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ABSTRACT

This  study reports on an intensive
arcllaeological survey of the approximate].y 2 acre parcel
known as the JELP tract, Horry County, South
Carolina. The tract is situated off SC 544, about 1,500

: feet southeast 0£ the S5C 544 and 817 in'l:erc]:lange and’
ahout 2 miles north of Surlside Beach. The tract is -

- roughly rectangular and is proposed for commercial
ghly g prop

development Accessto the properl:y w111 be ]ay way of a V
* road off 8C 544 on the northwestern e&ge of the tract

_ crossmg tln‘ough wetlan&s

The stucly was conclucte& l::y Dr: Mu:liaelj -

an;.l;eley and Mr. Tom Covington of Clucora

Foundation  for The Brigman Company and is in
. anticipation of clevelopmg the tract £or a testaurant. . -

The work is intended to assist The Bngman Company

and its client comply with Sechdn 106 of the National

" Historic Preserva_tlon Act and the regulatlons coc11£1ecl
in 36CF‘R800 : :

Hlstonc maps reveal ']:ha:l: f:}ns yortlon of Hon’y

: County was sparsely settled well into the mlcl—{:wen'heth
century and it has only been within the past 50 years
that the areahas become a popula}: vacation area and
clevelopment has intensified. _Ne’verl:l"ieless, the area of
potential effect (APE) for this project was defined ‘as

1.0 mile. Four ]_Jrevioﬁsly recorded a.rchaeological sites

were identified in the area. Sites 3SHR44 and

38I1R45, which produced a few sherds, were originally
reportecl on the northeast side of SC 544 about 3,500

feet southeast of the project tract, More recent analysis

suggests that these “sites” were road fill. Site 38HR223

is situated about a mile southeast of the survey tract and
consists of a thin scatter of prehistoric pottery found
during construction of & golf course. Site 38HR227 is
also about a mile southeast of the JELP tract. When
reported in 1987 the site consisted of a series of djscrete
micldens, also exposecl cluring goH course construction.

Consultation with the S.C. Department of
Archives and History GIS failed to iclentify any

" National Register properties in the APE. Lileewis.e, an
examination of the available mapping for the previous - .-

Horry County architectural survey failed to i_clenti{y any

"identified structures in the APE.

Tl’le intensive arcl'laeologlcal survey consmtecl ‘
of shovel testing at 100 foot m’cervals along tra.nsec’cs :
laid out at 100 foot intervals covering the entire tract
thiough the excavation ‘of 24 shovel tests. The access. -

route onto the tract was subjected to a pedestrian survey, . V'
: 'a.lthough no- shovel tests were exca.vatecl becauseé of

stan&mg water. No arclla.eologlcal gites were 1&en’c1fled

Sin the tract.

In a&altlon, we conducte& a survey o£ the AP E ..

,lay dnvmg }_)111)110 roa&s and loolzmg for a.ny s‘tructures}; o
“which were over 50 years of age and which retained . -
: 'mtegnt'y None were 1c1ent1£1ec1

Ttis Possﬂ)le that archaeologmai remains rnay
be encountere& i the project ared dunng construction.
Construction ' crews should be advised to report - any -

&iscovcries of concentrations of artifacts (such as

: Lot’cles, 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 Founda’cxon (’che process of clealmg with late
discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800. 13(b}3)). No *
construction should take place in the vicinily of these
late discoveries un_‘cil 1:1'1ey have been examined }Jy an

archaeologis’c ancL if necessary, have been processer:l

according to 30CFR800.13(b)(3).
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INTRODUCTION

Proi.ect Bacleground

This work was con&uotecl for Mr. Joe Floycl,

" The Brigman Company lay Dr. Michael Triﬁlaley, with |

assistance from Mr. Tom Covington, of Chicora
._Foundation Tl'le project involves the historical and

archaeologwal survey of the 2 acre JELP tract. The o

~ project is sltuated on the north side of SC 544, about
1,600 .{eet soutlieast of the SC 544 and S 17

) iriterohange a.ncl about 2.mi1os north of Surfside Béach: o

in southern Horry County (F1gures T and 2)

Tl'xe survey tract ‘Eronts SC 544 to ’che_
southwest and has an irregular property line to the éast, "

. ] nortl'l and nortl'lwest' Access to the Pi’operl:y'wﬂl be ]:)y

way O£ a roa& CIOSSlTlg a we‘l:lancl ana small creelz or ... -

ohannellzecl ditch on the western side of the paroel The

tract, in general has a square sl-mpe, with the access

area malzmg it-a rectangl The ‘tract ranges From

clensely to 11g11t1y wooded.: a.mi this &evelopment will be -
" the first on this northeast side of the hlghway. The

opposite side of the road. however,r is mtensﬁfé].y
develope(l with convemence stores anti £ast £oo<1
restaurants.

The proposecl clevelopment has the poi:en’cial
for a variety of direct effects to historic a._ncl
a.xchaeologioal sites. The construction of hoth utilities
and the restaurant will result in the clearing and
grul:laing of the tract. The wetlands on the paroel are
proposecl to be filled. Many areas will be graclecl,
although we suspect that in general much of the
construction will be on fill sections. Primary effects in
the construction area include destruction of any
resources which rnight exist as well as siltation or other
related c]amages. Secondary effects to historic structures
and resources include the potential for nuisance dust
and increased construction traffic. Given that this tract
is fronted 13y existing cleveiopment to the southwest and
that SC 544 is being widened to four lanes northwest of

the US 17 1nterchange, we do not believe that the -

clevelopment vill cause any 51gn1£10an't vistal intrusion
into the lanclscape

. Baokgroﬁnd research_iﬁolude& an examination -

of records At the S.C. 'Instﬂ:ﬁt'e of AIchaeoiogy and _.;

: Anthropology for 1n£ormat1on on premously recorded

arohaeologlcal ‘sites in the area, as. Well as Can .

. examination of the files of the 8. C. Department of )
Archives and H1s’cory for information on previous B
archfcectural SUTVeys - of f:he .area, as’ we]l as for- ‘
information on Na’clona.l Register sﬂ:es in the stucly-._'_
vicinity. Historical research_consmted entu:ely; of__ the S
- examination of ‘soc_onrlary sources and maPs that might
‘provide information on significant sites in the region.

The hivestiga’cion consists of an archaeologioal

survey of the 2 acre tract using shovel testing at 100 o
{oot intervals. The architectural survey consisted of ~

driving public roads and confirming the results of tl'le
gp g
prevlous Horry County architectural s surveys.

Tl'y.e field investigation' was conc].uctecl ]J_y Dr.
Michael Trinkley and Mr. Tom Covington on October
10, 2000. A total of 12 person hours were spent on-
site conc].ucting the survey.

Natural Environment
Physiographic Province

The project area is situated at the southern
eclge of Horry. County, about 3 miles north of the
Georgetown County line. The level topograplly in the
region is interrupted ]Jy only occasional marsh sloughs
and small wetland clepressions. In the project tract there
is one such wetland, parl:ia.ﬂy channelized, running
along the northwestern eclge of the survey tract.

In general, the ’copograp]'xy slopes to the
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northeast, toward a significant wetland area about
1,000 feet away. On a regional scale the topography
slopes cither west toward the Little Pee Dee or Lumber
rivers or south and southwest toward the Waccamaw
River. The Waccamaw essentiauy ]:;is_ects the county
into east and west halves and drains numerous swamps
between the river and tlle_AtlantiC‘Ocean. The closest
major clra.ina.ge to the project area is the Socastee Creek
wh_ich formed the gene:;al route for the Intracoastal
Waterway in this area. There are several c[rainagés
‘ ﬂowing westwarclly to the remnants of Socastee Creck

* both to the north and south of the project area. More

" dominant on the lanclscap_e, howevet, are the lowland

" gwamps that are found tluougl'mut the area, 1nclucling ._

"che one ]ust west and nortl'x of the survey ’craci:

Horry COunty is bounclec]. to the north lJY‘

Brmxswwle and Columbus counties, North Carolma, to

the- east By the Atlantic Ocearf, ‘to ’clm south ]3y y
Georgetown County, and to the west Ly Dlﬂon and e
- Marion counties. It lies within the Lower Coasta]. Plana- s

which is made up of ﬂuwal clepomts that contain varying

amounts o£ santl sﬂ’c a.nc]. clay (Du&ley 1986) “This is -
7 also the area known- as tlne Atlantic Coast F‘latwoocls o
. wi'uch extends from the sea shore inland about 30 to 70 _

" miles. The area is characterized ]:!y broad flats and

’ clepressions. While there are éreas of well drained soils, -

much of the ﬂatwéo(ls consist of poorly drained soils

w11:11 lay su]:)soﬂs, espec:la.ﬂy near the voast (E]lerlje

1974:18).

_ Elevations may range from sea level to about
100 féet above mean sea level in the Lower Coas’cal

. Pla.in. In the 'project area there are no areas where the

land is higher than about 23 feet above mean sea level »

7 (AMSL), and much of the area may actually be lower.
A noticeable characteristic of this physiograpluic area is
how graduaﬂy the flat lands seem to gracle into either
freshwater marshes, savannahs, or swarmps.

Geology and Soils

The geology of the Lower Coastal Plain has
been well described by Cocke (1936) who notes that
from the Cape Fear River in North Carolina to Winyah
Bay in South Carolina, the coast forms a “great arc
scooped out by waves” (Cooke 1936:4). This area has
been described Ly Brown (1975) as l)eing an arcuate

4

| strand. In this area salt marshes are poorly clevelopecl or

absent and few tidal inlets breach the coast (Smitl'l
1933:20—21). The situation is 'l:he result o£ an erosional
liistory about 100,000 yeaxs ago. In general, llowever,
the geology of the Lower Coastal Plain is less cornplex
than that of other sections of the state.

As Premously menhone& the area is dominated

'lay fluvial cleposﬂ:s of unconsolidated sands and clays -

Rocks are almost tota]ly absent from the area, altllough

- Mills (1972, [1826]: 584:) does riote that some compact

sheﬂ limestone was foﬁncl on t}le Waqcamaw ]'.‘)E'EWEEI’I_

G_aml’s F_erry and Bear Bluff. -

Smls were ananly forrnecl during the -7
- - Pleistocene epoch and several tertaces wére deposited - -
i (Dudley 1986:85). The project vicinity is cha.ractenzecl.
. l_ay' the Yaul’xémhali'-ogeechee-Bla&en Association. This__

" association, typical of broad level areas, iricludes hoth:
moderately well drained and Poorly drained soils. They =

gex_lerall I’J.EI.VE sancts reshng on clayey su]:lsoﬂs :

_ que su_rvey area is cloml_nafcea ljy B]e_tclen Series 4_
s_oils. These are poorly drained soils that are founc]. in -
low, 'ﬂa’c, fluvial or marinie terraces. The ty'pical profi_le

.- reveals a very dark gray (10YR3/1) fine sandy loam A -

horizon about 0.5 foot in &ep’ch This overlies a gray
(L0YRS/1) clay to depths in excess of 3 feet. These soils

have a seasonal water ta]_:ile mtlnnr the ‘uppetr foot of the
Prb£i1e.. D_uring the time'of the survey many tests were B
moist,h_ but sta.nc].ing water was not encountered. The -

wetland area to the west of the survey tract, while also
classifiec]. as Bladen soil, revealsd pro£ilés more similar -
to the Meggeﬂ: Series, with an A horizon of dark
grayish brown (LOYR4/2) loam about 0.3 foot in depth
overlyi_ng a gray (LOYR5/1) clay loam to at least 2 feet.
The Meggett soils are frequen’cly ﬂoo&e&. At the time of

e survey there were areas of standing water and shovel

tests revealed water within the upper (.5 foot of tests
(Dudley 1086).

In 1826 Robert Mills commented that soil was
rich and procluctive adjacent to Horry's rivers. BEven the
uplantls were well suited for cotton with their light sandy
soil underlaid }Jy clay. But he commented that a great
deal of swamp land was found in the district, “fit only
for cattle ranges” (Mills 1972 [1826]: 585). Edmund
Ruﬁin, who managecl to visit much of South Carolina’s
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% |

1gure 3. Eclge of. survey parcel ﬁon’cmg SC 544! view ‘1:0 the nori:l'lwes’c

and humic]., with a
mean temperature
of 79°F and
average humidi’cy
of 60%. Rainfall
in the amount of
a]JCH_.lt 51 inches is
. gooc}, for a broad -
range of crops,
‘ Al)out 31 inches
*for 60% of the
'tofa.l) occurs
duﬁng-the growing
season, with until
re]atively xecently :

not bein g
_pa.rticula.r1 com~

mon. Of cbufsej:

coast inthe rmd 18405, never sough’c to go Jco Hon’y,
* commenting that: :

I would have gone to Horry, which is
_ca.llec].' the “dark corner” of the state,
but for having no expectation of
finding -anyone acquajntecl with or
{eeling interested in the o]:)jects Q£
explora’cions (Ma’cl-lew 1992:215).

Climate

Eleva‘l:ion, latitude, and distance from the coast
work close together to affect the climate of South
Carolma altllough Horry is clearly dominated }Jy its
maritime location. Much of the weather is controlled by
the proximity of the Gulf Stream, about 50 miles
offshore. In aclc]ition, the more westerly mountains
block or moderate marty of the cold air masses that flow
across the state from west to east. Even the very cold air

masses which cross the mountains are warmed })y :

compression before the descent om the Coast.

Consequently, the dlimate of Horry County is
temperate, The winters are rela‘l:ively mild with a mean
temperature of 48°F and the summers are very warm

"sta’ce\mcle droughts,
such as the one'in - .

'..'1845 }Jut more ojr-ten the t]:).reat to Horry CIOPS Was .
_ ﬂooclmg Major ﬂoods have occurred in 1855,-1924,

1928, 1959, 1061, an& 1973 with the Septemiaer."

. 1928 flood the largest lmown, reachmg a stage of .

12.75 feet above mean sea level (U s. army Corps of_-

"Engincers 1973 9)

The average growing season is about 234 days, -
although éarl freezes in the fall‘and’ late frosts in the
spring can recluce this Penod Ly as much as 30 or more .
days (Dudley 1986:97). Consequently, most cotton
plan‘l:lng, for example, did not take place until earl
May, avoi&ing the possi]:ility that a late frost woulcl
damage the young seedlings.

Floristics

Vegetation in Horry County is characterized in
relation to the previous].y broad topographic patterns of
poorly drained ﬂoodplains and lowlands, and the well
drained uplancls.

The vegetation in Horry County has heen
classified l'Jy Kischler (1964‘) as part of the Oak-
Hiclzory—Pine fores’c, based on potential natural
vegetation. This would consist of medium tall 1o tall

5

peno&s of &rought -

_'khere have ljeen
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g F‘1gure 4, Vegeta‘clon on the interior’ of the tract; view to the northea.st on Transeci: 5.

The poorly drained
swamps an

flatwoods of Horry
County were not
particﬁlarly
attractive to early
settlers and much
of the area was not
activ_ely farmed for
a number of years.

" The pro-

' ject area includes a -

diverse . mix 0£

second - ) growtl'i

forests. Along the -
.edg'e of the road
there is a.mixed .

pine and hardwood -

forest (Figure 3)

{o.rlesi:s O{ Lroacﬂea‘f clécﬂudus antl I');ee&].. 1ea;£révefg.reen .

trees. More. specﬂ-maﬂy, however, the ﬂoodplalns are
' covered lay mixed har&woocls mcluclmg bald cypress,
- tupelo gum, a.n(l lalaclz gu. Less water tolerant trees,
: " such as pines, oceur on  the uplan&s or on better drained

: lopes Also fcuncl in the Lot‘comlands, ﬂooclplalns, and
Carolina bays are red maple, ash, water oak, elm, and
sweet gum., On the better drained uplancls pine

dominates, with loblolly and longlea'f pines being-

incligenous and the slash pine introduced.

In 1826 Mills in describing the Horry District

vegetation, noted:

The long leaf pine abounds, also the
cypress, live oalz, water oalz, white
oalz, &c. The fruit trees are, peaches,
apples, pears, piums, cherries, figs;
besides strawl:erries, which grow wild,
whortlelaerries, &c. The forest trees
begin to bud in the latter part of
March, and the fruit trees in April.
The pine and cypress are mos’cly uged
for buildings (Mills 1972 [1826]:
582).

Prehistoric antl Hiétofiq Syntllesis
T}le_ Preh_istoric

The Paleo-Indian periocl, lasting from 1-2',000 to
8,000 B.C., is evidenced Ly laasaﬂy thinned,
s1c].e-notchecl pIO]ectxle pomts, ﬂutecl lanceolate:
pro;ec’nle points, side scrapers, end scrapers; and drills -
(Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1968). The__
Paleo-Indian occupation, while widespxead, does not
appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are most
frequently found along major river clrainages, which
Michie interprets to support the concept of an economy
"oriented towards the exploitation of now extinct

mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124).

Un£ortunately, little is known about
Paleo-Indian subsistence strategies, settlement systems,

or social organjzation. Generauy, arc}laeologists agree
that the Paleo-Indien groups wexe at a band level of
society (see Service 1966), were nomadic, and were both
hunters and ﬁaragers. While population density, based

secon_cl grpwth_ . B

The interiox of the -
pa.rcel however,: LR

‘tended - to: Le clomlna'l:ecl ]::y harclwoocls Wltl'i an’
o unclerstory oi: more mesic species (Flgure_ 41)
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on the isolated fincts, is thougtlt to have been low,
Walthall sugdgests that toward the end of the perioct,
"there was an increase in population density and in
territoria.lity and that a number of new resource areas

were beginning to be exploited” (Walthall 1980:30).

The Archaic perioct, which dates from 8000 to
- 2000 B.C., does not form a stlarp break er:h the
Paleo- In&lan penoct but is a slow transition

ctlaractenzect loy a modern climate and an increase in

the clwersﬁ:y of rnatenal culture. Associated with this is .

a relianc_:_e' on a broad spectfum of. small_.ma,mmals,
alttxougtl the White tailed deer was lileely the most
.commonly exploitetl mammal.

© broad-stem’ pro]ectde points, are fa]:cty cominon, perhaps _

- t)ecause the swanps and clramages ofterect especm].ty
' attractlve ecotones

In ’ctle Coastal Plam ot ttle SDthl‘l. Carolma
: there is an increase in t11e quantlty of Early AICl’lE.lC
. remains, pro]aat»ly assomatect with - an mcrease i
-popula’clon and associated increage in the intensity of
occupation. While Hardaway anct Dalton points are..

o typlcall found as- 1solatec1 specimens along riverine
environments, remains trom the tollowmg Palmer phase
. are not on.ty more common, but are also found in 1)01:11

. riverine and mt_ernverme setl:mgs Kirks are likewise-

common in the coastal plain (Goodyear et al. 1979).

The two primat:j Mtclctle Archaic phases found l

in the coastal plain are the Morrow Mountain and
Cuilford (the Stanly and Halifax complexes identified

t:y Coe are rarely encounterecl). Our best information

on the Middle Woodland comes from sites investigated‘

west of the Appalact)ian Mountains, such as the work in
the Little Tennessee River Vaﬂey. The work at Middle
Auchaic river valtey sites, with their evidence of a diverse
floral and faunal subsistence La.se, seems to stand in
stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle Axchaic "Old Quartz
Inctustry" of Georgia and South Carolina, where axes,
choppers, and groun& and polistlect stone tools are very
rare,

The Late Archaic is characterized lay t11e

- 'The ctu'onc')logy -

established by Coe (1964) for the North Carolina
. Piedmont may be applied with little modit_ication to the

. ‘South Carplina coastal plaizi and piectn-tont. Ar_eha.tc T
- . period asséiﬁtlages, exempht;ed by corer-notched and

appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectile points (Coe 1964}, These people continued
the intensive exploitation of the uplands much like -
carlier Archaic groups. The bulk of our data for this

periotl, however, comes from work in the Uwharrie

region of North Carolina.

The Woodland perioct t)eéins t)y definition with
the introduction of fired ela.y pottery about 2000 B.C. E

‘ along the Sout_]1 Ca.rolina_.'coast (ttle intro_ctuction o£ e
pottery, and txe_nce tl;e 't)eginning of the Woodland

period, occurs much 1ate_r‘ in the Piedmont of South
Car'olina).'It should be noted that many researchers call -
\ d : y 4

the period from about 2500 to 1000 B.C. the Late .

Archaic because of a pe.rceived continuation ot_ the -

B Aichaic lit'e.stj;le'in spite ot'thé'r'nar'lutacturel ot_Pottery.

Regardless of terminology,. the period from 2500 to-

_1000 B.C is wett ctocumentec]. on th'e South Carolina. - =~ _. o
‘coast anct is charactenzect ]Jy Statlmgs (Eher—temperect)' _‘ L

pottexy (see Figure 5 fora synopsis of Woocﬂanct phases R )

and pottery J.es1gnat1ons) The subsistence economy, -
: ctunng this early penocl was based primarily-on deer '
o huntmg a.nct tlstnng, with supplemental mclusmns of -

. sma]l mamma.ls, lam:ts, rept11es, a.nd shellﬁsh

Like the Sta].lmgs settlement pattern, Tlmms o
" Creek sites are found in a vanety of envn:onmental' .

. zones and take on several‘forms. Thom's Creek sites axe

found ttn-ougllout the Soutl'l.. Carolina Coastal Lone, -

" Coastal Plain, and’ up to the Fall Line. The sites ate
found into the North Carolina Coastal Plam, but do )

not appear to extend soutt;_lwarct into Georgla.

In the Coastal Plain &ra.inage of the Savannah
River there is a change of settlement, and prol)a]aly'
subsistence, away from the riverine focus found in the
Statlings Phase {Hanson 1982:13; Stoltman
19743:235-236). Thom's Creek sites are mozre
cominonly found in the uplanct areas and lack evidence
of intensive shellfish collection. In the Coastal Zone
large, irregular shell mict&ens, small, sparse shell
m.icldens; and large "shell rings" are found in the Thom's -

Creek settlement systern.

The Deptford phase, which dates from 1100
B.C. to A.D. 600, is best characterized by fine to coarse

sa.mly paste pottery with a check stampect surface
treatment. The Dept‘forcl settlement pattern involves

7
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Regional Phases
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Figure 5. Cultural periods along the coast of South Carolina.
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both coastal and inland sites.

Inland, sites such as 38AK228-W, 38LXS5,
38RD60, and 38BM40 indicate the presence of an
extensive Dept£ord oceupation on the Fall Line and the
Coastal _Plain, altlmugh sancly, acidic soils precluc].e

statements on the sulasistence base (Anderson 1979; -

Ryan 1972; Trmleley 1980). These interior or uplancl‘
Depi:forcl sites, however, are strongly assomatecl with the:

" swamp terrace edge, and this environment is proc].uctwe
not only in nut masts, Lu‘t_also in Ia.rge mammals such
as deer. Perha,ps the best data concerming Deptfor&
"base camps” comes from the Lewis-West site

(38AK228-W), where evidence of abundant food

remains, storége pit features , elaborate material dulhlre,.
 mortuary ]:uehavmr, and craft’ spemahza’cmn has been .

reportecl (Sassama.n e’c al 1990 :96- 98)

_ Througfnout mucll of the Coasta.l Zone an& o
. Coastal Plain north of Cha.rleston, a somewhat dlﬂerent, C

'cultural mamfestahon is - olaservecl, rela'l:ecl to the

"Northern Tradition" (e.g., Caldwell 1958) Tlus' _
recently identified- assem]:lage 1’13.5 heen termed Deep _. o
Cree_,le and was {_n:st ulen'hﬁecl_ from nor’chern North - .

; Caroliha_ sites (Pheli}s 1983) “The Deép 4.C_ree12
‘assem]al'age is characterized by pottery-with medium o

coarse sand mclus1ons and surface treatments of cord
L marlzlng, fabric 1mpress1ng, snnple si:arnpmg, and net
" impressing. Much of this material has heen prewously

clemgna’cecl as the Middle Wooclla.ncl Cape Fear" pottery

";onglnally typed by South (1976) The Deep Creeck:

wares date from about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 1 in North
Carolina, but may date later in South Carolina. The

Deep Creek settlement and su]:vsistence systems are

poorly known, but appear to be very similax to ’chose
identified with the Deptford phase.

The Deep Creek asseml)lage strongly resembles
Degtforcl both typologicaﬂy and tempora]ly. [t appears
this northern tradition of cord and £a_i:ric impressions
was introduced and graclually acceptecl Ly indigenous
South Carolina-populations. During this time some
groups continued maleing only the older carved
paclclle—staanpecl pottery, while others mixed the two
styles, and still others (anfl later aﬂ) made exclusively
cord and fabric stamped wares.,

The Middle Woodland in South Carclina is

characterized }Jy a pattern of settlement mol)ility and
short-term occupation. On the southern coast it is
associated with the Wilmington phase, while on the
northern coast it is recognize& Ly the presence of
He_tﬁover, McClellanville or Santee, and Mount
Pleasant assemblages. The best data concerning Middle
Woodland Coastal Zone asseml:lages comes from
Phelps' (1983:32-33) work in North Carolina.
Associate& items include a small variety of the Roanoke

Large Triangular points (Coe 1964:110-111),
- sanclstone al)ra(lers, shell pen&ants, polisllecl stone

gorgets, cel']:s;_ and woven marsh mats. Significa'ntl s

" both primary inhumations and cremations are found.

On the Coa:stal Plain- of South-_Carolfné, .

researchers are ﬁndmg evidence of a Middle Woodland™ -

Yadkin éssém]olage; best-known from Coe's work at the
Doerschuk site in Nori_:ll Carblini-(Coe 196_{1!:25-26)._

Yadkin pottery is characterized ]Jy a “crushed: quartz, -
2 temper and cord marked, fabric 1r'npressed and linear - -
checle sta.mpecl surEace ’creatmen‘ts The Yadlzm ceramics

are associated with medium-sized tnangular points,

"althoug}l Oliver (1981) suggests that a continuation of
e the Piedmont Stemumed Tfa_clition'to at least' A.D. 300
o coexisted with this Trlanguléi Tradition: The Yadkin.

series in South Caiolina ‘was first ohserved by Wara '
{1978, 1983) from the White's: Creek clramage in
Mazlboro COunty, South Carolina. Since then, large
Yadkin vr.ua.ge has ]:leen identified ]Jy DePratter at the
Dunlap site (38DA66) in Darlmgton County, South

CEIIOlll'lEL (Cl‘lEStEr DeraH:er, personal commumcahon

* 1985) and Blauton et al. (1986) have excavated-a small -

Yadkin site {38SU83) in Sumter County, South

* Carolina. Research at 38FL249 on the Roche Carolina

tract in northern Florence County reveated an
assemblage including Badin, Yadkin, and Wilmington
wares (Trinkley et al. 1993:85-102). Anderson et al.
(1982:299-302)  offer  additional typological

assessments of the Yadlkin wares in South Carolina.

Over the years the suggestion that Cape Fear
migh’c he repla,cec]. Ly such types as Deep Creck and
Mount Pleasant has raised considerable controversy.
Ta.ylor, for example, rejects the use of the North
Carolina types in favor of those developecl by Anderson
et al. (1982) from their work at Mattassee Lake in
Berlzeley County (Taylor 1984:80). Cable (1991) is

even less generous in his denouncement of ceramic

9




- Tnnlzley 1990)

ARCHAEQLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE JFLP TRACT

constructs clevelopecl nearly a decade ago,
also favoring adop’cion of the Mattassee
Lake typology and chronalogy. This
construct, recognizing five Plnases (Deptforcl

1 - 111, McClellanville, and Santee D), uses
a type variety system.

Regarclless of terminology, these
Middle Woodland Coastal Plain and -
Coastal Zone phases continne the Early
Woodland Dephgorcl pattern ofmobility. ;
While sites are found all along the coast ||
ancl inland to the Fall Line, shell midden
gites evidence sparse shell and artifacts.
" Gone are the a]aundant shell 'I:ools,' worked
‘ lacine' "items, and c':lay ljaﬂs Receﬁt
_ mvestlgatlbns at Coastal Zone sites such as
38BU747 ancl 38BU1214, however, have
' prowdecl some evidence of worked laone and )
- shell items at Deptford plaase n'nclc[ens (see' |

. _ In many respects the South |
Carolina  Late Woodland - may 1:)8._ |:

chardcterized as a continuation of previous

- Middle Woodland - cultural assemblages.

Whils ouiside the Carolinas thers were F1gure 6 Pori:mn of Mouzons 1775 An Accurate Map of Nort;z cmd :
Souﬂlz Carefina showmg the pro]ec’c area.” - u

-+ major cul’c_ural clj_xange_s, such . as the

continued clevelbprfient apd elé])oration of
- agriculture, the Carolina 'groups_setl:le'cl inte’
Ca lifeway not 'apprecia]aly different from that observed for_

the previous 500 to 700 years (cf. Sassaman et al. .

1990:14-15). This situation would remain unchanged
until the developmen’c of t_lle South Appalachian
Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 1971).

The South Appalachian Mississippian Period
(ca. AD. 1100 to 1640) is the most elaborate level of
culture attained l)y the native inhabitants and is
followed Ly cultural &isin’cegra.tion Lrough’c about largely
by European disease. The periocl is characterized }Jy
complicated stampecl pottery, cbmplex social
organization, agriculture, and the construction of

temPle mounds and ceremonial centers. The eaxliest
phases include the Savannah and Pee Dee {A.D. 1200
to 1550).

10

Historic Overviéﬁr

) Tl'xe earhiest activity in the Horry County area
may'ha\'r'e been the Spanish Ayﬂon movemeni _from Rio
Jorclon (Cape Fear River} to San Migﬁél'c].e Gualclape,
45 lgagues distant. Some have argﬁed that Fort San
Migu_el may have been at the mouth of Winyah Bay,

: altlmugh Paul Hoffman has recently suggestec]. the fort

was in Beaufort County, South Carolina or Chatham
County, Georgia.

While the English settled Charleston in 1670,
the northern frontier was ignorecL except for Indian
’cracle, until 1731, when the first Roya.l Governor of
Carolina, Robext Johnson, directed 11 townships to be
laid out, incluc].ing Kingston on the west bank of the
Waccamaw. Kingston covered much of Georgetown and

Horry counties and by 1734 the town of Kingston, later
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known as Conwaylmro and even'l:ua.ﬂy = Ml FRRYW
Conway, was founded. The township, % xi:
however, was never erected into a parish, éﬂ_}{yf’ B,
but remained part of the Parish of Prince =f§£ﬁ£ﬁi 1
Ceorge, Winyah until 1785. In that year ::;—3_‘_;'—"'“ ) {"i &
Prince George was divided into four :'ié_ i‘,t il‘x

districts and 13y 1801 Horry District was
JL.Drmauy separa.tecl from Georgetown
(Rogers 1972:9). The designation of
"county" was not used until 1868. A variety
of townsl'xips were estai:lished including )
Slmpson Creek and Little River on tl'le
south side of the Waccamaw Rwer )

k!

' Mouzon ] 1775 map of the region -
{3.115 to reveal : any- sul)stantlal seH:lement in
the survey area. The focus was toward the
far more pro£ité]JIe rice lands to the 'sou’cl'x,
on the .'Waccamaw“ Neck. In ‘Fact,' the
project area is shown entirely_ as swamp and
the ‘Tegion was called "Soclzésteé Swa.mps," :
suggesting .- ‘that it was not wewed as

' laalnta]ale (F1gure 6)

Prior to the Revolution tl'lere were
few residents in Kingston and it was not .
'unhl the late elgl'lteentl'l century - that -
Enghsla Frencll Sco’cch and Trish settlers

District."

Flgure 7 Portlon of MIHE .Atias showmg 1:113 pro]ect area in HOrry

Legan coming into the area. Many settlers
in the early nineteenth century came from
North Carolina and the northern seaboard S'I:ates

Ln spite of Horry's coastal Plam situation, the
area develope& a.long vastly different llnes than its
southern HEIgllljorS Georgetown and Charleston. Horry
District was always isolated from the remainder of
South Carolina and had much stronger connections
with North Carolina {Rogers 1972:3). The major
traffic artery was the Waccamaw River and this reliance
on river transport did not change until the highway
development of the 1930s. Subsistence farming was the
main occupation in the early 1800s and the farms were
sma].l, speciaiizing in peas, w]nea’c, rice, cotton, and corn,
most for home consumption (Rogers 1972:5). Mills
notes that the population was

mostly engagecl in cultivating the
soil. There are a few mechanics, such

as ]nléclesmiths, shoema_l;.ers, taylors
[sic}, halters, etc. (Mills 1972
[1826]:583).

For Mills' Atlas of 1826, the Horry District
was surveyed by Harlee in 1820. At that time the
swamps we see in the area ’coc].ay were viewed as a ﬂowing- .
route, called “Big Swamp.” What is today SC 544 was
then the road “from Pitch Lamling Ferry to Sea Shore
Road.” Although Tillman's Arc Plantation is shown to
the east, on the Shore Roac]., the survey tract area is
shown vacant (Figure 7). This absence of houses may
not so much indicate sparse settlement as it may reflect
the subscription basis of Mills' Atlzs. The subsistence
farmers of Horry District may either have been unable
to subscribe or may have had no need to let others know
theixr location. The 1860 census for Horry District
indicates that many of the farmers in Kingston, for

11
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example, could neither read nor write, further Ieducing
the benefits of listing in an atlas.

The emphasis on subsistence fa.rming appears

to be the result of topography. Only 20% of the land is
suljject to the type of tidal overflow necessary for wet

cultivation of rice. Mills (1972 [1826}:581) notes that

the river ﬂooclplain soil was pmcluctive where it could be

reclaimed I)y (lramage, while the uplanc]. soils were much _

less procluctlve "This difference in qua.]fcy is reﬂecte& in
’clie pnces {or the land. Mlﬂs states that,

the low land swamps, when secured

) {T{')m the B’eshets, will gell £_0r 40 or _
$50 an acre. The uplands are valued . .
at from $4 down to 25 cents per acre
' (Mﬂls 1972 [1826] 581)

In’terestmgly, t].'lE pnce 0£ m'xprovecl fa.rms range& from

$20 1o $50 an acre.as late as 1018 (Tlﬂman et al..

1919:340). Tlle £eW planta’clons found in Horry_:' |

Dis’crict were pnrna.nly lo_cate& m_AH_Salnts Par_.lsll east
and south of the Waccamaw River. It was from this area

“that a small quan'ufy of rice was expc.:-:rt'ecl .i:hroﬁghot-rl: _

the mneteenth century (Rogers 1972: 13)

Because the soils of Horry District were not -
able to support_ Plant_atlon agnculture a unigue.

distribution of population and a very low percentage of

 slaves were found in the region. - Horry County also

continued to play a minor role in state i:olitics. _Tl‘xe
area, prior to the Civil,War, was oriente& to smaller
farmers a_ncl never &eveloped an aristocratic Plantation

~ society with political and economic powers. Most o,f the
farms, inclubling the larger ones, were situated in
Kingston Townsluip. The 1860 census indicates that of
the 782. £anns, 560 were in Kingston {Rogers
1972:12). In 1860, the populaﬁon was 2606 and there
were only 708 slaves. This ratio of 70% white and 30%
blacks has not only remained stz_tble into the twentieth
century, but also stands in contrast to Georgetowm
District where about 12% of the popula’cion was white
and 88% was black until the 1880 census, when the
white population increased to about 20% (Rogers
1972).

Horry District never sided with the radical
secessionists, possil)ly because of the influence of
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northemn immigrants or because of the resentment of
the poli’cical and economic power of slave owners. In any
event, Horry Couni:y responcled entllusiasticaﬂy to the
call for volunteers at the outhreak of the Civil War
(Rogers 1972:35).

By the 1830s a new inclustry was competing
with farming in the Horry area. Nort_hern immigrants -
from Maine, coupled with “pine woods speculators" from
North Carolina began to exploi‘l: the forest proc].ucts of
both the uplancls and SWamp areas (Tlllman et al.

1919:330; Berry 1970; Rogers 1972:14). The Horry
District was the leadlng turpentine '_prozlucer in South R
Carolina - by 1860 protiucmg proclucts valued at” -
- $392,643. The lumber and - turpentine industry

continued to grbw'rapicuy. after the Civil War. Tobacco.
was introduced about 1850, but was not an important

-_crop untll a&er the C1v11 War, lead ]JY 'l:he Green Sea ._ R
. TownslnP .

) Hé_rry Diétrict saw li'Hzle; involv'_erh.ient in'”t.l'ie E EC
" Civil War, although 925 of the 1,000 men in the .

vo’cing'popﬁlatioh '\'roluntée_recl fqr du'i:y _anrl sé_rve'cl
(Rogers 1972:35). Fort Randell was -eétablishecl at-
Clardy's Point on the Little"'River and saw skirmishes in.

".]_.863.am_:1 1865. The salt Wm_:lzs of _Peter Vaugh’c, Sr.at - s g
Singleton Swash weze raided in April 1864, and in: "

* 1865 a Union expedition was led up the Waccamawto =+ . -~
destroy ferries at Bull Creek anc]. Yahannah (Rogers_

- 1972:35.38). . '

After the Civil War, Hofry was part of the
Military District of Eastern South Carolina, but the
Federal stay was short and by 1866 military troops had 7
Vlejrct Horry County. This absence of Federal troops .
continued ’cln‘ougl'xou’c Reconstruction and  the
Democrats maintained Political control throughout the
period. Further, there was no land distribution in Horry
County, Possi]aly because there was r;eally no land worth
distributing (Rogers 1972:47). Following the Civil War
a number of changes began to affect the Horry area. l
Tobacco ]Jegan to be a more important crop, the first
county bank was organized in 1880, the railroad and
telegraph arrived in 1887, and in 1869 a regular weekly
county newspaper appearecl (the Horry Weekly News,
which pul:lishecl until 1877). COnway]Joro was cl'langecl
to Conway in 1883 and the only other "major" town
continued to be Little River.
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same time rice procluction fell from
747,689 to 1,210 pounds (Tillman et al.
1919:333). By 1919 _the chief money
crops were corn, cotton, and to]aacco,
altl:ougl—l ¢orn was largely used to supply the
home and fatten stock. After 1805 tobacco
]:)egan to replace cotton as a prime money
crop and by 1910 was "growm more or less -
generaﬂy over a county }Jy small faimers

who live on'their farms and superin'l:’end the
work ( iuman etal. 1919:335).

In, the early: twentieth century-

lﬁCOme Tl’lese ammals were usually

it slaugl—d:erecl in the fall for homie use or sa.le

n WaS clone W‘ltll one ox’ or mule OH many -

. : The turperitine business Loomed in the'lSTOs
and” Ly 1880 there were 21 operatoré in the county, .
pro&ucmg $181 400 annually (Rogers 1972 50) i
_Farn‘ung, l‘mwever, con’cmuecl to be u'nporl:ant Tn 1870
there v were 1,300 farms averaging 50 aéres.in size. The
major crops were still su]:s1stence_ items _sucl-L as corn,
sweet potatoes, and rice. Few wage émploj_ees were
found in Horry (Rogers 1972:58)_.'The Sdcastee and
Little River townsliips had the richest farms and _tlle five
lzu:gest farms also proclucecl turpentine in 1870 '(Rogers
1972:60). The Grange movement arrived in Horry

County relatively late, never organizecl in many areas,

and failed }Jy the late 1870s.

By 1910 the County popula.tion had increased
to almost 27,000 but there was no town, in‘cluding
Conway, with a population of at least 2,500, Conway
continue(l, however, to have strong lumbering and
mercantile interests. With the gra.dual decline of
lumbering and the turpentine industry, jL‘arming wag
once again the dominant activity in the county. The
pericd from 1880 to 1910 saw corn acreage increase
140%, cotton acreage increase 90%, and tobacco
acreage increase from 19 to 5,347 acres. During the

. equipmnent did not a.pprecm]:;ly improve into-. -
the 1940s, when the probate inventory Jf‘ar o

. one smaﬂ HOITy farmer llsted only one mule, a one- -
" horse wagon, one CIISC, £Ou1’ PlOWS, one ].Ot 11038, Qne L

guano distri]:)u’cor,; a tol:accc_) sprayer, and a corn plaﬁter

: (rrinlaley' and Caballero 1983:8). Tillman et al.":"

(].9_191:338_). indicate that in the ea.rly 1900s plpwing
was seldom more than 2 to 3 inches deep hecause of the
poor maclunery It is suggeste& that this lack of
eqmpmen‘l: “was ~ not en’m:ely related to a lack of .
prosperity, but rather was Iargely the result of cllea.p
labor. Tillman et al. report tha‘l: "negro men receive 75

cents to $1.25 a day . . ., while negro women are paid
50 to 65 cents a day" (Tillman et al. 1919:340).

Hoxry County, in 1910, had a relatively low
rate of farm tenancy. The 1937 General H iglxway and
Transportation Map of Horry County shows no tenant
houses in the immediate project area (Figure 8). In
fact, the near absence of settlement in the reglon
suggests that it was still seen as undesirable swamp land.
Tlllman et al. (1919:340) indicate that 72.9% of the
farms were operated ]Jy owners and 27% lay tenants, The
average size of such farms (eacl'l tenancy is classified as
a {arm) was 117.8 acres. This is contrasted with
piedmont Spartanburg, where in 1920 32.1% of the
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| hogswere the brm01p1e éouxce of 11vestoclz .

on the local_.maxlzet. Cattle were mostly-_ SRR
. scrub stock_-.ancl dairying was neglected.. "
F‘_arm equipment was largely i'naclequaté in =
. tl'le early 1900s and ‘most of the plowmg_ o

-smaﬂ farms - the acleq_ua.cy of  farm :
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farms were opera,tecl lny their owners and 67.7% were
operated by tenants. In Spartanburg, where cotton was
still king, the average farm size was 49.4 acres {Latimer
et al. 1924:419), This dichotomy documents the
differences between tenancy in the Atlantic Coastal
Plain, Wl'ler_e there was a low "devotion" to cotton, and
in the Black Belt aqd Upper Piec[mon’c, where cotton
was more important, tenancy rates }u'gller, and farm size

smaller (see Woofter et al. 1936).

Lewis (1998) briefly recounts the developmen’c

_of many of Horry County's beaches. Near]ay Surfside

Beach was ongmaﬂy part of the 3,200 acie Tillman
_tract known as the Ark Plantation.. After the Civil

o Waf, ancl the death of Ti]lman, tlie i:lla.nta‘cion wasg ~

broken into a numljer of smaller tracts. A portion on
.the QOcean was acqulre& Ly the Roach {armly and it
’ Lecame known as Roach’s Beach. When the property

was acqun'ecl_]:y Geor_ge Holliday of Gallivants Ferry, .-
- - the area was ren_arne& _F‘lo.r:al Beach for his wife, Flora. -
s That name is shown ori the ‘1939 highway may (Pigﬁre' .
8). The property eventually left Holliday's hands and -
one of the first developers of the 'e,rea, the Caldwell * -

Company of Columbia, ended in bankruptey when they

were unable to find seﬂers WIng to acquire. lots for -

$35. Surfside wasn't. developed until the mid-1950s,

. when the property was acqmre& Iny Iames Calhoun and -
Collins Spivey. The Town of Surfside Beach was

'1ncorporated in 1964 (Lems 1998:82- 83)

’ =P):evmus Archaeologlcal Studies

Horry has received rather spotty a.rc]:la.eological
attention. Derting and his colleagues, for example, list
67 reports associated with the county, with 41 of these
(or 61%) representing highway or sewer surveys

(Derting et al. 1991). Although dated, this indicates

that the attention has been focused on relatively narrow,

constrained corridors, with dnly minor attention devoted

to the area's rich prehistoric and pi'oto})js’coric resources.

Consiclera]:le, primarily unpublishecl, research
took place in the Myrtle Beach area during the 1960s
at the Ellsworth Site Ly Erika Fogg—AmecL then a
student of Reinhold Englemyer at USC-Conway.
Several test units were placed within the site which
yiel&ed Staﬂings, Thom's Cre'ele, Hanover, and Cape

Fear shercls, as well as a Morrow Mountain component
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(Fogg—Amed n.d. a). No site boundaries were established

ancl, in £act, 1o site form has ever been filed.

Fogg-Amed also tested the "Coates Site,"
located about 10 miles north of Myrtle Beach on a high
i:lu{{ overlooleing a freshwater pond. Testing at this site
yielclecl a dense shell midden tllat_proclucecl only li‘chicx :
debitage (Fogg-Amed n.d. b); Again, no site form was
ever completed and the report is available only as a

draft.

Tliis unforﬁlnately is characteristic of mauch of - o

‘the carly work in this part of South Cafolma, which

even into the la‘l:e 'I:wentle'lzl'l cen’cury held its
representatlon as bemg 'the daik corner.™:

| The ]:)acleground review  identified four-

: pxewously recorcleci sites in the -rn11 APE. Two of R
" these sites, 38HR454 and 38HR4_¢5 were the result of _
. 'Englemyer s survey in 'l:he area. More recently ’clley have S PR
been identified as prol)al)le roacl fill. Two adchhonal sites. -
“in the APE, 38HR223 ancl 38HR22T were both

encounterecl &unng the construction of a nearl)y golf e

course. Wlnle at least seemed to exlu]:nt a wide range of

.'Prel'nstonc matenal it does’ not a.ppear t]'la’c any data .7

: recovery was ever concluc{:ed

In a&dition, th'ere Was_ a very large tg:é.ct of
about 525 acres J:ecently surveyec]. to the nortl'least

‘ partlally m’cl’nn the APE. No axchaeologma.l 51tes were
found in the entlre trac’c (Rel(l 1999)

Tl'.l.iS }Jaclegroun& worlz, _ ]Jeyonc]. 'doeumenting -
the rather unconventional arcl‘laedloglcal eforts which
took la.ce in this part of South Carolina durmg the
third quarter of the twentieth century, a also suggest that
the project is not situated in an area lilzely to pro&uce

many archaeological sites.




METHODS AND RESULTS

Baclag’roun& Investigations

Prior to conducting this ihvestigation we

: 'searcl'le& the State Historic Preservation Office GIs for

‘any  information on National Register buildings,
'clistricts,rstructures, sites, or olnje'cts in tl_le si:uc].y area, .
as well asthe results of any structure surveys _Which may’

have lj_een 'completecl in the project'_s_u:éas. We féu_n_d ne
identified National Register properties m‘l:hm a rnile Q£
the proposed project. Horry County had an architectural
survey conducted in 1988 with a.su]:;sequen'l: fouow-up

in 1990 The results of these surveys are also 1nclucletl )

. on tl'xe GIS l:ut no Proi)ertles were 1clent1£1ecl w:ltlnn ti‘xe
1- m1le APE .

We also con’cactec]. ‘l:he S C Instltute £or

. ; A.rclnaeology and Antllrapology {or 1n£orma.t10n-
_ concerning any prevmusly recorclecl arcliaeologmal sites :

in the immediate survey area, As Premousl cllscussed i

_there are Jfour sites in the APE I)ut none m‘l:hm the
‘ 1mme(11a‘ce project area.

Field Métllotls '

The initi_ally pro'l;o,.an.ec_l ﬁelcl Itecl'mi.ques involved - :

the placement of shovel tests at 100 foot inteivals along
transects, which were laid out at 100-foot intervals
‘runmning magnetic north from the SC 544 property line
(Figure 9). In areas of stan&ing water or wetlands no
shovel tests would be excavated. For all shovel tests, the
soil would be screened through Y inch mesh, with each
test numl:)exe& sequentiaﬂy along numbered transects.
Each test would measure about 1 foot square and would
normaﬂy be taken to a deptl'l of at least 1.5 feet. All
cultural remains would be co]}ecte&, except for sheﬂ,
mortar, and Lrici:z, which would be quantitatively noted
in the field and discarded. Notes would be maintained

for profifes at any sites encountered.

Should sites (cleﬁnec]. lny the }_;resence of two or
more artifacts from either surface guIvVey or shovel tests

within a 25 feet area) be identified by shovel testing,

ﬁr’cher tests would be used to obtain data on site
boundaries, artifact quantity and d].versrty, site integrity,
ancl-temporal affiliation. These tests would be placecl at

50 feet inter'vals in a simple cruciform pattern u;ltilr )
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 he taleen,_if warranted “

in the opi'n_ion of the '_ﬁ_elcl investiga.tdrs..

7 This st'rategyr v_vas. ii'nplerﬂeni;ecl_ with . 1’!0 -
signiﬂcant modifications. Althougl'x the property lines

were not marlee'cl,' we used available mapping to scale dﬁ :

- the number of slnovel tests which shbﬁlcl be exéavatéc[
- within the property boundaries. We. did find that the

access area for the site was very wet_c].uring the t_ime"of SNEEIRE

the survey with areas of standing water. As a result, no

formal shovel tests were excavated i in this area, although'_ _‘
-1 pedestnan survey was conrluctec]. with penocl:lc shovel - = . .
tests to verlfy the wet soil concll’mons As pxewously" '

noted, water was encoun’cered Wl’clun the upper 0.5 foot

. : of the shovel tests.

A sexies of seven 'transects were estaljhshec]. .
running magnetic north from SC 544. " A total of 24
shovel tests were excavated on the tract. .Tl'le shovel {ests--
confirmed the presence of Bladen scils in the area
proposed for the restaurant, with more poorly drained :
(pro]aably Meggett) soils to the west in the access area.
Most of the shovel tests revealed an upper horizon of
very dark gray (10YR3/1) loam about 0.5 foot in depth
overlying a gray (10YR5/1) clay. Soil reduction was
found tl-uoughout the tract. As the soils got lower and
more moist, we Legan seeing dark grayish-larovm
(10YR4/2) loam about 0.2 to 0.4 foot in depth
overlying a gray (LOYRS/1) clay loam. Organie material

was common in these soils.

Although Horry County has received a
comprehensive survey, we drove the accessible public

roads within a 1 mile APE loolzing for any structures
which might be 50 years old and which retained
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METHODS AND RESULTS

integrity. None were identified. There were also no
previously identified structures in the project AP E.

Site Evaluation

Tdentified sites would be evaluated for further

work based on the eligiiaility criteria for the National -

:‘ Regmter of Historic Places. Chicora Foundation only
prowcles an opinion of National Register ehgl]n]_ﬁ:y and
- the final cletermma‘tlon is made Ly the lead federal

agency in consul’catlon with the State Historic

Preservation Officer at the South Carolina Department
of Archives and- History. :

The criteria, for. e.ligi]nlrl:y to the Netlonal

B ..‘_":Regmter of Hlstonc Places is clescrj]oecl by 36CFR60 4,

- whxclq states:

the q_ua.ll’cy 0£ mgm{:lcance
Amencan lns‘lzory, archltecture,
' arcllaeology, _ engmeermg, = and -
culture is present in cl1stncts, sites,
} Lull(lnlgs, structures, ‘and o}J]ects.
* that possess mtegnty 0£ locatlon,
clemgn, : settmg, ' r_natenals, :
. worlemanshlp, £eeling,- and
assocmtmn, and L

a. that are a'ssociated with events
that have made a- sigm'fi..cant.

_ contribution to the broad patterns
of our }ustory, or’

L. that are associated with the lives
of persons significant in- our past;
or

c. that emljo&y “the distinctive
characteristics of a type, periocl, ar
method of construction or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess lligil artistic values, or
that represent a signiﬁcant and
distinguisha]aie entity whose
components may lack individual
&istinction; or

d. that have y‘ielcleci, or may be

lileely to yield, information
important in Prel’listo_ry or history.

National Register Bu]n’effn 36 (Tow-nsen& et al,

- 1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five

steps for £orming a clearly defined explicit rationale for
either the s1te s Ellglljlllty or lacle of ellgllcnlﬂ:y Brleﬂy,

Jcl'uese steps are:

w identification of the site’s data sety
or categories of archaeological
_ information such as _cera.mies, ]i’cl')ics,
: 'quJ_sistence remains, a_rehitee_tural

remains, or sul:-surface‘features_; :

'm jdentification of ‘the ~historic °
‘ context app]i'cal)le to the site, :
B prowclmg a frameworlz {or the o
. evaluatlve process; :

1c1ent1{1cat10n 0£ ’clle 1rnpor|:an'l:
_ research ques’clons 'I:he site m1g1'11: be
able to acic].ress, given the data sets
a.ncl the context

= evaluaﬁon- of "tllé site's
arcljaeologlca.l 1n1:egr1i:y to ensure
that the data sets were. su{'flmently-
well preseryecl to address the research
questiOns; and '

® identification of important research
questions among all of those which
rmgl—rl: he asleecl and answered at the
site.

- This approach,' of course, has been develope&_'
for use documenting eligil:i]ity of sites lneing 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 typicaﬂy only one site is being considered.

For architectural sites the evaluative Pprocess would
be somewhat different. Given the relatively limited
architectural data available for most of the properties,
we would evaluate these sites Prirnarily using National

Register Criterion C, focusing on the site’s “distinctive
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characteristics.” Key to this concept is the issue of
integrity. This means that the property needs to have
re’cainec], essentiauy intact, its physical iclentity from the
historic periccl.

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
Register Bulletin 36 o]Jserves, “Recogmza.})ihty of a _
property, or the a}nlﬂ:y of a property to convey its -
s1gmﬁca.nce, clepencls largely upon the degree to which
the design of the property is intact” (Townsend et al.
1993:18). Workmanship is evidence of the artisan’s
labor and skill and can apply to. eltl'xer the entire

y propérty or to spemflc {featires of the propexty. Fmaﬂy, :

: _Vmaiena.ls the physmal items used on and in the

" property — _are fof paramount 1mpor_tance ‘under -
.'Cnterlon " (Townsend et al. 1993: 19). Integrity here-
is. reflected Ly maintenance of the ongmal matenal and
- avo1ciance of replacement matenals : :

. .Surve}; Results

No archaeologlcal remains were 14:1en1:1f1e& in

'any ‘of. the shovel tests. No aclcllhonal management

activities for the project are recommen&ed penc]mg'
_concurrence lny the State Historie Preservat:on Office.

Tl'le archi’cecfcural survej}'fa.ilecl to iclei:d:i£y any
structures not recqrcle& by the previous studies. Most of
the structures in the project APE appear to post—clate
about 1980. The few which may date 1o the mid-
twentieth century appear to exhibit extensive alterations
— reworlzing of porc_hes, installation of syntl—mtic sicling,

" modifications of £oun(la1_:i0ns, and genera.l modifications
lileely caused Iay recent hurricane and ﬂooc]ing damage.
In other words, regarcuess of age, most of the structures

had signilticant loss of integrity.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study involved the examination of the 2
acre JELP on the northeast side of SC 544 in Horry
County, South Carolina, ahout 1,500 feet southeast of

the US 17 interchange. This work was conducted to
assist The Brigman Company help their clients comply

with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation_

Act and the regulatlons codified in 36CF‘R800

Exammatlon of {11es at the s.C Department

} of A:cclrnves and History revealed thata comprel'lenswe '

}ustonc and arcl’utectural survey of the pro]ect area had

“been concluctecl in 1988 ~with sul:sequen‘l: work in ,V

1990 No s’cmc’cures were - 1clent1£ecl within a 1- rrule
CAPE surroundmg i:he Pro]ect txact Lllzemse, no

. VNahonal Register properties’ were 1clen1:1£1r;:c1 in the -

. - immediate area., Th_e f]les_ at the 8.C. Institute- o£

' ._ Al‘chaeology_anc[.A'nthr.opologyr were also searche&; no

prewdus}.y identified archaebldglcal sites were found i
the immediate project area, . although four were reportecl

£0r ‘the AP E

" The tract was shovel tes‘l:ed at 100 Ji:‘ocd:
i'ntervals with tests routinely excavated to 1.5 feet and

some taken to 2 feet or c].eeper. Virfuaﬂy all of the tracf :
was found to. consist of poorly drained sand loams -

overlying clays. In the access route we found areas of -

sta.ncling water, or soils which were wet when excavated.

Asa resul’c, a pedestrian survey was conducted in this

area with qnly occasiona__l shovel tests to verilr:y soil
cpn&itions. No archaeoiogical remains were encountered
on the tract and no additional management activities

are recommended, pencling the review and concurrence
of the State Historic Preservation Office and the lead
{ecleral agency.

In acl&i’cion, the pul)lic roads within a 1-mile
APE were driven to verify that there were no
architectural sites retaining integrity which might have
been missed by previous survey efforts. None were

identified.

Itis always Possihie that a.rcl"la.eological remains

may I)e encountered in’ the project area during
construction activities. As always, contractors should be

- advised to report any rllscovenes of concentrations of

a.rhfacts (such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points)
or ]:ur:lcle ru]:])le to the project enigineer, who should in

" turn report the material to the State Historie =~
‘Preservat_ion. .OHice, L or Chicqral.qundationA (tllE S
" process of dealing with late discoveries is cliscuss;ec]. in.
-36CFRB00. 13(}3)(3)) No £urt1'1er léﬁcl 'altenng'. o
. _ activities should f:a.lze Place in’ the v1c1n11:y of 'I:llese
' :'_cllscovenes un’cll they have laeen exammed ljy an
" archaeologist anc]. il necessary, have been' processecl :

. accorc11ng ’co 36CFR800 13(]3)(3)
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