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ABSTRACT

This study reports on hoth clocumentary
research and field gurvey associated with the
repla.cement of the Ogeeclnee Road }Jriclge over the
Springfield Canal on the southwestern edge of the City
of Savannah. This project is part of the Springﬁelcl
Canal Drainage lmprovements Project curtently l:eing
plannecl !Jy the City of Savannah. The project would
rep}ace the existing l)riclge, a small brick culvert, remove
a nea_tby modern house, and create a grassecl
maintenance roaclwa.}r acl]'a.cent to the canal. The work
was conducted to assist Thomas and Tutton
Engineering Company and the City of Savannah
comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the regu.[ations codified in
36CFRS00.

The research included a historical overview of
the Spri.ngﬁelcl Canal. The field investigations included
limited shovel testing in the area where an existing
house foundation is to he removed. The work was
limited to the immediate bridge area.

The historical research reveals that Ogeec]nee
Road was pavetl with shell until 1909 when the shell was
replacecl with gravel. T]:u:ougll about 1920 the ljncl.ge
was wood and the roa.c].wa.y remained gravelecl. The area,
at the eclge of Savannah, received little attention and
there is, as a resull:, little clocumentaﬁon. The periocl
from the 1920s I:hrough the late 1950s is one of even
more limited municipal reports. We have been unable to
determine when the brick culvert was constmc’tecl, but
it seems to have heen sometime between about 1620
and 1940.

The culvert iz a brick a.rcl:\, ahout 13-inches
thick, joined by 13-inch thick headwalls, laid in
American bond. The culvert £ill is soil on the sides and
clay under the Z-inch thick conarete roadway with a
central expansion joint. More recently [Y-inches of
a.sphal’c have been laid over the concrete deck. The south
headwall has detached from the arch, leely a result of
l’lea.vy loads causing foundation collapse. The City has

tampora.tily shored the south side up using metal panels.

While this is a type of structure not frequently
encounterecl, it is not recommended eligi]nle for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,
based on the Criteria for Historical Signi{icance of
Briclges, clevelopecl ljy the Historic Preservation Section,
Georgia Departroent of Natural Resources.

The a.rchaeological investigations reveal that
the structures northwest of the ]:rlrlge, now demo]is]ne&,
left behind an assortment of twentieth century
archa.eological remains, inclu&ing nails, window glass,
coal, and brick rubble. While the quantities of remains
are clense, the variety is very limited. Moreover, all of
the identified materials appear to have been J.eposite&
within the past 40 to 50 years. Alt]:ough these remains
are very recent, ’chey were asaignecl the arcl'laeological
site number QCHQOT. T}my are not, however,
recommended aligilj]e for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places.

Finally, it is possible that arcl'laeological
remains tmay be encountered in the corridor durmg
construction, Construction crews should be advised to
report any discoveries of concentrations of artifacts
{such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) ar hrick
rubble to the project engineer, who should in turn report
the material to the State Historic Preservation Office
or to Chicora Foundation (t]:le process of clea]iug with
late discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)).
No construction should take place in the vicinity of
these late discoveries until tlney have heen examined by

an archaeologiet ancl, i necessary, have been pracessec[

according to 36CFRS00.13(b)(3).
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INTRODUCTION

This intensive Varc]:aeo]ogical gurvey of the
propoﬂe& Ogeechee Road Lriclge replacement in
Chatham County was conducted by Dr. Michael
Trinkley of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Ray
Pittman of Thomes and Hutton Dngineers in
Savanniah, Georgia. The work was conducted to assist
Thomas and Hutton and their clieut, the Cl‘cy of
Savannah, comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the regu.laﬁons codified
in 36CTR800. We understand that eventually this
project will require an Army Corps of Engineers permit.

The project site consiste of the iinmediate area
of the ]:ndge replacemen‘l: onrogeec]iee Road (City
Street 188} over the Spn’ugﬁelcl Canal ({sometimes
called the Minis Canal, as discussed below). The area of
potentlal effect (APE) is defined as the road crossmg

and an additional 50 feet in all directions, resulting in”

a tract measuring about 120 feet cast-west and 130 feet
north-south (Pigure 1). This project is situateg]. on the
southwestern {'riuge of the Clty of Savannah in north
cen’cra[ C]:at]nam

that its 'on'ginal J.rainage, much less its original
topography, is only Larely discernable.

The City of Savannah, as part of its Drainage
Improvements project for the Spﬁng{ielc{ Canal, intends
to remove an existing structure at this location; widen
the canal, recut the Lanlzs, and replace the existing
lariclge_. I;andscape alteration, primarily clean’ngJ
gm_blji.ng, and gracling, as well as the removal of the
existing bric].ge and Su}:bsequent construction of a new
})riclge, will cause considerable clarnage to the ground

surface and any archaeological resources which may be
present in the survey area. The worlz will also clestroy
the existing ]:unclge '

Tl:us{ shxcly, however, does not consider aﬁy .

future seconc]ary impact of the Projec"t, inclucl'ing
increased or expanded commercial of industrial
developrient of this section of Ogeechee Road. Nor
does it consider any of the other components of the
project outside the narrowly defined APE.

County, Georgia (Pigure
2). Tt is situated in a
mixed urban and
residential area with
]nea.vy traffic on

Ogeec]:lee Road and
near]:y Victory Drive.

The Btu&y tract
consists of a generau'y
level area dominated by
the Spﬁngﬁeh‘l dxa.inage
canaj, ogeec]:lee Roacl,
one Btan&ing ]21011.‘36, and
a series of grassecl yar&
arcas. While the area is
generaﬂy low and poorly
c[rained, it has been so

clramatica_uy affected by

modern development Plgm:e 1 Vicinity of ’c]:le propoﬁecl ]:)nclge replacement view to J(:he ea.st
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INTRODUCTION

We were requeste::l Ly Mr. Ray Pittman, P.E.
of Thomas and Hutton Engineers to conduct a cultural
resources survey of the tract in April 2000. This work
expanclecl on an existing project conducted for the
Springfield Canal (Trinkley and Barile 1997). This
work involved background checks with the Me’tropo]itan
Pla.nning Commission's Preservation Officer, Ms. Beth
Rycler, as well as a search of the City‘s Research I.ﬂ)rary
and Archives (w1t11 the assistance of Ms. Glenda
Anderson). We requested information from the files of
the City's Storm Waters Office, the Traffic
Engineering Office, the City's Engineering Plans
Office, and  the Georgia Department of
Transportation's Bric].ge Inspection Office. In ar]cli'l:ion,
historic research was conducted at the Ceorgia
Historical Society.

The archesological survey was conducted on
Apnl 11, 2000 IJY Dr. Michael Tri.nlzley. The
architectural survey of the existing ljriclge was conducted
at the same time. Laboratory work and report

procluc’tion were conducted at Chicora's laboratories in
Columbia, South Carolina on April 14.
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THE ENVIRONMENT OF THE CITY

Phvsiographic Avea

Savannah is situated in the north central
portion of Chatham County in the eastern corner of
Georgia hordering the Savannah River about 15 miles
northwest of the Atlantic Ocean (sce Figure 1).
Situated in the Coastal Plain Province, Savannah is
still within the Barxier Island Sequence, characterized
by elevations ranging from sea level to about 160 feet
ahove mean sea level (AMSL) (Hoc].ler and Schretter
1986:17).

In this area the advance and retreat of the sea
- have left six distinct shoreline c].eposits forming s’cep—lilee
progréssions of decreasi.ng elevations as ome moves
toward the ocean. Savannah is found at the junction of

three of these: the Silver Bluff is at elevations of less -

than 10 feet, the Pamlico Formation is at elevations of
between 10 and 20 feet, and the Penholoway
Formation is hetween 30 and 70 feet (Wiﬂees et al,
1974:69). In areas which have heen dissected marsles
have formed in peor drainagw. This area is also often
called the Atlantic Coast Flatwoods. It is characterized
by nearly level topography and poorly drained soils.

As DeBraham noted, "the Plane of the'City is
at the highest Place, 30 feet above the surface of the
Stream” [Savannah River] (DeVorsey 1071:152).
Al’chough the elevation of Chatham County Tanges from
about 37 to 81 feet AMSI, those in downtown
Savannah range from about 37 to 41 feet AMSL,
situated almost enl:irely in the Pen]:loloway Formation,

Looking at a map of early Savannah, it
becomes clear that the town was laid out on a sancly
riclge between two low marshes which hisl;oricaﬂy where
used for rice cultivation. The project area is situated on
the western side of the Clty The Savannah and
Ogeechee (S&Q) Canal hugged the western sids of the
sand riclge then turned into the rice fields when it was
built, The Springﬁelcl Canal, constructed later than the
S&O Canal, was placec]. further to the west, n some

areas in the d:rainage of Musgrove Creek. Constructed
as a c].rain.age canal, it follows low land t}l_rouglnou’c its
course. Blevations in the project area range between
about 7 and 10 feet AMSL, clearly evidencing the .
area’s low, wet condition prior fo the construction of the
canals and other steps to drain this area around

S avannah -

Soils an& Geolos‘v

Although Francis Moore ohserved "a variety of
soils" in the vicinity of Savannah, inchiding "sandy and
c].ry," "cla.y," and "black rich ga.rclen mould well watered"
in 1735 (Moore 1840:1:11.13.), it would be the c[ry sands
which would characterize Savannah.- DeBraham, for
example, recounted that the soils is "a single Stratum of
Sand from 24 to 30 feet cleep down to the general
Springs (water Root) in the Quick Sand, on which Dew
and Rains strains” (DeVorsey 1971:154). Richard
Haunton (1968:26-27) also comments on Savannah's
Ba.nc].y streets which were impaBBa]Jle in wet weather,

In general, the area around Savannah is
predominately flat to nearly level, interspersed with
numerous drainages. While some areas, such as the
bluff on which the city is si’cuatecl, are well drainecl,
there are many areas which are na’cu:cauy poorly drained
{at least in part accounting for the city's health problems
discussed Lelow). The soils are underlain ]Jy and
c]:evalopec]. from ljecls of unconsolidated Elancls, satuly
alays, and clays of recent geologic origin. Most of the
soils are Iight colared and contain small amounts of
organic matter. All of the soils range from medium to
strongly acid in reaction.

The project area is en’cirely within the
Ogeec}lee-UriJan land complex, defined as consisting of
about 40% to 60% Ogeechee soils and 20% to 40%
urhan Iancl, with the rest ]Jaing Peﬂlam, Ociﬂa, and
Ellabelle soils. This complex is ’cypically found in wet
arcas. In most places the surface or A horizon soils are

very dark gray (10YR3/1) loamy fine sands to upwards
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of 20 inches in some areas. Under these are a dark
grayish-brown (10YR4/2) sand clay loam (Bltg
]:lorizon) (Wl.u?es et al. 1974:2G). The urban lancl,
however, may have an apprecia.l:ly different Prof:ﬂe,
Jr;.r'picaﬂ).r bein.g altered Ly cutting, Euing, gracling, and
shaping. Wilkes et al. note that "identification of the
soils in urban land is impracﬁcal because they are
obscured ij works and structures"” (WIHEES et al.
1974:29), as well as other disturbances.

The associated Pelham, Od]la, and Ellabelle
soils all have poor llrainage with surface layers of dark
gray to black loamy sands up toa foot in depi:]:t. These
generally underlain by clarlz—gray to gray aancl'y clay
loams (Wl.llzes &t al. 1974:9).

C]itnate antl Hea]t]a

The climate of this section of the Atlantic
Coastal Plain province may be classified as humid and
su]:tropical. Most of the air masses which reach
Savannah are con’cinenta.l, having been chilled in winder
and heated in summer, hefore ever reaching the Clty
Because of these continental air masses.the seasons
change rather al:uruptly. During intervening periocls,
lnowever, the weather may he 'l:empered IJy air from the
Atlantic Ocean. The temperature ranges from cold in
the winter (with frequent periods of striking warmth) to
hot in the summer (w1|:11 the climate made more
uncomfortable by the ]:ugh relative humidities). The
growing season is about 273 c]ays, more than sufficient
for a wide range of plants‘

The average annual precipitation is 45 inches,
with a prominent summer peale and reduced amounts in
the winter. This rainfall pattern, l'xowevar, i sul)jec‘l: to
tremendous variation — often the wettest year has twice
the rainfall as the driest and r:ltough’cs have heen known
to cause serious water slmrtages. DeBraham notes that
1760 was "a Season remarkable for extraordinary
Drought" (DeVorsey 1971:152).

This weather pattern has ’trac[ition.a.uy affected
the healthfulness of the Savannah area. DeBraham
remarlzecl that:

The City of Savannah continued
from its first Settlement, for near 30

years to be accounted a very llealt]:ly
Place. The South Carclinians used

to come there for recruiting their

Health (DeVorsey 1971:160).

However, as soon as Hutchinson's Island and the
swamps suHOuncli_ng Savannah were converted to rice
cultivation:

t the Vapours lnanc}jng upon them . ..
rolled in . . . and all the Streets and
Houses filled with them, to the
Prejudice of its Inhahitants, whose
Diseages are in every respect similar
to those in the Neiglnl)oring Province
of South Carolina (DeVong'y
1971:160).

Savanmah suffered outbreaks of yellow fever in
1801, 1807, 1808, 1817, 1818, 1819, 1821, 1827,
1831, 1839, 1850, 1852, 1853, and 1854. The most
gevere, however, was the last epidemics was in 1876 with
perhaps 10,000 cases at nearly 1100 deaths. The
community I)egan to understand the climatic events that
promotecl ye]low fever, even if they did not yet
comprellenc]. the role of the mosquito:

In 1820, 1854, and I add 1876,
when yeﬂow fever ragec]. here as a
geueral epi&em.ic,. a very pecu]far and
almost  identical condition 0]( the
atmosplzera .. . existed H that is, each
of these epiclemics was prece&ed ]:ry a
mild winter, an Banly spring, with a
rainfall sufficient to £ill the ponc].s,
swamps, and low grounc]s
surrouucling the city, with stagnant
water, and finaﬂy, with the intensely
hot and oppressive month of ]uly.
From September 6th to Qctoher 6th
the epi&emie rage& with terific
violence. At this latter cla.te, the
temperature lowered (mean 61°), a
c]:uamge occurred in the direction of
the wind (N.E), and new cases
gra&uaﬂy decreased in number but
the epiclemic did not en’cirsly
disappear until the occwrrence of a
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light frost on the 14th of November
(Dr. J.C. De Hardy quoted in
_ Usinger 1944:149).

These frequant outhreaks, couplecl with "ague,"
"remittent ’Eever," or "billious {ever," now known as
malaria (Meade 1980), were enough to encourage
Savannah to remove the wet culture of rice from the
outskirts of the city (Camble 1901:145).

Richard H. Haunton, in his discussion of
Savannah a decade before the Civil War, remarked that:

to the pxol)lems of a semi-trop-ical
climate were added those common to
an urhan environment in an age of
primitive sanitation facilities. Trash
and litter were thrown into the City's
streets and ]aneﬂ, whioh, paid the
Georgian in 1887, were "in a
condition fit to be classed among the
dirtiest and most unwholesome
thorougl-]farea in the South." "Offal
and other putrying matter” lay
exposecl on the outskirts of town.
The City's privies, inadequate]y
ventilated and in&equen'rly cleaned,
presented the most serious problem
to the health authorities (Haunton
1968:283).

Hardee {n.d.:127) reports that "in almost all
private houses of any importance thers was a well"
cluring the colonial and early antebellum periocls. These
water sources, often no c].eeper than 16 £eet, weare
Erequeutl'y contaminated with privy seepage or overdlows.,
In 1854 Savannah's first waterworks began gupplying
water from thg Savannah River, via Musgrove Creek on
the western side of the city. In 1887 the city switched
to artesian wells, Bignificaut].y improving the qua.lﬂ:y of
the potaljle waler Eupply (Har&ee n.c]..:-i‘e’]).

Floristics

Francis Moore, traveling through Savannah in
1735, left one of the few early accounts of the region's
natural vegetation, noting that in the Trustee's Garden
just east of the City was a stand of:

old wood., as it was before the arrival
of the colony here. The trees in the
grove are moaﬂy }Jay, sassafras,
evergreen oak, pe]]itory [pricl?_ly 3511,
also known as the toothache tree]
hickory, American Ash, and the
laurel tulip (Moore 1840:I:n.p.).

This natural vegetation, however, had heen
almost totally cleared away by Oglethorpe's original
settlers. In its Place were introduced a broad range of
exotic Plan’ts, such as lemons and olives. Alice G.B.
Lockwood observes that the settlers were still Btrugg]ing,
in 1742, "with the culture of such fruits as oranges and
'la'it'rlr'x"lonrs,r loath to believe 'l:hat t]:ey coulcl not raise
them here as well as tl—xey could in the same latitude on
the other side of the world" (Lockwood 1934:11:272).
In spite of the pro]:rlems, DeBraham noted thriving "two
large Olive Trees, some Sevil Orange, Apple, Plurmb,
Peac}l, Muﬂ)erry, honey Locust, one Apricot, and one
Amere| C]:Lerry Tree" upwarc{s of a decade after
abandonment (DeVorsey 1971:155).

Visitors to Savannah during the early
nineteenth cen{'ury were gree’ce& with unpavecl streets,
many of which were covered in grass {1819 account Ly
Adarm Hodgaon, quoted in Lockwood 1934:11:2758). By
1829 a visitor noted the presence of "groves of trees
planted in the streets." In particular:

In all the streets and gquares of
Savanna}l, most of which are very .
’cas‘ceﬁﬂly laid out, numerous rows of
Pride-of-India trees [China-Berry]
have been planted, which serve to
shade the walks, and give a 'h'opical

air to the scene {1827 account by
Captain  Basil Hall, q‘uote& in
Lockwood 1934:11:275).

Yet another visitor to Savanna.ll, in 1833, remarked
that "its streets are plan’cecl so thick with Pride-of-China
that the small dark houses are hart:].l‘y seen,” while an
1829 visitor, Charles ]oseph Latrohe, remarked that:

the broad rectangular streets are lined
with luxuriant Melia [China-Berry]
and Locust-trees, and there are
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f-requent open squares with grass-
plots"  (quoted in  Lockwood
1934:11:275).

While all of these accounts emphasize the
regularity and ]Jea.uty of Savannah, it is L}aely that as an
urban environment the town as possessed its "seedier"
side. It is also certain that Savannah's biotic commmunity
was largely B]:lapecl l)y the intentional (ie., ga.rclen
plalming and c}.e£oresrtaﬁon) and unintentional {i.e.,
fires) actions of its inhabitants. Both, however, created
an unnatural, disturbed environment open to planta
typically called "weeds," many of which are stenotrophic
and thrive on enriched {or poﬂu’tecl) conditions.

Outside of the town dore, somet}n‘ng
approa.ﬂlling a rural setting was quiclv.l‘y encountered. In
the early nineteenth century Savannah's west side was
abutted by Vale Royal and Springfield Plantations, both
characterized ]Jy low, poorly drained lands. Vegetation
inlend from the Savannah River edge in this area was
hls:ely that of a lowland broadleaf evargreen forest.
Common tress would have been water oalz, live oal:e,
laurel oak, southern magnolia, pignut hicI:aory, white
oak, American holly, and spruce pine, with an
um:lerstory of saw Pa].me{:to, spa.rlzeﬂ:etry, and swamp
palm. Such areas aleo contain mesic llamJnocl::a, some
of which are intermediate between the higher portions
of the ﬂooclplaima and the more xeric upland pine
forests. These hammocks may contain willow cak, sweet
gum, and red bay (see Wharton 1977).

To&ay, the project area is dominated }:)y the
urban setting, Vegetation consists of lawn grass,

occasional "weeds," and second-growth hardwood scrub.




PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC OVERVIEW

Previous Work

In 1984 Dr. Chester DePratter and Mr. Roy
Doyon, then with Southeastern Archaeological
Services, conr:lucl:ecl an investigation of portions of the
8&Q and Springﬁelcl canals as part of an Army Corps
project {DePratter and Doyon 1984). The 4.7 mile-
long survey ]:uegan at the Savannah River, under the
Talmadge Bridge and continued southward past the
Laurel Grove Cemetery. The a’cucl'y involved historic
researcl't, as well as field investigations conducted during
the winter and primarily at low tide. An area of 100 feet

on either side of the Canal was included in the gurvey

and "a limited number of posthole tests were excavated
in a search for buried sites." DePratter and Doyon,
however, {ound that:

recent fill along much of the canal
preventecl J.iscovery of such sites.
Past hole testing was determined to
be of no wuse in site stcovery
operations, and was thus
discontinued after several tests
provicled no useful information
{DePratter and Doyon 1984:29).

Alt]nougl'l the E’fucly does not specﬁy how may
testa were clug, or their loca’cions, t]aey do indicate that
no prehis’coric sites were found, a&ri]:utmg this to the
very low, wet soils tlu'ough which the canal was
excavated. They instead focus on identi.{y'ing features
associated with historic developments in the area. No
sites were identified in the s‘l'ucly APE.

In 1997 additional survey of the Springfield
and S&Q Canal was conducted Ly Chicora (Tﬁ.nlzley
and Barile 1997), althoug]:l that Erl:u&y s’coppecl prior to
Ogeechee Road.

Prehistoric Synopsis

Qverviews for Ceorgia's pre]:lis'tory, while of

&iﬁeﬁng lengtl—u; and complexity, are available in
v‘irh.la]ly every comp]iance report preparec[ for the
region. There are, in ac}.c].i’tion, some "classic" sources
well worth attention, such as Williams' edited works of
Antonio J. Waring, Jr. (Williams 1968).

These can be supplemented with 2 broad range

of theses and &issertations, such as Lewis T.arson's
examination of coastal subsistence tec]:mology {Larson
1969), Chester DePratter's discussion of Georgia
chiefdoms (DePratter 1983), or Morgan Crook’s
examination of Mississippian community organization

along the coast (Crook 1978).

Also ex‘creme}y ]:lelpﬁzl, per]naps even easential,
are a handhal of recent local syn’thetie staternents, such
as that offered by Sassaman and Anderson (1994) for
the Middle and Late Archaic and Anderson et al.-
(1992) for the Palecindian. Cnly a few of the many
sources are included in this E.Eu&y, but ‘clley ghould be
adequate to give the reader a "feel” for the area and help
establish a context for the various sites identified
in the current study. For those desiring a more general
synthesis. perha.ps the most readable and well balanced
is that offered by Judith Bense (1994), Archacology of
the Southecastern United States: Paleoindian to World

War I. Figure 3 offers a generalized view of Georgia's
cultural perio&s.

Paleoindian Period

The Palecindian Period, most com monly dated
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is evidenced by
l:aaa]ly thinned, side-notch projecﬁle points; {huted,
lanceolate projectile points; side scrapers and end
scrapers; and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams
1968). Some even suggest pushing the beginning date
to as early as 14,000 B.P. (Oliver 1981). Non-fluted
points such as the Ha:daway Side-Notched and Palmer
Corner-Notched types, usuauy a.ccepted as Ear[y
Archaic, are occasional seen as Tepresentatives of the

terminal Pllass of the Palesindian Period.
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Regicnal Phases

GEORGIA
Dates | Period| Sub- COASTAL MIDDLE SAVANNAH COASTAL PLAIN
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Figure 3. Cultural periods for the Georgia constal region (adapted from Braley 1990; DePratter 1979:Table 30;
Sassaman st al. 1990:Tahle 1.
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The Palecindian occupation, while wicles‘prea&,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
most &equently found along major river &rainagw,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy "oriented toward the exploi‘ta,’cion of now
extinct mega-fauna” (Michie 1977:124). Survey data
for Palecindian taols, most nol:al)ly fluted points, is
rather sparse for Qeorgia (Lecu:ei:ter et al. 1996). In
spite of this, the distribution offered ljy Anderson
(1992:Figure 5.1) reveals a rather geueral, and
Wiclespte.ad, occurrence throughou’c the region. The
recognition of Pa.leoincliap pites in Qeorgia is hindered
not only ]Jy a lack of research, but also ]ny the small size
of typical sites (oﬂen the Palecindian component may
be recogm'ze& Ly a single tool) and the heavy amount of
reworking and curation seen in Palecindian tools from
Ceorgia (Ledhetter et al. 1996:261).

Distinctive projectile points include lanceolates
such as Clovi.s, Dal‘ton,. Suwannee, and per}mps the
Hardaway (Anderson 1990:7-9). During the later
' portion of the Paleoindian, many researchers (see Snow
1977:3-4, Figure 1 for example) borrow from Florida
and suggest that these more classic Iarge lanceolate
points were replacecl ]:uy smaller points with concave
laases, such as the Taﬂa]lassee, Sante Fe, ancl Beaver
" Lake (Bullen 1975:45-47; Milanich and Fairhanks
1980:45). In addition, points such as the Bolen Plain
and Bolen Beveled (Bullen 1975:44, 49-53; Milanich
and Fairbanks 1980:45) are thought to be intermediate
between the Late Palesindian and Early Archaic in
much the same way as the Palmer of South and North
Carolina is regarclecl.

Unfortlmately, relaﬁvely little 15 known about
Paleocindian subsistence strategies, settlement gystemns,
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 1992 for
an excellent overview and Bynt]:lesis of what is }enown).
Generaﬂy, arcl-laeologisl:s agree that the Palecindian
groups were at a band level of society (see Service
1966), were nomaclic, and were both hunters and
£oragers. While populaﬁon rlensify, based on isolated
finds, is thoug]:lt to have been low, Walthall suggests
that toward the end of the periocl, "there was an increase
in population density and in territoriality and that a
number of new resource arcas were Leg'mm'ng to be
exploited” (Walthall 1980:30). although at least one
local collector has reporl:ec]. earl}' points from the general

area. This near absence is attributed to the lack of
readily available raw materials. Should Palecindian
materials be encountered, Georgia has clevelopecl a
rather detailed preservation plan which outlines a broad

range of appropriate research questions (Anderson et al.
1990).

The Prevalenca of Palecindian occupation is
dramaﬁcaﬂy increased, however, if Bolen and Palmer
points are included. In aclclition, Snow comments that
”large choppers, unifacial blades, and scrapers” are found
in the Coastal Pla.in, but can be attributed to the
Paleoindian Period only on the basis of their
"patination; some appear chalky, and display a general
likeness to Paleo-Indian material of known antiquity”
(Snow 1977:3).

Archaic Period

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.", does not form a sharp break with the
Palecindian Period, but is a slow transition
characterized lay a modern climate and an increase in
the cliverai'by ol material culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals,
alt]:lough the white tailed deer was lilaely the most
commonly exploited  animal.  Archaic Peﬁo(l
assemblages, exemp]if:ied by corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projecﬁle points, are {alrly common, per]la.ps
because the swamps and clra.inages offered especiauy

! The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Palecindian and many researchers suggest a
te:minal date of 4,000 B.P. rather tllan 3,000 B.P. There is
also the question of whether ceramics, such as the fiber-
tempere& Sta]]jngs ware, will be included as A.rc]:mic, or will
be included with the Woodland. Oliver, for example, argues
that the inchuion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes
"cornplicates and confuses classification and interpretation
needlesshy” {Oliver 1981:20). He comments that according to
the ou'gi.ual definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizon" and that "the presence of ceramica
provides a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Others would
counter that such an approac]n ignores cultuzal continnity and
forces an ariificial, and pe]:haps unrealistic, separation.
Sassaman and Anderson {1994:38-44), for example, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of "Late
Archaic Pottery."

11



INVESTIGATION OF THE OGEECHEE ROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

attractive ecotones.

Diagnostic Earlly Archaic artifacts include the
Kirk Corner Notched point. As Previously diacussecl,

Palmer and Bolen points may be included with either -

the Palecindian or Archaic pericd, depending on
theoretical perspective. As the climate became hotter
and drier than the previous Palecindian perioa.,'resulﬁng
in vegetationa.l clla.uges, it also affected settlement
patterning as evidenced lay a long—term Kirk P]:laSB
midden deposit at the Hardaway site (Coe 1964:60).
This is helieved to have heen the result of a cHange in
subsistence strategies, Other hallmarks of the Eaﬂy
Archaic are often considered to include a continued
reliance on }ngh qua]_if:y lithic raw materials, a Lig}ﬂy
curated tool kit, ]:ugh geograpl:ic mol:i]ity, and peﬁodic
aggregation of Lancl—sizecl groups (see Daniel 1996).

Settlements during the Ea.rly Archaic suggest
the presence of a few very large, and apparently
in’censively occupieci, sites which can best be considered
base camps. Hardaway might be one such site. In
addition, there were numerous small sites which procluce
only a few artifacts — these are the "network of tracks"
mentioned by Ward (1983:65). The base camps
procluce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials
which has suggesterl to many researchers Iong-‘r,em,
PE‘I‘]laPE seasonal or multi-sea.soua.l, occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites may be tl:lougl-lt of as speoial
purpose or foraging pites.

There are several intermively occupied Early

- Archaic sites which are of sp_ecial importance in our

unJ,erstanJing of this p-e]:iotl, i.nclu&ing the Lewis East

and Pen Point sites in South Carolina (fo): a review, see

Sassaman and Anderson 1994:84-85) and the Taylor
Hill site in Georgia (Elliott and Doyon 1981).

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.)
cliagnoertic artifacts include Mormow Mountain,
Cuilford, Halifax and S’ca.nly projec“h'le points. Ledbetter
remarks that a possi]:le regional vatiant includes the
side-notched or corner-notched points similar to
Halifax, as well as an elonga‘l:ed point known as the
Brier Creck Lanceloate (Ledl:eﬁ:er 1995:12; Sassaman
and Anderson 1094:27). Also observed during this
period is the MALA (Middle Archaic-Late Archaic)
point, which are fypicaﬂy made from heat-treated chert
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and considered Ly some to be a regional variant of the
Benton type (see Sassaman 1985; see also Sassaman

and Anderson 1994:27-29 for a more up&atecl

discussion).

Much of our best information on the Middle
Archaic comes from sites investigatecl west of the
Appalachian Mountaing, such as the work by Jeff
Chapman qncl his students in the Little Tennessee River
Valley (for a general overview see Chapman 19077,
1985a, 1985h). Closer to Georgia, Ledbetter
(1995:12) notea that the work at Pen Point on the
Savanna]:l River, as well as work at Fort Gordon
(QCBSI, gee Braley and Price 1991), is c].irectly
applica]ale.

There is good evidence that Middle Archaic
lithic I:echno[ogies clmnged &ramatica]ly. End sCrappers,
at Hmes associated with Palecindian tra&itions, are
discontinued, raw materials tend to reflect the greater
use of locaﬂy available ma’terials, and mortars are
im'.ﬁa.ﬂy introduced. Curated tools are less common.
Assaciated with these teclulological cl-nanges there seem
to also be some significant cultural modifications.
Prepare& burials begin to more commonly occur and
storage pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic
river va]ley Bites, with their evidence of a diverse floral
and faunal subsistence ljase, seems to stand in stark
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Cld Quartz
Inclus’try" of Georgia and the Ca.rolinas, where axes,
claoppers, and grouncl and polishecl. stone tools are very

Iare.

Coastal Plain settlement models for the Middle
Archaio have traditionaﬂy focused on the near absence
of &iagnostic material. It has been suggestecl that the
"Pine Barrens” were unattractive or could not support
dense occupation. This view has been esrpousacl lay
Larson (1980} As Sassaman and Anderson
(1994:149) suggest, it may be that Middle Archaic
groups avoided the coastal plain not because the area
was hnpoverishe&, but rather because the available
Tesouroes were pa.tclny and this "patc]:iness" resulted in
high "hidden" costs such as constant movement,
increasing specialization, and the need to store larger
quantities of food.

Sassaman and Anderson (1994:150-152) also
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briefly review the evidence supporting a focus on swamp
ﬂooclplainft clunng the Middle Axrchaic, noting that while
such environmental settings can be difficult to i&enﬁfy,
t]:ley do seem to be associated with large,
multicomponent sites. In addition, they illustrate the
mounting evidence to support geasonal rounds or
seasonal transhumance between the coast and the
interior (e.g., Milanich 1971).

The Late Archaic, usua.uy dated from 6,000 to
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., it characterized Ly the
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectile points {Coe 1964). In addition, research in
the Georgia Coastal Plain suggests the presence of Cary
Points, having a i‘riangular l)lacle, squa.recl shoulclers, a
contracting stem, and a rounded or ocuasionaﬂy pointecl
base (see Smith 1978 for examples from Laurens
Cou.nty, Georgia). These Late Archaic people continued
to intensively ex‘ploit the uplamlﬁ altl—mugh the Fort
Stewart data appears so skewed compare& to other
regions, that it is difficult to understand Exacﬂy what
rm'glnt have been happ-sning in this area. )

One of the more debated issues of the Late
Archaic is the ty'pology of the Savannah River Stemmed
and its various diminutive forms. O]iver, reﬁm’ng Coe's
{1964} original Savannah River Stemmed type,
clevelopecl a' complete sequence of stemmed points that
decrease uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981,
1985). Speciﬁcaﬂy, he sees the progresaion- from
Savannah River Stemmed to Small Savannah River
Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed to Swannanoa from ahout
5000 B.P. to about 1,500 B.P. He also notes that the
latter two forms are associated with Woodland pottery.
This reconstruction is still debated with a number of
arc}:laeologi.sts expresging concern with what t}ley gee as
typological overlap and a.m]Jiguity. T}ley point to a
dearth of radiocarhon dates and goocl excavation
contexts at the same time t]aey €XpTess concern with the
app]ica’cion of this ty'pology outeide the North Carolina
Piedmont where it was originally developed (see, for a
synopsis, Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162,
1994:35).

In addition to the presence of Savannah River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (see Sassaman 1993}, polished and
peclzexl stone artifacts, and grincling stones. Some also

include the introduction of {'ﬂ:ver-’cempared pottery about
4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic (for a discussion see
Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-44; Sassaman
1993:16-41). This innovation is of special importance
along the Georgia and South Carolina coasts.

| COuple& with the presence of ﬁl)er—’cempered
Stallings or St. Simons pottery (Griffin 1943;
DePratter 1991:159-162) are also a broad range of
worked bone and shell items, such as engraved bone
pins, whelk columella }JEaC].B, and antler projeétiles.
C'ouplecl with these artifacts are shell rings — &ough-
nut sl:laped heapsl of shells ranging from only a few fect

- in height to over 20 feet (see Trinkley 1985 for a

general overview). There is evidence that these shell
rings represent gra&ua.uy formed habitation sites with
occupation ’ca}zing place on the rings. The sites appear
to reflect petmanent, year—roun& occupation suggesting
that the coastal St. Simons and co-evil Thom's Creek
(founcl primari.ly nog:l:heast of the Savannah River in
South Carolina) groups were able to schedule their
subsistence activities to allow stable settlements

(Trinkley 1980).

There is evidence that cluring the Late Archaic
the climate ]:uegan to approximate modern climatic
conditions. Rainfall increased Iesulting in a more lush
vedetation pattern. The poﬂen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oale-hiclzory nut |
masts which previously were 8o wiclespread. "This clmnge
Proba]aly affected settlement patterning since nut masts
were mow more isolated and concentrated. From
research in the Savannah River vaﬂey near Aiken,
South Carclina, Sassaman has found considerable
diversity in Late Archaic site types with sites ocourring
in virtually every upland environmental zone, He
suggests that this more complex settlement pattern
evolved from an increa.singly complex socio-economic
systemn. While it is unlikely that this model can he
sim'ply transferred to the Coastal Plain of Georgia
without an extensive review of site data and micro-
environmental data, it does demonstrate one approach
to unclersrtanc]ing the transition {from Archaic to
Woodland.

Woodland Period

Sassaman (1993:55) recalls the cautions of
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Joseph Caldwell, who found "the regional landscape of
the Barly Woodland ceramic traditions" a "fascinating
array of local clevelopments and diverse extralocal

influences." As a consequence, the Early Woodland
becomes quickly confused and difficult to interpret.

As previougly c}.iscussecl, there are those who
see the Woodland heginning with the introduction of
potlery. Under this scenario the Early Woodland may
begin as early as 4,500 B.P. and continued to about
2,300 B.P. Diagnostics would include the small variety
of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stemmed point
(Oliwer 1985) and pottery of the Sta]lings, St. Simons,
and (to a lesser extent) Thom's Creek series (Gr1£Em
1943; Trinkley 1976; DePratter 1991:159-162). The
Eber-’temperecl Sta.u.mge and St. Simons wares and the
sandy paste Thom's Creek wares are decorated using
punctations, ]'a]:-a.ncl—drag, and inoised c]esigns (Trinkley
1976).

Others would have the Woodland beginning
about 3,000 B.P. with the introduction of
the Refuge wares, also characterized ]::y samjty paste, but
often l—mving only a plain or clen’ca’ce-stampecl surface
{DePratter 1976, 1991:163-167; Waring 1968},
"There is evidence that the p'unctate& and dentate surface
decorations are gra&ua“y repia.ce& Ly plain and simple
stamped treatments. Sassaman et al. (1990:191)
report a distribution similar to the earlier fiber-tempered
and Thom's Creek wares, and suggest that the Re£uge
wares evolved &uectly from these earlier antecedents.

On the Georgia coast the Refuge has been
subdivided into three subphases, with plain and dentate
stamping found during the entire period. Toward the
end, linear and check stamping is introduced,
sometimes with grog or clay tempering. Typically these
sitea are found on nc].ges or other high, sancly grou.ml,
al‘c]mugh DePratter also notes that many sites have heen
inundated ]3y the rising sea level and are sitnated in the
marsh (DePratter 1976:6-8).

Qeélmer ceramics, which admittedly are poorly
understoad (DePratter 1979:177), are likely a Refuge-
Deptfor& transition. DePratter describes the pottery's
check stamping as consisting:

of srmaH, thomboid or diamond
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c'hecks, ca.tefu]ly appliecl to the vessel
surlace without overstamping. The
[Oelmer] complicate& stamping is
somewhat u.nusual, consisting of
small, care{-uﬂy executed line-filled
triangles, nested diamonds, and other
motifs (DePratter 1979:117).

He observes that the largest Ba.mple comes from the
Qelmer site and that other researchers have occasiona.ﬂy
called the pottery Dept{orcl Geometric S’carnpe&. The
pottery is s0 uncommon that it may well represent only

a variety of either Refuge or Deptford.

In spite of the relative lack of detailed
investigations at Early Woodland sites, it seems lilzely
that the subsistence eCanomy was hased prirnarily on
deer llun'h'.ug and ﬁshing, with supplemental inclusions
of small mammals, lm-cls, reptiles, and shellfish. This is
based on an impression that there was a continuation of
a generalized Late Archaic pattern, which may or may
not be appropriate.

Somewhat more i.tlforma’cion is available for

the Middle Woodland, typically given the range of about
2,500 B.P. to about 1,200 B.P. The most
characteristic pottery of this time perlorl is Deptford,
a.ltl'iough both Swift Creek and Wilmington are lilzely
late additions. Regardless, the Middle Woodland is best
unc]em’too& in the context of Dep’cforcl, which has been
carefully described by DePratter (1979:118-119, 123-
127), who suggests two divisions with check stamping
and cord rnatlaing gra&uaﬂy ]:}eing supplemente& ]:}y
comp]icatecl stamping. The introduction of clay or grog

fempere& Wi]_mington wares follows on the heels of the
Deptlord phase.

We do not, however, mean to i.mply that the
origin of the Middle Woodland is well understood. In
fact, Sassaman takes some pains to emphaaize that the
transition from Refuge to Deptford is mnot well
understood:

the Refuge-DeptEord pro]:)lem is the
result of numerous regiﬂnﬂl procesges
that converge in the Savanuah River
region between 3000 and 2000 B.P.
The sociopolitical entities that
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existed on the coast and in the
interior clm:ing the fourth
millennium  dissolved after about
2400 B.P., resulting in the dispersal
of small populations across the
region. . . . Pottery &esigus changecl
from highly individualistio
punctation and incision to the
(seemi‘ngly) anonymous use of dowels
for stamping. . .. the use of a carved
pa&cﬂe for simple stamping should
mark the "blending" of Refuge and
Depi‘forcl culture, or, more
accura’ce}y, reflect the mkstunpﬁon of
Refuge culture by the expanding
Deptford complex.

To complioa’ce matters, the
tradition of cord—wrappecl paclclles
makes its way into the South
Carolina area sometime after 2500
B.P. (Sassaman 1993:118-119).

The work ]:;y Milanich (1971) and Smith
(1972}, coupled with the considerable additional site-
specific research (see, for exa,mple, DePratter 1991;
Sassaman 1993:110-125; Thomas and Larsen 1979)
provides an excepﬁonal ]:Jaclzgrouncl for this parﬁculnr

phase. Milanich's {1971) interpretation of a coastal- -

estuarine settlement model with interior occupation
limited to short-term extractive activities, while still
useful, has been modified t‘hrough the &iscovery of a
number of interior base camps. In fact, there seems to
be evidence for a number of interior seasonal or per]mpﬂ
even permanent base camps, altlmug]n there is as yet no
convincing evidence of horticulture. Anderson
(1985:48) provides a brief overview of some very
signjﬁcant concerns. He notes that Milanich's
interpretation that the interior tiver va].leys were used Ly
small, resir.lentia]ly mobhile foraging groups which
&ispersecl from large coastal vi]lages is olearly not
correct. In [act, just the opposite appears more lﬂzely,
with coastal use and settlement Lei.ng seasonal

(Anderson 1985:48-49).

DePratter (1979:119, 128-131; 1991) takes
the position that Wﬂming’ton pottery post-da’tes
Deptford, ushering in the use of grog or clay as a

tempering material in the late Middle Woodland. The
check stamping and cornplicatecl Btampecl motifs found
in the Depi‘for& continue, except with clay tempering for
a short time. Called Walthou.t, these wares are deseribed
1)}' DePratter (1991:174-176), but they apparently
existed for only a short periocl of time before laeing
completely replaced }Jy cord marlzing (DePratter
1979:119). '

Wilmington phase sites are rather poorly
understood in the Jeorgia (oastal Plain. No Only has
there been little effort to clevelop settlement models
incorporating the Wi].mington, there is very little
tecljnological research on the pottery itsell. The
poten’cial importance of the Wi]mington pha.se is
perhaps evidenced ]Jy Snow's (1977) survey of the
Ocmulgee Big Bend area, where large quantities of what
he called "Ocmulgee [" pottery was found. He
specifically states that this ware "is not Wilmington"
(Snow 1977:42), noting that while there is some clay
tempering (cerl:ahuly not the abundant grog tempering
of classic Wilmington), much of the pottery has a sand.y
paste (Snow 1977:36). Perhaps the most distinctive
characteristic of this pottery (which is associated with at
least one burial mound} is a heavy folded rim. Folded .
rims geem fo gxaduauy c].rop out, while the paste
becomes increa.singly more gritty in aucceecl'mg

Ocmu]gee 1I and 111 types.

Curiously, couplacl with  the coastal
Wﬂmingfon material is what the W.P.A. researchers
called Chatham Cou_n{’y Cord Marked {DePratter
1991:179-180), a grit-tempered (rather than clay-
tempered) heavy cord marked pottery. DePratter
remarks this is possi]:;ly related to the "sand temperecl"
pottery that Stoltman {1674:63), further up the
Savannah River, called "Wilmington."

It seems that Qreorgia, just like South Carolina
and North Carolina, is atruggliug to comprehend, and

deal with, a broad array of Middle Woodland cord
marked pottery.

Althoug]:l Dep‘cfor& pottery is well recognizecl,
the associated lithic technology is not. For Florida,
Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:75-76) mention only
that "medium-sized triangular” points are present.
Yadkin-like triangular points are reportea to be found
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with Wilmington sites (Anonymous 1940). Snow
(1977:Figure 12) reports a broad range of small
triengular points with his Ocmulgee 1, 11, and TII cord
marked pottery. The bulk of these appear to resemble
more traditional Yadkin and Caraway points (Coe
1964:30-32, 49).

The Middle Woodland cannct be {'uﬂy
appreciatecl without reference to Hopewe].]ja_u in:ﬂuences,
whether the presence of coastal sand burial mounds and
their evidence of status differences {e.g., Thomas and
Larsen 1979) or the presence of occasional exchange
goods. Sagsaman et al. note that while there is a lack of
"obvious" Hopewe]]ian influence in the Savannah area,
there is nevertheless evidence of a "[—J_igher order of
sociopolitical complexity" (Sassaman et al. 1990:14).
T]JE'Y note that the broad similarities in ceramic clesign
evidence the movement of ideas, or "'i_nterprovincia.l
integration,” not seen in the Early Woodland. The
presernce of coastal shells found at interior sites
demonstrates the movement of goocls

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200
B.P. to 400 B.P) may be characterized as a
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural
a.ssem]::lages. While outside the Carolinas and Georgia
there were Tnajor cultural c]nanges, such as the
continued clevelopment and elaboration of agricultu.re,
the coastal South Carolina and Georgia groups settled
into a lifeway not apprecia[)ly different from that
observed for the previous 500-700 years. From the
vantage point of Middle Savannah Valley Sassaman and
his colleagues note that, "the Late Woodland is difficult
to delineate typologica].[y from its antecedent or from
the subsequent Mississippian period" (Sassaman et al.
1990:14). This situation would remain u.uc]:langecl until
the c]evelopment of the South Appalac}]iau
Mississ'ippian complex (see Ferguson 1971). Anderson
(1994:366-3068) provides a basic review of the Late
Woedland and Mississippian ceramic sequence at the
mouth of the Savannah River. This review is
particula,rly useful since it also compares and contrasts
these developmen’cs to those in the middle and upper
reaches of the Savannah (Anderson 1994:368-377).

Milanich (1971:148-149) and Caldwell

(1970:01) saw the St. Catherines pottery, which
seemingly characterizes the Late Woodland, as an
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important aspect in the gradual progression from
Deptforcl to Wilmjngton to St. Catherines to
Savannah. Perhaps the most succinet summary of the
Georgia Late Woodland St. Catherines plmse is that
offered by DePratter and Howard (1980:16-17).
Signiﬁcmﬂy, ’chey note that most of the Georgia data
comes from burial mound excavations, "hecause only
limited vi]lage [an& presumal)ly shell miaﬁen]
excavations have been conducted" (DePratter and
Howard 1980:16). Even with burials there is a limited
range of artifact types — shell beads, worked whelk shell
bowls or &nﬂlzmg cups, bone pins, and triangular
projec‘tile points. Not only is little known about viﬂage
1i£e, notbing is L’nown\ concerning residential structures
and there is no good evidence of agricultural crops.
Once again, the Late Woodland is presented as little
more than an extension of the previous Middle

Woodland lifeways.

DePratter {(1979:119) provides a generalized
introduction to the St. Catherines phase, noting its
original definition l)y Caldwell (1971) and tema.rlzing

that the Jeramics are:

characterized ]Jy finer olay tempering -
than that of pre-cezling Wilmington

types and ]Jy the increased care with

which the ceramics were finished.

The 1umpy contorted surface of
Wi]ming’ton types was replacecl by
carefully smoothed and often
burnished interiors and exteriors
{DePratter 1979:119).

DePratter also notes that the temper in the St.
Catherines pottery consists of "crushed sherd or crushed
low-fized clay fragments” (DePratter 1979:131). Cne
of the few studies of prehia’toric temper which involved
detailed chemical and petrograpln'c analyses included a
Bample of six St. Catherines sherds (Dona]:lue et al.
n.d.) The Bi:uc].y found that the trend toward c}.ecrea.si_ng
grain size of the aplastic component, ]Jegu.n in the
Middle Woodland, continues into the Late Woodland.
In contrast, the grog inclusions are coarse, ranging from
about 2 to 3 mm, and ’ci:tey contain quartz grains
{perhaps reflecting the temper of the crushed sherds).

Mare recent investigation of St. Catherines
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pottery in South Carolina found that while there is
considerable varia}:lili'l:y in both size and freq‘uency of
temper, there is no compening evidence that sherds were
Leing crushed and used as temper, The most lilzely
ex'planation for the observed si.milarif:y of bath paste and
temper is that the temper represents dried lumps of clay
which have been mcorporated back into the clay cluring
the fo'rming of vessels. On the other llancl, the same
stucly also fotnd that there appear to be distinct
chemical differences hetween the paste and femper, This
suggests that the dried clay used as tempering was
per]:[aps "eft-over" from earlier potting episocles
(Trinkley and Adams 1994:58-60).

Alfllo’llg}l the conventional wisdom is that the
St. Catherines phase drew to a dlose around A.D. 1150,
there is mounting evidence that the plmse may extend
into the thirteenth or fourteenth centry A.D. (see
Trinkley and Adams 1994:108-110, 114-115). There
may be a blurring of Middle and Late Woodland
lifewa.ys well into later perioc].s. The m;ulti.ng cultural
conservativism may llelp explnin the presence of
relatively few large Late Woodland viuages and the
apparent absence of corn agriculture until very late
along the coast.

On the coast, Hopeweﬂian influences may be
more ohvious than originaﬁy 't]:lought, if the multitude
of sand burial mounds Leing investigated ]:)y the
American Museumn of Natural History are as ea,rly as
reported. For example, the investigations at South End
Mound T1 on St. Catherines Island suggest the earliest
burial, p[aced in a pit about A.D. 1000, was associated
with a copper B]:Leet, had coppexr earspoola s and included
a diabase-like pendant (Larsen and Thomas 1986:25).

Moving away from the coast and into the inner
Coastal Plain there is consic].era.l:)ly less data. It is
difficult, for example, to determine how far inland St.
Catherines wares are reported, or if tl:ley exist at all,
Onece again relying on Snow's examination of the
Ocmulgee Big Bend area, there is no evidence of St.
Catherines pottery. Instead, it seems that the cord
marked Qcmulgee wares £l the gap. Snow even
mentions that his Ocmulgee 111 pottery, which is found
with small triangular points, shows "some traits
suggestive of closer ties with coastal Savannah II

Cordmarked ceramics" (Snow 1977:43), suggesting

that the Ocmu]gee 1T wares may be Late Woodland.

Better known is the Swift Creck Phase, often
viewed as either late Middle Woodland or Late
Woodland. Swift Creek materials extend from the Gulf
of Floricla, where the P}Jase was first identified (Wiuey
1949:378-383) into the coastal plain and piedmont of
Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina. Diagnostic
artifacts include pottery with intricate, Weﬂ-executed.,
curvilinear oomplicatecl s’tampecl motifs. Also present are
occasional suggestions of Hopeweﬂ ritual, esp-ecia.ﬂy
among the burials. Sites include semi-permanent
vi]lages, some with burial mounds and occasionaﬂy
small plai{orm—lilze mounds, as well as small camps
(Jefferies 1994; Keller et al, 1962; zee also Sassaman
et al. 1990:205-206 for a regionsl overview}, Although
there are few appropriate local studies, Snow does
illustrate a number of ea.rIy and late Swift Creek sherds
from the Qomulgee Big Bend area (Snow 1977:Figure
6a, 7a, 7b).

South A_ppa.lachian Mississippian

As Schnell and Wrig]:lt (1993:2) ohserve,
"Mississippian”’ means different t]:LingEl to different
people — even to its earliest researchers. To Wiﬂey
(1966) it meant a particular group of traits. To Griffin
(1985) it meant a complex social and technological
interaction Sp]:tere. To Smith {1986) it was defined as
an a.c]ap’cive strategy. The meaning ig further clistortecl,
or at least aHeC'l:ec]., when the issue is viewed from a
strict temporal or c}u-onological orientation, such as this
presentation (since to us, the periocl covers the periocl

from about A.D. 900 to A.D. 1500).

The Mississippian is viewed rather ]Jasicaﬂy ljy
Thomas et al, (1995:114). They focus on a simple
coastal chronology based almost en’ti_rely on the results
of excavations at Irene (Caldwell and McCann 1941)
and the resulting syn’c}leeis Ly DePratter (IQTQ:Ta.He
30; 1991:183-193). In this scenario the Savannah
Phase, consisting of three subphasea, is followed I)y the
Irene, broken into two subphases.

The Sava.n_tlall, characterized ]:uy cord marlzing,

is seen as clevelop'mg from eatlier cultures. Present are
ﬂat-toppecl temple rnouncls, a.lthough these are seen }Jy
some researchers to be less common in the Altamaha
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region. While the settlement gystem is very similar to
that of the Late Woocuancl, there are also nucleated
settlements found near estuaries and along freshwater
rivers further inland. Al’c]:toug]l a.gricul’ture is seen lay
many as almost essential, there is no goocl evidence for
corn or other domesticated crops.

Savannah II s &mtmgum]necl ]Jy the
introduction of check stamping and Savannah III is
defined }Jy the presence of complicate& stamping. The
Savannah TfI Comphcaf:ecl S’tamped pottery is prin’xaril‘y
curvilinear, often of concentric circles or oval motifs.
Sassaman et al. (1990:207) suggest that the current
temporal ranges are L'leely too restrictive for these
sul:pl:lases and suggest instead broader periocl of perhaps
A.D. 1100 to 1200 for Savannah IT and perhaps A.D.
1200 to 1300 for Savannah I1L.

The Savannah pl:mse gives way to what is often
called the Irene Phase, probably beginning about A.D.
1300. The Irene I Phase is identified by the appearance
of Trene Comp}ica.te& Stamped pottery using the filfot
aross and line block motifs. Not only are these motifs
different from the ecarlier Savannah Comp].ica‘ted
Stampe& designs, but the [rene ware is characterized l)y
grit inclusions and a coarse texture, comparecl to the
Savannah's sa.ncly inclusions and fine to medium-
grained paste.

Also present in Irene collections are a range of

rim decomtions, inclucling nodes, rosettes, antl fillet
app]iques. Alt]:lough inciging is found in very low
quantities clunng this early period., the succeeding Trene
1T phase is characterized by hold incising. The mouth of
the Savannah River, however, was mzely abandoned Ly
the end of the Irene I Phase since little incising is {found
in this area.

Larson (1955) sought to distinguish his
central coastal Pine Harbor incised material from the
Irene wares of the northern coast. Braley {1990:98)
suggests that the Pine Harbor material is both
geograpbicaﬂy and ’temporal‘ly distinct from Trene. He
also suggests that the presence of the Pine Harbor
Phase on the middle coast may help explain the
apparent abandonment of the Savannah area,
suggesting that the coastal groups shifted southward in
order to make themselves more accessible to the interior
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Oconee chiefdoms (Braley 1990:99).

The situation, however, becorne c‘onsiclerably
more muddled when the view is shifted inland — to the
Pine Barrens in the vicinity of Fort Stewart, for
example, Schnell and Wright explain that "almost
not]:.ing can be found in the literature" (Schnell and
Wright 1993:41).

Using data from several Ocrnulgee Big Bend
sites, they note that there is a small collection of cord
marked pottery, sometimes i_nc'orpora.ted in an
assemblage of plain and roughenecl wares, which dates
from perhaps A.D. 800 to A.D. 1400 — falling within
the f:emporal limits of the Mississippian. T]'ley note that
Croolz, who defined a Middle Ocmulgee Phase cla‘ting
from A.D. 200 to about 900 and a Late Ocmulgee
Phase from about A.D. 900 to 1600, distingnishes the
two Ly increasing £requencies of triangular points and
cord marked pottery. T]:Ley also note that Crook
suggests these occupations are associated with
"cangervative" cultural a.c].a.ptaﬁons — an argument
similar to that advanced for the late occurrence of St.
Catherines wares along the South Carolina coast.

Snow, also exploring the OCmulgee and Satilla
river c].rajmges, defines what he calls the Square Ground
Lamar ceramic assem]:»lage which appareﬁtly is coeval
with late Irene (Snow 1990). Prior to this, the area is
apparently dominated by the cord marked Qcmulgee 111
pottery. The Square Ground wares have 10 to 12
incised lines around the rim and below a stamp
congisting of a central dot with four lines radiating out.
Each of the resulting four quaclrants is usuaﬂy filled
with chevrons (Snow 1990:Figure 5). He suggests that
the "Square Cround Lamar pottery may equate with
[’fhe] Hitchiti people" of the lower Ocrnulgee {Snow
1990:87).

Protohistoric and Historic Contact

The Protohistoric ceramic assemblages along
the immediate coast are ’cy'picaﬂy identified as Altamaha
{DePratter 1979), King George (Caldwell 1943), San
Marcos (Smith 1948), and Sunderland Bluff (Larson
1978). The period is often dated from about A.D. 1550
to 1700, al’thong]:l Creen (1991:106) argues that
minimally it should he extended to 1715 in oxder to
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include the Yemassee-proclucecl pottery of South
Carolina and Perhaps even as late as 1763 to coincide
with Smith's (1948) St. Augustine period.

Regardless of precise c]a’clng, the ware is
t]:u:\ught to include comp]icatecl stamping (inclu&mg
rectilinear and curvilinear motifs), check stamping,
incising, plain, burnished plain, and a red filmed ware.
Green suggests a continuum from Trene to Altamaha.
Vessel forms include jars, bowls, plates, and pi’cchers.
Some include strap and loop handles as well as foot
rings, clearly revealing a strong European,inﬂuence.
The San Marcos pottery is associated with limestone
tempering, while the Altamaha and King George wares
exhibit fine grit or sand.

Snow  {1990:92-93} reports a dramatic
decrease in the number of Altamaha sites cornpa.re& to
the precec]j.ng Square Ground sites in the Pine Barrens
of the Ocmulgee Big Bend area. He also notes that in
addition to Altamaha ceramics , there are also examplw
of "Miller ceramice from the Apala.chee Tegion of
northwest F‘loricla.," "a smoothed-over check s’camped
ware, similar to Leon Check S‘l:ampecl from mission
sites in north Florida" and even "Ocmulgee Check
Stamped known from the Macon Plateau site.”" Also
present are "E‘m:opean trade items such as gla.ss beads
and copper" (Snow 1990:93). All are representative of
Furopean contact and suggest that there was
considerable movement late in the ]:u'story of the region.
From the historic perio&, Snow reports the presence of

both Ocmulgee FieH.a, C}mﬁ:a}moc}:lee Bru.ﬂhe:l,
Mission Red Filmed, and Leon-JeHerson Complicatecl
S'l:ampecl pottery — all Presuma.]:ly asgociated with
Creek sites (Snow 1990:93). Unfortunately, little more
than the presence of these various wares is known about
the historic or contact perioa sites in the area.

A Brief History of the City and Project Axea

By the second quarter of the eighteenfh
century South Carolina had risen to such economic, if
not poliﬁcal, importance, that it was essential for its
plantaﬁon and trade network to be buffered from the
Spanish holdings in Florida {(Coleman 1976:169-170),
In addition, esta.}alis}u'ng such a buffer Colony would
serve the goal of malzing proclucﬁve colonists out of the
growing number of Enghsh poor urban dwellers — a

major pln'lanthropic concept which also worked to
ensure at least short-term po]itical stalaiii‘cy in the
Mother Country. Finauy, the colony would establish
new territory for meroantile enterprises, essential to
England's economy. Consequently, George 11 granted a
21-year charter to the "Trustees for Estahlishing the
Colony of Georgia,” a group of prominent noblemen
and political leaders (inclu&ing several members of the
House of Commons who succeeded in raising
Patliamentary support and funclmg for the new colony).
James Edward Oglethorpe, a young and ambitious
member of Commons selected to lead the colony, was
persona]}y responsi]:)le for organizing the venture and
accompanied the fixst 120 settlers to Georgia during the
winter of 1732-33.

Oglet]:lorpe selected Savannah, known Ly the
Indian name of Yamacraw Blu&, as the location of the
settlement. Tt possessed an array of essential features —
close proximity to South Carolina, well drained soil, a
goocl water supply, an excellent harbor, easy interior
communication, and cady assess to coastal islands. It

was also already well known to Indian traders and was
defensible, should the need arise (Spalc]ing 1977:10).

Savannah was apparen’c}y laid out uping a plan
&evelo‘perl Ly Ogleﬂ:lDIPE which emphas:zefi Iegulaﬁty —
a universal order common to the Ceorgian mind-set.
Central to this organization was a square, the center of
the town wa.tcl, around which were four ’cy’l:}ﬁngs and
four trust lots. The four trust lots were ini’ciaﬂy intended
to serve the "p'u.uic goo&“ and most of the early pﬁl}lic
buﬂdings were situated on these lots. A ‘ry’c}:ing
consisted of 10 town lots of equal size, divided by a
narrow lane provi&ing rear lot access. Hach male settler
would receive:

"a town lot containing 60 feet in
front, 90 feet in depth, a garden lot
embracing 5 acres, and a farm
containing 44 acres and 141 poles,
50 acres in all {(Lockwood
1934:11:267).

By 1736 the town had ]Jegun to grow, albeit
slowly. Francis Moore described the town as:

built of woocl; all of the houses of the
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first for{'y free holders are of the
same size with that Mr. Oglethorpe
lives in, but there are great numbers
built gince, | believe one hundred or
one hundred and J‘j&y; many of these
are much larger, some two or three
stories lllg]:l .. .. the lots are fenced
in with split pales; some few people
have palisades of turned wooed hefore
their doors . . . . Those who have
cleared their five acre lots have made
a very great proﬁ’c out of them l:y
greens, roots, and corn. Several have
improvec] the cattle t]:Ley had at first,

an& ]:1ave now {'llVB or aix tame cows

(quotecl in Gamble 1901:30).

By the 1750s Savannah had grown and
DeBraham described its organization:

she is laid ot 2,115 by 1,425 feet
square in her Bounds, this again in
24 Ti&ings [ty'l']:lings] ’ each of them
in 10, in all 240, and 48 Trustee
Lots, with six Market Places, each
315 by 270 feet aquare. Three broad
Streets 75 feet wide, running
perpemliculat from the Bay, and
three other 75 feet wide para.ﬂel with
the Bay, centricaﬂy crosging each
other, divides the City in six equal
Quarters, eac]:L Quarf:er had four
Tic].ings, each Ticling is run tlu:oug]:
{paralle] to the Bay) by a line 224
feet wide, each half Tl&mg Consists
in five contiguous Lots, each Ticling
as well as Trustee Lot is 60 feet in
fxont, and 90 feet in clepth Trustee
Lots are divided from each other as
well as from the Tiaing Lots ]:)y
Streets 75 & 37%: feet wide
(DeVorsey 1971:52).

This arrangement of opeti areas and wide
streets was designecl to provic].e aclequate light and air,
hopefuﬂy malzing Savannah a healthier location than
many on the coast. It also offered the strategic
atlvautages ofa corapact, defensive settlement, while the
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squares reduced long attack vistas, In addition, it is clear
tat Utopian tendencies are also present in the identical
size of the lots, equal access to "public good” lots, park
areas, and granting (not selling) of lots. [t was also
]Jopecl that ]_imiﬁug the size of land holdings would
promote a large male populaﬁon capable of quickly
forming a large stancling militia. Georgia was to be a
state of yeoman farmers, not aristocratic p]an‘cers. As
part of this overall policy, the trustees prol’li]:i{ecl B]avery,
in order to ensure self—suf_fieiency.

This program of clevelopmen‘t placed Georgians
under a distinct economic &isac].va.ntage cornpare& to
their South Carolina neiglﬂjors just across the
Sravanna.}l River. Of course it didn't I’IEIP that the
earliest agricultu:al pursuits — silk culture and wine
proclucﬁon — were ill-conceived failures. The economy
was genera]ly stagnant and interior settlements failed to
thrive. When the colony's charter was surrendered in
1752, the population was only 3,000 people (including
800 slaves).

A portion of the project area, situated on the
eclge Iof town, was first grantecl to Thomas Robinson,
who was sent to the Colony in 1750-1751 "to promote
the Culture of Silk in the Most effectual manner." In
order to encourage his activities, he was given a stipend
and a 500 acre grant. Curiously, he selected lands not
aclapta]:;le to mu.unerry groves, but rather lands suitable
for rice culture laying ajong Musgrove Creek. This
plan‘tation, which he called Rawcliffe included at least
200 acres of xice land and at least 200 acres of upland
soil suitable for provision crops (Savannah Unit,
Georgia Writers' Project 1943:89-90),

Over the next several years Robinson
continued to acquire land as the Colony continued to
encourage his afforts, In March 1762, after Georgia
reverted to the Crown, 1,000 acres of Rawdliffe and
another irat, called Mu]}aen'y, were conveyec“ay the
Crown to Robinson with the grant noting the tracts
would be known ]Jy the name of "the Royal Vale"
(Savannah Unit, Georgia Writers' Project 1943:91}.
These lands abutted what is toc].ay Fahm Street to the
west, taking in all of what would become the S&O
Canal lands from the Savannah River southward to the
Augusta Higl:way. Robinson held his tract for only
days, selling it to Lachlan McGillivray for £1,335.
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McGiHivray, a noted Indian irader, had previously
acqui:ed a tract to the south of Vale Royal, known as
Springlield. Combining these tracts, MeGillivray built
up his rice cultivation on Royal Vale, while farming at
teast portions of Spﬁngﬁeld (Savannalj Unit, Georgia
Writers' Project 1643:92-93),

Under Royal "patronage” the economy of

Georgia stabilized, and commercial functions bega.n to
expan& into new areas. One of the most signj.ﬁcant
changes was the clevelopment of a slave-bhased pla.ntaﬁon
society. The city had grown to 400 dwellings by 1766
and was divided into two suburhs — to the west was
Yamacraw, named for the Inrlia.ns, while to the east was
the Trustees' Ga.tden, named for the lands set aside for
ga.rclen lots. Coupled with this grow‘ch was Savannah's
entrance into the shipping economy. By 1773 there
were 25 ocean-going vesselg registered to Ceorgians. In
that year 225 vessels exported over 11,000 tons of
good.s from Savannah (Colema.n 1976:220; Camble
1901:33). As a result of this economic surge, Savannah
saw increased architectural refinement end new ]uuilc]ing
(see Honerkamp et al. 1983:24 for a review of Luﬂcling
forms, espec'iauy on the Tything Lots).

As Iames Vernon McDonoug]:L olzserve&,
"Georpia revolted against England out of sympathy for
the other colonics rather than hecause of any grievances
of her own (McDonough 1950:17), indicating that
politica.uy, economicaﬂy, and especiaﬂy sociaﬂy,
Ceorgians held strong Hes to the Mother Country, This
economic and &amograplﬁc interruption culminated
with the British occupation of Savarmah between 1779
and 1782,

During the loss of Savannah, the project area
saw mili’cary action as General Robert Howe's trcops
retreated through the burial ground (now known as
Colonial Cemetery or Park} but were fired on by British
troops to the east. The American forces tumed to the
west, attemphing to make their way down the Ogeechee
RoacL A.nu.ml:er, however, lleaclerl Jr.o::r Musgrove Creel::,
in an effort to make a safe retreat out of British hands.
Hitting the creek at high tide many refused to swim the
water and were either killed or caph.u:ecl ]:y the British.
Others, in an effort to swim the creelz, were drown

(Camble 1901:4d:; Lawrence 1952:321-322).

A map from this battle reveals that while the
City continued growing along the waterfront, there was
virbua.‘lly no &evelopmen’c in the project area, which
remained rural, isola'tecl, and prolja.laly quite wet.

In September and October of 1779 Savannah
was again under ai‘ta.cl:z, but this time it was l:y
American and French forces that were attermnpting to
retake the city. After a disastrous assa.ult, the French
and Americans Wi’clldrew, leaving Savannah in the
hands of the British. The hattle is rather simply
described 13y ]ol:.uson:

Had the French marched into
Savannah when t]:ley firat lanclerl,
there would have been little or no
resistance — had they immecliately
assailed the British intrenc}nnents,
when the surrender was refused, they
could have been carried with ease and
but little loss. But the Count
" concluded to give them a month for
the completion of their fortifications,
then attampte«l to storm Jchem, and
was shameﬁaﬂy beaten. The whole
was misera]a}y conducted and
arranged (Johnson 1851:239).

As a result, Savannah was held until the
British chose to evacuate the City on July 10 and 11, -
1782. The move, at that time, was 1a.rge1y made because
the British troops were needed elsewhere, not because of
any succesg on the part of the American troops to
enc].anger the British forces. Some Savannah Tories
ea.sily cllangecl sides, wanting to stay in Georgia, while
others left with the British troops, finding their way to
East Florida or the West Indies (Coleman 1976:86).

Savannah recovered quiclzly after the American
Revolution and by 1800 the town had grown to 5,146
inhabitants, In gpite of rather ﬁequent outbreaks of
yellow fever (see the discussions in the Environment of
the City disoussions), the town continued to grow to a
population of over 22,000 by the eve of the Civil War.
In spite of this prosperity, Savannah continued to be
overshadowed ]JY Charleston. Haunton (1968:2)
attributes this to the lack of credit and marlaeting
facilities in Savannah — in 1823, for example,
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Savannah could hoast of ol:l.ly three hanks and a szingls
insurance company. Savannah still obtained its water
from wells, chieﬂy sunk in the pu.‘:vlic squares. There
were no pu]aiic ]ights and garl:a.ge was carted to the
commons. During the summer scavengers wers hired to
haul the trash to the eclge of the city. Roads were still
pzimari}y dirt and every rain caused considerable erosion
not only in the streets, but also a.long the Savannsh
bluff (Gam]:le 1901:64). Activities in the survey

corriclor, however, were far from quiet,

Neec]ing a c_[uiclz infusion of cash after the
Revolution, Georgia ]Jegan to i.mmecliately sell off
confiscated royalist lands, includjng the 1a.rge Royal Vale
and Springfield tracts of McGillivray, which had been
claimed lay the Wlug government on Aprﬂ 19, 1775.
The purchaser was ]oseph C]ay, a Savannah merchant
and pay—master-general for the Southern District of the
Continental Army. The name of Royal Vale was
clu.nge& to Vale Roya.l, which was a.pp]ia:]. to both tracts.
Clay built his mansion on the east bank of Musgrove
Creck, a.ppatently in the viainity of Bast Bay Street,
just west of Fahm Street:

with gardens on the east and at the
rear, tlru's ]JCHJSB, an impressive three-
stoxy l)mldm.g on a Bas&ment, faced
westwarcl, a{'forajng a view of the
distant rice fields. Tt was in part to
these Vale Royal rice lands that
President Wa.aln'ngton had reference
when he amived in Savannah in
1791 qncl wrote in his (]ia.ry that the
city was "surrounded with cultivated
Rice Fields which have a rich and
lwxuricus appearance” (Savannah
Unit, Georgia Writers' Project
1943:97).

Joaep]; Clay continued the operation of the
plantation unti] his death in 1804, at which time the
lands were devised to his heirs, with Josepl‘l Stiles,
William Waﬂace, and Thomas Cumnﬁngs a.ppoi]:ﬂ:ecl
administrators. A division of the egtate, however, was
impossi}Jle given the 1arge number of heirs who had
claims on the property. Consequently, the tract was
placecl on the market. Described as:

the very valuable plan’fa.’cion and tract
of Land called Vale Royal e
containing about 1000 acres of
which 460 were tide and inland

swamp, the remainder prime Cotton

land"

it also included Spring‘fiel& (described as "farm and
garclen lots") and several additional tracts (Savannah
Unit, Georgia Writers' Project 1943:99-100).

In 1806 Springfield was sold to Ralph Clay
and Vale Royal was sold to Benjamin Maurice.
Maurice's lands were quit-claimed to Joseph Stiles and
apparently Clay's purcllaae was also conveye& to Stiles
— both appare:n‘cly wotlai_ng to llelp Stiles avoid the legal
rules praclucling an administrator from becoming a
purchaser at his own sale.

Stiles worked cliligen’tl'y to make his new tracts
profita]:]e. ‘Althougll he planted cotton, it has been
suggested that he thought rice cultivation was far more
proﬁta]:ule. The 1812 Houstoun map shows the rice
fields of Vale Royal, as well as Musgrove Creek. At the
end of a causeway to the creek is a rice mill and on the
opposite shore are cotton felds. This map, ]Jowever,
{ails to show the project area, which was still far outside
the city limits of Savannah. The Ogeechee Road was
then known as the “Road from Great Ogeechee
Bridge.”

Just as. Stiles })ega.n tosec a pro{'it,. the City of
Savannah intervened, announcing in 1817 their
intention to prohi]:i’c "wet and water culture” within 3
miles of the city. This move, at the cost of about $14
per person in the C1ty (to compensate owners of rice
lanas) was taken to increase the healthfulness of the city
{Meade 1980:82; see also Harden 1981:365-366).
Gamble notes that the 1aw, while having an almost
immediate impact on the number of deaths and
i]lnesses, was far from widely applaudecl. Stiles agreed to
limit his rice cultivation, shi_{:ting efforts to brick
malzing and cotton. He continued to operate his rice
mills and appa:ently did not take any real steps to drain
his lands. In facf, there is some indication that he
continued to grow rice on E].ry culture lands. Eventuauy
the Savannah action to limit wet culture found its way
into the Courts, which ruled against the city. In 1830
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the city petitioned the State Legislate to pass a hill
a.uow'ing them to stop the cultivation of rice within their
limits, Gamble notes that:

the law was especiaﬂy desired to reach
the SPringfielcl plantation,. owned ]:y
Mr. Stiles, with whom the City was
conﬁnuany at 1ogge:rheads over his
dry culture contracts, until finally in
1834 suite againet him succeeded in
£u.uy es’ca]:slial'ling the suH:ic'iency of
the contracts (Gamble 1901:146).

Stiles apparently made some effort to }Jegin
c]_ra.i_nj_ng his fields and several maps of the petiod show
"Stiles Canal" fououring the course of the present
Springfield Canal. Stiles died in 1838 lecaving Vale
Royal 1o one set of his cl'u'lclren and Springﬁel& to
* another. Neither group did much with their inheritance,
both because of extensive indebtedness against the
property and because of the various limitations on the
use of the land. Tt seams that ’c]:mey found subdivision
and land sales were far more Prof:[taljle than agricul’r:ure
(Savannah Unit, Georgia Writers' Project 1943:104-
-105).

In April 1850 an agreement was worked out
between the Stiles heirs and the Crl'y of Savannah to
purcljase all 960 acres of Spri_ugﬁelcl Plantation,
Gamble notes that:

a large canal was ordered &ug to drain
the low lands and the plantaﬁon was
divided into lots, appraiser.l and
offered for sale except the ng}l land.
This the committee recommended
should be laid out for a cemetery, and
that families having dead in the old
cemetery should be given lots free in
the new cemetery on the condition
that t]ney remaoved their dead tlnere,?‘
the other cemetery lots Leing sold a

? There was growing concern that the "old cemetery"
at the corner of Abercorn and Og‘let]:lorpe was not only
un}:lealthy and full, but was also in poor condition (see
Tn'.uuey and Hacker 199Ga, 199913).

nominal cost (Gamble 1901:205).

The 1arge canal that Gamble mentions was, of
course Spring[—ielcl Canal, lin]?ing up with the portion
alreacly excavated and called Stiles Canal. Through
time, parts of this canal were also known as Minis
Canal, again for the property owner through which it

owe &.

Prior to this, however, portions of the project
area were clra.maticaﬂy altered l)y the construction of the -
Savannah and Ogeechee {S&Q) Canal. The need for
the canal was inﬁma.te}y linked with the expansion of
Georgia, incluc]ing the lotteries for land ceded ljy
Native Americans. As the state grew, so too did the
reliance on waterways for transport of goocl and crops.
After a number of false gtarts, the canal was completecl
in 1830. But the problems were far from over, shoddy
construction caused repeate:l failures of locks and
embankments., Creditors demanded returns on their
investments, and the Savannah community Legan
referring to it as "the Folly." The final crushing blow
was railroad fever, which siphoned off investors. In
1836 the canal was bankrupt and was sold at a sherifl's

sale.

The new management \:epla,cec]. wooded locks

with brick ones, cleepenecl the channel, and reworked the
embankments to widen the tow pa.t]:L. By the earl‘y
1840s the canal was beginning to he a recognized
economic asset, The canal remained operational for
most of the Civil War. As Sherman made his advances
on Sava:ma]:l, the S&0O was not only the scene of
several slirmishes, but was also extensively c]amagecl
(I‘Ienclric}es and Spoolsfra 1997:m.p.). Nevert]:leless, but
1866 the canal was once again in operation and by
1876 it was noted that the canal was "paying property
and very useful to the city of Savannah" (Janes
1876:178). In 1888 the canal was purchased by the
Clentral of Ceorgia Railway which suspenc[ecl canal
traffic and used the canal basin at the Savannah end for
its Ocean S‘l:eamship Company. Portions of the river
lock were removed, the canal was deepenecl, and the

basin was extended to create a boat dock (although most
of these activities were outside the project area).

By the twentieth century the canal was largely
al)anc].onefl, wi’ch many areas Leing Bue& in for housing
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or road projects. In 1933 WPA cres drained portions of
the canal, constructecl a previously documented
floodgate (see Trinkley 1996) and connected the S&O
to the Spri.ngfielcl Canal as part of a clrai.uage and flood
control project that is still in operation (ancl which has
created the need for this current sl‘u&y) (Henclriclas and
Spoolstra 1997:n.p.).

Returning to the remainder of Stiles'
Spring{'iel& Plantation putchased ]:;y the Cl‘l:y in 1850,
a contest was devised in early 1851 to solicit cemetery
plans. The winning entry was by J.O. Morse, a
Northern engineer in the city working on the new water
plant at the edge of Musgrove Creek. Mores was also
paid to survey the cemetery (whic]:l was laid out to be
about 102 acres) and William George, a landscape
gardener, was hired to lay out the plan. By June 1851
the cemetery was named Laurel Grove and in August a
building was approved for the keeper (Gamble
1901:206).

Originally 4 acres, later increased to 15 {and
even'h.la].l'y increased to 35 acrea), were set aside for the
city's black popula.tion and this portion of the cemetery
came to be known as Laurel Grove South, At least
some of this extension may have been made in 1877,
a]though an additional extension was ordered again in
1881 (Gamble 1901:213).2 Bodies from the City's
potters field, the "negra cemetery,” and at least some
from the old cemetery (at Abercom and Qglethorpe)
were moved to Laurel Grove (Gamble 1901:207).

The interruption of the Civil War and the
city’s occupation ]:Jy Union troops did not clramaﬁcal[y
cl'lauge the project area, alfhoug]:l it certainly worked to
halt economic clevelopment. Perl‘lapﬂ an even greater
force than Sherman was ye].low fever and the epiclemic
of 1876 finally forced Savannah to take dramatic steps
to drain the areas sun‘ou.n&ing the city (see Usinger
1944). However, the 1871 Bird's Eye View of the City
of Savannah reveals that the project area had not
changed much since the 1850s. Development was
creeping toward the canal, but 1arge11y avoided the

immeclia’ce area,

i Eventuauy Laurel Grove, accorc!ing to Gamble
(1901:386) accounted for 117.9 acres.
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At that time the only portion of the
Springﬂeld Canal that had been constructed was that
portion from about the present location of I-16
northward to Musgrove Creek. Constructed ]:)y ]oseph
Stiles at the urging of the City to drain his wet culture
lands this section remained unaltered for nearly 50
years until these new efforts to drain Musgrove Creck
and Spring{'ielcl Plantation. Earlier attempts to deal
with the prol:lems ]:ay constructing brick and wood
sewers {see DePratter and Doyon 1984:22-24) were
generaﬂy unsuccessﬁ:l, a.l’choug]:l considerable effort was
spent c]_igging canals and erecting ﬂoc.u:].gates.

Review of the various municipal reports reveals
that the Clty yeaIly foug]:d: to gain control over its wet,
poorly drained areas, In 1887 there were complaints
that the weeds in the canals “grow very rapicuy," and
almost yea:rly there were accounts of the efforts to clean
the various Spri.ng{ielcl Canal ditches.

Throug]:lout these reports there are also brief
mentions of Ogeecl'xee Roa.c]., which was pavecl with shell
up to 1909, when the shell was replaced with gravel
{Tiedernan 1909:181).

By 1891 a report was issued on the prol:lem
(Blamiford 1891) and recommendations were made to
extend Stiles Canal and empty it into the 360 Canal.
In fact at least some portions of this plan were alteacly
in place ]Jy 1888 (Figure 4), since this view reveals the
canal was alteady excavated to Laurel Grove Cemetery,
While not discussed lay DePratter and Doyon (wllo
contend that the Springfield Canal stopped at the
Backwater Dam until after Blandford's 1891 report), it
seemns possible that individual property owners were
constructing segments of the canal i.nclepenclantly of
government overview. 'This might explain Wlly the
Springﬁel& Canal, in the viginity of Laurel Grove, was
known as the Minia Canal, after the landowner of the
periocl just south and west of Laurel Grove.

Regarcﬂess , }Jy the ear}y twentieth century the
efforts to tame yeﬂow fever t]uough drajnage had just
about been won. Shofes Map of the City of Savannah
from 1900 reveals that the canal was comple’cecl, was
still going under the S&O Canal, and was still emptying
into the Savannah ’c‘m*ough its own systemn.
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Figure 5. Portion of the 1010 Map of the City of Savannakh and Vicinity showing the project]

The 1910 Map
of the City of Savannah reveals that the Springfield
Canal was comple’ce and that clevelopment was
]:eginning to overtake the newly drained Spring{'ielcl
lands (Figure 5). DePratter and Doyon note that the
exact date that the Springfield Canal is connected to the
S&Q Canal isn't knowm, but suggest that it had
occurred by at least 1945 (DePratter and Doyon
1984:26). As previously mentioned, it seems reasonable
that this was undertaken as a WPA project, associated
with the filling of Gays Lock Number 2 on the S&O

a].ignmen’c.

Devalopment duri.ng the twentieth century was
dramatic comparecl to that of the last half of the
nineteenth century. It was, however, largely confined to
industrial tracts and sma.u, low-income ]:lousi_ng projects
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around the Springfield Canal (Trinkley 1997). In the
current project area there is very little accessible
information since the Sanhorn Insurance Maps fail to
note any structures. Bven as late ag 1954, while several
small dwellings are showm along Ogeechee Road, the
}Jri&ge over the Spring{-ielcl Canal is not shown.

In 1913 the mu.n.icipa.l report explainecl that
Savannah was responsible for five main ljridges,
including the Bay Street Bridge (over the 3&0 Canal),
the River Street Bridge, the Bay Street Bridge over
Musgrove Creek, the Louisville Road over the S&O
Canal, and the Railroad Street Brirlge, also over the
S&Q Canal. In ac].dition, the Teport noted that the City
“owns and maintains seven other wooden ]Jriclges from

22 to 50 feet” in length (Davant 1913:222-223). One
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of these must have heen
the ljriclge over the
Springfielcl Canal at
Ogeechee Road. By
1914 the City was
complaiuing that
“wooden bridges or even
wooden-floored Lridges
are costly to maintain,
and the remaining small
wooden ﬁﬁdges as fast as
tl'ley may have to be
should  be

recona‘tmcl:ecl of more

replacecl

permanent material

{(Davant 1914:263).

From 1915 on
throug]:l the last available
munic-ipal
1923 there i o
mention of the
Ogeeclme Road })nc].ge
across the Springﬂelcl
Canal. Nor does there
seemn  to be
information concerning
the ]:;riclge in any of the
varicus city files we
consulted. Nevertheless,
by 1961 the bridge is
shown as a culvert —
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Figure 6. Portion of the 1961 Atlas of Laurel Grove Cemetery, Savannah, Georgia, Colored
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Section, showing the culvert for the Minis Canal at Ogeechee Road.

p-:esuma!:ly &eacn]amg the existing structure (Figure 6).

This suggests that the brick arched culvert over
the Springf'iel& Canal at Ogeechee Street was
constructed sometime between 1914 and 1961.
A.lthough uncertain, we suspect that it, like many of the
other c].raiuage improvements, may have been a WPA
project and there is no remaining dooumentation.
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RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction

As prev-iou.ﬁly i_uc]ica.ted, the primary goals of
this gurvey are to iclentilrfy, recorcl, and assess the
Bigniﬁcance of atc]:laeological and architectural sites
within the proposecl area of potentia.[ effect (_APE),
which for this project was as an area about 50 feet on
each side of the l:nclge Ieplacement.

Site Evaluation

Archacological sites will be evaluated for
further work hased on the ehg&wdﬁy criteria for the
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora
Foundation on.ly provicles an opinion of National

Register eligil:ility and the final determination is made -

Ly the lead permitting agency in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer at the Historic
Preservation Division of the Georgia Department of
Natural Resources.

; The ecriteria for e]jgil:i]ity to the National
Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR60.4,
which states:

the quali‘fy of Eignjf:icance in
American ]:Iistory, arcllitechue,
arc]naeology, engineering, and culture
is present in clistric’cs, gites, lnulclmgs,
structures, and obiects that possess
integrity of loca’cion, aesign, getting,
ma’ferials, worlzrna.nship, fee]iug, and

asgociation, and

a. that are associated with events that
have made a signiﬁcant contribution
to the broad patterns of our ]:u'story;

or

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

c. that em.l:uo&y the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a signi_{'icant and
distingu.ishalnle entity whose
components may lack individual
distinction; or

d. that have yielcled, or may be lilzely
ta yielrl, information important in

Prelﬁstory or history.

National Register Bufletin 30 (Townsend et al.
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five
steps for forming a clea.rly defined exp]icit rationale for
either an archaeo[ogical site's e].xgﬂ)l]ﬂ:y or lack of
ehg'll:n]n’cy Brleﬂy, these steps are:

® identification of the site’s data sets
or categories of archaeological
information such as ceramics, lithics,
Bu_l}sis’cence remains, architectural
remains, or su}j—surface £ea{urea;

» identification of the historic
context app].ica}nle to the site,
Provi&.i:ng a framework for the

evaluative process;

# identification of the important
research questions the site mig]nt be
able to a&dress, given the data sets
and the context;

% cvaluation of the site's
archa&ological integrity to ensure
that the data sets were su&icien’cly
well preserve& to address the research
questions; and -
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Table 1.
Ceorgia's Criteria for Historical Significance of Bridges,
p‘repa:e& Ly the Historic Preservation Section, Georgia. Department of Natural Resources
Qutober 21, 1680

IIl GEDEI&I

Criteria for determining the ehglln.hty of historic bnclges should be based on the standard National Register Criteria
for Bvaluation.

More Specifically:
Criteria for evaluaiing historic ].'Jriclges should include consideration of:

1 Integrity 0{
a. location (in ongmﬂl location or moved accorclmg to historical practices);
]:) setting (compahlnllty of aondition of current setting with onglnal setting);
c. clesxgn (£otm, type, general arrangement);
d. materials (ongmal construction matenals, except for elements rouhnely repau:ecl or
replaced);
e. wot]?.manahip (aigns of construction tec}miques ' fabrication methocls, orafl:s‘manﬂ]nip}.

2. Representativeness, the al-;il{ty to characterize or typify, in terms of location, getting, c.]esign,
materials, and/or worlmzmnsl’ﬁp.

3. Smgufanty, the qua.];ty of l)emg unusual, distinctive, clis'hngmshecl or unique, in terms o£
locahon, setting, clesngn, materials, and/or WOrIanans]mp

4. Condition, only insofar as it affects formal or material integrity (note: "functional” integrity —
the a.la]llty ofa }Jridge to continue serving in that capacity — is not a National Register criteria for
evaluafing ]:riclges).

5. Chronology, the quality of being "sufficiently old" for evaluation; in general bridges built through
the mid-1930's [{:o&ay this would be micl—lgfirOs] are "mlg:icienﬂy old" bt this cut-off date may vary
accorcling to I:ridge type and locaﬁon; newer Lﬁdges will have to iustify an excephtion to this rule.

6. Historical Association, in terms of:
a. perioc].s, events, activities, or people in local, regiona.l, state, or national lnistory;
b. ]:n:idge builders, engineers, companies.

7. Place Association, as part of a recognized historical "place,” in terms of:
a. traditional croggings; if it maintains the environment of an earlier crossing, it
may lje bjstorically sigujﬁcant;
b. associated cl.eveloprnen‘t (ml]]s, stores, IJOT.IBEE, etc.).

8. Informafian , the a]n]l‘cy to y'iel& vahiable and/for otherwise unavailable data ahout historic ]::n(:lge
J,eaign, gonstruction, materials, etc.

30




RESEARCH METHODS

® identification of important research
questions among all of those which
migh’c be asked and answered at the

gite.

This a.pproach, of course, has been asvelope&
for use clocumenting ellgl,]alllty of sites Leing ach.la]ly
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places
where the evaluative process must stand alone, with
relaf:ively little reference to other documentation and
where typicaﬂy only one site is Leing considered. As a
result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been
Bumrnarizecl, but we have tried to focus on each
archaeological site's EI]J]ll'fy to address signiﬁcan’c
research topics within the context of its available data

sets.

Ervery effort is made to pmvi&e an assessment
of either eligible or not e]igil:le. There are oocasions,
however, when the initial survey does not provicle
sufficient information to allow such a determination. In
those cases we recommend the site poten’ciaﬂy eligible‘
Eﬂectivel'y this means that additional investigations are
necessary if it is critical to determine the eligibility. In
some cases it may be more cost-effective to treat the site
as e]igi}ale and greenspace it — that is, set the site aside
in perpetuity, ensuring that it is not affected lJy
construction or subsequent maintenance activities.
While greenspacing may be an effective management
tool, it should be realized that such an unclertal?ing
carries considerable responsibi.lities —~ and liabilities
should greenspacing not be maintained.

In assessing the e]igi.l)ﬂi‘cy of the Ogeechee
Road }Jﬁd.gE across the Springﬁel& Canal a somewhat
different approacll has heen wused. The National
Research Council, Transportation Research Board has
Carefu.uy documented attempts to clevelop decision
malzing criteria for historic Ln'dges {Chamberlan 1983).
Although nearly two decades old, the document is
carefully written and impar’cia.lly presents the history of
preservation in ]mclges on federal kjghways. The work }:y
the Georgia Department of Transportation, in
conjunction with the Georgia Department of Natural
Resources, represants one of the carliest efforts to
clevelop a techm'c_[ue for evaluating the e]lgﬂ:n.h‘cy of
historic bridges. The approach used (see Table 1) is
described ]:»y Chamberlan as based on "modified

National Register methods."

Our assessment of the Ogeecllee Road IJriclge
follows the gystem outlined Ly Ceorgia. Alt]nougl'l more
intuitive than numerical ranking gystems, the Ceorgia
approach also does not include criteria which are clearly
not appropriate for ellgllal.hty conﬂicleraﬁons, such as
"preservation potential," "aes'theﬁcs," and "accessi})i]ity."
While these, and other, considerations may be valid in
terms of how signﬂ:ican‘c l)ﬁdges are managed, they do
not seem appropriate for consideration in the e]igi.[:ility
process.

Field Mei_:]_ngrlg

This project included both archaeological and
architectural components, The arc]:aeological thldy
included the excavation of shovel tests at 25-foot
intervals in those arcas adjacent to Ogeechee Road
where it was possi]ale to do so. Excluded were areas of
concrete or aspl-ual’c, as well as ya.rcl areas in currently
occupied structures.

All shovel tests were a.pproximately one-foot

square and were excavated to subsoil, usually about 0.8

to 1.5 feet below the surface. All soils were screened
through Yi-inch mesh and soil profiles were recorded as
appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All shovel tests
were backfilled at the Compleﬁon of the work.

The architectuzal gurvey consisted of a brief
evaluation of s’cancl'mg structures, with the goal of
determim'.ng whether they were at least 50 years old. If
they were, we anﬁcipatecl documentation of the
structure sufficient to allow a determination of
eligi]aili’cy. Otherwise we anticipatecl document'mg that
the structure was not at least 50 years old. In the case
of the ]:uriclge structure we felt that the documentary
research strongly suggeste an age in excess of 50 years,
so the issue here juvolved documentation a.clequa’ce to
allow a determination of eligil:i]ity by the lead federal
agency. To that end we took pho’tographs and make a
scale drawi:n.g the existing Lridge.

Laboratory Methods

During the field investigations the artifacts

. H L
recoverecl were conststenﬂy moclem in appearance.
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For exa.mple, all nails were wire na.i.ls, the bottle glass
included specimens with colorful printecl labels, bits of
plas’cic were recovered, and we failed to iclentify any
materials which could be considered pre-1950.
Altlnough we did complete a Georgia State Site Form
for the remains identified duri_ug the survey, it did not
seem necessary, or even appropriate, to curate the
remains. As a result, the specimens were examined in

the ﬁelcl, ta.lmlatecl, and not coHecI:ecl.

As a result, the lalaora'l:ory processing of the -
collection was limited to the producl‘ion of an inveniory.




FINDINGS

The Arc]:aeoloé’ical Survey

On the northeast corner we found a B’ca.n&mg
structure which was still occupied. No shovel testing was
conducted in this quaclran‘l:. On the southeast comer we
found an occupie& house and yard, with a board fence
about 20 feet from the eclge of the canal. No shovel
testing was conducted in this area.

To the southwest of the proposecl ]Jridge
replacement we found an open graBSB& lot which is lneing
used as a convenient cut—’t]:xrough from Victory Drive to
Ogeec}lee Road. A series of three shovel tests were
excavated in this area, about 25 feet from the road eclge
and cach on an east-west line about 25 fect apart. These
shovel tests revealed an array of modem &elms,
incluc]jng chicken laones, fragrnen’fs of metal cans,
identifiable soft drink and heer bottles, plastic utensi]
hamﬂes, and similar materials. None of the arti{a,c’cs,
lmwever, were aver 50 years in age and none appear ta
be associated with any shructure or domestic aotivity,
Tlley all appea,recl to represent‘roadsicle trash. This

scatter of debris was not assignecl an archaeological pite

numl:;er.

In contrast, the northwest quac!.mn’c revealed
the concrete slab foundation of a structure which had
been demolished within the recent past. In this area a
series of three shovel tests were excavated, about 20 feet
from the road eclge and each on an east-west line about
25 feet apart. All three shovel tests revealed materials.

Shovel Test 1 ; situated closest to the canal,
contained one ﬁagmerﬂ: of three {‘J:agmeni's of clear
bottle glass, one fragment of molded milk glaas, nine
wire cut nail ﬁagments, Bix ﬁagments of window glass,
and one Emgmen’c of melted glass.

Shovel Test 2, situated 25 feet to the west of
Shovel Test 1, ylelcled one ﬁagmen’c of clear bottle
gla.ss, one ](_ragment of brown botile glasa, one fragment
of a ceramic ﬁle, one wire cut nail ﬁagment, one widow

glasa &agmenf, and one Porcelain electrical insulator.
Also present in this shovel test was a quantity of coal,
brick rulJlJle, and hard port]and cement mortar.

The final shovel test, 25 feet west of Shovel
Test 2, contained no arﬁ{acts, but did procluce what
appeared to be an intact brick foundation wall about 0.3
foot below the modern ground surface,

The shovel tests exhibit a pro]Eile of very dark
grayish brown (10YR3/2) sandy loam about 0.9 to 1.2
feet in c‘ﬂpth overly'ing a yeﬂowish brown {1OYR5/8) or
very pale brown (10YR7/4) fine sand subsoil. Shovel
Tests 2 and 3 exhibit considerable disturbance with
mixed soil profiles and evidence of disturbance to clep’c}m
of at least 1.2 feet. This disturbance is likely the result

of razing the structures andfor removing the demolition
debris.

These materials were a,ssignec[ site number
9CHO907, The central TTTM coordinates are 48860085
and 3546645N and the site has an elevation of ahout
9 feet above mean sea level (Figure 7). Its dimensions
are not well documented, since we iuvesrtigal:ed only a
small area. However, we know that site extends westward
from the canal edge at least 80 feet and extends
northward from Qgeechee Road at least 25 to 50 feet.
It is ]i]zely that these remains repreﬁent the demolition
of a structure present on the site and shown on the
1954 Sanborn [nsurance maps and demolished }:Jy the
City within the past several years in anticipation of the

clrai_nage improvement project.

Site QCHY07 possesses a number of data gets,
including Beemingly intact features, architectural
remains, and at least a few kitchen-related materials.
These materials, however, all appear to represent items
depoaitecl within the last 75 to 50 years. Moreover,
those specimens which may be classified as modern (i.e.,
less than 50 years old) dominate the collection,
overwheliming the few obviously older itemns {such as the
Porcelain insulal:or).
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In addition, the
context of these remains
has been signjficanl:ly
affected l)y the
demolition, At this point
it appeams that the
demolition  of  the
structure  resulted in
considerable mixing of
cleposi’cs, as well as
&amage to below gracle

features .

We do not |—
believe that these

remains are able to

address 8 igni{-icant é EECH
research questions, The P E
topics  they might |~ M
aclclrws, Bllc}l as rEfuse ' 5
cli.sposal practices and |’ '

the status of the l .3 -
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Figure 7. Location of identified site on the Savannah USGS topographic map.

Asa res‘ult, we
recommend this site not eligﬂ:le for inclusion on the
National Register and, pending the opinion of the lead
federal agency and the concurrence of the State Historic
Preservation Officer, no additional management
activities are recommended.

AJ:clli'tectuIal Assessments

There is one Etanc]ing structure (sicle the ]:)ri&ge
itself) within the proposed APE. It is a ca. 1950 single
story frame house with Byntheﬁc si(li.ug set on a CMU
foundation (Figure 8). This structure, because of its
age, is not recommended E].igi]Jle for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places and, pending the
opinion of the lead federal agency and the concurrence
of the State Historic Preservation Officer, no additional

managdement activities are recommended.
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Our assessment also included the }Jn&ge itself.
This structure might more accuxately be described as a
brick arched culvert. It measures 20 feet 10 inches in
length and 30 feet 6 inches in width (center of curb to
center of c'u.tla) Tt consists of a brick arched opening
measuring 10 feet 4 inches in width slig}ltly off-
centered in the north wall, The arch width and
placemen{ cannot be discerned on the south wall since
that portion of the structure has failed and is c-un-ently
be shored up lJy metal coffer dam panela. These restrict
access to that portion of the structure,

The brick arch has been constructed using a
hard fired reddish-hrown bricks measuring 8% (varying
from 8Y4 to 8%) by 4 by 2% inches. Three courses of
bricks form the arch, creating a wall about 13 inches in
thickness. In the interior of the culvert the brick are laid




FINDINGS

condition in all areas
except in the tidal
range, where there i
considerable erosion
and loss of mortar.

T]JE ("LIl:]JS

were constructed of
fouwr coumses of
gra.cluauy inset brick,
which were then
covered with  the
same mortar to
oreate a capping. In
many areas this is

clamagecl and has
fallen oﬁ, expoging

ey et R s 51 . .
Bt el . e ndeding ik
Figure &, Stanc]jng house and genera,l ln:itlge area, view to the northeast. Exzamination
of the deck reveals
| 1% inches of asphalt
in Amterican bond {(4/1}, while the arch itself is laid up over a 7-inch thick concrete slab. There is center
in American running bond. expansion joint running north-south. Below the

concrete is about a foot of clay fill, which served as the

The north and south side walls of the culvert bed for the road surface. On the edges, ]:veyoncl the
are laid using a hard fired xe&rlish-omge brick

measuring 8% Iay
4 by 2% inches.
The walls exhibit
an American hond
with three stretches
over a course 0£
headers. These
walls are also 13-
inches, or 3 bricks,
in width.

All of the
mortar jointa
exhihit a smooth
joint and a hard
por‘clan& cement
mortar with

abundant flakes of
shell, ]J'lzely oyster.
These joint appear

to he in sound

Figure.North wall of the brick arch culvert_. 1og
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Figure 10. South wall of the brick arch culvert, looking north. Note the effort to shore the
coﬂaps‘mg wall.

of eva[uating the
signific:ance of this
structure we again
return to Table 1.
Tizst, and most
{'undamenfaﬂy, it is
likely that the
structure exhibits
the time &eptk to
ke consiclerecl for
e].igﬂ:ﬂity.

T h o
integrity of the
Ogaechee Road
bridge is mixed.
While it is at its
original location (a
culvert }Jeing
difficult to move
under the best of

‘s

concrete roaclway, the brick arch was infilled

with a lstown 1oam.

In all reppects the structure appears to date

from the twentieth
century. The hard
mortar, the hard
fired Lriclz, the vee
of clay as the £ll,
the
congtruction
tec}n_m'q-ue are all
Jcy'pica.l of ca. 1920
through 1050
construction
This
correlates well with
the historical
which
suggesis a
construction date
post-1914 and pre-
1961.

ELDCl

tec]nniques.

research,

In terms
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circumstances), the
setting has
changed dramatically over the past 30 years. Likewise,
while the origi.nal WOtlztnausllip was exceuent, the lj'riclge
has been poorly maintained and ’coc]ay the south side
wall has completely 'separatecl from the arch and is

Figure 11. Interior of the arched culvert, showing brick construction and bonding pattern.
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leaning precariously to south. The “fix™ has been to
drive metal pa.uels in the canal a&j acent to the }Jri&ge, in
an effort to shore up the JE&u'liug side. This repair
&ramaﬁcaﬂy affects the integrity of the structure.

It s difficult  to characterize the
“representativeness” of this structure since there is no
list of brick culverts maintained ]:ay cither the City,
Chatham Coun‘cy, or the Georgia Department of
Transportation {which does not inspect structures less
than 20 {eet in length and, for some reason, has not
mspectecl this structure). Likewise, we cannot comment
on the "Bi.ngula.ri'lry" of the structure, since there is no
inventory.

In terms of condition there is no question that
the I)riclge is in very poor condition. In spire of the
clamage to the side wall, the City has not postecl a
weight limit on the structure, so it is ].ilzely that the

cla.mage conlinues to worsen, even with the attempt to
shore up the south wall.

We have been unable to iclenh'fy' any signiﬁcant
historical sssociation for the structure. There is no
indication that it was conceived of as a,uy'thing other
than a more permanent solution to the road crossing
than 2 wood bridge. Likewise, while the structure may
represent a WPA activity, we Lave been unal:le to
iclanﬁfy any documentation for the structure in any city,
county, or state file. It is u.nlilzely that the structure was
designec]t Iay any aigniﬁca.n’t engineer or was constructed
lny any ]Jistorioauy significant l':ridge company. 1t was
lileely a local projeét, using local materials and
constructed to local SpeciE'lcaﬁons.

In the context of "place association,” the
bric]ge appears 1o have little signiﬁcance. Although the
Ogeechee Road is a historio rou&, and while the
Springfield or Minis Canal is likewise historic, this is
not a significant crossing or one which is intimately
associated with the canal or its operation. Nor does it
appear to be associated with any speciﬁc cI.evelopment,
such as stores or mills on the eclge of the canal in this

location.

Finaﬂy, we do not believe that the culvert

contains any si.gnificant information concerning ]aric[ge
design, construction, or use of materials. What
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information this Parl:icu]a.r structure can contribute, we
1Delieve, has been recorded du:ing this Stu&y.

As a IEB'Lth,. we recommend the brick arch
culvert at the Ogeechee Road crossing of the Springfiel&
canal as not eligi.lale for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places, Pencling the opinion of the
lead federal agency and the concurrence of the State
Historic  Preservation Officer, no  additional
management activities are recommended for this

culvert.




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This Erh.:&y involved the examination of an area
(&eﬁ.necl as the area of po’cential eHect, or APE)
measuring about 120 feet east-west by 130 feet north-
south Eurmunc]ﬁng the propose& Ogeec]nee Road Lriclge
replacement over the Spri.n.gﬁeld canal on the southwest
side of Savannah in Chatham County, Georgia. The
City of Savannah proposes to remove the existing l)nclge
and repla.ce it with a structure about the same width, but
about 40 feet in 1engt]:1. In addition there would be
some recutting of the canal banl:s, pla.cament of rip-Tap,
and other construction activities. This report, conducted
for Thomas and Hutton Engineers, prcvicles the results
of the investigation and is intended to assist that
organization comply with their historic preservation
ra;ponsil:i]itieﬂ, likely stemmiing from an Army Corps of

Engineers permit,

. The investigation found considerable modern
disturbance in the northeast and southeast quadrants of
the APE. In the southwestern quaclra.ut a variety of
materials were encountered in shovel testing, but all
wete modern and no a.rchaeological site was defined. In
the northwest quaclran’c of the APE a series of three
shovel tests identified pri.marﬂy twentieth cetrbury debxis,
a.ssi_gnecl the archaeological site number 9CH907, This
site has been recommended not e]igi]:le for inclusion on
the National Register since it does not appear able to
address E.igniﬁcant research queetions.

The architectural Ertu&y identified one stanJiug
structure which will be razed in the course of the
project. This structure, a single story house with
syn’che’cic sicling and set on a CMU £ounc11ation, does not
appear to meet the age requirement for the National
Register and is therefore recommended not eligﬂ:le. No
further management actvity is recommended for this
location.

The bnc_fge proposecl for replacement migh’c
better he defined as a brick arched culvert. Based on
both c{ocumentary research and an assessment of the
materials and techniques used in construction, this

structure was likely built after 1919 and prior to 1961.
We tenta.ﬁvely suggest a date of between 1920 and
1940 for its construction. Since that time the bridge
has {allen into cli.sxepaix. Because of the traffic weight
on the ]:uridge, Per}naps couple& with the nature of the
sulasoils, the south side wall has faila&, separating from
the arch and Ieaning outward. In an effort to stabilize
this I)riclge, the City has erected metal coffer dam

pa.l]E]S .

The ]:riclge was  recorded using  color
photograph and scaled plan and proﬁle clrawings. When
the Criteria for Historical Significance de‘velopecl by the
Historic Preservation Section of - the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources is appliecl to this
l:\ndge {or i:ulvert), we recommend it not eligi]:le for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Tt is possible that additional archaeological
remaing may be encountered in the substation cluri_ng
conmstruction activities, As always, the utility's
contractors should be advised to report any discoveries
of concentrations of artifacts (such ag ]Jottles, ceramics,
or projectile points) or brick rubble to the project
engdineer, who should in tum report the material to the
State Historic Preservation Office, or Chicora
Foundation (the process of dealing with late discoveries
is discussed in 36CFR800.13(13)(3)). No further land
Elltering activities should take Place in the vicinity of
these discoveries until they have been examined by an
a:chaeologis't and, i necessary, have been processed

according to 36CFR800.13(h)(3).
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