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ABSTRACT

This Cultural Resource Management Plan provides information on the significant archaeological sites, standing
structures, and other features that have been recorded in the Cooper River Valley, Berkeley County, South Carolina. It
also presents the legislation, laws, and permitting processes that protect them. Recommendations are given to help
Berkeley County and the Town of Moncks Corner further administer these important cultural resources and stay abreast
of new information regarding important cultural resources as it becomes available.

Recommendations are made for becoming Certified Local Government, which can assist in funding and training for
historic preservation efforts. The recent creation of the Berkeley County Special Area permit will help direct development
away from National Register listed properties and help retain the historic integrity of the area. It is recommended that
the county consider extending this protection to sites that have been determined to be eligible but have never been
listed.

The County and Town should advertise to local property owners about the financial incentives for preserving National
Register listed properties and the tax benefits of conservation easements. They may also want to consider creating some
county and town level financial incentives to encourage historic preservation.

Berkeley County and the Town of Moncks Corner should also find ways to increase heritage tourism within the study
area. We have recommended a comprehensive driving tour booklet that highlights the history of the area and provides
specific information on accessible historic sites and structures. Also important is increasing the public awareness of the
historic significance of the entire area and educating citizens about the fragility of these non-renewable resources. By
creating more opportunities for public participation, the County and Town will likely increase support for preservation
efforts and recruit new stewards for historic properties.
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|. INTRODUCTION AND GOALS

The Cooper River area of Berkeley County (Figure 1) contains some of the state’s most important cultural
resources. These resources contribute to the area’s feeling of community by providing a connection to the
past and instilling civic pride. Some of these resources can also serve as tourist attractions or educational
opportunities. Native Americans have used the river, tributaries, and its surrounding environs as a source of
food as well as raw materials for the making of clay pots, stone tools, wooden implements, baskets, fabrics,
and other items. They, like the early historic settlers, also used the river as a transportation corridor. As
Europeans and Africans began to settle the county in the late seventeenth century, they chose locations
close to Charles Town, but very quickly moved up the Cooper River drainage. The main house at
Middleburg Plantation on the East Branch of Cooper River dates to 1699 and is the oldest standing
wooden house in South Carolina. In Wadboo Barony at the upper reaches of the Cooper River drainage
the area began to be well settled by the first quarter of the eighteenth century. Early on in South Carolina’s
history, the Cooper River drainage was a significant area in the state’s social and economic development.
Recently, the proposed Cooper River National Register District was officially listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. This listing boldly underlines the importance of the area to the history of the state of South
Carolina. Approximately one third of the district will soon be owned by the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources and The Conservation Fund. As of March 30th, 2004 they purchased 7,315 acres and
will acquire a total of 10,697 acres by late 2004 or early 2005 as a natural and cultural preserve. This
property is located between Mepkin Abbey and SC Highway 402 at the confluence of the Cooper River
and its eastern branch and encompasses several historic plantations: Comingtee, Bonneau Ferry, Fish Pond,
the Villa, the Hut, a portion of Childsbury Town and Mepkin Plantation. Once SCDNR develops a public
use and wildlife management plan, the property will be opened to the public within six months (Wise
2004). Until a management plan is created, it is unclear what level of protection the cultural resources
within this property will receive.

Cultural resources that are listed on the National Register of Historic Places receive some protection through
the County’s Special Area Permit process for major subdivisions or Planned Neighborhood development,
with exemptions for single-family homes and mobile homes. There are other cultural resources that are
important but may not have the same visibility in planning/zoning activities. This Cultural Resource
Management Plan (CRMP) will be used to assist Berkeley County government and the Town of Moncks
Corner in making management decisions affecting locally important cultural resources. The goal of the
CRMP is to ensure cultural resources are adequately considered during the planning and zoning process at
the local government level. In order to accomplish this goal, the CRMP brings together in one place
everything that is known about the cultural resources of the study area and assesses any known current and
future threats.

The CRMP makes recommendations for managing threats for the significant resources (those listed, eligible,
or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places). It also provides some discussion of how
threatened sites could be preserved in place through green spacing using conservation easements, adaptive
reuse of structures, etc.. Also provided are recommendations for educating citizens and business
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Figure 1. Map of the Cooper River Study Area.
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owners about currently existing tax incentives for historic preservation and determining the feasibility of
creating incentives at the local level. It also discusses how to help bring greater visibility to historic
resources and further foster civic pride.
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[I. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT AND
LAND USE

INTRODUCTION

The Cooper River drainage as defined in this study is roughly bounded by SC Hwy 41 to the east, SC Hwy
402 to the north, US Hwy 52 to the west, and the US Naval Weapons Station to the south. It is situated in
the Lower Coastal Plain on the northern boundary of the Sea Island Coastal Region of the South Atlantic
Slope. Various studies have defined the geographic range of this region differently to accommodate a
diversity of purposes and objectives. In this discussion, the definition provided by Mathews et al. (1980:1)
will be used. By this definition, the Sea Islands Region extends over approximately 480 km of coastline
from the St. Mary’s River to the northern end of Pawley’s Island on the central South Carolina coast, and
includes the coastal counties of Georgia and South Carolina as well as the bordering counties of Berkeley
and Dorchester (South Carolina) and Effingham (Georgia). All definitions of the coastal region incorporate
a certain degree of arbitrariness when inland boundaries are considered, but this particular definition
includes only minor amounts of inland area and as such is successful in isolating the region from the higher
elevations of the Coastal Plain, which represent a distinctively different environment.

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND SOILS

Late Tertiary sea level transgressions and barrier-island formation processes have combined to create the
distinctive physiography typical of a modern Sea Island Coastal Region (Mathews et al. 1980). The
mainland is comprised of a series of island-beach ridge sequences that, when viewed on the landscape,
appear as a series of broad, depositional terraces running sub-parallel to the coastline and extending
inland approximately 100 km to the Orangeburg Scarp. The edge of each terrace consists of a
discontinuous sand ridge that represents the remains of an earlier barrier island chain, while the clayey
sand plain behind each was once back-barrier tidal flat lagoons and marshes (Colquhoun 1969).

Beginning at the base of the Orangeburg Scarp and heading toward the coast, the terraces are the
Coharie, Sunderland Okefenokee, Wicomico, Penholoway and Talbot, Pamlico, and Princess Anne. The
escarpments are the Orangeburg, Parler, Surry, Dorchester, Summerville, and Bethera.  The escarpment
forming the present sea level is the Cainhoy (Murphy 1995: 96). Because of their elevated topographical
positions, the terraces played significant roles in site locational patterning throughout the history and
prehistory of the region (Cable et al. 1991). Locations of both major transportation arteries and settlements
closely correspond to this underlying geologic structure. The Pamlico terrace supports US 17 and the towns
of McClellanville, Awendaw, and Wando-Cainhoy; the Talbot terrace, which is split into two parallel
segments, contains SC 41 and the towns of Honey Hill, Huger, Jamestown, and Bethera; while US 52 and
the towns of Alvin, St. Stephen, Bonneau, McBeth, and Moncks Corner rest on the Penholoway terrace
(Cable et al. 1991).

Other Pleistocene-age deposits occurring in the Sea Island Coastal Region include fluvial features such as
floodplains, point bars, dune sheets, terraces, and Carolina Bays. A typical feature of the major river
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valleys is the dune sheet formations, which have been dated to the Late Wisconsin (20,000 to 10,000
years B.P.). These features exhibit a parabolic structure and generally occur as a series of southwest-
northeast trending ridges located on the eastern edges of river valleys, suggesting to Thom (1970) that they
represent degraded parabolic dunes formed by prevailing westerlies during a period of reduced discharge
and geomorphological transition from a braided to a meandering river channel. The outer Coastal Plain
segments of the Pee Dee (Thom 1967), Santee (Colquhoun et al 1972), Savannah, and Altamaha rivers all
possess this peculiar structure (Mathews et al. 1980). The dune fields typically overlie Pleistocene terrace
and floodplain formations in these river valleys. Carolina Bays are shallow, elliptical depressions ranging
between approximately 1 and 4 km in length and are believed to have been caused by one of three
phenomena: 1) an asteroid bombardment; 2) tidal eddies; or 3) wind deflation in combination with lake
wave scouring. Of these, the third theory has the strongest academic support (Murphy 1995: 138-140).
These bays were important to the Native American population of the area since they provided easily
accessible wetlands resources (see, for instance, Brooks et al. 1996). Up to 50 Carolina Bays are situated
in Berkeley County (Murphy 1995: 135).

Holocene-age (the last 10,000 years B.P.) sedimentation and landform development has contributed
significantly to the physiographic structure of the modern coastline. Holocene features include the river
bottoms, swamps, marshes, beaches, modern dune ridges, tidal flats, tidal deltas, biogenic reefs, estuarine
bottoms, and the nearshore shelf. The soils of the Sea Islands and the immediately adjacent mainland are
formed on Pleistocene deposits (Hoyt 1968). The mainland soils are the mst mature and generally exhibit
distinctive horizon development. These soils are sandy to loamy in texture and are moderately to highly
acidic (Miller 1971). The Pleistocene soils of the Sea Islands are less diverse and horizon development is
less distinct than is typical of the mainland (Johnson et al. 1974; Mathews et al. 1980). Nevertheless,
these soils are compositionally and structurally very similar, consisting of highly acidic sands overlying
sandy to loamy substrate. Organic staining occurs where soils are saturated for significant periods, but
otherwise organic content is slight. The seaward fringes of Sea Islands are composed of younger Holocene
sand deposits with very indistinct horizon development. Although some islands classified as barrier islands
are Pleistocene in age, most are built up from Holocene sands. Tidal marsh bottoms consist of fine sands,
clays, and organic deposits of Holocene age overlying older Pleistocene sands. These sediments contain
high concentrations of iron sulfides and reduced organic compounds and are generally neutral to slightly
basic.

It is reasonably expected that soil drainage had an impact on the location of prehistoric and historic
setflement patterns, as well as cultivation. Away from the river channels, prehistoric settlements in the area
are typically found on well-drained soils near the interface with a wetland margin. This would have
provided an abundant and rich foraging catchment area. Historic sites are also found on well-drained
ridges that provided a transportation artery in and out of the area (Williams et al. 1992b: 129). Along the
river channels, prehistoric sites are typically located on well drained high ridges. Historic plantations are on
high ground adjacent to deep navigable water (South and Hartley 1981).

CLIMATE

The climate of the region has been described as “humid subtropical” (Critchfield 1974), typified by short,
mild winters and hot, humid summers. The ocean moderates temperatures on the coast and as a
consequence maximums are lower and minimums are higher than inland locations. Moreover, the growing
season is longer, grading from approximately 225 days in the Piedmont to nearly 300 days on the coast



CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE COOPER RIVER DRAINAGE | 7

(Carter 1974). On the South Carolina coast, average July temperatures reach 27.2°C, while average
January temperatures range between 8.8°C and 10°C (Kovacik and Winberry 1987).

During the early history of South Carolina, the area surrounding Charleston was often viewed as harsh and
unhealthy, especially for the white population. Robert Mills stated that,

The numerous swamps, bays, and low grounds which indent the low country, retain the
waters that fall in rains; and in consequence of these, occasion thick fogs throughout the
night, during the summer months. Under such circumstances it is a matter of little surprise
that fevers prevail . . . . The two fevers most dreaded here, are, what are commonly
termed the country and yellow fever. The first is peculiar to the country, and to avoid it, the
planters are in the habit either of residing in Charleston during the sickly season, or retiring
to the Sea Islands or Sand hills. The second belongs exclusively to the Town, and is
generally fatal to strangers only, who have not, as it is termed, become climatized (Mills
1972: 140-144).

Mills further commented on the perceived evils of the swamp. He explained:

That fo the extensive swamps and stagnant pools, which cover its surface, are we not fo
attribute the cause of our epidemical diseases. The rank luxuriance of vegetation on these
waste lands, their perpetual moisture, and the operation of a powerful sun, produce at
certain seasons of the year, in a degree indeed extensive, the rapid decomposition of this
vegetable matter: the miasma arising from this decomposition contaminates the
surrounding air, which afterwards is wafted by the winds over the country, and poisons,
more or less, the whole atmosphere (Mills 1972: 462).

Summers are dominated by warm, moist, tropical air masses, and precipitation during this season is
generally produced by convection storms. Winter precipitation, by contrast, originates from continental
fronts out of the north and west.  Spring usually represents the driest season, but rare drought conditions
can occur in the fall. The South Carolina sea islands and dune strand receive an average of 1240 mm of
precipitation annually, while the Outer Coastal Plain averages 1320 mm. Periods of drought have been
noted by historical writers, which caused considerable damage to livestock and crops. Robert Mills noted
that the “summer of 1728 was uncommonly hot; the face of the earth was completely parched; the pools of
standing water dried up, and the field reduced to the greatest distress” (Mills 1972: 447-448).

Tropical cyclones of hurricane force are the common feature of the Sea Islands Coastal Region (Purvis
1980). Storms of this kind are characterized by counter clockwise wind rotation and originate in the North
Atlantic subtropical convergence zone east of the West Indies. The storm tides associated with hurricanes
typically raise mean sea level 2 to 6 meters above normal and can result in extensive inland flooding
(Myers 1975, Purvis and Landers 1973). Peak hurricane season occurs in late summer and early fall, but
the seasonally earliest one to strike the South Carolina coast occurred in May. The coast of South Carolina
tends to be affected more by hurricane force winds than the Georgia coast, and Purvis and Landers (1973)
estimate that 169 hurricanes have struck South Carolina between 1686 and 1972. Rainfall associated
with hurricanes contributes about 15 percent of the annual precipitation along the coast and can result in
enormous quantities of rain within a period of only several days.
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FLORA

Owing fo its transitional stage of emergent coastline development (see Strahler 1977), the Sea Islands
Coastal Region supports one of the most complex coastal ecotones in the world. Six quite different
ecosystems exist side-by-side as a series of broken zonal belts closely corresponding to the distinctive
physiographic structure of the region (Sandifer et al. 1980). The two natural ecosystems of the mainland
consist of upland forest communities generally assignable to oak-pine (Braun 1950) and loblolly-shortleaf
pine associations, and swamp communities in the poorer drained locations. In general, the upland
communities are concentrated on the barrier island facies of the terrace complexes, while the swamp
communities occur most heavily on the back barrier lagoon facies and along river bottoms. Freshwater
stream environments constitute a third ecosystem. A fourth ecosystem occupies the islands and the coastal
fringe or strand of the mainland. Communities of this maritime ecosystem are distinctively zoned and
consist of three subsystems including, in successional order, beach dunes, transitional shrub thickets, and
maritime forests. Live oak, magnolia, red bay, loblolly pine, wax myrtle, and palmetto comprise the
principle dominants and subdominants of the maritime forest. Finally, coastal wetland ecosystems include
the shallow marshes of the nearshore shelf and the deeper estuaries positioned at inlets between the
marshes and the landward side of the barrier islands.

Robert Mills noted in the early nineteenth century the importance of timber to the area. The loblolly pine
was used to produce tar and turpentine, so important to the early economy of South Carolina. The longleaf
pine was “much used in building and for all other domestic purposes”; trees such as the red bay and red
cedar were often used in furniture making and for posts; and live oaks were recognized as providing “the
best of timber for ship building” (Mills 1972: 66-85). He also observed that:

In former years cypress was much used in building, but the difficulty of obtaining it now,
compared with the pine, occasions little of it to be cut for sale, except in the shape of
shingles; the cypress is a most valuable wood for durability and lightness. Besides the two
names we have cedar, poplar, beech, oak, and locust, which are or may be also used in
building (Mills 1972: 460).

CURRENT LAND USE

In general, most of the Cooper River drainage area is vegetated with planted pine. However, areas
bordering creeks and rivers contain oaks, magnolias, red bay, hickory, and tulip poplar. Understory
vegetation consists primarily of flowering dogwood, witch hazel, musclewood, sassafras, holly, redbud,
storax, and spicewood. Swamp lands contain primarily cypress and tupelo, while there are also small
quantities of red bay, sweet bay, red maple, boxelder maple, sycamore, cottonwood, and elm. There is
little land under cultivation, and only small areas in pasture. Several areas have been developed,
particularly between US Hwy 52 and the Cooper River. There are also several areas of industrial
development in the Lower West Branch area north of Cainhoy as well as in the vicinity of Coté Bas and
Bushy Park.

The East Branch of the Cooper River is primarily rural and wooded. Portions at the southern end just west of
SC Hwy 41 are owned by the U.S. Forest Service. Cultural resources within USFS property are inventoried
and managed by them. Along Clements Ferry Road there are scattered single family dwellings and
businesses. Most of this development occurs near French Quarter Creek in the vicinity of the Charity
community. The new Cainhoy Elementary and Middle School is now being constructed in this location.
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There are also clusters of structures along the northern and eastern edge associated with the communities of
Cordesville, Huger, and Little Joe. At the southern end, Nucor Steel owns what was historically known as
Hagan Plantation. The remaining land is privately owned or held by timber companies and consists of large
holdings.

The Upper West Branch is also primarily rural and wooded. The U.S. Forest Service owns a small portion
along the east edge, just south of Hwy. 402. At the northern end of County Road 44, there are a cluster of
residences in the vicinity of Biggin Church. On the west side of Cooper River is the town of Moncks Corner.
Development concentrates within the Town limits as well as along County Road 791 north of Lewisfield
Plantation. South of Lewisfield, there are a few developments along this road including Pimlico, Wapoola,
Oakley, and the Berkeley Country Club and Golf Course. US Hwy 52 is rather sparsely developed, but
existing developments concentrate north of County Road 357. Old Santee Canal State Park is located east
of Moncks Corner and contains the Berkeley County Museum, an Interpretive Center, and the Stony Landing
House. There are also a number of nature trails. Santee Cooper manages this property, as well as property
along the Tail Race Canal and portions of the southeastern shoreline of Lake Moultrie. Other portions of the
shoreline contain subdivision development. On March 30", 2004 the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources announced that they, along with the Conservation Fund, had purchased nearly 11,000
acres in the Upper West Branch and extending into the East Branch area. This property is to be used as a
wildlife preserve. Until a management plan is formulated for the property, it is unclear how cultural
resources will be handled.

The Lower West Branch contains a cluster of residences near the southern end of County Road 791 south of
Canterhill Swamp. Cypress Gardens is located on what was historically known as Dean Hall Plantation.
The facility contains upland gardens and a number of hiking trails that allow access to the cypress swamps.
It has been operated by Berkeley County since 1996. Further south is a narrow peninsula that separates
Cooper River from Back River. This peninsula is occupied by Bushy Park which is an industrial facility. On
the east side of Cooper River, a large part of the waterfront is owned by Nucor Steel and the BP
Corporation and is industrial in nature. The east side of Clements Ferry road contains a few single family
residences and a few small businesses. Otherwise the land is in large stands of planted pine.
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[11. THE CULTURAL CONTEXT

PREHISTORIC CONTEXT
PALEOINDIAN

The Paleoindian Period is commonly dated between 12,000 and 10,000 B.P. (before present) It has been
subdivided into three divisions known as “Early”, “Middle”, and “late”. The Early Paleoindian is
consistently represented by the fluted Clovis Lanceolate type, while the Middle and Late Palecindian reflect
the beginnings of accelerated region variation. The Middle period is marked by the appearance of
Cumberland, Simpson, Suwannee, and Quad points, while the Late Palecindian is represented by the
nonfluted Hardaway-Dalton and Dalton types.

From what little is known about the Paleoindian Period, archaeologists tend to agree that they were a band
level society, were nomadic, and were hunters and foragers. Although the population density was low, it is
believed that toward the end of the Paleoindian Period that the population density increased significantly
(see Walthall 1980: 30). Many southeastern researchers argue that eastern Paleoindian groups may have
based their subsistence economies on the exploitation of extinct big game, given that many sites are
located in prime megafaunal habitats (i.e. major river systems) (Gardner 1974; Goodyear et al. 1979;
Michie 1977; Williams and Stoltman 1965). As of 1992, 15 Paleoindian points have been reported in
Berkeley County, primarily along the Cooper River drainage and Lake Marion. Most of the points were
manufactured from Coastal Plain chert (Charles and Michie 1992:33).

There is the possibility for the existence of a pre-Clovis horizon in the New World. Recent work at Monte
Verde (Meltzer et al. 1997), past work at Meadowcroft Rockshelter (Adovasio et al. 1977; 1985), and
new evidence from Cactus Hill in Virginia is providing ammunition for its existence. The evidence from
Cactus Hill indicates the presence of a prismatic blade industry that dates between 15,000 and 16,500
B.P. (McAvoy and McAvoy 1997). Also, work by Albert Goodyear at the Little Pine Tree site on the
Savannah River in Allendale County, South Carolina is providing some growing evidence for a pre-Clovis
occupation.

ARCHAIC PERIOD

The Archaic Period has been traditionally divided into three divisions — the Early Archaic (10,000 to
8,000 B.P.), the Middle Archaic (8,000 to 5,000 B.P.), and the Late Archaic (5,000 to 3,000 B.P.).
Generally, the Archaic is viewed as a lengthy time of adjustment to changing environments brought about
by the Holocene warming trend and rising sea level.

Early Archaic projectile point forms include the Hardaway Side-Notched, Palmer Corner-Notched, and Kirk
Corner-Notched. Representatives of the terminal Early Archaic bifurcate tradition (Chapman 1975) are
also found in some quantities. The Middle Archaic sequence begins with Kirk Serrated and Kirk Stemmed
points, which are followed by the closely aligned Stanly Stemmed. These are followed by the Morrow
Mountain | and Il types and then the Guilford and Brier Creek lanceolate types. Late Archaic points include
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the early Savannah River Stemmed and the smaller Otarre Stemmed points. Pottery makes its appearance
in the terminal Late Archaic with the fiber-tempered Stallings series and the sand-tempered Thom’s Creek
series (see Blanton et al. 1986).

During the Early Archaic period, the region became warmer and moister because of the melting continental
glaciers, which increased sea levels and precipitation. Oaks were the dominant forest vegetation (Delcourt
and Delcourt 1987) and there appear to have been episodes of heavy rainfall (Segovia 1985). This
environment led to changes in human adaptations that are visible in the archaeological record. Based on
research conducted at two sites in North Carolina's Haw River Valley, Claggett and Cable (1982)
proposed that changes in technology from the Paleoindian to the Early Archaic Periods reflect changes in
settlement organization in response fo post-Pleistocene warming.

Sassaman (1983) suggests that Middle Archaic people were very mobile, perhaps moving residences every
few weeks which fits Binford's (1980) definition of a foraging society. Binford proposed that foragers had
high levels of residential mobility, moving camps often to take advantage of dispersed, but similar resource
patches. He believed that differences in environmental structure could be traced to large-scale climatic
factors and further noted that a collector system could arise under any condition that limited the ability of
hunter—gatherers to relocate residences. During his work in the Haw River area of North Carolina, Cable
(1982) argued that postglacial warming at the end of the Pleistocene led to increased vegetational
homogeneity that encouraged foraging. Sassaman's (1983) "Adaptive Flexibility" model suggests that this
homogeneity allowed for a high degree of social flexibility, which allowed them to pick up and move when
needed. This mobility did not allow them to transport much material, which alleviated the need for
elaborate or specialized tools to procure and process resources at locations distant from camp.

The Late Archaic Period has been described as a time of increased settlement permanence, population
growth, subsistence intensification, and technological innovation (Smith 1986). The Savannah River
Stemmed, small Savannah River Stemmed, and Otarre projectile points characterize the period as well as
the technological development of fiber—tempered pottery known as St. Simons and Stallings (Griffin 1943;
Stoltman 1974). The first use of freshwater shellfish in the region corresponds with the development of
fiber-tempered pottery in the Coastal Plain (about 4,500 B.P.). However, shellfish procurement and pottery
use did not occur above the Fall Line until after 3,700 B.P. (and fresh-water shell midden sites are only
found in the Savannah River Valley). Piedmont and Fall Line inhabitants used soapstone cooking tools
(heating stones, and later, bowls) which explains the late adoption of pottery (Sassaman et al. 1990;
Sassaman 1993).

EARLY WOODLAND PERIOD

Although there has been dispute over when exactly the Woodland Period began, some researchers believe
it started with the beginning of the production of fiber tempered pottery known as Stallings around 5,000
B.P. (Trinkley 1990q). This culture produced a rich material assemblage of worked bone and antler,
polished stone items, net sinkers, steatite heating slabs, stone tools (projectile points, scrapers, knives, and
drills), as well as the fiber tempered pottery. Hanson (1982:21) and Smith (1974:306-311) have argued
that the stimulus for the elaborate material culture may be related to a combination of population increase
and environmental disequilibrium. Binford (1978) has argued a similar hypothesis regarding population
stress as a factor for new forms of food procurement. Hanson (1982:13) notes that mussel availability by
2,500 B.C. had increased because of sea level changes, river gradient, and channel location. However,
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more recent research by Brooks et al. (1989) has found that mussel availability actually may have begun to
decrease in the Savannah River drainage by this time.

The pottery is recognized by its large quantity of Spanish moss fiber (Simpkins and Scoville 1981) which
was included in the paste before it was fired. Vessel forms include shallow bowls, large wide-mouth bowls,
and jar forms. The pottery was built through molding, although coil fractures are sometimes present,
particularly later in the period. Firing was not well controlled and was incompletely oxidized. Decorations
include punctations (with periwinkle shells, reeds, and sticks), finger pinching, and incising. Some of these
motifs are believed to be temporally sensitive (Trinkley 1986; 1990aq; Sassaman 1993).

The Savannah River drainage was the focus of Stallings Phase occupations (Claflin 1931; Hanson 1982;
Sassaman 1993) as well as in the coastal zone area south of Charleston (Anderson 1975). However,
more recent work has identified the pottery up into the Tar River drainage in North Carolina (Phelps
1983:27-28). Several large Stallings sites have been examined in South Carolina including Fennel Hill, Fig
Island, Stallings Island, Rabbit Mount, and Bilbo. They all contained large quantities of artifacts, shell
middens, and abundant features. These sites, however, represent only one aspect of the Stallings Island
settlement system. Sites such as Love and Fish Haul have produced little shell, but had abundant features,
while others such as Clear Mount and Pinckney Island were only sparse scatters. Trinkley (1990a:8)
believes that such sites may be early when the subsistence base was diffuse. Another suggestion was that
they might represent a seasonal round in the Stallings settlement system.

With respect to cultural developments, Stallings appears to represent an elaboration of regional Late
Archaic cultures. Settlement/subsistence strategies of this period appear to reflect seasonal rounds with a
focus on riverine and estuarine resources during the fall and winter, while inland resources were exploited
in the late winter and spring (Trinkley 1990a: 7-8). The Fish Haul Site (38BU80S5) is an example of a
possible Stallings Phase winter-spring camp. Excavations here indicated the use of diverse animal species,
deer and fish being the most prevalent, and intensive collection, processing, and consumption of hickory
nuts (Trinkley 1986).

Although Stallings is considered to be older and the progenitor of the Thom’s Creek pottery, some
radiocarbon dates suggest that the two types are largely contemporaneous (Trinkley 1980b). Thom’s Creek
dates as early as 2,220 +350 B.C. from the Spanish Mount site in Charleston County (Sutherland 1974)
and continues as late as 935+175 B.C. from Lighthouse Point Shell Ring, also in Charleston County. The
artifact assemblage characteristic of the Thom’s Creek phase is almost identical to that found in Stallings.
The pottery, however, is tempered with sand rather than Spanish moss fibers. Some of the potteries are
untempered. The motifs are almost all identical to those found in the Stallings series (Griffin 1945)

including punctations (reed and shell), finger pinching, simple stamping, incising, and finger smoothing
(Trinkley 1980b).

Stratigraphic analyses of the ceramics from Spanish Mount and Fig Island, as well as studies from other
sites suggest a temporal ordering in the Thom’s Creek series. Reed punctated pottery appears to be the
oldest, followed by shell punctated and finger pinched motifs. Later on, there appears to be the addition of
finger smoothed (Trinkley 1983: 44). Sassaman (1993) has offered a somewhat similar analysis of
Stallings wares. Based on a series of attributes he defined three phases:

Phase | spans the interval 4500-3800 B.P. (2550-1850 B.C.), and is characterized in the
early centuries by plain pottery with thickened or flanged lips, and by plain and decorated
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vessels in the later centuries. Phase Il, spanning 4800 to 3400 B.P. (1850-1450 B.C.)
marks the period of abundant and elaborate decoration of pottery. Phase lll encompasses
all fiber-tempered pottery assemblages post-dating 3400 B.P. (1450 B.C.), and is
characterized by a high degree of interassemblage variability (Sassaman 1993).

Neither Sassaman’s (1993) nor Trinkley’s (1983) temporal ordering seemed to work well at the Bass Pond
site on Kiawah Island (Adams and Trinkley 1993). The site yielded an early radiocarbon date of 2090
B.C., firmly placing it in Sassaman’s Phase | period. Yet, after removing the plain wares, the sherds were
dominated by finger pinching which Trinkley (1983) suggests is a later variety. The radiocarbon dating
material was taken from what was believed to be an uncontaminated context and, therefore, it is thought to
be reliable. Adams and Trinkley (1993:175) concluded that it is possible that previous work has
oversimplified what could be a much more complex chronology. Half of Trinkley’s (1980aq) sites were
surface collected, making it possible that there were problems with the seriations.

Projectile points from this time period are typically Savannah River Stemmed (Coe 1964). They reduced in
size later on during the Thom’s Creek phase and are classified as Small Savannah River Stemmed (Oliver
1981). Anderson and Joseph (1988:197) note that there appears to be a “long co-occurrence of both
large and small forms”, suggesting that one type did not replace the other.

Most of the work on Thom's Creek phase sites has been conducted at shell rings (see Trinkley 1980q;
1985; Lawrence 1989). These sites range in size, but are generally about 100 to 300 feet in diameter, 2
to 6 feet high, with a 40 feet wide base and a clear interior. In essence, they are doughnut shaped.
Although their functions have not been fully understood, in the past it was believed that they were
occupation sites for fairly large groups who lived on top of the ring and used the clear central area for
communal activities. These sites suggest that village life was relatively stable and permanent as early as
1600 B.C.. Subsistence focused on mammals, fish, shellfish, and hickory nut resources (Trinkley 1985).
Recent work by Saunders (2003) at the Fig Island shell ring has disputed this interpretation. She found little
evidence for living surfaces on top of the rings and suggests that these sites a combination of egalitarian
villages and ceremonial sites, perhaps seasonally occupied during the summer months with feasting being a
primary activity at the site.

Other work at Thom’s Creek sites includes work by Sutherland (1973, 1974) at the Spanish Mount shell
midden which appears to represent a seasonally occupied camp with a diffuse subsistence base. The work
at Bass Pond by Michie (1979) and Adams and Trinkley (1993) suggest a similar subsistence orientation.
Work at Minim Island and 38BU2 provided results similar to those at Bass Pond (Espenshade et al. 1994).
Testing at a non-midden site on Sol Legare Island was conducted in 1984 by Trinkley. Most of the faunal
remains were from large mammals. The work also identified a portion of a probable post structure.

Refuge (3000-2600 B.P.) and Deptford (2800-1500 B.P.) potteries follow the Stallings and Thom’s Creek
wares. The Refuge series is characterized by a compact, sandy or gritty paste and a sloppy simple
stamped, dentate stamped, or random punctated decoration (Williams 1968). They are very similar to the
preceding Thom’s Creek wares and Anderson et al. (1982:265) note that the typologies are “marred by a

lack of reference to the Thom’s Creek series” and that the Punctate and Incised types are indistinguishable
from Thom's Creek (Trinkley 1990a:11).

Lepionka et al. (1983) investigated a large Refuge shell midden at 38JA61 in Jasper County. While these
large middens occur, there was a significant change in settlement pattern and subsistence. By the end of
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the Thom's Creek period small non-shell midden sites are found which continues into the Refuge phase (see,
for example, Peterson 1971:164-168). This seftlement fragmentation probably is related to an increase in
sea level (Colquhoun et al. 1980; Brooks et al. 1989) which drowned the tidal marshes and sites that the
Thom's Creek people relied on. This stress on the subsistence base may have resulted in an expansion of
the seftlement system into various environmental settings (Hanson 1982:21-23). Sassaman et al. (1990)
believe that the development of mature, upland tributaries was also essential to this process.

Deptford potteries, which begin to occur in the latter part of the Early Woodland, are characterized by a
fine to coarse sandy paste with surface treatments including Plain, Check Stamped, Simple Stamped, Cord
Marked, Geometric Stamped, and Complicated Stamped (Williams 1968).  Shell tools are uncommon and
bone tools are very rare. This has led some researchers (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980: 75) to conclude
that “wood must have been worked into a variety of tool types”. A small stemmed point tentatively
described as “Deptford Stemmed” (Trinkley 1980c: 20-23) has been found associated with these sites. It
appears to be a culmination of the Savannah River Stemmed reduction seen earlier on. Points similar to
Yadkin Triangular points have also been found at Deptford sites (Coe 1964; Milanich and Fairbanks
1980). Sassaman et al. (1990) report that, in the Savannah River Valley, triangular types appear to be
more strongly associated with Deptford than stemmed types.

It has also been noted that there is a co-occurrence of the larger triangular Yadkin and Badin type points
with smaller triangular forms such as Caraway which has traditionally been attributed to the Late Woodland
and Mississippian Periods (Blanton et al. 1986:107); Sassaman et al. 1990; Trinkley 1990q). Blanton et
al. (1986) believe that these point types may have been used at the same time for different purposes.

Site 38LX5 situated in Lexington County in the Fall Line zone has provided the earliest radiocarbon date for
the Deptford Period — 1045+£110 B.C. (Anderson 1975). A site on St. Simons Island in Georgia has
produced the latest date of A.D. 935+£70. Anderson et al. (1982) have suggested a date range of about
800 B.C. to A.D. 500.

In coastal Georgia, Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:70-73) suggest that the settlement pattern consists of
coastal zone and coastal plain sites. The coastal zone sites are located adjacent to tidal creek marshes
and have evidence for a diffuse subsistence system. The inland sites are also small, lack shell, and are
located on the edge of swamp terraces. South Carolina sites appear to be similar, although there are
Deptford shell middens, which exhibit a very focused subsistence emphasis (Trinkley 1990b). Sites such as
Pinckney Island and Minum Island consist of large Coastal Zone Deptford occupations, while sites such as
38BU747 (Trinkley 1990b) consist of only small, focal shell midden occupations. Also, site 38BK984
(Roberts and Caballero 1988) provided evidence of non-shell midden Deptford occupations on the Coastal
Plain.

Inland sites on the Fall Line and Coastal Plain consist of 38AK228-W, 38LX5, 38RD60, and 38BM40
(Anderson 1979; Ryan 1972; Trinkley 1978; 1980c). The sites are associated with swamp terrace edges,
which is productive in nut masts and also large mammals such as deer. The Lewis-West site (38AK228-W)
has probably the best data on Deptford “base camps” where there is evidence for abundant food remains,

storage pits, elaborate material culture, mortuary behavior, and craft specialization (Sassaman et al.
1990).

At Pinckney Island and Minum Island the majority of calories came from shellfish while mammals were
somewhat insignificant (Trinkley 1981b: 57-60; Drucker and Jackson 1984; Espenshade and Brockington
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1989). At Minim Island, there was also a strong reliance on fishing in the late spring and summer, while
in the fall they appear to be involved in oyster gathering and exploiting nearby nut masts. Work at 38BU2
on Spring Island yielded similar subsistence information for the Deptford phase as has been found at other
sites which Espenshade et al. (1994) have called “oystering stations”. Sites such as 38BU833 (Trinkley et
al. 1992a), the Colleton River sites (Kennedy and Espenshade 1992), 38BU1270 (Kennedy and
Espenshade 1991), 38BU747 (Trinkley 1990b), and 38BU464, 38BU1214, and 38BU1262 (Trinkley
1991).

MIDDLE WOODLAND

The Deptford Period continues on into the Middle Woodland Period. However, the Deptford phase is still
part of an early carved paddle stamped tradition which is believed to have been replaced by a northern
intrusion of wrapped paddle stamping (Trinkley 1990aq).

In South Carolina, the Middle Woodland is characterized by a pattern of settlement mobility and short-term
occupation. It is characterized by the Wilmington phase on the southern coast and the Hanover,
McClellanville/Santee, and Mount Pleasant assemblages on the northern coast.

McClellanville (Trinkley 1981a) and Santee (Anderson et al. 1982:302-308) wares are characterized by a
fine to medium sandy paste with a surface treatment primarily of V shaped simple stamping. Although the
two potteries are very similar, the Santee series may have later features, such as excurvate rims and interior
rim stamping which the McClellanville Series pottery does not exhibit. Both of these types concentrate on
the north central coast of the state (Trinkley 1990a: 18).

Wilmington and Hanover are actually believed to be regional varieties of the same ceramic tradition. It is
characterized by crushed sherd or grog tempering which makes up 30 to 40 percent of the paste and
ranges from 3 to 10 mm in size. Caldwell and Waring (Williams 1968:113-116) first described the
Wilmington wares from sites examined in coastal Georgia.  South (1959) described Hanover from his
survey of the southeastern coast of North Carolina and portions of the northeastern coast of South Carolina.
Waring (Williams 1968:221) sees the Wilmington wares as intrusive from the Carolina coast, but the
pottery has some Deptford traits. Caldwell and McCann (1941:n.p.) observed that, “the Wilmington
complex proper contains all the main kinds of decoration which occurs in the Deptford complex with the
probably exception of Deptford Linear Checkstamped” (see also, Anderson et al. 1982:275). Therefore,
cord marking, check stamping, simple stamping, and fabric impressing are found with sherd tempered
potteries. Radiocarbon dates for Wilmington and Hanover phase sites range from 135+85 B.C. from site
38BK134 to A.D. 1120+100 from a Wilmington house at the Charles Town landing site (38CH1). Dates
seems fo cluster, however, from about A.D. 400 to 900 (Trinkley 1990a: 18).

Another cultural trait of the Wilmington phase was the introduction of sand burial mounds. These have
been found in coastal North Carolina and in areas along the southern South Carolina coast, leaving
somewhat of a “gap” in the central area between the two states. Some of the mounds that have been
associated with the Middle Woodland have been questioned, particularly in the Savannah River Valley
where the assemblages are often dominated by later Irene and Savannah wares. A mound on nearby
Callawassie Island is one such mound, which was apparently constructed with refuse from an adjacent St.
Catherines village (Brooks et al. 1982). Therefore, it is still not clear if the mounds developed during the
Wilmington phase or if they developed afterwards (Kennedy and Espenshade 1992).
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Marine shell middens that extend along the tidal marshes characterize most Wilmington sites. On
Wilmington Island there are several sites which merged to form a ridge of shell extending nearly three miles
along the shore (Caldwell and McCann 1941).

Regarding settlement patterning, Michie (1980:80) correlates rising sea levels with the extension of Middle
Woodland shell middens further up the Port Royal estuary. Along the Wando River, Brooks and Scurry
(1980:75-78) found that site location was not only affected by sea level fluctuations, but also by soil type.
They believe the soil correlation is due to upland sites having functioned as extraction areas, primarily for
acorns, hickory nuts, and deer. Wilmington sites along the coast have, by some, been seen as seasonal
exploitation areas for gathering oysters. However, if these sites are seasonally occupied locations, then it
assumes that people moved to and from the coast on a yearly basis. Sassaman et al. (1990:317) believe
that the population expansion and pressure experienced during the Woodland Period in the Middle
Savannah River Valley would reduce the mobility necessary to support a seasonal movement of Wilmington
people. Generally speaking, Wilmington sites have been interpreted as representing fall/winter seasonal
camps (Trinkley 1974; 1990q).

Kennedy and Espenshade note that if Wilmington people were visiting the coast during a certain season to
exploit the oyster beds, then we should find corresponding sites somewhere else to compensate for the
remaining portion of the year. However, we have not yet found any of these corresponding sites (Kennedy
and Espenshade 1992).

LATE WOODLAND

Essentially, the Late Woodland is a continuation of previous Middle Woodland assemblages. In Francis
Marion National Forest, the Late Woodland is characterized by a continuation of the Santee pottery series.
The Hanover and Mount Pleasant pottery series are also found as late as A.D. 1000 (Trinkley 1989). Cable
(2001:15) indicates that Wilmington and Cape Fear Fabric Impressed dominate during this period as well.
Unfortunately, this period is difficult to delineate from the preceding Middle Woodland period or
subsequent Mississippian period (Sassaman et al. 1990:14). Sites with Late Woodland or Mississippian
occupations tend to contain small, triangular points such as the Caraway or Pee Dee (Coe 1964).

Stoltman (1974) observed in the Middle Coastal Plain that Late Woodland sites have a settlement pattern
characterized by dispersed upland settlement, which he believes, may indicate the beginnings of slash and
burn agriculture or intensification of upland resource procurement. In the coastal area, sites are also
numerous, small and dispersed which suggests a decrease in settlement integration over the Middle
Woodland period. Contrasting this pattern, Piedmont sites are few and are dispersed along tributaries with
little if any interriverine occupation (Goodyear et al. 1979; Taylor and Smith 1978).

The Woodland period sequence for Francis Marion National Forest is currently poorly understood. The
current model in use was supplied by Anderson’s (1982) work at Mattassee Lake.

MISSISSIPPIAN PERIOD

The Mississippian Period (A.D. 1100 to 1640) is characterized by a sedentary village life, agricultural food
production, and regionally integrated and hierarchically organized social, political, and ceremonial
systems (Anderson 1990). Not much is known about the Mississippian Period in this area of the state.
Most of the work has been done in the middle Savannah River Valley or along the Wateree River Valley in
the central part of the state. It is possible that Mississippian occupations are aligned with the Scott’s Lake
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Mound Center on the Upper Santee River as well as the Wateree Mound Complex near Camden.
Anderson’s (1982) ceramic sequence is based on data supplied by local collectors, Coe’s (1995) work at
Town Creek in North Carolina, and excavations conducted by Stanley South (1971) at Charlestowne
Landing. Anderson’s phases include Santee I, which is dominated by Santee Simple Stamped, Jeremy,
and Pee Dee. Ultimately, DePratter and Judge's (1986) sequence for the Wateree mound complex may
demonstrate to most effectively describe the local sequence (Cable 1991: 15).

PROTOHISTORIC PERIOD

The Seewee, Wando, Etiwan, and Sampa resided in villages located in the Charleston Harbor area. The
Seewee Indians are known to have occupied the area of Francis Marion National Forest from Bull’s Bay to
the Santee River and as far inland as St. Stephen and Moncks Corner (Swanton 1946: 182-183). By the
time Lawson visited them in 1701, their numbers had been severely reduced by small pox. The Thornton-
Morden map ca. 1695 (Figure 2) shows the location of “Sewel Indian Fort” south of the Wando near
Toomer Creek. Other Indian seftlements shown on this map in the Berkeley County vicinity are attributed to
the Sampa and the Wando. Just prior to the Yamassee War of 1715 the Seewee were credited with living
in a single village 60 miles northeast of Charles Town. This village was comprised of 57 individuals
(Waddell 1980: 296-297). Wadell believes the distance was measured by the route taken to get to the
village, rather than as the crow flies; therefore putting the settlement south of the Santee River near the
French settlements (see Cable 2001).

Ethnohistoric accounts of aboriginal land use patterns indicate a range of potential settlement strategies.
Waddell’s (1980: 37-50) interpretation of the Jesuit, and later English, accounts of the Edisto and Seewee
Indians of the central South Carolina coast would suggest that these groups dispersed into the interior in
small family units for significant portions of the year and exploited the upland forest communities and
swamps from a series of temporary residences. Juan Rogel, the Jesuit monk upon whose observations
Waddell depended heavily, observed that the Edisto village of Orista was comprised of some twenty
households during the agricultural season, but after the fall harvest these households divided into “twelve or
thirteen different villages” and dispersed inland to collect nuts and hunt game. Rogel indicated that this
dispersed phase of the settlement system encompassed about three-quarters of the yearly cycle, ending only
with the planting season. Grant Jones (1978: 191-198), by contrast, has argued that the seemingly high
residential mobility described by the Jesuits may have resulted from a contemporary adaptive response to
avoid the Spanish rather than a long-lived pattern of coastal sea island settlement and that the pre-contact
pattern was probably much more stable and sedentary. This pre-contact pattern, according to Jones, was
probably one of dispersed agricultural towns or “plantations” that were occupied on a permanent basis.
Moreover, a review of the pertinent ethnohistoric accounts from other periods of historic contact failed to
establish that groups actually relocated their habitations to the interior to conduct fall nut harvests and game
hunting, and further led him to conclude that such activities could have just as feasibly been implemented by
logistical forays comprised of specialized task groups originating from towns situated along the coast and
major rivers.

Archaeologically, nothing is known about the protohistoric occupation of the Cooper River area. Pottery
examined thus far appears to have been made no later than the fifteenth century. It is possible that some
protohistoric potteries are similar to those associated with the Woodland Period and, therefore, the sites
have not been recognized. Clearly, there is much left to understand about the pottery sequence along the
Cooper River.
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Figure 2. Thorton-Morden Map circa 1695 showing the locations of Historic Indian Groups and European
Settlers.
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HISTORIC OVERVIEW

The European settlement of Berkeley County and the subsequent history of the study area is tied to the
successes and failures of Charleston and the Lowcountry’s plantation economy. Settlement of the region
was first advanced under the Lord Proprietors, several of whom were also engaged in the Barbadian
plantation system and the African slave trade. Hence colonial South Carolina was a product of the
plantation from the onset, and was frequently regarded as the northernmost outpost of the Caribbean. The
social system envisioned by the Lord Proprietors was one that meshed plantation dynamics with English
nobility. While this system was never implemented as rigidly as the Proprietor’s “Grand Model” proposed,
the combination of slavery and the English class system influenced and structured the social dynamics of the
Carolinas in the early colonial period.

As a major port of southern Carolina, Charleston quickly ascended to a position of political, religious, and
social dominance within the region. The Indian trade drove the early export economy. Approximately
64,000 deerskins were exported annually to England at the end of the seventeenth century (Edgar 1998:
136). Families who were more residents of the Town than of the outlying plantations that created their
fortunes planted the hinterlands of early Charleston. The 1695 Thornton-Morden map shows Goose Creek
and the lowest portion of Cooper River heavily occupied by that time (see Figure 2). Cooper River north of
the mouth of Goose Creek contained a relative handful of settlements. Overseers took the place of absentee
landlords in the management of many of the early plantations. The labor pool early on was composed of
both Native American and African-American slaves. As the eighteenth century progressed, Africans
became the primary source of labor. The increase in their population caused a visitor in 1737 to remark
that “Carolina looks more like a negro country than a country settled by white people” (in Wood 1974:
132-133). The slave population of Carolina increased from 1,500 individuals in 1670 to 4,100 in 1710
to 20,000 in 1730 (Weir 1983: 145), and Carolina obtained a black majority by the early 1700s (Wood
1974: 149). This exponential growth ended in 1741 when a prohibitive duty on new slave imports was
levied after the Stono Rebellion.

While Charleston acted as the hub of settlement within the Lowcountry, settlement also spread into the
surrounding hinterland as the plantation economy expanded outward and solidified. With the end of the
Indian trade and the beginning of rice production, the inland waterways became the chief method of
conveying rice to the market to be shipped to Europe. Rogers (1989: 9) notes that colonial land polices
were created in the 1700s which were conducive to the formation of plantations. First, the crown decided
to honor patents for landgraves and cassiques (orders of nobility) in the 1730s.  This translated into large
tracts called baronies being placed in the hands of single individuals. The headright system was also used
to promote plantation growth. A headright of fifty acres was allotted for each slave brought into the colony.
Those individuals able to purchase large numbers of slaves were thus rewarded with land acquisitions.

St. James Santee, St. Andrews, Christ Church, St. Thomas and St. Denis, St. John's Berkeley, St. James
Goose Creek, St. Paul’s, and St. Bartholomew’s parishes were all established in 1706. With the exception
of St. Johns Berkeley, all of these parishes were situated along the coast to Charleston’s north and south,
while St. John's Berkeley was established along the Cooper River inland from Charleston. The Cooper River
drainage incorporates territory from St. Stephen, St. James Santee, St. James Goose Creek, St. John's
Berkeley, and St. Thomas and St. Denis Parishes (Figure 3). This riverine settlement distribution was
predicated on the plantation system, and in particular, on rice agriculture. Once the crops reached
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Figure 3. South Carolina Parishes in 1775 (in Edgar 1998)
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Charleston, the powerful merchants took command preparing their passage to the market. Rogers (1989:
12) states that the influence of Charleston’s merchant oligarchy was even felt in the outlying parishes.
Cainhoy, Moncks Corner, Childsbury and other satellite communities had country stores established and
operated by the Charleston merchants. Many of these communities would not survive into the nineteenth
century once riverine travel declined in importance.

Early exports from Carolina included deerskins, naval stores (primarily tar and pitch) and subsistence crops
such as corn, peas, and meat. By the 1690s Carolina had begun to supplement these exports with two
cash crops: rice and indigo. Rice agriculture experienced an experimental phase prior to the introduction
of a Madagascar seed strain then flourished dramatically. One expert estimates that the land cleared and
planted in rice in 1730 was equal to all of that land cultivated in the preceding 40 years, and after 1720,
rice agriculture became the staple of South Carolina’s plantation economy (Weir 1983: 145). Rice was
supplemented by indigo, as well as by a variety of plantation industries focused on supplying Charleston’s
active construction trade. Once source identified brickmaking as a profitable second product to rice (Irving
1969: 11), and brick kilns became features on many of the larger Lowcountry plantations. Brick
kilns/plantations were mainly distributed along the Cooper, Wando, and Back Rivers to the east of
Charleston, as well as along the Ashley and Stono Rivers to the west. Another industry of the early
Carolinians was livestock raising. Anderson and Logan (1981: 39) suggest as this particular industry was
carried out in a separate ecological niche from rice agriculture, it was compatible to the growth of the
major cash crop.

The naval stores industry, and later the timber industry, provides a long-lived corollary to the plantations

with the social economy of the region. The production of commodities such as tar, pitch, turpentine, and
rosin from longleaf pine for the construction and maintenance of ships was a critical industry of Colonial
and nineteenth century South Carolina. Adams (2002) has recently provided a description of the yearly
work schedule, living and social conditions of Carolina slaves working in the naval stores industry. While
the sap was running during warm weather, small groups of typically male slaves often lived in isolated
camps in the stand of trees they were working. Housing usually consisted of small temporary buildings and
provisions were brought in from the main settlement. Slaves working in naval stores often supplemented
their provisions by trapping and fishing. Sites associated with these camps tend to be small and rather
ephemeral.

Naval stores production peaked in the late nineteenth century, but had virtually disappeared by the 1920s
with the advent of steam and diesel vessels (Harmon and Snedeker 1997). Tar kilns are only one among
various physical components that may have survived this industry including gum boxing stands, pitch
production basins, distilling sites, overland wagon and railroad transportation networks, and river landing-
wharf-dock facilities used exclusively for naval stores shipping (Robinson 1988: 1-3).

The 1773 Cook map (Figure 4) shows the locations of settlements along the Cooper River drainage prior to
the American Revolution. It is clear that the preferred location of settlement was along major waterways.
The 1820 map of the area from Mills’ Atlas (Figure 5) shows that settlement patterning did not change
significantly.

The South Carolina coastal region played an important role in the Revolutionary War and the area east of
Charleston gained its current name from the exploits of the American General Francis Marion, nicknamed
the “Swamp Fox” and widely recognized as the father of guerrilla warfare. Marion secured his forces
within the swampy regions surrounding Charleston, and from there launched attacks on the British,
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Figure 4. The 1773 Cook Map.
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Figure 5. The 1820 Vignoles and Ravenel Map in Mills’ 1825 Atlas of South Carolina.
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effectively disrupting their land based supply lines for much of the war. Following the war, the production
of naval stores, rice, and indigo declined in response to the loss of British tariffs supporting the production
of these staples. Anderson and Logan (1981: 44) also note that cotton gained favor as a cash crop during
this time period, since flooding along the Santee River had ruined several rice harvests and fields.
Therefore, planters in St. Stephen’s Parish began to experiment with cotton agriculture in the 1790s.

Rice agriculture enjoyed a resurgence with the introduction of tidal rice culture. Tidal rice agriculture used
the tidal flow of inland rivers to flood and drain rice fields, and the dikes surrounding these fields protected
against flood damage. While tidal rice agriculture was labor-intensive, both during the construction of
dikes and ditches and in the care and harvest of rice plants, it engendered a new era in plantation
agriculture with fewer and larger plantations established along major rivers. The requisite of tidal flow
compelled planters to establish their operations at a distance of less than 15 to 18 miles from the coast
(Hilliard 1975: 57).

Reverend Abiel Abbott of Massachusetts made several trips to South Carolina in the 1810s and 20s for
health reasons. During his times there, he visited a number of friends living in Goose Creek and along the
Cooper River. This included visiting the Izard family in 1818 who were living at The Elms Plantation, the
Ropers who were living at Point Comfort on the West Branch in 1828, and the Smiths at Broom Hall
(Moore 1967a and b). What is particularly interesting about Abbott’s diary entries are the insights he
provides on the personalities of his friends, the comments on the architecture of the plantation houses, and
the vivid descriptions of the surrounding landscape.

Edmund Ruffin traveled through the Berkeley County area in 1843 as an agricultural and geological
surveyor. His diary also provides much information about the antebellum landscape and culture. During his
travels he visited Dr. Edmund Ravenel on a creek of the Cooper River, Eutaw Plantation in the Wadboo
Barony, and other locations in the Cooper River drainage looking for good sources of marl for use as
fertilizer. At that time, much of the soil in the southern states was exhausted and agricultural practices were
in much need of reform. He notes “Our journey extended through the several parishes of [ER]. Goose Creek
parish especially, which is now as much a scene of desolation as any, formerly furnished residences &
plantations for many of the most wealthy planters. We passed two abodes of former magnificence as well
as wealth . . .. One of these places was the property & residence of one of the Middleton family. . . .
The other place is Spring Grove. . . . Now it has neither resident proprietor nor cultivator. It was bought not
long since at $3,000, & is held as a resource for timber for another place” (Mathew 1992: 61-62). Of
interest is that Ruffin was using the Vignoles and Ravenel map of 1820 published in Robert Mills’ 1825
Atlas of South Carolina (Figure 5). While he states that the map is largely accurate, he complained that the
map did not accurately portray the twists and turns of the various creeks and rivers (Matthew 1992). The

Vignoles and Ravenel map is also useful in comparing names and plantations with those mentioned by
Reverend Abbott.

Figure 6 shows plantations along the Cooper River drainage as they were in the year 1842 (in Irving
1932). In that year, John B. Irving traveled the river by steamboat, making commentary on the plantations,
their families, and their personalities. Like the Vignoles and Ravenel map of 1820, this map also provides a
back drop to compare Ruffin’s travels through this portion of the state. In addition, a series of maps was
compiled by H.A.M. Smith from old plats, which show settlements along the East and West Branches (Smith
1988).
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On the eve of the Civil War, the Lowcountry featured a plantation economy in which rice plantations were
the most profitable and noted feature, but which also presented smaller inland cotton plantations,
subsistence farms, and industrial plantations and kiln sites. While the settlement system of this economy
was predominantly rural, small “summer” settlements such as Cainhoy, Cordesville, Gravel Hill, Honey Hill,
McClellanville, and Spring Hill were also found within the region. Despite the existence of subsistence
farms, rural communities, and industrial sites, the culture of the Lowcountry was still dominated by the
plantation economy, and hence the conclusion of the war and the enforced abolition of slavery precipitated
dramatic change within the Lowcountry society.

After the war, the South was forced to face the painful process of Reconstruction. The emancipation of the
slaves forced Southerners who owned plantations to evolve a new system of farm labor and management.
In the first years after the war, a contract wage labor system was imposed almost universally by the
Freedmen’s Bureau. Many former planters liked the wage labor system since it allowed them direct
supervision over the workers and provided them with a method of overseeing productivity. However,
former slaves often had very specific and individual requirements or requests for their labor contracts, which
frustrated the owners (Range 1954). Because of complaints by freedmen, a share system was established
where they worked either as a cropper or renter. Former slaves considered it a better system since they
believed that anything was better than working in a gang for wages which, to them, closely resembled
slavery. With the share system, they believed that they would have more direct control over their economic
lives with little interference from the white man (Range 1954).

Wage labor contracts gradually gave way to two kinds of tenancy — sharecropping and share-renting.
Sharecropping required the tenant to pay the landlord part of the crop produced, while renting required
that he pay a fixed rent in either crops or money. In sharecropping, the tenant supplied the labor and half
of the fertilizer, while the landlord supplied the land, house, seed, tools, work animals, animal feed, wood
for fuel, and the other half of the fertilizer. The landlord, in return, received half of the crop at harvest. In
share renting, the landlord supplied the land, housing, and either a quarter or a third of the fertilizer costs.
The tenant supplied the labor, animals, animal feed, tools, seed, and the remainder of the fertilizer.
Generally, when the crop was harvested it was divided in proportion to the amount of fertilizer that each
party supplied. However, there were variations on this type of contract (Orser 1988).

Rice agriculture suffered most from the war, and was also impacted by its establishment in Louisiana and
Texas, where soils were firm enough to withstand mechanized cultivation. As the agricultural economy of
the region declined, settlement also decreased. By the late 1800s, the region supported two sets of
commercial enterprise: phosphate mining and timbering. What remnants were left of the plantation
economy primarily existed through the preservation of certain plantation estates by wealthy northerners as
winter homes. Still others, such as Middleburg on the East Branch of Cooper River, remained in the hands
of the old planter families well into the late twentieth century and produced rice into the early twentieth
century.

In the late 1800s industrial timbering industries began buying up large tracts of land where they built mills
and logged large stands of timber in the Southern pine belt (Hester 1997). The twentieth century witnessed
a greatly diminished rural settlement focused upon subsistence and truck farming and on employment within
the timber industry. Despite cooperation with government foresters, they had nearly depleted mature stands
of trees by 1918. The Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 permitted the Federal government to acquire land for
timber production. The purchase of the Wambaw unit corresponding to what is now Francis Marion
National Forest was approved in 1928 by the National Forest Reservation Commission. Several timber
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Figure 6. Cooper River Plantations in 1842 (from Irving 1932).
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companies including North State, Atlantic Coast and Tuxbury held most of the 100,000 acres making up
the Wambaw unit. That property was finally purchased in 1933 (Cable 2001: 26; see Fetters 1990).

In 1934 the South Carolina General Assembly created the SC Public Service Authority, Santee-Cooper, to
improve navigation through the Cooper, Santee, Congaree and Wateree River systems. Lake Marion and
Lake Moultrie, as well as a system of dikes and canals were built between 1938 and 1941. A 6.5 mile
long diversion canal connects Lake Marion with Lake Moultrie to fill its 64,000 acres with water to operate

the hydroelectric plant on Lake Moultrie (Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments 1999: II-
39).

In 1901 a Naval yard was established on the Cooper River, which began a dependency upon military
employment. This increased during World War | and subsequent wars, and peaked in 1943. In 1941 the
Charleston Naval Weapons Station was created as a Naval Ammunition Depot. To the north, a 5,000 acre
U.S. Army storage area was acquired in 1954 and was annexed to the Weapons Station. Later it was
converted into the Polaris Missile Facility Atlantic. This military expansion contributed to a substantial
population increase in the 1950s and 1960s for the lower part of Berkeley County. The towns of Goose
Creek and Hanahan were rapidly transformed from rural countryside to a heavily concentrated urban area
(Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments 1999: [1-39).
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V. RESEARCH DESIGN

BACKGROUND RESEARCH

Background information was gathered from a number of sources, most of which are located in Columbia.
These sources include:

> The State Archaeological Site Files housed at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology (SCIAA) in Columbia;

> Standing Structure Surveys on file with the South Carolina Department of Archives and History
(SCDAH) in Columbia which includes resources recorded in the 1989 study “The Historic Resources
of Berkeley County”;

> National Register files, including the Cooper River National Register District, housed at SCDAH in
Columbia;

> Leland Ferguson and David Babson's cartographic study of the East Branch of Cooper River — copy
on file at New South Associates, Columbia;

> Archaeological reports on file at SCIAA in Columbia;

> USC Anthropology Department Master’s Theses on file at Thomas Cooper Library, USC Columbia;
> Countywide histories; and

> Other resources identified during background research.

Staff from New South also drove through the Cooper River area and made notes on the current condition of
the various locations of the project area and noted any obvious threats. We also interviewed managers that
could provide us with insight as to future threats or problems. They included Beaufort County planners and
managers, Archives and History staff, Historic Charleston Foundation staff, the Heritage Trust archaeologist,
the SC Parks, Recreation, and Tourism archaeologist, US Forest Service archaeologists, SCDOT
archaeologists, and archaeologists who routinely work in the area. Archaeological reports were also
consulted to determine the condition of sites and any future threats.

ANALYSIS

Analysis of the compiled information included:

> Putting the locations of archaeological, architectural, and historical resources on USGS topographic
maps in a GIS database using ESRI’s ArcView 3.2. The GIS layers will allow new information to be
added or updated in the future and will allow the printing of maps at various scales and of various
locations on an as needed basis;



30

CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH DESIGN

» Compiling an associated GIS database to minimally include official state numbers and/or historic
names, National Register eligibility recommendations (on the Register, eligible for inclusion in the
Register, potentially eligible for inclusion in the Register, not eligible for inclusion in the Register;
eligibility unknown), type of resource (e.g. prehistoric site, historic site, standing structure, etc.), and
current condition if known.

> Determining the kinds of threats to significant or potentially significant sites or properties, if this can
be ascertained. Determine any locations within the study area that are particularly threatened.

The South Carolina Department of Archives and History and the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology have most archaeological sites, all National Register sites and districts, and all recorded
standing structures in a GIS database. This data is in NAD 1927 UTM Zone 17N projection and we used
their GIS layers as the foundation for this project. However, additional points, polygons, and fields were
added the database since the archaeological data was approximately three years out of date. Also, some
updating was necessary to include National Register eligibility changes brought on with the nomination of
the Cooper River National Register District.

In addition to updating the archaeology layer, we plotted recorded cemeteries into a GIS layer and
included information such as name, state site number (if recorded as an archaeological site), and National
Register eligibility.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCE LEGISLATION
AND PERMITTING

The following Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations, and permitting affect cultural resources in
Berkeley County and are discussed in detail below. They include:

> Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended;

A\

Protection of State Owned or Leased Historic Properties;
» Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976;

» DHEC Mining Permits;

> Hazardous Waste Management Facilities;

> Berkeley County Special Area Permits;

> State Laws Concerning Cemeteries; and

> The South Carolina Underwater Antiquities Act.

FEDERAL LEGISLATION
SECTION 106 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED

Much of what has been recorded in Berkeley County is a result of compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (see Appendix A). This legislation requires that if
Federal funding or permitting is involved in an undertaking, that the effects of the project on cultural
resources must be considered. Federal agencies carry out many activities that may affect historic properties.
These include projects affecting property owned by the federal government such as rehabilitation or
demolition of federal courthouses or timber management on U.S. Forest Service land. Federal activities also
include projects assisted with federal funds, grants, or loans, such as Community Development Block
Grants. Other activities require federal permits or licenses such as a Federal Communications Corporation
(FCC) license needed to construct a cellular communications tower or a Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation (FDIC) license needed to open a branch bank, or an Army Corps of Engineers permit needed
to fill a wetland. Also included are highway widening projects and new roads which are funded with
federal dollars. All of these activities are subject to the Section 106 process. Federal agencies are
responsible for determining which of their activities are subject to Section 106 review and for ensuring that
their designees and program applicants carry out responsibilities delegated to them.

The law and regulations require federal agencies to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and give the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment before projects
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are implemented. The Section 106 process also provides for public input in the decision making. The
Section 106 regulations outline a process for allowing federal agencies to fully consider historic
preservation issues in planning projects. Federal agencies are responsible for completing the following
steps in the process:

1. Initiating Review: The agency must determine if Section 106 applies to a given project
and, if so, initiate review.

2. Identifying Historic Properties: They must determine the area that will be affected by the
project (i.e., the area of potential effects or APE) and gather information to decide which
properties in the project area are listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places.

3. Assessing Effects on Historic Properties: They must determine how historic properties
might be affected by the project.

4. Resolving Adverse Effects: They must explore feasible alternatives to avoid or reduce
harm to historic  properties. Then the agency must reach agreement with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (and the Advisory Council in some cases) on measures to deal with
any adverse effects (from the SCDAH webpage:
http://www.state.sc.us/scdah/hpsection106review.htm).

Archaeological sites and standing structures are assessed using the criteria put forth in National Register
Bulletin 36 (Townsend et al. 1993). The quality of significance in archaeology and architecture is present in
sites that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, and:

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

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

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic value, or that represent
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Sites and standing structures are recommended as not eligible, potentially eligible, or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. A number of archaeological sites have never been officially assessed
for their National Register eligibility and are listed as “unknown”. Obviously, “not eligible” means that the
resource does not fulfill any of the National Register criteria and an undertaking will not adversely impact a
significant cultural resource. A recommendation of “potential eligibility” or "eligibility not determined"
means that additional work is needed to determine if a site or structure fulfills any of the National Register
criteria. A recommendation of “eligible” means that the cultural resources contain criteria and attributes that
would make it eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. If the site is determined
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“eligible” it is not automatically listed on the National Register. To list the resource, a National Register form
would have to be filed and the nomination would have to pass state and federal review.

As previously mentioned, a recommendation of “potentially eligible” or "eligibility not determined" means
that additional work is needed to determine eligibility. For standing structures this additional work could
include more in depth historical research as well as a more thorough examination of the structural elements
and integrity to determine if they qualify under Criteria A, B, and/or C. Typically standing structures do not
qualify under Criterion D. For archaeological sites, additional work usually means that subsurface testing is
needed to determine what kind of data are present, its integrity and whether the data has the ability to
address important research questions. Therefore, archaeological sites are usually evaluated through
Criterion D because the significance of archaeological remains is more obscure than other types of sites.
Unusual archaeological sites, such as those containing unique standing structures or with a known history
(the birthplace of a famous person or the location of an event significant in American history) are often
significant under additional criteria, although they may also have archaeological deposits significant under
Criterion D.

Most researchers accept that the “significance of an archaeological site is based on the potential of the site
to contribute to the scientific or humanistic understanding of the past” (Bense et al. 1986:60; see also Butler
1987). Michael Glassow (1977) uses physical characteristics to determine the resources potential to
contribute to research. These physical attributes consist of variety, quantity, integrity, clarity, and
environmental context. Of these characteristics, integrity is given the greatest weight since without it,
interpretation is, at best, tenuous. Quantity is considered the least important since it is dependant of site
type. For instance, sites continuously occupied or re-occupied will produce more artifacts than short-term
occupations. All of these sites comprise the totality of the human record and must be examined to obtain a
complete understanding of past lifeways.

A recommendation of “eligible” means that a significant resource will be adversely affected if an
undertaking, such as road construction or earth moving, is to occur. To mitigate this adverse impact, the
archaeological resource can either be preserved in place or data recovery can be undertaken to collect the
important information before the resource is destroyed. For standing structures, mitigation can occur through
HABS/HAER documentation. Alternatively, the structure can be moved, although in some cases this can
detract from its eligibility, unless it is moved to a similar setting. In the situation where mitigation must occur
all agencies will typically enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) regarding the treatment of the
resource. This MOA typically includes a preservation plan, if the resource is to be preserved in place. If it
cannot be preserved in place a data recovery plan is submitted outlining the field methods, analysis, and
reporting of any archaeological work there. If the resource is a standing structure, this data recovery may
consist of the HABS/HAER documentation.

Cultural resources recommended as eligible for the National Register can be significant at the Local, State,
or National level. Cultural resources listed as National Historic Landmarks are also listed on the National
Register. However, National Historic Landmarks have illustrated that they contain “exceptional value in
representing or illustrating an important theme in the history of the Nation” (http://www.cr.nps.gov;
National Park Service Website).
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STATE AND LOCAL LEGISLATION
PROTECTION OF STATE OWNED OR LEASE HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Title 60 of the 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina was amended in 1992 by adding Chapter 12
“Protection of State Owned or Leased Properties” (see Appendix B). This amendment gives “authority to the
Department of Archives and History to identify, record, and evaluate all State-owned or leased facilities to
determine which of these facilities may be considered historically significant. . . [and to] institute a historic
preservation review process for permanent improvements and construction affecting historic properties or
facilities.” Section 60-12-30 of the law also requires state agencies to “consult with the department when
planning projects that might adversely affect those properties listed in the National Register of Historic
Places at the time of consultation.” (from SCDAH, SCIAA, and COSCAPA 2000: 4).

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976, as amended (Title 48, Chapter 39 of the South Carolina
Code of Laws) created the South Carolina Coastal Council (now DHEC-OCRM) and addressed protection of
historical and archaeological properties as well as other environmental issues. Section 48-39-150 of the
Act, as amended, requires DHEC-OCRM to consider the "extent to which the development could affect
...irreplaceable historic and archaeological sites of South Carolina’s coastal zone" when deciding whether
or not fo issue a certification or permit (see Appendix C).

The Coastal Zone Management Act, as amended, directs DHEC-OCRM to develop, implement, and enforce
a comprehensive coastal management program. Under its Coastal Zone Management Program, OCRM has
designated certain natural and cultural areas as “Geographic Areas of Particular Concern” (GAPCs). These
include archaeological sites that are listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is asked to advise OCRM on the management of cultural
resources and to determine the eligibility of archaeological sites, structures, objects, and districts for
nomination to the NRHP.

The Coastal Zone Management Program includes:

(A) a regulatory system to manage development in the critical areas. "Critical areas"
include coastal waters, tidelands, and beach/dune systems. In these areas DHEC-OCRM
has direct jurisdiction for permits; and

(B) a system for reviewing state permitted projects, direct federal activities, and any
federally permitted, licensed, or funded project in the coastal zone area. The purpose of
the review and certification process is to determine if the project is consistent with the
policies and procedures of the South Carolina coastal management program. Examples of
actions that DHEC-OCRM reviews for consistency are projects requiring state stormwater
permits, federal stormwater (NPDES)  permits, state sewer and water permits, Army Corps
of Engineers permits, and federal grants (from SHPO, SCIAA, and COSCAPA 2000: 5;
and SCDAH http://www state.sc.us/scdah/hpDHEC_OCRMreview.htm:2004).
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DHEC MINING PERMITS

The South Carolina Mining Act (Sections 48-20-10 through 48-20-310 of the South Carolina Code of Laws)
mandates that no mining may be carried out in South Carolina unless "plans for the mining include
reasonable provisions for protection of the surrounding environment and for reclamation of the area of land
affected by the mining" (see Appendix D). Applicants for mining permits must present reclamation plans to
the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control’s (DHEC's) Division of Mining and
Solid Waste Management. According to the Mining Act (Section 48-20-40), reclamation plans must include
"proposed methods to limit significant adverse effects on significant cultural or historic sites."

Chapter 89-120(C)(4) of the South Carolina Code of Regulations authorizes the Department of Health and
Environmental Control (DHEC) to require surveys of cultural and/or historic resources on a proposed mine
site and to use information from the survey to "determine provisions which meet the requirements for the
protection, relocation, or excavation of significant cultural or historic sites as mining progresses".

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) advises the South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control’s (DHEC's) Division of Mining and Solid Waste Management on the potential impact
of mining operations on historic properties. Upon the SHPO's recommendation, the Division may require a
mining permit applicant to conduct a survey of the proposed mining site to identify buildings, sites, and
structures that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and to modify plans to avoid damage
to sites listed in or eligible for the National Register (from http:// www.state.sc.us
/scdah/hpminingpermit.htm).

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES (DHEC)

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) has published regulations
governing the location of hazardous waste management facilities (S.C. Code of Regulations 61-104;
Appendix E). The regulation stipulates that hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities will
be prohibited in areas where they will “adversely impact an archaeological site as determined by the State
Historic Preservation Officer and the State Archaeologist or a historic site as determined by the State
Historic Preservation Officer” (R. 61-104, IV, D.2.a). The SHPO provides comment on how hazardous
waste facilities will affect historic properties (from SCDAH, SCIAA, and COSCAPA 2000: 5).

BERKELEY COUNTY SPECIAL AREA PERMIT

A Special Area Permit (Appendix F) is required “for any proposed developments affecting properties listed
on the National Register off Historic Places or locally designated sites. Exemptions include single family
residential uses (including single family detached, modular housing and manufactured housing per zoning
classification of the parcel) when such use does not exceed one unit per parcel on lots of record as of the
date of this ordinance (adopted August 27, 2001); and for only one lot subdivision of a parcel and the
Zoning administrator determines, in conjunction with the application for a zoning and building permit that
the requested change would not have a clear and substantial detrimental impact on the character off the
historic district” (see Appendix F).
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CHAPTER V
CULTURAL RESOURCE LEGISLIATION AND PERMITTING

Special Area Permits are required when:

A. The development would physically alter a National Register Listing or Local Designated site situated
in Berkeley County;

B. That, by the creation of vibration, air emissions, noise or odor, or when the bulk and/or placement
of the structure would in all likelihood produce physical alterations in such National Register Listing
or Local Designated site, or substantially impair the use and enjoyment of such National Register
Listing or Local Designated site by the citizens of Berkeley County; or

C. For National Register Listings or Local Designated sites situated along the main channel of the East
and West branches of the Cooper River as well as the main channel of the Wando and Santee
Rivers, which would be visible from ground level of the National Register Listing, up or down the
riverscape, up to a distance of two thousand six hundred forty (2,640) feet from such National
Register Listing or Local Designated site.

STATE LAW CONCERNING CEMETERIES

Although not all cemeteries are considered to be significant cultural resources, they are all protected by
state law which makes it a felony to knowingly destroy or desecrate burial grounds. State law also
establishes a legal framework for moving abandoned cemeteries when necessary. There are several South
Carolina codes regarding the destruction and desecration of cemeteries; the removal of abandoned
cemeteries; as well as the preservation of abandoned or unmaintained cemeteries. These include South
Carolina Code 27-43-10, Removal of Abandoned Cemeteries; 27-43-20, Removal to Plot Agreeable to
Governing Body and Relatives; 27-43-30, Supervision of Removal Work; and 16-17-600, Destruction of
Graves and Graveyards. (from SCDAH, SCIAA, and COSCAPA 2000: 4). These codes are presented as
Appendix G.

SOUTH CAROLINA UNDERWATER ANTIQUITIES ACT

The South Carolina Underwater Antiquities Act of 1991 makes the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology (SCIAA) responsible for managing and protecting the state’s underwater archaeological
resources on behalf of the State Budget and Control Board (SC Code of Laws, Section 57-7-610 et. Seq.).
No artifact or fossil may be removed from a state-owned river or ocean bottom, nor may it be disturbed
without formal review and license issued by SCIAA Underwater Archaeology Division. Section 57-7-815
states that no person may excavate or salvage any sunken warship found within state waters that contains,
or is believed to contain, human remains without expressed approval. Persons violating this section are
guilty of a felony and may be fined at the discretion of the court and/or sentenced to a term not to exceed
five (5) years. Other violations are considered misdemeanors (from SCDAH, SCIAA, and COSCAPA 2000:
6-7) (Appendix H).



