


Figure 8: Chester DePratter with a Kirk Corner Notched projectile point. (Photo by Hannah Hoover)

Figure 9: Isabel Matias holding a Deptford check-stamped sherd. (Photo by Figure 10: Ellie Janssen excavating a historic feature. (Photo by Hannah
Hannah Hoover) Hoover)
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Savannah River Archaeology

Treadway: An Early 19" Century Meeting House in the
South Carolina Backcounty

By Brian Milner and Keith Stephenson

The Backcountry of colonial South Caro-
lina, renowned for its frontier lawlessness,
was targeted by protestant evangelists fol-
lowing the Great Awakening in the 1740s.
By the late 18 century, itinerate preachers
were establishing churches throughout the
region. The Treadway church was one of
these founded about 1790 and is the only
known Baptist meetinghouse site subjected
to archaeological research in the state. De-
scribed as a plain, Federal-style structure,
few artifacts, besides nails, were recovered
during investigations. The structure’s loca-
tion was revealed during a systematic met-
al detector survey. The Treadway meeting-
house was situated in lower Aiken County,
SCwhich, prior to 1871, formed a portion
of the Barnwell District (Figure 1).

Histories of rural churches indicate
that they did not begin fully developed.
Rather, they formed gradually with
community residents holding meetings
that over time culminated in a formal

body of worship. Initially, services would
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-]

Clemson
(-]

be held outdoors in the open or beneath
traditional brush arbors until land was
donated or otherwise acquired to construct
a conventional meetinghouse. This
scenario quite likely illustrates the origins
of the Treadway Baptist Church around
1790 in the Barnwell District of South
Carolina. Property records show that
land holder Elijah Treadway conveyed a
four-acre tract situated along the western
margin of Upper Three Runs in 1810 for
the purpose a meetinghouse. Though the
land was obtained by the church trustees
in 1810, we turn toward both documentary
and archaeological evidence to determine
when the meetinghouse was constructed.
The meetinghouse location for the
Treadway Baptist Church was first
documented on the Barnwell District
map in the Mills Atlas of 1825. Slightly
earlier versions of the Barnwell District
map, however, do not show its presence.
The project resulting in the illustrious
Mills Atlas began in 1815 when the South

Columbia
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Figure 1: South Carolina showing location of the Treadway Meetinghouse site in Aiken County.

(SCIAA photo)
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Carolina General Assembly initiated a
state-wide civil works project to improve
public infrastructure, which included
a detailed survey of each of the state’s
judicial districts. John Wilson, the Civil
and Military Engineer of South Carolina,
was given the responsibility of supervising
22 of the state’s leading surveyors tasked
with surveying its 28 districts. Deputy
Surveyor Thomas Anderson surveyed
the Barnwell District for this project.
Although his final map noted the locations
of meetinghouses across the district, it
did not show a meetinghouse in the area
of Upper Three Runs near the Treadway
property (Figure 2). By 1822, the various
district maps drawn by Anderson and
the other surveyors had been revised and
assembled into a map of South Carolina by
John Wilson. His map also shows meeting
houses located throughout the state,
but not in the area of Upper Three Runs
between the Treadway and Weathersby
bridges (Figure 3).

In 1819, the South Carolina General
Assembly created a five-member Board
of Public Works to oversee a state-wide
infrastructural improvement project.
The renowned architect, Robert Mills,
was selected to serve on the Board and
tasked with the design and construction of
public buildings. In 1822, Mills petitioned
the South Carolina General Assembly
for a contract to produce a state atlas
of standardized district maps. Three
years later his Atlas of the State of South
Carolina was published. Mills updated
each of the 28 district maps by adding
structures and other features not present
during the original surveys. On the
Barnwell District map, Mills documents
a meetinghouse situated approximately a
quarter of a mile south of the E. Treadway
home site (Figure 4). This is the first
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The largest proportion of artifacts
recovered from both shovel test pit and test
unit excavations were nails. Naturally they
became the focus of our investigation for
the location of the Treadway meetinghouse

structure. After a dry-brush cleaning,
all nails were identified as wrought, cut,
or wire. Then each was subjected to a
detailed analysis using the following

Weight, Condition (Pulled, Clinched,
and Unaltered), Burned, Manufacturing
Method, Direction of Grain, Burr, Pinch,
Shaft Taper, and Shape of Shaft.

Figure 2: Thomas Anderson’s 1818 map of the Barnwell District showing locations of Elijah Tread-

way'’s house and Weathersby’s bridge. (Mills Atlas)

documented reference to a meetinghouse
structure at the location. The church
continued using this same structure in
this location until December 1926 when it
burned down.

In 2018, staff of the Savannah River
Archaeological Research Program with the
South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology conducted a metal
detector survey in an area considered to be
the location of the Treadway meetinghouse
as shown on Mills’ atlas. The U.S. Forestry
Service had cleared the survey area of
small undergrowth using a forestry
mulcher. A control grid of 10-meter block
areas was staked out across the project
site. Each 10-meter area was methodically
searched with metal detectors, and the
location of each metal “hit” was pin-
flagged. Each flag’s position was recorded
using a total station so that it’s exact point
could be located on the site grid. The
metal detector survey resulted in a total of
564 “hits.” To recover the metal artifacts,
shovel test pits 50 x 50 centimeters in size
were excavated at the location of each
metal detector “hit” through the topsoil
to a depth of 25 or 30 centimeters below
surface. The metal detector survey resulted
in the recovery of 392 nails scattered across
the small landform.

During the survey one location
stood out within the overall survey area.
Stretching from North 865 to North
893 and East 978 to East 993, a metal
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concentration returned such numerous
“hits” that it was impossible to distinguish
individual “hits,” and shovel test pits
were useless for the recovery of single
metal objects. Instead, we decided to
investigate this metal concentration with
test unit excavations. Altogether, 29 units,
1 x 1 meter in size, were laid out to form
trenches that would bisect the large metal
concentration on a vertical and horizontal
axis. A total of 615 cut nails were recovered
from the test units, which accounted for
64.19% of the overall artifacts recovered.

];.'
Lﬁ?ﬁf
L}\‘_\_

R
\\\:\. -‘\H::“‘
R

|

As nails made up most of the historic
artifacts recovered at the Treadway site,
their ability to help determine the time of
construction was essential. For this, we
employed the nail chronology developed
by Tom Wells in his 1998 article titled,
Nail Chronology: The Use of Technologically
Derived Features. Wells” chronology uses
nine diagnostic features of nails to assign
them to one of 12 Types, with each type
relating to a specific range of time. The
first feature is the kind of metal used:
iron or steel. The second feature is the
manufacturing method of the nail shaft.
The nail shaft can be wrought by hand or

cut from a metal sheet by machine. The
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Figure 3: John Wilson’s 1822 map of South Carolina Districts showing the location of Treadway and

Weathersby bridges. (Mills Atlas)
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third feature is direction of grain, which
only applies to iron nails. The fourth is the
shape of the nail point. Wells only assigns
this to cut nails, as wire nails would all
have a rounded point. The fifth feature is
the type of nail head manufacture, which
is either handmade or machine made. The
sixth is the nail burr, which is only present
on cut nails. The seventh feature is the
pinch, which also applies only to cut nails.
This feature was formed from the nail shaft
being gripped by a vise while the head
was formed. Feature eight involves the
nail shaft taper, and the final feature is the
overall shape of the shaft section. Types
1 and 2 cover nails that were completely
hand-wrought. Type 3 nails have a hand-
wrought head and a machine cut body.
Types 4 through 10 nails were fully
machine made. Types 11 and 12 are made
up of wire nails (round).

Nails were assigned to each of the
12 categories based on a combination
of the nine features. Some nails were in
such bad condition that they could only
be identified as cut or round. Of the total
number of nails recovered, only 242 from
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Figure 4: The Treadway Meetinghouse shown on Mills’ 1825 Atlas. (Mills Atlas)
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the shovel tests pits and 278 from the test
units could be assigned to a type. Nails
from shovel test pits nails were assigned as
follows: Type 3 has four nails, Type 4 has
one, Type 5 has six, Type 6 has 143, Type 7
has one, Type 8 has 79, from Type 12 has
eight (Figure 6). Nails from test unit nails
were assigned as follows: Type 3 has two,
Type 5 has three, Type 6 has 260, Type 7
has six, Type 8 has six, and Type 9 has one
(Figure 7).

Dates for the nail types range from
1791 to 1891 and several types have
overlapping date ranges. Most of the
nails recovered from the Tredway site
fall into Types 6 and 8. These types have
date ranges of 1810-1840 and 1820-1890,
respectively. These two types overlap
from 1820 to 1840 indicating that the
meetinghouse was constructed sometime
during this interval. Furthermore,
this information coupled with the
documentary evidence from the Barnwell
District maps indicate that construction
of the Treadway meetinghouse occurred
during the earlier end of this date range.
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Figure 5: Lidar Map of metal detector points and metal concentration within boxed area. (SCIAA map)
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Figure 7: Graph showing Test Unit nails plotted by type and date
Figure 6: Graph showing Shovel Test Pit nails plotted by type and date range. (SCIAA graph)
range. (SCIAA graph)

Legacy, Vol. 26, No. 1, August 2022




Maritime Research

USS Boston Collection: Curation and Photogrammetric

Documentation

By Athena Van Overschelde and Will Nassiff

Introduction

Through an Archaeological Research
Trust (ART) Grant, the Maritime
Research Division (MRD) began the
process of documenting the state’s
underwater artifact collections through
photogrammetric software. After
receiving new curation space in Barnwell
College, the MRD began photographing
artifacts from USS Boston, a Civil War
troop transport that ran aground in the
Ashepoo River in 1864. After moving the
collection to Barnwell, a general analysis
was conducted to determine if any artifacts
needed conservation, which included
identification and photographing of the
artifact for future reference. Our early
efforts have focused on creating 3D models
of Boston artifacts in Agisoft Metashape
for analysis and public outreach
Utilization of software like Agisoft can
lead to exciting new ways to engage the
public and showcase the history and
archaeology of South Carolina. Through
our efforts in photogrammetrically
recording artifacts from Boston, the MRD
will create a framework for the continued
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Figure 2: Example of a sparse cloud in Agisoft Metashape. (MRD photo)

documentation of artifacts for both
curatorial and outreach purposes.

The MRD used the funds to
purchase several items for our studio
including: an Ortery 360 Turntable, two
(2) OrangeMonkie Studio Lightboxes,
additional studio lights, and many other
small items to complete our studio.
All other purchases were minor in
comparison to the above items, but either

supplemented our camera array, provided

Figure 1: Athena Van Overschelde (Left) and Josh Chaplin (Right) at work in the MRD’s photogram-

materials used for cleaning camera lenses,
or permitted the staging of smaller artifacts
to be aptly recorded via photography.
Most importantly, the grant allowed

the MRD to contract with Josh Chaplin,

a former Applied Research Division
archaeologist, to lend his expertise in
photography and photogrammetric
processing. Josh travelled to Columbia

to provide assistance on tuning camera
settings, processing intricacies, and
display mediums. His insight proved
tremendously beneficial to our successes
in creating photogrammetric models

of artifacts and the MRD is incredibly

grateful for his assistance (Figure 1).

USS Boston History

Boston was constructed in 1850 in New
York City and was a steam side wheeler,
weighing 630 tons, and was 225 feet in
length with an oak hull that was sheathed
in copper. For its first 11 years, Boston
sailed primarily between Boston, MA,
and Portland, ME carrying passengers
and cargo. In April 1861, the Federal
Government leased it, and it became the
first vessel used to transport soldiers
during the Civil War (Shomette 1973).
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Figure 3: Pocket knife concretion photograph and photogrammetric model (38CN57-1-83). (MRD

photo)

During its first voyage, Boston was
sent to Washington, which had been cut
off by rail from the North and needed
protection. On April 22, 1861, the vessel
arrived in Annapolis and helped refloat
the transport vessel Maryland after it had
grounded. The troops on board Maryland
then disembarked and are credited with
saving the Capital (Shomette 1973)

In 1864, Boston, was transporting
300 soldiers from the 34" Regiment of
Colored Troops, as well as 90 unidentified
cavalrymen and their horses under the
command of Colonel Thomas Bayley.
Orders were for Boston and another troop
transport, Edwin Lewis, to stop at the
mouth of Mosquito Creek but, due to a
miscommunication, ended up continuing
north an additional eight miles passing
“the pickets of the enemy, and under the
guns of a rebel battery” (Foster 1864).
“When a rebel sentry hailed the vessel,
Bayley reportedly answered with the
name of his vessel and continued another
mile north into the lines of the enemy
despite hearing the alarm raised from the
sentry. Bayley was later court martialed
and accused of the “act of criminal
thoughtlessness that endangered his whole
command, put the enemy on guard against
the intended surprise, and contributed
greatly to the loss of the steamer Boston”
(Foster 1864).

Sinking Event

According to a report written by
Lieutenant Colonel John D. Twiggs

of the First South Carolina Cavalry,
Confederate forces had been warned by

a scout at 1 AM on the morning of the
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24% that two steamboats, thought to be
Federal gunboats were headed north up
the Ashepoo River. Twiggs immediately
dispatched enforcements to the pickets
between Chapman’s Fort and the Chehaw
River. Upon arrival at Chapman'’s Fort,
Twiggs saw a “large Yankee steamer
aground 300 yards below the piling in the
Ashepoo River, lying with her bow on the
breast-works, and in such a position that
my left gun commanded her starboard
side and my right her port bow...a third
shot fired from the artillery struck her
steam-chest, causing the steam to escape
rapidly.” (Twiggs 1864).

Stuck fast in the sandbar, Boston came
under fire by rebel troops along the river
and at the battery and was hit 75-80 times
with shells from 6 and 12-pound cannons,
which punctured the boiler (Tower 1981).
The men on board the vessel swam to
shore and to the other vessel, Edwin Lewis
to escape the enemy fire (Halleck 1864). At
10 AM, a US Navy gunboat arrived and
suppressed the fire from the Confederate

battery and Boston was set afire to ensure
it did not land in the hands of the enemy
(Chaplin 1864). Although no men died in
the firefight, seven or eight men drowned
in the rush to get to shore, and all horses
on board died in the fire (Chaplin 1864).

Agisoft Metashape Methodology
During this project, the Maritime

Research Division (MRD) created our own
methodology for rendering 3D models

in Agisoft Metashape. First, photos are
aligned in batches, or chunks, based on the
orientation of the artifact being rendered.
Alignment parameters were always run on
“High Accuracy” because it ensured that
the software would detect the maximum
number of key points and tie points in
each photograph.

After each chunk aligned, the data is
rendered as a “Sparse Cloud” made up of
points Agisoft matched across all photos
in the chunk (Figure 2). After the sparse
cloud has been generated, it is important to
clean the sparse cloud so that unnecessary
or inaccurate points can be deleted. This
can be done manually by selecting the
points outside of the bounding box or by
gradually selecting points according to
their projection accuracy, reconstruction
uncertainty, and reprojection error, each
calculated by Agisoft, and deleting them.

Once the sparse cloud is complete,
Agisoft is able to turn these point-based
values into a mesh of the object. The
mesh is a rough rendering of a 3D model,
based on triangular faces according to

the desired final quality of the model.

Figure 4: Belt buckle concretion photograph and photogrammetric model. (MRD photo)
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Figure 5: Photogrammetric model of a horse’s mandible. (MRD photo)

For less than 500 images quality of mesh
should be high, but for anything over 500
it's better to choose medium unless the
computer being used has a high processing
capacity. Face count should be High,
Depth filtering was kept on Mild, and the
Calculate Vortex Colors box was checked.
Next, masks were needed to tell Agisoft
to focus only on the artifact instead of the
photograph background. The software
will automatically apply masks to each
image in a chunk based on the meshed,
3D model, making it crucial to whittle
down the sparse cloud to remove any
inaccuracies.

We then repeat the process until both
chunks have a mesh and are masked.
Once that is complete the two chunks
need to be aligned and merged. Agisoft
can align the chunks itself, but if there are
any issues they can be aligned manually
with markers. Once the two chunks are
successfully merged together, it will be
displayed as a new sparse cloud. From
here, a new mesh will be generated of
the merged chunks. Finally, the meshed,
merged chunk will have texture applied
to it. This texture is generated from
individual photographs.

At this point there should be a detailed
3D model of the artifact. After the model is
complete there are options to make a video
where the model spins or uploads the
model to an online 3D model website like
Sketchfab. This way the public can interact
with the artifact, including zooming in,
and spinning it around to see it from all

angles.
30

Artifact Research

Artifacts recovered from Boston include
uniform buttons, a pocketknife, varying
shapes and sizes of ceramics, military
insignia, and other personal effects.
Additionally, several fragments of horse
bone and an entire mandible of a horse
were recovered from the wreck (Figures
3-5). While impossible to photograph and
render photogrammetric models of the
entire collection due to its sheer volume,
we hope that directing our efforts to
rendering high quality models of specific
artifacts allows us to ascertain details of
their functional lives aboard the steamer
Boston. Also, since much of the collection
comes from the personal effects of those
aboard the steamer, these artifacts can
reveal the reality of life aboard a troop
transport.

Two of the rendered artifacts, a tobacco
pipe, and its accessories, would likely have
been a common item amongst soldiers
and found in the personal effects on board
vessels like Boston. One intact pipe bowl
and a pipe tamper were photographed
and had models rendered of them. The
pipe bowl is cream colored with a small
portion of stem still attached. There is
slight discoloration around the bowl rim
as well as in the interior, probably from its
functional life. The bowl is decorated with
a honeycomb imprint and has slight ridges
that run vertically from the rim to its base.
A hole, which ran from the bowl through
the stem to the mouthpiece, is visible
from the rear-view (Figure 6). Little can
be determined regarding the origination
of the pipe bowl itself, but according to
Ivor Noel Hume’s A Guide to Artifacts of
Colonial America (1969) the shape of the
pipe bowl likely indicates a construction
date towards the middle of the 19" century
(302-303).

The pipe tamper appears to be made
of brass and stands approximately 5.5
centimeters tall. The decorative tamper
depicts a hand holding a pipe with a solid
bottom used to pack down dottle (Figure
7). Tobacco and related paraphernalia
feature prominently amongst the artifact
assemblage of other Civil War steamers
and other contemporary shipwrecks
(Babits 1994; Sudbury and Gerth 2011;
Dickson III 2015).

Most prevalent amongst the

Figure 6: Multiple angles of a photogrammetric model of pipe bowl! from USS Boston. (MRD photo))
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Figure 7: Photograph and photogrammetric model of a pipe tamp from USS Boston collection

(38CN57-1-11). (MRD photo)

collection are the large quantities of
ceramic materials. Very few remain in
any discernable pattern preventing us
from associating them with other sherds.
Even fewer display any identifying
characteristics such as makers marks or
stamps. The authors rendered several 3D
models of individual ceramic sherds, but
without any success in determining the
original shape of the vessel or any other
characteristics. A cold cream dish, slightly
discolored and spotted with a powdery
residue, remained intact and became of
particular interest to us. While little has
been ascertained about its manufacture,
it is one of the collection’s most well-

preserved ceramic items (Figure 8).
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Historic Archaeology

Early SCIAA Leadership

By James B. Legg

-~

This rare photo was provided by University of Georgia archaeologist Mark Williams. On the left is William E. Edwards, who was the founding director
of SCIAA; on the right is John D. Combes, who was interim director of SCIAA for several months in 1968. The location is the site of Fort Prince George
(1753-1768), in Pickens County, SC, where Combes directed excavations in 1966-68.

William Edwards was the subject of a brief discussion by Steve Smith in his Director’s Notes in the December 2019 issue of Legacy. Steve found that
information regarding Edwards and the earliest years of SCIAA was remarkably sparse. The best single source appears to be Robert L. Stephenson’s
summary history of South Carolina archaeology in the SCIAA Notebook in 1975. William Edwards joined the USC Department of Anthropology and
Sociology in 1959, and he assumed the newly created position of South Carolina State Archaeologist in 1960. He became director of the new State
Department of Archaeology in 1963, which became the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology in 1966. Edwards resigned from his
position in 1968 to accept a teaching position in Colorado, and his subsequent career is very obscure—deep internet searches yield virtually nothing
beyond Steve Smith’s 2019 summary, and no publications or images.

John Combes became Assistant (or Associate) South Carolina State Archaeologist in 1966, and Fort Prince George appears to have been his major
focus through 1968. When William Edwards resigned in 1968, Combes assumed leadership of SCIAA as Interim State Archaeologist. After Robert L.
“Bob” Stephenson arrived to take over later that year, Combes reverted to his earlier rank as “Assistant Director” of SCIAA. He held that position until
1975, with a two-year leave of absence in 1970-72 to work on his PhD. Beyond 1975, John Combes rivals William Edwards for obscurity, at least in terms
of internet research. Intensive searching reveals a few bibliographical items, but no biographical material and no images.

After 28 months of SCIAA field work, Fort Prince George was flooded by the waters of Lake Keowee in May 1968. The project was never reported
by John Combes, and the records of the work are largely missing. In 1998, however, Marshall “Woody” Williams published an excellent summary of the
project based on surviving records and his own recollections—he was one of the principal crew members in 1967-68. His young son Mark assisted his

father at Fort Prince George.
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Carolina’s Lost Colony

Stuarts Town and the Struggle for Survival
in Early South Carolina

Those interested in the early colonial history of
South Carolina and the southeastern border-
lands will find much to discover in Carolina’s
Lost Colony in which historian Peter N. Moore
examines the dual colonization of Port Royal at

the end of the seventeenth century. From the east St

came Scottish Covenanters, who established the CAROLINA’S
small outpost of Stuarts Town. Meanwhile, the LOST COLONY
Yamasee arrived from the south and west. These St Tomandihs

STRUGGLE FOR SURVIVAL

European and Indigenous colonizers made com-
in Early South (arolina

mon cause as they sought to rival the English
settlement of Charles Town to the north and the
Spanish settlement of St. Augustine to the south. ,
Also present were smaller Indigenous communities that had long populated the
Atlantic sea islands. It is a global story whose particulars played out along a small
piece of the Carolina coast.

Religious idealism and commercial realities came to a head as the Scottish
settlers made informal alliances with the Yamasee and helped to reinvigorate
the Indian slave trade—setting in motion a series of events that transformed the
region into a powder keg of colonial ambitions, unleashing a chain of hostilities,

realignments, displacement, and destruction that forever altered the region.

Peter N. Moore is professor of history, Texas A&M University—Corpus Christi,
and author of World of Tvil and Strife and Archibald Simpson’s Unpeaceable Kingdom.

ON SALE JANUARY 2023

Hardcover, $98.99 ¢ Paperback, $32.99
6x9 ¢ 208 pages ¢ 8 b&w illus.

Learn more and get 20% off with promo code JSAVE20 at
uscpress.com/Carolinas-Lost-Colony
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John Edward and Sandra B. Allison
F.Jo Baker

Lezlie and Scott Barker

William Behan

George and Betti Bell

BOB-BQ Inc.

Bill Bridges

Central Carolina Community Foundation
Farm Boy’s LLC

Jay and Jennifer Mills (Community Foundation
of Greater Chattanooga, Inc)

James Franklin and Kimberly H. Elliott
Ernest L. Helms, IIT

David and Sue Hodges

Kimbrell and Jane Kirby

Charles H. Leedecker

Gina McCuen

Robert E. and Page Mimms, Jr.

Ruth Ann Ott

Barbara Key Powell

Larry Reed

Nena Powell Rice

Robert N. Strickland

University of South Carolina Press

Partner ($500-999)

Jerry Dacus

Harold D. and Cynthia Curry
Cary H. Hall, Jr.

Robert L. Knight

Steven D. Smith

Advocate ($250-499)

Robert C. Costello
Joyce Hallenbeck
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Randy C. and Julie A. Ivey

Richard W. Lang

Elliott Edward and Betsy Champion Powell
Don C. Rosick and Pat Mason

Richard E. Watkins

Contributor ($249-100)

Charles Baugh

Howard S. and Mary Ann Bridgeman
Charles Burke Baxley

Lindsey Dale Boozer

James Borton

Richard and Ann Christie

Glenn J. Dutton

Eddie and Anita Feemster

Alma Harriett Fore

Blake P. Garrett

Michael A. Harmon

Tim Lord

Jerrell D. Melear

Lawrence C. and Hepsy Parham
Conrad and Betty D. Pearson

Arthur L. and Frances J. Rickenbaker
Michael J. Septon

Kathy Stewart (In Memory of John Key Powell,
Ann Penniman Powell, and Paul Stewart)
Joseph Stofan

John and Pamela Stuart

Gerral Lee Thomas

Robert E. and Carol Ann Tyler

Robert Wayne Whiteside

Supporter ($99-50)

A.F. Consultants

Michael J. and Aileen Ellen Ahearn

David Henry Barron

Jeff D. and Angela H. Broome

Amy Busby

William Patrick, Jr. and Jane Ballenger Dorn
Timothy M. Drake

Helen W. Feltham

Druanne M. Freeman

Sarah Calhoun Gillespie

Mary Hardy (In Memory of Joseph Hardy)
Jane Hammond Jervey

Laurence Koolkin

Hubert W. and Constance Laquement
Peter Littlefield

Joan G. Lowery

Jean Elliott Manning

ART Board meeting at White Pond. (Photo by Dale Bales)

Jeffrey and Dale Milne

William D. Moxley, Jr.

Mike N. Peters

Myrtle Quattlebaum

Bradfort L. Rauschenberg
Gerald F. Schroedl

Harry E. and Margaret G. Shealy
Gwen Anne Sheriff

Rodger A. Steele

Timothy B. and Alice Barron Pearce Stewart
Gordon and Ann C. Thruston
Theodore M. Tsolovos

XRay Compliance Sotutions LLC
Martha Zierden

Regular ($49 or less)
Robbie L. Allen

Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Bill and Brenda Bauer
Lawrence and Nancy Babits
Richard B. and Mollie Baker
Sherrell Goodyear Boette
Edward S. Cummings, 111
Carolyn Hudson

Louie Glen and Joan Anderson Inabinet
Risden L. McElroy

Linda Carnes-McNaughton
Thomas and Carol Pinckney
Sandra Sheridan

Lecreda B. Smith

C. Diane Smock

John J. and Pamela B. Stuart
George R. Stubbs

Henry S. and Leslie Ann Sully
Margaret B. Ulrichsen

Jan Steensen Urban

Robert L. and Janice Van Buren
Alexandra Vainas

George and Catherine Walker
Richard G. and Mildred Wall
William B. and Suzanne B. Wall
Frank P. and Meta W. Whitlock
Neill Wilkinson

James A. and Christine B. Williams
Christopher Worley

Rita Zollinger

Legacy
Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Robbie L. Allen
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John Edward and Sandra B. Allison
B.R. Baker

Richard B. and Mollie T. Baker
Benny and Jackie Bartley

Frank and Kathryn D. Barton
William R. and Brenda Bauer
Charles Baugh

Charles Burke Baxley

Paul H. and Judith Davis Benson
Ann S. Bittner

Sherrell Goodyear Boette

G.G. Boyd, Jr.

Jeff D. and Angela H. Broome
Greta Brown

Amy Busby

Bobby E. Butler (Butler Alarm Systems LLC)
Linda Carnes-McNaughton

W.C. Cambell

Louie C. Chavis

Ann and Richard Christie

Janet C. Ciegler

John M. Coggeshall

Robert C. Costello

William E. Covington, III

Joanna Burbank Craig

Edward S. Cummings, 11T

Harold D. and Cynthia Curry

Jerry Dacus

Robert J. Dehoney

David Donmoyer

Walter Patrick, Jr. and Jane Ballenger Dorn
Timothy M. Drake

Glenn J. Dutton

Dutton Grading Corporation

Lou Edens

Eddie and Anita Feemster

Helen W. Feltham

Amelia L. Fisher

Lorene Fisher (In Memory of Joel Fisher)
Alma Harriett Fore

Druanne M. Freeman

Blake P. Garrett

Sarah C. Gillespie

Albert C. Goodyear, 111

Joyce A. Hallenbeck

Mary Hardy (In Memory of Joseph Hardy)
Michael Harmon

Harper Family Foundation (In Memory of
Antony C. Harper)

Ernest L. “Chip” Helms, III

David and Sue Hodges

John Elbert and Kay G. Hollis
Louie Glen and Joan Anderson Inabinet
Randy C. and Julie A. Ivey

Jane Hammond Jervey

Joan M. Jordan

J.W. Joseph

Judy S. Kendall

Doris D. Krell Kahn

Laurence Koolkin

Jim and Karin J. Knight

Robert L. Knight

Richard W. Lang

Hubert W. and Constance B. Laquement
Tim Lord

Joan G. Lowery

D.T. Mack

Gina McCuen

Risden McElroy

Jerrell D. Melear

Linda Carnes-McNaughton

Jack A. Meyer

John M. Newman
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Conrad and Betty D. Pearson

Leon E. Perry

Mike N. Peters

Thomas and Carol Pinckney

Ernie and Joan Plummer

Larry W. Pollard

Barbara Key Powell

Deborah C. Price

Myrtle L. Quattlebaum

William Leland, Jr. and Kathryn R. Raley
Larry A. Reed

Nena Powell Rice

Arthur L. and Frances J. Rickenbaker
Byron C. and Bernona L. Rodgers, Jr.
William D. Rodgers, Jr.

Don C. Rosick and Pat Mason

Mary Julia Royall

Gerald F. Schoedl

William Charles Schmidt, Jr.

Schwab Charitable Fund

Michael Jon Septon

Harry E. and Margaret G. Shealy
Gwen Anne Sheriff

Fred Henry and Carol B. Shute

Sybil J. Sidelman

Leroy Hampton Simkins, Jr.

Lecreda B. Smith

Walter C. Smith

Roger Alan, Sr. and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Kathy Stewart (In Memory of John Key Powell,
Ann Penniman Powell, and Paul Stewrt)
Timothy B. and Alice Barron Pearce Stewart
Robert N. Strickland

John J. and Pamela B. Stuart

George R. Stubbs

Henry S. and Leslie Ann Sully
Wesley Tauchinay

Andrew R. Thomas

Gerral Lee Thomas

Gordon and Ann Thruston
Theodore Minas Tsolovos

Robert E. and Carol Tyler

Robert L. and Janice Van Buren
George and Catherine Walker

William B. and Suzanne B. Wall
James S. Welch

George Westerfield

Constance White

Robert Wayne Whiteside
Christopher M. Worley

X Ray Compliance Solutions LLC
Ilsa K. Young

Rita Zollinger

Allendale Archaeology Research
Fund

Felburn Foundation (Grant)

Albert C. Goodyear, I1I

Harper Family Foundation (In memory of Antony
C./ Harper)

Neal and Catherine W. Konstantin Foundation
Schwab Charitable Fund

Roger Alan, Sr.and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Gerral Lee Thomas

Paleoamerican Materials Analysis
Fund.

Barnes Trust

William E. Covington, III

Lorene Fisher (In Memory of Joel Fisher)
Albert C. Goodyear, I1I

Harper Family Foundation (In Memory of

Antony C. Harper)

Robert L. Knight

Neal and Catherine W. Konstantin Foundation
Carol C. Reed

Roger Alan, Sr.and Karen Bedenbaugh Steele
Gerral Lee Thomas

Contact Period / St. Augustine Fund
Michael and Danayse Cassell

James Houser

James N. and Shirley T. Kirby
Richard B. and Mary Jean Morawetz
Santa Elena Foundation

Dr. Robert and Joan Snydor

William and Shanna Sullivan

Jaques Theriot

Mr. and Mrs. Pascal Tone

Vanguard Charitable

Savannah River Archaeological

Research Program

Mark J. Brooks and Barbara E. Taylor
William and Patricia Covington

John Ronald and Marolyn M. Floyd
Leon E. Perry

Southeastern Archaeological Conference
Mira J. Strobert

White Pond, Inc.

SCIAA Family Fund (ART/Outreach)
Gina McCuen

Jay and Jennifer Mills

Gerald F. Schroedl

Snows Island/Fort Motte Fund
Lawrence and Nancy Babits

Dr. Ernest L. Helms, III

Richard E. Watkins

Stanley South Student
Archaeological Research Fund
Randy and Mary Alice Akers
Frederick J. Darnell

Michael A. Harmon

J.W. Joseph

Linda Carnes-McNaughton

Robert L. Stephenson Library
Endowment Fund
Archaeological Research Trust Board
George and Betti Bell

Edward and Dorothy Kendall

Jay and Jennifer Mills

USC Thomas Cooper Library

Wateree Mound Erosion Monitoring

& Catawba River Fund
Duke Energy Carolinas LLC

John Winthrop Archaeological

Research Endowment Fund
Archroma, Inc.
John Winthrop

Underwater Archaeology Research

Fund

Robert L. Knight

Lowcountry Civil War Round Table
Oldfield Fishing Outdoor Club
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Please Support the Stanley South Student
Archaeological Research Endowment Fund

Stan South was a larger-than-life figure that played a prominent role in the field of historical archaeology in the United
States and beyond, mainly focusing on investigating the most important historical and archaeological sites in South
and North Carolina for nearly 60 years. His passing on March 20, 2016, brought to an end a life and career filled with
scholarship and accomplishment.

To honor Stan’s many years of work, SCIAA has established The Stanley South Student Archaeological Research Fund

to support undergraduate and graduate student research in archaeology by University of South Carolina students. To
endow the Stanley South Student Scholarship Fund, we need to raise $25,000. Contributions can be made online by
visiting: https://giving.sc.edu/givenow.aspx, or by check made payable to the USC Educational Foundation and mailed
to: SCIAA —Stan South Fund, 1321 Pendleton Street, University of South Carolina, Columbia SC 29208. You may also use
the insert envelop in this issue of Legacy. Thank you so much for your support!




