, such as the fiber
tempered Stallings ware, will be included as Archaic, or will 
be included with the Woodland. Oliver, for example, argues 
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes 
11complicates and confuses classification and interpretation 
needlessly11 (Oliver 1981:20). He comments that according to 
the original definition of the Archaic, it 11 represents a 
preceramic horizon" and that 11the presence of ceramics 

with the Paleoindian Period, but is a slow transition 

characterized by a modern climate and an increase in 

the diversity of material culture. Associated with this is 

a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals, 

although the white taJed deer was likely the most 
commonly exploited animal. Archaic period 

assemblages, exemplified by corner-notched and broad
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps 

because the swamps and drainage~ offered especially 

attractive ecotones. 

Many researchers have reporl:ed data suggestive 

of a noticeable .population increase from the Paleoindian 

into the Early Archaic. This has tentatively been 
· associated with a greater emphasis on foraging. 

Diagnostic Early Archaic artifacts include the Kirk 
Comer Notched point. As previousljr discussed, Palmer 

points may be included with either the Paleoindian or 

Archaic period, dep~nding on theor~tical perspectiye. 

As the climate became hotter and drier than the 
pre~ous Paleoindian period, resulting in vegetational 

·changes, it also' affected settlement patterning a~ 
evidenced by a long-term Kirk phase midden deposit at 
the Hardaway site (Coe 1964:60). This is believed to 
have been the result of a change in subsistence 

strategies. 

Settlements during the Early Archaic suggest 
the presence of a few very large, and apparently 

. intensively occupied, sites which can best be considered 

base camps. Hardaway might be one such site. In 

addition, there were numerous small sites which produce 

only a few artifacts - these are the 11network of tracksn 

mentioned by Ward (1983:65). The base •camps 
produce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials 

provides a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic 
and Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Othe" would 
counter that such an approach ignores cultural continuity and 
forces an artificial, and perhaps unrealistic, separation. 
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:38-44), for example, include 
Stallings and Thom1s Creek wares in their discussion of 11Late 
Archaic Pottery. 11 While this issue has been of considerable 
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has 
never affected the Piedmont, which seems to have embraced 
pottery far later, well into the conventional Woodland period. 
The importance of the issue in the Sandlu.lls, unfortunately, 
is not well known. 
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which has suggested to many researchers long-term, 
perhaps seasonal or multi-seasonal, occupation. In 
contrast, the smaller sites are thought of as special 

purpose or foraging sites (see Ward 1983:67). 

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.) 
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain, 

Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projectile points. Much of 
our best information on the Middle Archaic comes from 
sites investigated west ~f the Appalachian Mountains, 

such as the work by Jeff Chapman and his students in 
the Little Tennessee River _Valley (for a general overview 

see Chapman 1977, l 985a, l 985b). There is good 
evidence that Middle Archaic lithic technologies 
changed dramatically. End scrapers, at times associated 
with Paleoindian traditions, are discontinued, raw 
materials tend to reflect the greater use of locally 
available materials, and mortars are initially introduced. 

Associated with these technological changes there seem 

to also be some significant cultural modifications. 
Prepared burials begin t_o more commonly occur and 

storage pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic 
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse floral 
and faunal _subsistence base, seems to stand in stark 
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic• "Old Quartz 
Industry11 of Georgia. and the Carolinas, where axes, 

choppers; and ground and polished stone tools are very 
rare. 

, Among the most common of all Middle 
Woodland artifacts is the Morrow Mountain Stemmed 
projectile point. Originally divided into two varieties by 

Coe (1964:37,43) based primarily on the size of the 
blade and the stem, Morrow Mountain I points had 
relatively small triangular blades with short, pointed 
stems. Morrow Mountain II points had longer, narrower 

blades with long, tapered stems. Coe suggested a 
temporal sequence from Morrow Mountain I to Morrow 

Mountain II. While this has been rejected by some 
archaeologists, who suggest that the differences are 
entirely related to the life-stage of the point, the debate 
is far from settled and Coe has considerable support for 
his scenario. 

The Morrow Mountain point is also important 

in our discussions since it represents a departure from 

the Carolina Stemmed Tradition. Coe has suggested 
that the groups responsible for the Middle Archaic 
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Morrow Mountain (and the later Guilford points) were 
intrusive ("without any background11 in Coe1s words) into 

the North Carolina Piedmont, from the west, and were 

contemporaneous with the groups producing Stanly 

points (Coe 1964:122-123; see also Phelps 1983:23). 
Phelps, building on Coe, refers to the Morrow 
Mountain and Gutlford as the 11Western Intrusive 
horizon." Sassaman (1995) has recently proposed a 

scenario for the Morrow Mountain groups which would 
support this west-to-east time-transgressive process. 
Abbott and his colleagues, perhaps unaware of 

Sassaman's data, dismiss the concept, commenting that 
the shear distribution and number of these points 
"makes this position wholly untenable" (Abbott et al. 
1995:9). 

The controversy surroundi_ng Morrow 
Mountain also includes ·its posited date range. Coe 

(1964: 123) did not expect the Morrow Mountain to 
predate 6500 B.P., yet more recent research in 

Tennessee reveals a date range of about 7500 to 6500 
B.P. Sassaman and Anderson (1994:24) observe that 
the South Carolina dates have never matched tbe 
antiquity of their more western counterparts and suggest 
continuation to perhaps as late as 5500 B.P. In fact 

they suggest that even later_ dates are possible since it 
can often be difficult to separate Morrow Mountain and 

Guilford points. 

A recently defined point is tbe MALA. The 
term is an acronym standing for Middle ,Archaic and 
Late ,Archaic, the strata in which these points were first 
encountered at the Pen Point site (38BR383) in 
Barnwell County, South Carolina (Sassaman 1985). 
These stemmed and notched lanceolate points were 

originally found in a context suggesting a single-episode 

event with variation not based on temporal variation. 
The original discussion was explicitly worded to avoid 

application of a typology, although as Sassaman and 
Anderson (1994:27) note, the "type" has spread into 
mbre common usage. There are possible connections 

with both the Halifax points of North Carolina and tbe 
Benton points of the middle Tennessee River valley, 

whtle the 11heartland11 for the MALA appears confined to 

the lower middle Coastal Plain of South Carolina. 

The available information has resulted in a 
variety of competing settlement models. Some argue for 
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increased sedentism and a reduction of mobility (see 
Goodyear et al. 1979:111). Ward argues thatthe most 
appropriate model is one wbch includes relatively stable 
and sedentary hunters and gatherers 11primartly adapted 

lo the varied and rich resource base offered by the major 
alluvial valleys" (Ward 1983:69). While he recognizes 
the presence of 11inter-riverine11 sites, he discounts 

explanations which focus on seasonal rounds, suggesting 
11altemative explanations , .. [including] a wide range of 

adaptive responses." Most importantly, he notes that: 

the seasonal transhumance model 

and the sedentary model are opposite 

ends of a continuum, and in all 
likelihood variations on these two 

themes probably existed in different 
regions at different times throughout 

the Archaic period (Ward 1983:69). 

Others suggest increased mobJity during the 
Archaic (see Cable 1982). Sassaman (1983) has 
suggested tbat the Morrow Mountain phase people had 
a great deal of residential mobility, based on the variety 
of environmental zones they are found in and the lack 

of site diversity. The high level of mobility, coupled with 
the rapid replacement of these points, may help explain 

the seern:ingly large numbers of. sites with Middle 
Archaic assemblages. Curiously, the later GuJford 
phase sites are not as widely distributed, perhaps 
suggesting that only cerlain micro-environments were 
used (cf. Ward [1983:68-69] who would likely reject 
the notion that substantially different environmental 
zones are, in fact, represented). 

Recently Abbott et.al. argue for a combination 
of these models, noting that the almost cerlain increase 
in population levels probably resulted in a contraction of 
local territories. With small territories there would have 

been significantly greater pressure to successfully exploit 
the limited resources by more frequent movement of 
camps. They discount the idea that these territories 

could have been exploited from a single base camp 
without horticultural technology. Abbott and his 
colleagues conclude, 11increased residential mobility 

under such conditions may in fact represent a common 
stage in the development of sedentism" (Abbott el al. 
1995:9). 

From excavations at a Sand.hills site in 

Chesterfield County, South Carolina, Gunn and his 
colleague (Gunn and WJson 1993) offer an alternative 
model for Middle Archaic settlement. He accepts that 
the uplands were desiccated from global warming, but 
rather than limiting occupation, this environmental 

change made the area more attractive for residential 

base camps. Gunn and Wilson suggest that the open, or 
fringe, habitat of the upland margins would have been 
attractive to a wide variety of plant and animal species. 

The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000 to 
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., is characterized by the 
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River 
projectJe points (Coe 1964). These people continued to 
intensively exploit the uplands much like earlier Archaic 
groups with the bulk of our data for this period coming 
from the Uwharrie region in North Carolina. 

One of the more debated issues of the Late 
Archaic is the typology of the Savannah River Stemmed 
and its various diminutive forms. Oliver; refining Coe1~ 
(1964) original Savannah River Stemmed type and a 
small variant from Gaston (South 1959:153-157), 
developed a complete sequence of stemmed points that 
decrease uniformly in size through lime (Oliver 1981, 
1985). Specifically, he sees the progression from 
Savannah River Stemmed to Small -Savannah River 

Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed lo Swannanoa from about 
5000 B.P. lo about 1,500 B.P. He also notes that the 
latter two forms are associated with· W oodla:Ud pottery. 

This reconstruction is still debated with a 

number of archaeologists expressing concern with what 
they see as typological overlap and ambiguity. They 
point to a dearth of radiocarbon dates and good 
excavation contexl:s at the same time they express 

concern with the application of this typology outside the 
North Carolina Piedmont (see, for a synopsis, 
Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994:35). 

In addition to the presence of Savannah River 
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction 

of sleatite vessels (see Coe 1964:112-113; Sassaman 
1993), polished and pecked stone artifacts, and grinding 
stones. Some also include the introduction of fiber

lempered pottery about 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic 
(for a discussion see Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-
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44). This innovation is of special importance along the 

Georgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have 
had only minimal impact in the uplands of South or 
North Carolina. 

There is evidence that during the Late Archaic 
the climate began to approximate modern climatic 

conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in a more lush 
vegetation pattern. The pollen record indicates an 

increase in pine which reduced the oak-hickory nut 

masts which previously were so vn.despread. This change 

probably affected settlement patterning since nut masts 
were now more isolated and concentrated. From 

research in the Savannah River valley near Aiken, 

South Carolina, Sassaman has found considerable 
diversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring 
in virtually every upland environmental zone. He 

suggests that this_ more complex settlement pattern 

evolved from an increasingly complex socio-economic 
system. While it is unlikely that this model can be 
simply transferred to the Sandhil!s of South Carolina 
without an extensive review of site data ~d micro
environmental data, it does ckmonstrate one approach 
to understanding the transition from Archaic to 
Woodland. 

Woodland Period 

As previously discussed, there are those who 
see the Woodland beginning with the introduction of 
pottery. Under this- scenario the Early Woodland may 
begin as early as 4,500 B.P. and continued to about 
2,300 B.P. Diagnostics would include the small variety 
of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stemmed point 
(Oliver 1985) and pottery of the Stallings and Thoms 
Creek series. These sand tempered Thoms Creek wares 

are decorated using punctations, jab-and-drag, and 
incised designs (Trinkley 1976). Also potentially 
included are Refuge wares, also characterized by sandy 
paste, but often having only a plain or dentate-stamped 

surface (Waring 1968). Others would have the 
Woodland beginning about 3,000 B.P. and perhaps as 
late as 2,500 B.P. with the introduction of pottery 
which is cord-marked or fabric-impressed and suggestive 

of influences from northern cultures. 

There remains, in 
considerable ambiguity regarding 
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South Carolina, 

the pottery series 

found in the Sandhills and their association with coastal 

plain and piedmont types. The earliest pottery found at 
many sites may be called either Deptford or Yadkin, 
depending on the research or their inclination at any 
given moment. 

The Deptford phase, which dates from 3050 to 
1350 B.P., is best characterized by fine to coarse sandy 

paste pottery with a check stamped surface treatment. 
The Deptford settlement pattern involves both coastal 
and inland sites. 

Inland sites such as 38AK228-W, 38LX5, 
38RD60, and 38BM40 indicate the presence of an 
extensive Deptford occupation on the Fall Line and the 
Inner Coastal Plain/Sand Hills, although sandy, acidic 
soils preclude statements on the subsistence base 

(Anderson 1979; Ryan 1972; Trinkley 1980). These 
interior or upland Deptford sites, however, are strongl)r 

associated with the swamp terrace edge, and this 
environment is productive not only in nut masts, but 

also in large mammals such ~s deer. Perhaps the best 
data concerning Deptford "base camps11 comes from the 
Lewis-West site (38AK228-W), where evidence of 
abundant food remains, storage pit features, elaborate 
material culture; mortuary behavior, and ·craft 

specialization has been reported (Sassaman et al. 

1990:96-98; see also Sassaman 1993 for similar data 
recovered from 38AK157). 

Further to the north and west, in the 
Piedmont, the Early Woodland is marked by a pottery 
type defined by Coe (1964:27-29) as Badin.3 This 
pottery is identified as having very fine sand in lhe paste 

with an occasional pebble. Coe identified cord-marked, 
fabric-marked, net-impressed, and plain surface finishes. 

Beyond this pottery little is known about the makers of 
the Badin wares and relatively few of these sherds are 
reported from South Carolina sites. 

3 The ceramics suggest dear regional clifferences 
during the Woodland which seem to only be magnified during 
the later phases. Ward (1983:71), for example, notes that 
there are 11marked distinctions11 between the pottery from the 
Buggs Island and Gaston Reservoirs and that from the south
central Piedmont. 
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Somewhat more information is available for 
the Middle Woodland, typically given the range of about 
2,300 B.P. to 1,200 B.P. In the Piedmont and even 
into the Sand Hills, the dominant Middle Woodland 
ceramic type is typically identified as the Y ad.kin series. 

Characterized by a crushed quartz temper the pottery 
includes surface treatments of cord-marked, fabric

marked, and a very few linear check-stamped sherds 
(Coe 1964:30-32). It is regrettable that several of the 
seemingly 11best11 Yadkin sites, such as the Trestle site 

(31Anl9) explored by Peter Cooper (Ward 1983:72-
73), have never been published. 

Y ad.kin ceramics are associated with medium

sized triangular points, although Oliver (1981) suggests 
that a continuation of the Piedmont Stemmed 
Tradition to at least 1650 B.P. coexisted with this 
Triangular Tradition. The Yadkin in South Carolina 
has been best explored by research at 38SU83 in 
Sumter County (Blanton et al. 1986) and at 38FL249 
in Florence County (Trinkley et al. 1993) 

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200 
B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a 
continuation of, previous Middle Woodland cultural 
assemblages. WhJe outside the Carolinas there were 

major culturJ changes, such as the continued 
development and elab"oration of agriculture, the 

Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not appreciably 
different from that observed for the previous 500-700 
years. From the vantage point of the Middle Savannah 
Valley Sassaman and his colleagues note that, 11the Late 
Woodland is difficult to delineate typologically from its 
antecedent or from .the subsequent Mississippian period11 

(Sassaman et al. 1990:14). This situation would 
rem.ain unchanged until the development of the South 
Appalachian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 

1971). 

Historical Synopsis 

The area which is today Sumter County was 

primarily occupied by the Santee and Wateree Indians, 
with the earliest accounts taken from Spanish explorers 

in 1526 (Quattlebaum 1956). During the Yemassee 
War of 1715 both the Wateree and the Santee joined 
the Indian conspiracy, only to have their power broken. 

Afterwards the remnants apparently joined together, 

possibly with the Catawba (Swanton 1946). Gregorie 
(1954:7) mentions that Sumter County remained part 
of the Catawba hunting territory at least as late as 
17 48, with a camp existing near "The Raft11 in the 
Wateree River Swamp until 1750. Mills, in the early 
nineteenth century, expressed the situation concisely: 

[a J number of tribes of Indians 
inhabited this country originally; but 
little care has been taken to preserve 

either their names or locations (Mills 

1972:749 [1826]). 

Present day Swnter County is within the area 
kn~wn as Craven County in eighteenth century land 
grants from east of the Wateree River, although this 
term was purely -a geographical expression (Gregorie _ 

1954:22). The province of South Carolina was 
organized into parishes as a result of the 1706 Church 
Act, with Sumter b~ing situated in Prince Frederick1s 
PariSh. In spite of early land grants the area was not 

settled until about 17 40, and then primarily by small 
farmers and cattle herders. These early settlers had 
grants on headrights of 50 acres for each member of the 
family, including slaves, and Gregorie (1954:15) notes 
that seldom_ were the grants larger than 500 acres. 
These first settlements were apparently Jong the Santee 

River and consisted on both local people moving inland 
from Williamsburg and Scotch, Irish from the northern 
colonies (Revil.11968:2). Mills, however, suggests a later 
date for permanent settlement: 

the first permanent settlement in this 
district took place about the year 

1750, at which time Samuel and 
James Bradley_ located themselves in 

the eastern portion of the district, 
now called Salem. Previous to this, 

however, the country had been 

occupied by herdsmen, who raised 
great numbers of cattle, and who 

moved about from place to place, as 
the range suited them (Mills 
1972:740 [1826]). 

Settlement was slow in the vicinity of Sumter 
County untJ about 1750, when Virginians began to 
arrive in the Sandhills area, which became known as the 
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11Virginia settlement" (Stubbs 

195l:n.p.). 

By 1757 this area was 
separated from Prince Frederick's 

Parish and was named St. Mark's, 

with boundaries established from 
the Williamsburg Township to the 
Santee and Pee Dee rivers, 

encompassing all the area between 

the rivers northward.to the North 
Carolina line (Gregorie 1954:24; 
Revill 1968:2). In spite of this, 
no church was built as late as 

1772 because of 11late distress in 

the back parts, [and] the present 
high taxes" (South Carolina 
Department of Archives and 

History, Journals of the House of 
Commons 35:50). 

' ' 
.J'l;.W~ 

li/k;'' 

A'tm~1.r 

' . 

These earliest settlers 
were described by the Rev. Jam es 

Harrison as living in 11hovels of 

unhewn logs, which seldom 
contained more than two rooms11 

Figure 4. A portion of "An Accurate Map of North and South Carolina" by 
MOuzon (1775) showing settlement in the projec_t area. 

(Gregorie 1954:17). Charles 
Woodmason, an itinerant minister in St. Mark's 
Parish, provides an even more descriptive account of the 

frontier settlements, noting that the first dwellings Were 
buJt on the edge of the swamps so that the small 
planters could view their slaves at work in the rice fields. 
F_urlher, because water supply was essential, most 

settlements were adjacent to springs or water sources 

(Gregorie 1954:16). The Catawba Path, which ran 
down the eastern side of the W ateree from 
Fredericksburg to the High Hills and down the Santee 
to Charleston, was not made a public road until 1753. 
At the same time work was begun to improve river 

navigation (Gregorie 1954:8-9). Woodmason described 
one of their houses as a "cold, open dark logg Cabbin, in 
the midst of Noise and People11 {quoted in Gregorie 
1954:17). Poverty was, in places, extreme: 
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in many places they have nought but 

a gourd to drink out of. Not a plate, 
Knive or Spoon, a Glass, Cup, or 

anything. It is well is they can get 

body linen and some have not even 

that (W oodmason quoted in Nicholes 
1975:11). 

The early agriculture was of at the level of . 
simple subsistence, with an emphasis on corn, wheat, 

and rice in the lowlands. There were a few staple 

vegetables, flax for spinning, and tobacco for home use. 

Indigo was grown in the early days and exported to 

England, primarily because of the English bounty for its 
production (Bennett et al. 1909:302; Burke et al. 
1943:5; Gregorie 1954:17). The upland pine forests 
offered more profitable opportunities than agriculture 

and large quantities of tar, turpentine, rosin, staves, 

shingles, and lumber were harvested (Bennett et al. 
1909:302; Burke et al. 1943:5; Gregorie 1954:17). 
At the same time the cattle rounded up from swamp 

bottoms provided an additional source of cash (Gregorie 

1954:18). 

During the late eighteenth century Sumter 
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County went through a series of administrative 
boundary changes. In 1769 the state was divided into 
court districts and Sumter was contained in the 

Camden District. In 1785 the legislature created 
counties and the Camden District was divided into 
Clarendon and Claremont counties, with Salem 
established in 1792. The Sumter Judicial District was 
established in 1798 by the combination of Clarendon, 
Claremont, and Salem counties (Gregorie 1954:3; 
Revill 1968:35-38). 

These legal changes did little to alter the basic 
framework of frontier life. Perhaps the most signifi.cant 

political and economic event, which brought .about the 
creation of counties, was the Revolutionary War. In 

addition to the administrative changes, the bounty for 
indigo was no longer available and production of this 

cash crop ceased (Gregorie 1954:56). The search for a 
new cash crop lead to cotton, which wa; introduced 
about 1785, although it was not until the 1793 
invention of- the cotton gin that the crop -became 
common (Burke et al. 1943:6). A cotton factory was 
built near Statesburg on the plantation of :Benjamin 
Waring in 1789, although it was abandoned and sold 
after 1791 because of poor public support (Gregorie 
1954:108-109). 

By the tum of the century green seed cotton 

was being commonly planted. Gregorie notes_ th~t: 

the old staples, rice and indigo, had 
required large outlays of capital, and 

great plantations with slave gangs for 
the laborious work. Cotton, however, 

was a poor man1s crop, and could be 
raised by white families that did not 
own even a single salve. But the 

profits of the crop in its early years, 
stirred ambitions in even the poorest 

farmers to buy more land and to 
acquire slaves (Gregorie 1954:109-
110). 

The early slave density in Sumter was about 

three to five slaves per white family, with the largest 
plantation in the 1790 Claremont County census 

owning only 145 slaves (Gregorie 1954:31). The 1790 
census for both Claremont and Clarendon counties 

numerate 2,910 slaves. By 1800 that number had 
increased to 6,563, and by 1820 there were over 
16,000 slaves in Sumter District (Mills 1972:748 
[1826]). At that time Mills observed that the, "patrol 
laws are badly executed,1' and that the slaves are 
"numerous, and great pilferers" (Mills 1972: 7 46 
[1826]). 

I~ spite of the sudden increase in the number 

of slaves and the size of land holdings, cotton prices had 
fallen from 44¢ per pound in 1799 to only 20¢ a 
pound in 1806. By 1812 the price was down to 41/z¢ 
and there began the long trek westward in search of new 
and more productive lands (Gregorie 1954:110). This 
migration continued through the 1850s and in 1834 
Camd~n reported 8.00 persons a year passing through to 
the west (Gregorie 1954:114). 

In 1800 the decision was made to build the 
Sumter District courthouse at or near the plantation of 

John Gayle and $5,000 was ~lJowed by the legislature 
for that. purpose. Until the completion of the 
courthouse on the public square' at -Liberty and Broad 

(now Mam) streets in 1806, court was held in Gayle's 
farmhouse, which stood at the corner of Carol and 
Main streets (Gregorie 1954:89-91). Gregorie notes 
that: 

the choice of the site for the 
courthouse town [in Sumterville, or 

present day Sumter] caused some 
surprise, for it was in a rather low 

and poorly drained section, at some 
distance from a navigable stream and 
even from a highway (Gregorie 
1954:90). 

This view, for example, is shown in Mills 1 

comments about the Sumter District in general: 

the flat lands, and those in the 
vicinity of the swamps, have the air 
contaminated more or less with their 

miasma, which produces agues and 
fevers during the autumn, and, from 

their excessive moisture, pleurisies in 

the spring. Tbe high pine lands, a 
little distant from the swamps, are 
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healthy (Mills 1972:746 [1826]). 

The healthful climate of the Sandhills is 
demonstrated by the number of wealthy 
coastal planters who established summer 

homes in the 11High Hills 11 just as the 
11unhealthy climate" of Sumterville is 
attested to by the slow growth of the village 
(Gregorie 1954:92). 

The other two villages were 
Statesburg and Manchester. Statesburg was 
established in 1783 by Thomas Sumter 
with the intention that it would become the 
new state capital. The village, the remnants 
of whlch are situated on SC 261 
immediately north of US 76/378, ~s to · 
be connected to the Wateree River by a " 

canal, but the project failed and the village 
gradually declined (Dargan 1922:7; 
Morrison 1980:21). Manchester appeared 
by 1795 and was situated on the Kings 
Highway, adjacent to the Wateree _River 
Swamp. The town had decayed by 1843, 
probably because of the prevalence of 
malaria (Morrison 1980:21-22). 

Figure 5. A portion of the Sumter District from Mills' Atlas of 1825 
showing settlement in the project area .. 

Mills provides an interesting view of the project 

area during the early nineteenth century,.-noting that 
11the soil is well adapted to the cultivation of cotton, 
(whlch is almost the whole staple product of the district) 
maize or Indian com, cow pease, sweet potatoe·s, wheat, 

rye, oats, rice, etc." (Mills 1972:741-742 [1826]). His 
comments on the settlement pattern has considerable 
bearing on both the aboriginal and historical 
archaeological of the region: 

18 

there is a number of what are called 
savannahs, bays, and cypress ponds 

in the flat parts of the country. The 
first are a kind of meadows, without 

a tree or a shrub, delightfully green, 
and having generally a good looking 
soil; yet after all this spacious 
appearance, the planters deem them 

not worth cultivating or enclosing 

(Mills 1972:744 [1826]). 

The primary hindrance to the settlement of 
Sumter County during the early nineteenth. century was 

the lack of adequate roads. Mills (1972,747 [1826]) 
notes that 11the roads, in winter are exceedingly bad; 
scarcely passable to Nelson's ferry; cut up by narrow
wheeled wagons, and seldom worked on more than once 

a year.11 Because of the poor road system and the swamp 
environs, the settlement potential within the county was 

limited and a sparse pattern of villages resulted (see 
Morrison 1980:19-25). 

Although the town of Sumterville continued to 
grow after its inception in 1800, aided to a considerable 
extent by the 1849 boom in cotton prices, significant 
growth did not occur until 1852 when the railroad 
network incorporated the town (Gregorie 1954:105; 
Morrison 1980:8). In 1855 the name of Sumterville 
was changed lo Sumler (Gregorie 1954: 107). Because 
the road system was so poor the railroads achieved early 
and near total dominance in the transportation network, 

with a series of 10 railroads being constructed from 



PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC SYNOPSIS 

Figure 

1848 through 1915 {Morrison 1980:29). 

While in 1850 only two of the five settlements 
(excluding Sumterville) in Sumter County were on a 

railroad line, by 1900 24 or the 40 settlements 
(excluding Sumter) were on a raJroad line (Morrison 
1980:43). This rail dominance contin~ed until the 
Great Depression when two raJroads were abandoned 

and numerous stations were closed (Morrison 1980:8). 
The Dalzell station, situated east of the project, consists 

of a combination depot built in 1899. The station was 
discontinued in 1935 because the Northwestern 
Railroad of South Carolina was abandoned. In 1936 
the depot building was sold for $200 and, for a time, 
was used as a storage warehouse. Morrison (1980:108-

109, Figure 7) indicates that the building is no longer 
used, but is standing. 

The Civil War had relatively little impact on 

'-1 Sumter County until the final year. On 
April 5, 1865 Brigadier General Edward 
Pottery left Georgetown to march overland 
to Sumter. On April 9 the Confederate 
forces defending the approach to Sumter 
were routed at Dingle's Mill and the Union 
forces under Potter arrived in Sumter that 

same day. The town was partially burned 
and continued under military occupation 
during the summer of 1865. Sumter was 

one ·of 10 Freedmen1s Bureaus estabhshe,d 
in South Carolina, although only 454 acr~s 
were actually purchased during its operation 

(Gregorie 1954:260-273). Gregorie 
(1954:273) notes that there was relatively 
little fraud in Sumter County, possibly . 
because there :was sci little Wealth in the 
county. 

The Black Codes were established, 
creating a low wage system under which 
blacks were forced to work in a modified 
form of slavery {Gregorie 1954:27 4; Reid 
1973:107-110). Burke et al. (1943:6) 
note that once farming began using hired 
labor the lack of capital "forced many 
planters into the one-crop system and 

initiated the tenant systerri. 11 The renting 
_or sharecropping which emerged in place of 

slavery limited all small farmers and encouraged· the 
excessive production of cotton. The tenant farmers were 

unable to escape the monopoly of the rural merchants, 
who had risen to replace the destroyed antebellum credit 
system, and became subservient to the production of 

cotton. Most of the South1s cotton was grown with 
borrowed money, with the land serving as the security 

for the whole debt structure. 

South Carolina was contained in MJitary 

District 2, set up by Congress in March 1867 and by 
October 1871, President Grant suspended the writ of 
habeas corpus in nine South Carolina counties as a 

result of Klan terror {Gregorie 1954:7). Sumter was 
not among these nine counties and Simpkins and 

Woody {1966:457) suggest that there is little evidence 
of Ku-Klux-Klan activity in the Sumter area during 
Reconstruction. 
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The railroads destroyed 
during the Civil War were rebuilt 
and the Camden Branch of the 
South Carolina Railroad was 
reopened in May 1867. By 1872 
Gregorie (1954:317) stales that 
Sumter was 11booming.11 

Long a>rar-c:h 
~~~~-"---:~).. t:. ____ _ 

,1,, .. ' 

h a result of the Civil 
War, Bennett el al. (1909:302) 
note that the production of 

livestock declined and the acreage 
of wheat was reduced to almost 

nothing. Cotton became the chief 
crop and the subsistence crops 
were essentially abandoned. Burke 
et al. (1943:6) slate, "gradually 
the owners of farms and 
plaritations became more or less 
centralized in town and cities, and 

the farms were turned over more 

and more completely to the 
_ tenants. 11 This system continued, 

basically unaltered until the fall in 

igure 7. Portion of the 1941 "Lynches River Soil Conservation District" map. 

cotton prices during the .1890s. A developing theme is 
the inability of Sumter County farmers, after the 
introduction of cotton monoculture, to .provide the 

necessary subsistence crops. Mills (1972:747 [1826]) 
notes. that while the early nineteenth century planters 

supplied themselves from Charleston, subsistence crops 
were 11raised in sufficient quantities for human 

consumption" (Mills 1972:742 [1826]). By the turn 
of the century Bennett el al. (1909:304) noted that 
many farmers 11do not produce enough of these 

commodities [meal and com] to carry them through the 
winter, while others purchase almost all their home 

supplies." Burke el al. (1943:6-7) almost point out that 
the cotton produced in 1934 was only 80% of that 
produced in 1899, suggesting that all yields declined 
over time in Sumter. 

The maximum cotton prices in Sumter 

County occurred in 1889, although they declined lo 
about half of their previous levels by 1934. Bennett el 
al. (1909:304) suggest that low prices in 1897 were 
primarily responsible for the diversification in crops 

after the 1890s, although others writing a number of 
years later, believe that it was not until the advent of the 
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boll weevil in 1922 that farm policy actually changed. 
One newspaper editorial reported that the weevil had 
11put a stop to the lazy man1s crop,'1 and· that now 

planting 11took brains, money, hard work, and poison to 
raise cotton hereabouts these days 11 (quoted in King 

1981:338). 

During the period from 1910 to 1940 the 
proportion of black farmers showed a decrease from 
7 4.5% lo 70.4%, although the percentage of black 
tenant farmers remained stable al 83.7 to 82.9%. The 
quantity of land in farms decreased from 73. l o/o in 

1910 to 53.5% in 1940. Tenancy rates fell from 
72.8% in 1910 to 66.5% in 1940, although the 
highest tenancy rate, 73.8%, occurred in 1930. 
Bennett et al. specify that the most common form of 

tenancy in the area was renting with: 

the rentals ranging from $2 lo $10 
per acre [they report land sold for 
$10 lo $75 per acre], depending on 
the productiveness of the soil. The 
tenants are generally furnished their 

supplies by the merchants, who take 
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a lien on the prospective crop and on 

the stock used in its cultivation. The 
landowner always receives his rent 

first (Bennett et al.1909:305). 

By 1935 over half of the tenants were still cash renters, 
with the price of the rent down to $1.50 to $3.50 an 
acre (Burke et al. 1943:9). 

Early in the depression, E.C. Branson 
commented on the state of knowledge about tenant 
farmers, sounding almost like an archaeologist in the 
late 1980s or early 1990s: 

In . cold figures -we know nearly all 

there is to know about farm tenants 

the country over -- the number, the 
ratios, the types, and the increases or 

decreases in each state since 18804
; 

and, in recent years in certainly 

closely surveyed areas in the South 
and Middle West, cold figures have 
told us much about their farm 
practices, their labor incomes, and 

the havoc they work upon soils and 
farm buildings. But we know much 
less, in most states nearly nothing, 

about the tenant as a human being -
his home life, his church and school 
interests, his habits and hopes, and 

the part he has played in lifting or 
lowering the level of civilization in 
his home com·munity. We have 

reckoned him in dollars and cents; we 

have not yet appraised him as a 

home-maker or as community 

builder or destroyer in free American 

democracies (Branson 1923:215). 

This wealth of documentary evidence includes, besides 

the federal census records collected every 10 years, 

studies such as Woofter's (1936) Landlord and Tenant 
on the Cotton Plantation and The Farm-Housing Survey 

4This was somewhat overstated since it was not until 
1920 that the federal census recognized the distinction 
between renters and croppers among tenants. 

'---
Figure 8. Portion of the 1950 Sumter County Genera 

Highway and Transportation Map. 

conducted by the Bureau of Home Economics (1939). 
Jus-i: as observed by Branson, it is possible, using these 

and other data sources, to offer reconstructions of 

tenancy. For example, in South Carolina the av~rag~ 
tenant house was 25 to 50 years old (although over 
12o/o were older than 50 years), was of unpainted frame 

construction, had . 4.5 rooms, lacked lighting, 

refrigeration, o~ a power washing machine, were in 

generally poor condition, and lacked screens. MoSt 

relied on dug wells, although between 10% and 16% 
used nearby springs. Nearly a third had no toilet 

facilities, although most used what was .referred to in the 
studies as an "unimproved outdoor toilet, 11 or privy. Over 

97% used wood stoves for cooking. From these studies 

we can learn that black tenants were more stable and 

less likely to move than whites, that when tenants 

moved they typically didn't move very far, and that while 
black and white tenants were found on many 

plantations, at least 53% used only black tenants. 

Sumter County is within the Atlantic Coastal 
Plain of the Cotton Region, immediately adjacent to 
what is called the Black Belt (Woofter et al. 1936; 
Southern Regional Study, Southern Historical 
Collection, University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill). The Atlantic Coastal Plain has medium sized 
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plantations, whJe the Black 
Belt is the heart of the oldest 
Southern cotton plantations. 

AB a consequence of these 

historical differences the two 

regions developed distinctively 
different forms of tenancy. 

Sumter County, al the edge of 
the two areas, may be expected 

to exhibit mixed characteristics. 

There was little 
ili.fference in owner wealth 

between the two areas and the 
difference in net income per 

average plantation ($5,343 
compared to $3,087) is 
partially the result of the 
smaller average plantation size 

in the Black Belt. There was 
considerable difference in the 

net income of tenants in the 

two ·areas. In- the Atlantic 

Landlord furnishes: 

Tenant furnishes: 

Landlord receives: 

Tenant receives: 

Coastal. Plain cropper's families averaged $519 ($5,238 
in 1992 dollars} and_share-renter1s families averaged 

$833 ($8,408 in 1992 dollars) a year. The tenants in 
the Black Belt fared far worse, with the croppers' 
average income about $127 and the share-renters' 

income about $106. In addition, the tenancy rates 

varied from 60% in the Atlantic Coastal Plain lo 73% 
in the Black Belt. The Atlantic Coastal Plain tenancy 
system, however, had a higher proportion of wage 
tenants (10.7%) than did the Black Belt (1.8%). Th.is 
suggests that Sumler County, with its high percentage 
of wage tenants, had a strong lie lo the Atlantic Coastal 
Plain. 

It is dJlicult lo imagine life on 8 to 16¢ a day, 
or $833 a year, even when these figures are converted to 
1992 dollars, yet the reality is made even clearer when 

Woofter explains where this income was spent -- 64.4°/o 
on food (flour or corn meal accounting for 23.3o/o, lard 

for 12.1 %, meat for 9.1 %, sugar for 5.5%, condiments 

for 5.4%, coffee for 2.5%, molasses for 1.7%), 14.2% 
on clothing, 3.3% on medicine (in spite of threats such 

as typhoid, pellagra, and malaria), 5.5% on tobacco, and 

12.6% on other household items. To this generalized 
picture of tenancy, authors such as Johnson et al. 
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Table 2. 
Systems of Tenure 

Share-Cropping Share Renting Cash Renting 
l=d 
housing 
fuel 
tools 
work stock 
seed 

land 
housing 
fuel 
l/4 or 113 fertilizer 

half of fertilizer 
feed for stock 

labor labor labor 
half of fertilizer work stock work stock 

1/2 of-crop 

feed for stock feed for stock 
tools took 
seed 
o/4 or % fertilizer 

1/4 or 1/3 of crop 

o/4 or 2/3 of crop 

seed 
fertilizer 

fixed amount in cash 
or lint cotton 

entire crop less 
fixed amount 

(1935) added a social dimension, trying lo explain the 
life of tenant farmers: 

The Kingdom of Cotton, reared first 
upon the backs of black slaves, is · 
Supported today by an ever-increasing 
horde of white and black tenants and 
sharecroppers whose lives are 

hopelessly broken by the system .... 
The cultural landscape of the cotton 
belt has been described as a 
11miserable panorama of unpainted 

shacks, rain-gullied fields, straggling 
fences, rattle-trap Fords, dirt, 
poverty, disease, drudgery, and 

monotony that stretches for a 
thousand miles across the cotton 

belt" (Johnson et al. 1935:1, 14). 

Of particular interest are more recent eHorts 

by historians and archaeologists alike lo redefine the 
nature of Southern plantations, exploring how tenancy 

changed the face of those plantations. Prunty (1955), 
for example, argues that plantations are simply 
agricultural factories and while the labor pattern 



PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC SYNOPSIS 

changed after the Civil War, the plantations continued. 

Others, such as Orser (1988) have begun exploring how 
the changing labor patterns changed the settlement 
patterns. The antebellum plantation with its distinctive 
slave settlement was slowly changed after the Civil War, 
balancing work needs against those of community and 

kin. For the most part, when compared to slavery, 
tenancy is often a more dispersed settlement pattern 
(see, for example, Orser 1988; Prunty 1955:472). It 
has been argued that tbs dispersion can be explained on 
the basis of energy expenditure per return (not having to 
walk long distances to one1s field) or risk aversion 

{wanting to keep watch over economically important 
crops). 
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METHODS 

Archaeological Field Methods 

The initially proposed field techniques involved 
the placement of shovel tests at 100 foot intervals along 
the centerline of the corridor. Since this corridor is only 

7 5 feet ln width, only one transect was proposed. All 

soil would be screened through 1/4 inch mesh, with each 
test numh~red sequentially by transect. Each test would 
measure about 1 foot square and would normally be 

taken to a depth ofat least 1.5 to 2 feet or until subsoil 
was encountered. All cultural remains would be 
collected, except for 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, further tests would 
be used to obtain data 
on site boundaries, 
artifact quantity and 
diversity, _site integrity, 

and·_temporal affiliation. 
These tests would be 
placed at 25 to 50 feet 
intervals in a simple 
cruciform pattern until 
two cOnsecUtive negative 

shovel tests were 

encountered. The 

information required for 

completion of South 
Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and 
Anthropology site forms 
would be collected and 
photographs would be 
taken, if warranted in 

the opinion of the field 
investigators. 

These proposed techniques were implemented 
with no significant modifications. The new 
substation lot was cleared, graded, and fenced at the 
time of this survey (Figure 9), so only a pedestrian 
survey was conducted in that area. Immediately north of 
the substation lot there was an area of recently logging 
(Figure 10). This area was shovel tested, but the open 
ground also allowed a surface survey as well. The bulk of 
the corridor was wooded, although the centerline was cut 
and clearly flagged (Figure 11). In these areas the 
proposed shovel testing was carried out without 
modification. 

A total of 115 shovel tests were excavated on 
the corridor. 

Architectural Survey 

As previously discussed, we elected to use a 0.5 

Figure 9. Substation lot on S-223, view to the northwest. 
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for the resources 

identified during this 
study have been 

submitted to the S.C. 
Department of Archives 
and History. 

The survey was 

conducted by driving the 
public roads (typically 
county or state 

secondary roads) in the 

APE. The roads 
induded SC 441, S-
223, S-536, and a 
county road running 

northwest off S-223. 

The back-

Figure 10. Logged area north of the substation lot, view to the north. 

ground research on 

individual properties was 

more limited than is the 

mile area of potential effect (APE). The architectural 
survey recorded buildings, sites, structures, and objects 

which appeared to have 

been constructed before 

1950. Typical of such 
p~ojects, this survey 

recorded only those 
which "have kept their 
integrity" (Anonymous 

n.d.:4). 

For each 

identified resource a 

Statewide Survey Site 
Form was completed and 
at least two 
representative photo-

graphs were taken. 
Permanent control 
numbers were assigned 

by the Survey Staff of 
the S. C. Department of 
Archives and History at 
the conclusion of the 

case on county-wide 

local history surve)'B. We collected all of the information 
readily available to us in the field. In other words, where 

study. The Site Forms Figure 11. Survey centerline, view to the S from station 1 +93. 
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we found residents willing to discuss their properly, we 

took advantage of this to collect additional information. 
We did not, however, pursue individuals who were not at 

home, attempt to make contact with others in the area, 

or aggressively seek out properly owners. We did not 
conduct deed research, nor did we search newspaper 

archives for properly-specific citations. 

Site Evaluation 

Archaeological sites will be evaluated for 
further work based on the eligibJity criteria for the 
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora 

Foundation only provides an opinion of -National 
Register eligibJity and the final determination is made 
by the lead federal agency, in consultation with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer at the South 
Carolina Department of Archives and History. 

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

the quality of significance in 

.American history, architecture", 

archaeology, engineering, and 
cultllre is present in districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects 
that possess integrity of location, 

design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, 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 the lives 

of persons significant in our past; 
or 

c. that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of construction or that 

represent the work of a master, 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 yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

National Reg;ster Bul/eNn 36 (Townsend et al. 
1993) provides an evaluative procesS that contains five 
steps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either the site's eligibJity or lack of eligibility. Briefly, 
these 'steps are: 

• identification of the site's data sets 
or categories of archaeological 
information such as ceramics, lithics, 

subsistence remains, architectural 
remains, or sub-surf~ce 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, g_iven the data sets 
and the context; 

• evaluation of the site's 
archaeological integrity to ensure 

that the data sets were· sufficiently 
well preserved to address the research 

questions; and 

• identification of important research 
questiOns among all of those which 
might be asked and answered at the 
site. 

This approach, of course, has been developed 
for use documenting eligibJity 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 is being considered. AB a 

result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been 
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summarized, but we have tried to focus on each 
archaeological site's ability to addxess significant 
research topics within the context of its available data 

sets. 

For architectural sites the evaluative process was 
somewhat different. Given the relatively limited 
architectural data available for most of the properties, 
we have focused on evaluating these sites using National 
Register Criterion C, focusing on the site's "distinctive 

characteristics." Key to this concept is the issue of 
integrity. This means that the property needs to have 
retained, essentially intact, its physical identity from the 
historic period. 

Particular attention would be given to the 
integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. Design 
includes the organization of space, proportion, scale, 
technology, ornamentation,- and materials. As National 
Reg;ster Bulle6n 36 observes, "Recognizability of a 
properly, or the ability of a property to convey its 
significance, depends largely upon the degree to which 
the design of the property is intact" (Townsend et al. 
1993018). Workmanship is evidence of the artisan's 
labor and skill and can apply to either the entire 
properly or to specific features of the property. Finally, 

materials - the physical items used on and in the 
property - are "of paramount importance under 
Criterion C" (Townsend et al. 1993019). Integrity here 
is reflected by maintenance of the original material and 
avoidance of replacement materials. 

Laboratory Analysis 

The cleaning and analysis of artifacts was 
conducted in Columbia at the Chicora Foundation 
laboratories. These materials have been catalogued and 
accessioned for curation at the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, the closest 
regional repository. The site forms for the identified 
archaeological sites have been fJed with the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. 
Field notes and photographic materials have been 
prepared for curation using archival standards and will 

he transferred to that agency as soon as the project is 
complete. 

Analysis of the historic collections follow 
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professionally accepted standards with a level of 
suitability to the quantity and quality of the remains. 
In general, the temporal, cultural, and typological 
classifications of historic remains follow such authors as 

Price (1970) and South (1977). Glass artifacts are 
identified using sources such as Jones (1986), and Jones 
and Sullivan (1985). Sutton and Arkush (1996) 
provide an excellent overview of a broad range of other 
historic material, although primary sources will typically 
be provided in the text if the remains require a more 
detaJed analysis. 



RESULTS OF SURVEY 

lnb:oduction 

The cultural resources identified during the 
intensive survey of the l. 97 mile Catchall transmissio:U 

line corridor include one archaeological site (38SU288; 
Figure 12) which is recommended as ineligible for the 
National Register. The site has been damaged by 
logging activities and we do not believe that it possesses 

sufficient integrity to allow significant research 

questions to be addressed. 

Also identified are hvo historic resources, 

including one structure and associated fire tower 

(1210096) and one cemetery (1210097). The cemetery 
is recommended eligible for inclusion on the National 

Register because of the variety of monument styles 

present: The cemetery is a good example' of a ~ral 
African American church cemetery. It will not, however, 

be affected by the proposed undertaking. The associated 
church building is modern and is not ,eligible. The 
structure and associated fire tower are recocimended not 

eligible since both have been signili.cantly altered and no 
longer retain their integrity. 

Archaeological Site 38SU288 

Site 38SU2S8 is a mid-twentieth century 
historic domestic scatter measuring about 100 feet 

north-south by 100 feet east-west, yielding an scatter of 
about 10,000 feet2. The site is located within the 
corridor at station 103+50 about 600 feet north
northwest of the intersection of SC 44land S-223. 
The central UTM coordinates are E547050 
N3763420 (NAD27 datum) and the elevation is about 
330 feet AMSL on a broad interior ridge terrace that 
exhibits only a very slight slope to the east. The area was 
previowly in a mixed pine and hardwood forest, but has 

recently been clear cut, leaving much downed timber 

and generally good snrface visibJity (Figure 13). The 
nearest drainage is Roberts Branch, about 1,000 feet to 
the southwest. 

The site was initially identified by surface 
materials while walking the centerline and excavating 

shovel tests. Although none of the centerline shovel 
tests were positive, a light scatter of historic material 

was noted on the surface and collected. A series of five 

additional shovel tests were excavated to the north, 
south and east. It was not possible to extend this testing 

to the west since a large pile of woods debris had been 
bulldozed or skid loaded in this area, at the edge of the 
.proposed corridor. None of these additional tests were 

positive. 

The shovel tests revealed an A or possibly Ap 
horizon about 0.6 foot in depth consisting of a grayish
brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying a pale brown 
(10YR6/3) sand which was found· to depths exceeding 2 
feet. This profile is con~istent with Lucy sands. 

This site is not shown on the 1950 highway 
map (Figure 8) nor is it indicated by the modern 
topcigraphic_ map, suggesting that it may have already 
been in ruins. Alternatively, and more likely since we 

failed to identify any structural remains; this site may 

simply rep;,.sent a small trash deposit. Abam is situated 
about 50 feet to the east-northeast, outside the project 

corridor. 

Artifacts recovered from the surface include 

two fragments of whiteware, two pieces of milk glass 

(one of which is painted), seven clear glass bottle 
fragments, one light green bottle fragment, one 

fragment of melted glass, two glass marbles, and two 

partial soda bottles. The assemblage is consistent with 

a mid-century deposit. The absence of architectural 

remains and the presence of the one melted glass 

fragment reinforces the suggestion that the remains 

may represent a trash deposit and not a structure. 

The two fragmentary soda bottles are of special 
interest since they are the most reliable chronological 

indicators at the site. One is embossed "ACE HI 
COLA" and on the base is "SCHAFER BEV. I 
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Figure 12. Identified archaeological site and historic resources in survey APE. 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY 

Figure 13. View of 38SU288 looking to the east. 

LITTLE ROCK S.C. I 7 FL. OZS." Jeter informs us 
that Schclfer Beverages was incorporated on January 6, 
1941 and was dissolved on January 8, 1943. During its 
three year business it used both silk screened and 

emhossed "Ace-High" product bottles (Jeter 1987:66). 
The observed "HI" may be a bottling variation or Jeter 
may_ be incorrect in the exact term used. Regardless, this 
bottle documents a very short period of use. 

The other bottle was silk screened, "Sunny 

South Beverages" with "From the Land of Cotton" in 
script on either side. Below, also printed, is "Seven-Up 

Bottling Co. of West Columbia, SC." Jeter notes that 
the company name of "Seven-Up" wasn't used untJ 

1937. He observes that "along with green sJk screen 
conventional bottles are product bottles "Sheri Cola" 

and "Sunny South," which he attributes to no earlier 

than ca. 1950 (Jeter 1987:67). 

The very narrow range of data sets (only sparse 

kitchen remains, no features, no remnant architectural 

debris, no evidence of features}, couple with the low site 

integrity (the intensive logging damage and the failure 
to identify any remains in close interval shovel testing} 

_ suggests that the site is unable to address any significant 

research questions 

appropriate to mid

century rural farm sites. 

As a result1 we 

recommend the site not 

eligible for inclusion on 

the National Register of 
Historic Places; No 

additional management 

activities are 

recommended pending 

the review and 

concurrence of the State 
Historic Preservation 

Office. 

Historic and 
Architectural 
Resources 

There are no 

architectural or 

historical sites within the 
proposed corridor. T_here are, however, two sites 

identified in the 0.5-mJe APE. 

Site 1210096.00 is situated off S-223 about 
0.1 mJe west of its junction with SC 441. It is a 
massed plan cross gable houSe with vague Craftsman 

detaJing (Figure 15). McAlester and McAlester 
(1984:458) note that these modest examples were 
"common in outlying areas into the early 1930s." This 
specimen was constructed by the S.C. _Forestry 

Commission about 1935, immediately after the 

properly was acquired in 1934, and was used as the 

Catchall Fire Tower Operator's House through 1995. 
Today it is vacant. It has asbestos shingle siding, 6/6 
windows, and a full facade porch. The structure has 

been altered by the addition of a rear kitchen area, 

storm windows, and extensive repairs and modifications 

of the front porch. While certainly representative of 

many small rural farmsteads in the region, the structure 

no longer retains its integrity and is recommended not 

eligible. 

Associated with the operator's house is the fire 

tower, situated about 500 feet to the northeast. This 
steel tower was also constructed about 1935 and went 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY 

Figure 15. Structure 1210096.00, south and east facades. 

out of service in 1993. In 1995 the glass Windows and 
metal roof we're removed, with only the platform and ca. 

3-foot high side walls 
being retained, and the 
tower was converted into 

use as , a repeater 

antenna. As a result, the 
tower no longer retains 

any integrity and is also 

recommended not 

eligible. 

of unmarked grave 

depressions, may date 

even earlier. The 

cemetery is situated 

north of the church, 
with part of the modem 
church's side drive 

perhaps covering graves. 

The graves clearly go to 

the ditch bank associated 
with SC 441 and there 
are additional graves 

adjacent to SC 441 
about 300 feet north of 
the cemetery, perhaps 

representing a small 

family plot. 

The markers 

present represent a range 

of styles and types very 
common at African 

Arn.erican cemeteries 

during the late nineteeilth and early twentieth centuries. 
Notable are a nU.mber of painted vaults, many with 

The Hopewell 
Baptist Church 
Cemetery, 1210097, is 
situated on the east side 

of SC 441, 0.1 mile 
south of its junction 

with S-536. The church 
building is modem 
(1965) and is not 
included. The cemetery, 
however, was in use at 

least as early as 1875 
and, given the number Figure 16. Site 1210097, Hopewell Baptist Cemetery, looking south. 
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distinctive metal and plastic handles. Both blue and 
silver painted vaults are present, including several two

tone varieties. Other vaults have either asphalt or plastic 
decorations. 

Also present are at least two distinctive styles 

of concrete markers, likely representing' two different 
artisans. At the time of this survey one marker, dated 

1970, had just recently had a very thick coat of white 
enamel paint applied. This seems to be the modem 

equivalent of whitewashing and represents the 

continuation of a very old African ~E'.rican, tradition. 

The cemetery also contains use of landscape 

plants, such as yucca and century plants to mark graves. 
There is also use of non-traditional markers, such as 

iron rods. One grave has erected over it a brick barrel 

vault, similar to those found in white coastal graveyards. 
T_his is the only example of this type of monument we 

have observed in Upper Coastal Plain cemeteries. Many 

additional graves ~re covered with arched concrete, 

usually with names and dates hand written in the wet 

concrete. 

The cemetery seems dominated by family plots, 
some with coping, or loosely arranged family groupings. 

There -are also, however, individual plots. While 

traditional materials continue to be heavily used, the 

cemetery does contain both marble and granite 

monuments. 

This site is recommended eligible for inclusion 

on the National Register under Criterion C: art, 

Criteria Consideration d: cemetery. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study involved the examination of the 
1. 97 mile long Catchall transmission line corridor 

situated in northwestern Sumter County. The corridor 

is 75 feet in width and will be used to construct a line 
on single posts about 60 feet in height. The project will 
:i;esult in clearing, placement of poles and lines, and 
s~sequent easement maintenance. This research, 

,conducted. for. Central Electric Power· Cooperative, 

provides results o_f the cultural resources investigation 

and is intended to assist that organization compl)r with 
their historic preservation responsibilities. 

Historic research reveals that this portion of 

Sumter County, largest situated in the Sand Hills on 
an ridge slope, was only sparsely settled or farmed 
during the colonial and antebellum periods. Even into 
the early postbellum the region was thought to be poorly 
suited to cultivation and was used primarily for pasture 

lands and fire wood. The steep slopes over much of the 
Project corridor probably prevented· the la~d from ever 

be fanned very intensively. 

Prehistoric settlement similarly appears to have 

avoided these steep sandy slopes, preferring the more 

level swamp edge ecotones instead. The corridor 

terminates befOre any significant swamp edge area is 

reached. 

Although a small segment of the corridor on 
the southeast end had been logged at the time of the 
survey, and provided good surface visibility, most of the 
routi;: was in mixed pine and hardwood forests with 

dense understory and there was no surface visibility. 

Consequently the archaeological survey relied on shovel 

testing. Shovel tests were excavated at 100 foot 

intervals down the centerline of the proposed 

transmission line, which had been staked prior to the 

field work. The shovel tests generally revealed profiles 
consistent with the soils identified by the Sumter soil 
survey (Pitts 1974). In the steep areas the profiles 
revealed considerable erosion with little or no A horizon 

remaining. 

One archaeological site, 38SU288, was 
identili.ed during this survey. The site represents a mid

twentieth century domestic site, probably a trash pi.le 

(not a structure). The collection consisted of a narrow 

range of primarily kitchen remains. Shovel testing 

revealed no features or other remains. It seems unlikely 

that the site, with limited data sets and loss of integrity, 
can address significant research. questions. Its late date 

also suggests that oral history and documentary research 

are likely to be more productive than archaeological 

investigation for the time period. As a result, the site is 

recommended not eligible for inclusion on the National 

Register of Historic Places. 

The failure to identify prehistoric sites is 

almost certainly the result of the corridor's location 

distant from any major drainage, an:d- topOgraphy of 

steep slopes. Had the corridor either been parallel to a 

more substantial drainage, such as Rafting-Creek, or 

situated on the ridge crest, it is likely that prehistoric 

sites would have been common. 

The failure to identify- more historic sites may 

also be associated with the location of the corridor. It 

appears that from the nineteenth century on, settlement 

was largely associated with road systems and interior 

areas were far less likely to have been the location of 

settlements. 

A survey of historic sites was conducted within 

a 0.5 mile APE. Two historic resources were identified, 

including one massed plan cross gable structure 

(1210096.00) with an associated fire tower 
(1210096.01) and one cemetery (1210097). 

Of these resources the cemetery is 

recommended eligible for inclusion on the National 

Register. The structure and associated fire tower have 

both lost their integrity and are not recommended 

eligible. 

While recommended eligible, the cemetery will 
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not be affected by the proposed undertaking. It is 
situated about 350 feet east of the corridor. Between 
the cemetery and the corridor is SC 441, a busy two
lane highway, as well as series of commercial 

estab}ishments on the west side of the highway. Beyond 
these businesses are woods. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be el].countered in the corridor during construction 

activities. AB always, contractors 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 tum report 
the material to the State Historic Preservation Office, 
or Chicora Foundation (the process of dealing with late 
discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No 
further land altering activities should take place in the 
vicinity of_ these discoveries until they have been 
examined by an archaeologist and; if necessary, have 

been processed according to 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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