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In the Tradition of Beautiful Coastal Towns 

December 14, 2004 

Mr. Anthony J. Criscitiello 
Director of Planning 
Beaufort County Planning Department 
100 Ribaut Road, Room 260 
Beaufort, SC 29902 

Re: Master Plan Submittal and Zoning Amendment Application for the Habersham Amended PUO- 46.88 
Acre Tract 

. DearMr. Criscitiello: 

On behalf of Habersham Land Company, I am pleased to submit this application amending the existing 
Habersham PUD to include an additional 46.88 acres. The parcel borders Habersham's eastem most property 
line and will be developed as a seamless extension of the existing Habersham neighborhood. The basis for this 
submittal is the earlier approved land use and project guidelines for the Habersham PUD. The plan calls for 86 
single family and 84 multi family residential units to be developed on the site. 

~ . ""' -

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. I can always be reached at (843) 846-1000. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

HABERSHAM LAND CO 

gfj 

cc: Robert J. Tumer 

NY, INC. 
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'DEC 142004 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Toll Free 877.542.2377 • Telephone: 843.846.1000 • Facsimile: 843.846.1114' Email: homes@habershamsc.com 
Sales Office: 22 Marker, Beaufort, SC 29906 • Mailing Address: Posr Office Box 365, Beauforr, SC 29901 3 
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, AMENDING 
mE PORT ROYAL ISLAND ZONING MAP FOR RIOO-28-77; FROM RURAL WIlli 
TRANSmONAL OVERLAY TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (46.88 ACRES TO BE 
ADDED TO HABERSHAM PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ADOPTED DECEMBER 9, 
1996) . 

. BE IT ORDAINED, that County Council of Beaufort County,1Somb c~liiia, hereby 
amends the Zoning Map of Beaufort County, South Carolina The map is attached hereto and 
incorporated herein. ' . 

Special Conditions Attached to Habersham PUD 

The PUD amendment that corresponds to this application possesses Certain unique factors 
that bear upon regional planning issues. It is for this reason that the followingspe~ialconditions 
shall apply in addition to the Staff and Planning Commission recommendations that pertains to 
the Habersham PUD amendment. 

1. The developer shall construct the following road improvements as part ofJ'hase I and Phase 
II of this development to address the intersection of Joe Frazier Road/Cherokee. Farms 
Road/Still Shadow Road: 

Construct a new primary acCess for the Habersham Development to intersect directly 
onto Joe Frazier Road approXimately 900 feet north of the existing Cherokee Farms 
Road/Joe Frazier Road intersection. Realign Still Shadow Road to intersect Joe Frazier 
Road approximately 250 feet south of the existing Cherokee Farms Road/Joe. Frazier 
Road intersection. Both the primary access- intersection and the intersection of' Still 
Shadow Road and Joe Frazier Road will require turn lanes. Realignment of the Cherokee 
Farms/Joe Frazier Road intersection will be completed by the developer. If additional 
ROW is required for this realignment, it will be pursued in partnership with Beaufort . . . 

County and the SCDOT. ~y future traffic signal installation at these intersections will 
be paid for by the developer (subject to a three-year timeline). 

Final plans and designs for either of these options ate subject to approval by the Beaufort 
. CoUnty Eilgitieeririg Division and thi:"SCDOT: A 15=ft. pathwaYeasemellfWillbe made 
available .within the required buffers along Joe Frazier Road. 

2. The entrance boulevard shall be constructed as part of Phase II of this development as either 
a two-lane divided. or undivided roadway with sidewalks, which may incorporate on-street 
parking and traffic'calming' measures. A minimum lane width of 10 feet is required, separate 
from on-street parking; to provide sufficient width for school. bus and emergency vehicle 
access. The entrance boulevard .shallbe built to County standards, and the portion of the 
road to the school entrance(s) may be deeded to the County upon commencement of 
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construction of the schooL Still Shadow Road shall be abandoned by the County upon 
. completion of the entrance road, and access to the new road shall be· provided by the 
developer to all parcels currently along Still Shadow Road .. 

3. All other collector type roadways shall provide a minimum pavement width of 20 ft. Non­
collector or non-through roads may be permitted to be 18 ft. in width without curbing with an 
additional two feet of compacted subgrade on both sides to permit large trucks and 
emergency vehicles to pass. Internal intersections shall be planned and designed to allow 
truck and emergency vehicle turning movements. 

4. The proposed Habersham expansion roadways shall tie into the existing Habersham PUD at 
logical points to promote ease of access. Roadway connections between the proposed 
development and the existing development and the roadway network plan shall be subinitted 
for review and approval by the County Engineer and County Traffic Engineer with each 
phase of development. 

S. The "Commercial" portion of the development, as shown on the Conceptual Lot Layout Plan, 
shall meet the standards and. requirements pertaining to the Urban Zoning District of the 
ZDSO with regard to allowable uses, landscaped surface ratio (LSR), floor area ratio (FAR), 
lot and building standards. There shall be a 50-foot bufferyard adjacent to Joe Frazier Road. 

6. Prior to receiving final development approval of any phase of this project, the developer shall 
either enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with the SC Department of Archives and 
History, and with Beaufort County, 'to manage the eligible archeological sites on the 
property, or agree to designate the three sites as open space that will not be disturbed. 

Adopted this 13th day of March, 2006. 

~uzanne M. Rainey, Clerk to Council 

First Reading: June 27, 200S 
Second Reading: February 27,2006 
Public Hearing: March 13, 2006 
Third and Final Reading: March 13, 2006 
Amending 1996128 

~tr~;;:r~UNTY 
Wm. Weston J. Newton, Chairman 
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HABERSHAM AMENDED PUD - 46.88 ACRE TRACT 

EXHIBIT INDEX 

The Exhibits Referenced Herein Below Are Included In This Application Binder. 

Location Map 

Aerial 

Habersham Photographs 

Habersham Amended PUD Master Plan 

Boundary Survey 

Topographic Survey 

USDA Soils Classification 

Delineated Wetlands Survey,' 

Threatened and Endangered Species Report 

Archeological Survey and Site Evaluation 

Urban Standards 

Thoroughfare Standards • 

Traffic Analysis and Emergency Evacuation Assessment 

Preliminary Storm Drainage Master Plan 

Preliminary Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewage Collection Master Plan 

Intent to Serve Letters from Applicable Utility Providers 

1. Beaufort Jasper Water and Sewer Authority 

2. South Carolina Electric and Gas Company 

3. Sprint Communications 

4. Hargray Communications 

5. Waste Management 
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HABERSHAM AMENDED PUD - 46.88 ACRE TRACT 

PROJECT DEVELOPER AND CONSULTANTS 

The Following Is A List Of The Professional Team That Has Been Consulted And Provided Design And 
Development Expertise With Respect To This Application. 

1. Developer: 

2. Town Planner: 

3. Engineer: 

4. Archeological ConSUltant: 

5. Wetlands Consultant: 

6. Wildlife Consultant: 

7. Traffic Engineer: 

Habersham Land Company, Inc. 

Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company 

Davis & Floyd 

New South Associates 

Simpkins Environmental 

Simpkins Environmental 

SRS Engineering, LLC 

Mr. Robert J. T umer 
Mr. Stephen Davis 

Mr. Tom Low 

Mr. Jeffrey Poole 

Mr. Brad Botwick 

Mr. Hamp Simpkins 

Mr. Hamp Simpkins 

Mr. Mike Ridgeway 
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, , BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA , 
PROPOSED ZONING/DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ORDINANCE 

ZONING MAPITEXT AMENDM~NTAPPLlCATlON 
, ' 

, TO:" The Chairman & Members, Beaufort County COuncil 

'The ul'ldersignedhereby respeCtfully reqileSts that the Beaufort County zOnlng!Development Standards 
Ord'na.n~e (lDSO) beamen(fed as described below: 

1. This Is a request for a change In the (check as appropriate): ' 
( X) Zoning Map Designation/Rezoning ,() Zoning/Development Standards Text 

2. 

rea 

3. How Is this property presently zoned? '(Check one) 
, ; ( ,) Urbarilu . . <' ) tommirptty Preservation/(]' 

4: 

5. 

(') SubQlban/S ' (' ) Commercial RegionallCR 
(X) RurallR , , () Commercial Suburb~n/CS 
( ) Rural ResldendallRR () Researth & DevelopmentIRD 

( ) Planned Unit DevelopmentlPUo ' 

( ) Ught IndustrlallLl 
( ) Ind~IParlU1P 

,( ) T.ransltional OverlaylTO 
( ) Resource Conservation/RC 

What new zoning do you propose for this property?-:' ___ :p-:-rLl,;;..;:..,D:::,-______ _ 
(Under Item 10 explain the reason(s) for your rezoning request.) , 

Do you own all of the property proposed for this zoning change? (X')Yes ()No 
Only property owners or their authorized representative/agent can sign this application. If there are 

" multiple owners, each property owner must sign an lildMdual application and aD applications must ' 
, be submitted simultaneously. If a business entity Is the owner, the authorized representative/agent , 

of the business must attach: 1· a copy of the power of attomeythat gives him the authoritY to sign 
for the business, and 2- a list of all owners of the businesS. 

6. If this request Involves a proposed change In the ZonlriglDevelopmentStandards Qrdlnance textt the ' 
sectlon(s) affected are: ' ' 
(Under Item 10 explain the proposed text change alld reasons for the change;) 

, 7. Is this property subJect to an Overiay District? Check those ,which niayapply: , 
( ) AOD '- AIrport Overtay District ( ) MD - Mmtary Overtay District 
( ) COD - Con1dor Overtay Dlstr1ct ( ) RQ • RIver Quality Overtay District 
( ) CPOD - Cultural Protection Overtay District ' ' 

8. The foRowing sections of the Beaufort County ZDSO should be addressed by the applicant and attached to this 
appUcadon form: 
a. Section 106-492, Standards for zoning map amendments. 
b. Section 106-493, Standards for zoning text amendments. 

".1/2002 FILE NO:--.. ______ Illnldated by: STAfF fOWNER 
(cJOdeOne) , 
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· Beaufort County, SC, Proposed Zoning/Development Standards Ordinance MaplText Amendment Appllcadon 
Page 2 of 5 . 

-11 /S . c ,'5 Co 

· _. Bal...lah", . .s.er;L..::s~nLJ . ..Ii!at..::""'~. ----Ir:£"""""eJ~e ..... }u.o~p2:M=:.u.eN.out_==..t.t.-------,( COntinue on' separate sheet If needed) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· It IS understood by the undersigned that While this appllcadon will be carefully reviewed and considered, 

. . the bur proof for the proposed amendment rests with the owner • 

• ...:....... !Q::::::::t.....::..~-=----:~~~. ~~ ." fo lit) 101= ' 
Signature of Owner, fate· 

=~ "13obert ~ J:' ~r,Je.r /J:kJ~·~s~a~tc. 1S~~~~e (9l./3)84h-/OOD 
Address:'· t.t.. rvtarke.+':Bea~ri.! SC,ZqqOb ". 

H8ber.s'naM La""d C.OM :-,+' Sc. 2 D 90 
~~===' ::::i?~'~~~~~~~~' ~~~"1~~~' ~-Ico: 

FOR ZONING MAP AMENDMENT REQUESTS, THE PLANNING OFFICE WILL POST A NOTICE ON THE e 
AFFECTED PROPERTY AS OUTLINED IN SEC. 106-402{D) OF THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ZDSO.··· 

THE COMPLETED APPLICATION WILL BE REVIEWED FIRST BY THE. BEAUFORT COUNTY PLANNING 
COMMISSION SUBCOMMITTEE RESPONSIBLE FOR THEAREA IN WHICH YOURPROPER,TY LIES. MEETING . 
SCHEDULES ARE LISTED ONTHE APPLICATION PROCESS (A TT ACHED)~ THE SUBCOMMITTEES REVIEW 

. REZONING REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT BY NOON WITHIN: 
. A.. FOUR (4) WEEKS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (PUDs). 

B. THREE (3) WEEKS .FOR ALL OTHERZONINGIDEVELOPMENTS • 

. PUD APPUCANTS WILL BE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT MULTIPLE COPIES TO THEPLANNING DEPARTMENT. 
CONSULT THE APPLICABLE STAFF PLANNER FOR DETAILS. . 

.CONTACT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AT 470-2724 FOR APPLICABLE APPLICATION FEES. 

FOR.PLANNING DEPARlMENT USE ONLY: 

. Date Appllcadon Received: . 
(place received stamp below) 

Date Posdng Nodce Issued: _______ _ 

Appllcadon Fee Amount Recelved:,--:-__ ---

Receipt No. for Appllcadon Fee:_' _____ ~ 

Rev. 3/2002 FILE NO: ___ ----illinitiated by: STAFF I OWNER 
(Clrde.One) 
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.. 
§ 106-491 BEAUFORT.COUNTY CODE 

SuM,illision II. Amen4ments. tp Zon,ing Mo,p or 7Ut 

Sec. IQ6491. Plll;P<!8e • 

• (IiI) .qe~y. nus sull~$i~ provi~es a m~a.ns for chaI!ging.the zoning map boundaries 
. '.' I' 

or ,Ulls .qhap~.s I~~' $u<;h c;banges m:e nQt inteIideli.to relieve parti~ hardships or confer 
sp'~~ .pri,y,riege.s.w ~b,~.9P.-.~ ~,.b.ut qnJr tQ make nec.essmy adjustments in' light Df 
~a.ng~ ·~d,i,#oW,l. P.:i~eteI11"injng wl\ethE11' to grant a r.eqUel\tell ~endment, the county shall 
co.l.lSid~rthe fac~P.I t¥!t f¢J?· in this .~l1-bdivisioil and ·theconBist.eDcy of ,the proposed 

' ... ' . . .' 

am.~~~t W,i,t;h ,t,h~co.mpre:\lensiv.e p~. 

(b) ~n#ifI.#9,TJ- Njt}.f}~ ~ pe !Ill follQw~: 
(1) Zo ·· ~~.". !I'l.e 1:....t; "".;. '. a d t :b' , . ,.'!H!!1.1J!!¥! lP.'}£n..o,>tI.~'!'t'· ~!t- Ijp~9J1. tN,.11 ~@l.9g ~. IIJPlHlIeI!-~ t!. 

p~~' 91 .~ ~~" ~ .r.9.Y}l-cij., .tI;!.e .pl!!J)1)i.Q.f .cQ.lP.mi!!S~ or .the planning .. 
4~~~p,~· .. '. . .. 

. ~~). R.rr#jTI!P.!P~ ~,p.1¥1IfI1fHlfll· ~ ~i1!1~tj.QP../lJr ~ orojnapce text~llJIP.lent may be 
p'!=QJ1P.S!!4. J~y !1, ~~, .110 county citizen, ~e county councij, the pll'nning co~ . 
~~. qr ~ pl"r.pi9~ Ij.e~~p't. .' . 

(~).' (le~rW ~t~~ ~!?!1~~ ~~4~!!SJ;rate filldi"gs that m.l!m8ndme¢ w the . . z. ~!f!l Rf 1m 1P.1l-~»!Hp.~H!? tl1j.~ ~j.l~~ !mJll..~!:l!-~ ~ lp.·!l.e¢iOJl. f~ or 

" I II ~ 

w'l!!l- ~Q1H!/~. . . 
. (Q¢.,~P.~~!!-l?, ~ ~ ~~l.2.~O)! H!)-'J~~) 

. '". .' .... ",', 

~P.; ;~~. ~tlm~~ f1!F ~~ m~~ ~AA~~~*' . 

. Th~M!l ~.~ 9f ~p. !Iffi~~eq~: Til!! fi¢ ~volv~ a ~ge fr9in the rural district 
'tIi~ ~ ~~p'~ qy~:y. ~~R!>!1 t!i !l~!l P.f~!l ~~~. ~~t!Il,~ ~ ~lIificatloIIQ. 
Th~ !!!!w.1\4 P.lfl1l4~ I!U o*~ ~p am~en,w: ~zQ!'jpJ ~l1-ests tha~ ~IlQ~ ~t 
~tI\ ~~ ~~!!fll~~!~ Pl811 ~I!t Pt!~1ISi4\!l'~ ~l:\l aq ~en~ent to the,l;Omprehensh'e 

. p~ h.I!SP~D; !l~~eli· by the c<i~tr ~imcil. Rez(lni!)g requests C8IIIlci~ be 'considered (or 

~~Om!9 or s~ve reasons. A zoning map amendment may be aPPl'llVed U'tlle weight of 
the. ~diIi.gs' describe md prQVe: '. . 

(1) . 'A11changes as follows: . 

a. The change is consistent with the county's comprehensive plm'and: the purposes. 
of this chapter. In areas ofnew developuient, consistency with thecciinpreheosive 

. plan shall be considered to meet t!J.e stmdards in subsections (l)b, {l)c and (l)d 
of this section, unless compelling evidence indicates the proposed' amendment 
would threaten public health, safety, md welfare if so designated as plaIined in 
the comprehensive plan. 

b. . The cbmge is consistent with the chaiacter oC the neighborhood; 

c. The extent to which the property is ~nsistent with the ~qIng' and use of nearby 
properties. 

CDl06:116 
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§ 106-492 BEAUFORT COUNTY CODE 

that portion of the priority investment area Served by that facility, or that the 
developer is blJilding the facilities or has paid the .government providing the 

. service with funds to make the improvement . 

. (3) Also, a zoning map amendment inconsistent ~ith the ·comprehenaive plan shall be 
apptoved.only if it meets one or more of the following: 

!I. 

b. 

The comprehensive plan Contains a mistake. More specifically, the assumptions 
about. the property, surrounding uses, population forecasts, the rate of land . 
consumption, or other factors were in error. Therefore, the amendment is justified . . 

to correct the mistake. 
I. . 

The assumptions on Capital investments, road locations, population trends, land 
coDmrltted to d6veIopment, density, uSe, .or ~er comprehensive plan elements 

... have changed and justify the amendment. 

c. A comprehensive .plan amendment has occurred. Thetefore, the amendment 
renders the zoninir map consistent with the comprehenaive plan. 

(Ord . .No; 99-12, § i (21.211), 4-26-1999) 

Sec. 106493. Standards for zoning text amendment. 

A. zOIli!ig ordiruln~ text amendment may be approved·i£ . 

. (1) It would implem.ent a new portion of the comprehensive plan or amendment. 

(2) It would implement and better achieve the comprehensive plan's goals and objectives 
that have prayed difficult to achieve under the ordinance's existing' provisions .. 

. (3) The ordinance's provisions were inconsistent or unreasonable in Jiglit or standards for 
. irunilar uses. . . 

(4) It!s necessary to respOnd to state &1diOrfederailegis~tioIL 
'/ . . 

(5) It prOvides additional flexibility in mesting the ordinance's objectives without l~ering 
the ordinance's ~eral standards. .. . . . 

(6) It addresses a neW use, changing conditions, and/or clarifies existing Iailguage. 

(7) It clarifies the ordinance or makes adjustmentS to account for ·intarpretation. 
(Ord. No. 99-12, § 1 (21.212).4-26-1999) . 

Sec. 106-494; Decision by county counciL 

Upon' receiving the recommendation. regarding the zoning text or map amendment from the 
planning commiasion. and the council's planning committee, the county council may adopt the 
recommen.dations oftheplmining commission., override the recommendation. by a ~Ority vote 
of the coUncil membership, or retuin the recommendation to the planning commission for . .' . . .' 

reconsideration with a statement of concerns. 
lOrd. No; 99-12, § 1 (21.213), 4-26-1999) 

CDI06:118 
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HABERSHAM AMENDED PUD - 46.88 ACRE TRACT 

I. APPUCANT INFORMATION 

It is understood by the undersigned that, while this application will be carefully reviewed and considered, the 
burden of proof for the proposed amendment rests with the owner. Furthermore, any questions or items 
related to this application should be directed to the following address and contact person, 

December 14,2004 ~ 
Date Authorized Signature 

Habersham Land Com~an~, Inc. Robert J. Turner - Princi~al 

Company Name Printed Name I Title 

P.O. Box 365 Beaufort 
Mailing Address City 

South Carolina 29901 57-6171398 
State I Zip Code Federal Tax ID # 

(843)846-1000 (843) 846-1114 
Telephone # Facsimile # 

George F. Johnson gjohnson@habershamsc.com 
Contact Person E-mail of Contact Person 

Robert J. "Bob" Turner and Stephen Davis are the principals of Habersham Land Company as well as the 
town founders of the Habersham neighborhood. Messieurs Tumer and Davis have worked together for over 
fourteen years in a variety of roles with other development companies and partnerships in Beaufort County. 

Stephen Davis is also a Manager and Development Consultant with the prestigious engineering firm of Davis 
and Floyd. Stephen has worked along side a number of respected developers throughout South Carolina 
and thus, has gained valuable insight into the development process. While working on projects in 
environmentally pristine areas of Beaufort such as Spring Island, Brays Island and Newpoin~ Stephen has 
developed a unique skill set in the areas of storm water management, preservation of water quality and 
alternative engineering methods. 

For a number of years, Bob Turner was the development manager for Spring Island and Callawassie Island. 
In 1992, Mr. Turner struck out on his own as a managing partner of the Newpoint community, a New 
Urbanism project, which quickly gained national recognition and honors for its traditional deSign and 
architecture. As Newpoint neared completion, Mr. Turner led a partnership that developed in-fill residential 
and commercial sites for the Town of Port Royal, South Carolina. Today, Mr. Turner is the primary 
development manager for the Habersham project 

II. PROJECT INTRODUCTION 

Habersham Land Company, Inc. (hereinafter, referred to as the 'Applicanr) is pleased to submit this 
application amending the existing Habersham PUD to include an additional 46.88 acres. This 46.88 acre 
tract (hereinafter, referred to as the 'Amended PUD Tract') adjoins the eastern edge of the present-day 
Habersham development. A location map and an aerial of the Amended PUD Tract are included as Exhibits 

18 



• HABERSHAM AMENDED PUD - 46.88 ACRE TRACT 

'A' and 'B'. The Applicant plans to develop the Amended PUD Tract in such a way that it interconnects and 
blends seamlessly with the existing design elements and development standards of the Habersham 
neighborhood. 

A. History of the Habersham Development 

On June 11, 1997, the Beaufort County Council ratified the Applicant's request for a change of zoning 
for 275.1 acres located along the southern marshes of the Broad River at its confluence with Habersham 
Creek. However, this 'change' represented a significant departure from the suburban cul-de-sac design 
that was initially approved for the site in 1988. In essence, the old design was supplanted by New 
Urbanism - which is a traditional village format of walkable, mixed-use, neighborhoods. And ever since 
the 'change', the Applicant has pursued a development strategy that places a major emphasis on 
designing and building a quality public realm. This strategy not onty adds to private property values, but 
also lures residents and visitors onto porches, streets, greens, plazas, civic sites and waterfront parks. 
The Habersham neighborhood has received numerous design awards (including 'Best Neighborhood" 
from The National Association of Home Builders) as well as plaudits from some of the nation's most 
influential magazines and newspapers. Today, the built-environment of Habersham is widely regarded 
as one of the country's best models for Greenfield development. A collection of photographs 
representative of the Habersham development are included as Exhibit 'C'. 

• B. Project Description and Rationale 

• 

Again, the Applicant is petitioning that a small tract of land along Habersham Creek, encompassing 
some 46.88 acres, be rezoned to a PUD Zoning District and become part of the Habersham 
development. The site, known as the Amended PUD Tract, is located entirely in Beaufort County and 
has a parcel identification number of R100 028 000 0077 0000. The property is currenHy zoned Rural 
with Transitional Overlay. Pursuantto Table 106-1526 of the Beaufort County Zoning and Development 
Standards Ordinance, this zoning permits a maximum density of .45 dwelling units per gross acre (i.e., 
based on a planned development type with a minimum site area of 20 acres). 

The proposed regulating plan for the Amended PUD Tract has been designed by Duany Plater-Zyberk & 
Company (hereinafter, referred to as 'OPZ') and is included as Exhibit '0' (hereinafter, referred to as the 
'Master Plan'). In 1996, DPZ created the original regulating plan and project specific design codes and 
guidelines that are foundational to the Habersham PUD. To achieve seamless connectivity and design 
character, the Applicant must rely on the same site design and development standards that were 
approved for the Habersham PUD in 1997. This is an extremely important point that must be noted. 
Therefore with this submittal, the Applicant is not proposing any new design constructs for Beaufort 
County Planning or County Council to deliberate. With regard to the Amended PUD Trac~ the Applicant 
will adhere to the same design criterion that was approved in 1997. Any deviations from the 1997 PUD 
will be noted in the accompanying text.· 

Another important element of this project is land use, and thus, the Amended PUD Tract will closely 
follow the form of the original Habersham PUD. The design for the Amended PUD Tract calls for .41 
acres of Neighborhood Center Commercial plus 86 single family and 84 multi-family residential units. 
The existing Habersham PUD is comprised of 275.1 gross acres and is approved for 8.3 acres of 
Neighborhood Center Commercial plus 650 single family units and 350 multi-family units {i.e., an 
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equivalent density of 3.64 dwelling units per gross acre). Under the proposed Master Plan, the 
Amended PUD Tract will maintain a density of 3.63 dwelling units per gross acre which is, in essence, 
identical to that of the original Habersham PUD. 

Finally, one of the most compelling reasons for merging the Amended PUD Tract into Habersham is that 
this represents a tried and cohesive development model with benefits to both the public and private 
sectors. The Habersham PUD has become a symbol and an exemplar of the principles underlying the 
New Urbanism that is sweeping the nation. Habersham has provided Beaufort County and the Low 
Country with an alternative to suburban sprawi. With its growing town center, the Habersham PUD will 
serve as an urban hub for the surrounding Burton community. The different street sections and 
assortment of building types afford a varied and authentic environment. This permits a single 
development like Habersham to capture a variety of home-buyer market segments. Furthermore, it is 
the Applicant's intention to develop an even more affordable housing stock in the Neighborhood Center 
area of the Amended PUD Tract. 

II. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following section along with the referenced Exhibits IS intended to supply detailed information on the 
existing conditions of the Amended PUD Tract. 

• A Current Ownership 

• 

The Amended PUD Tract is currenHy owned by T & 0 Land Holdings, LLC (hereinafter, referred to as 
the 'Owner'). The Owner is an affiliated entity of the Applicant. The Applicant has been given full 
authority to submit this application and petition on the Owner's behalf. 

B. Location and Adjacent Property Owners 

The 46.88 acre site, referred to as the Amended PUD Trac~ is located on Port Royal Island in the Burton 
community and is bounded on the north by Joe Frazier Road, on the east and south by Habersham 
Creek and on the west by the Habersham PUD. A location map and an aerial of the subject property are 
included as Exhibtts 'A' and 'B'. 

The Beaufort County School System owns approximately 19.51 acres of undeveloped land that is 
surrounded on three sides by the Amended PUD Tract. The School System site is situated at the 
northern part of the subject property and incorporates a shared access easement with the Owner. 
Beaufort County Schools had originally planned to construct a neighborhood Elementary School on this 
site; however, the schedule and ultimate reality of the school is unclear at this time. According to 
representatives of the School System, no decisions will be made on this site or any other new 
construction until after the completion of a countywide consultanrs study in January/February 2005. 

The predominant use of property north of the school site is single family residential including a number 
of mobile home parks. The marshes of Habersham creek are immediately east and south of the 
Amended PUD Tract; however, there is single family residential including mobile homes along the 
eastern shore of Habersham Creek. There are several small undeveloped land parcels immediately 
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west of the Amended PUD Tract, but the predominant neighbor on the western border is the Habersham 
PUD. 

The precise location of all of the individual property owners is detailed on the Boundary Survey which is 
attached hereto as Exhibit 'E'. 

C. Current Zoning 

The Amended PUD Tract is part of Official Land Use Zoning Map 100-28 and is specifically identified as 
District 100, Map 28, Parcel 77. The current zoning classification is Rural with Transitional Overlay 
District. 

D. Boundary Survey 

A boundary survey is attached as Exhibit 'E' and includes the following information: 

1) Vicinity Map 
2) Computed Acreage 
3) Control Points, Dimensions and Coordinate Data 
4) Existing Roads and Easements 
5) Adjacent Property Owners 
6) Existing Freshwater Wetlands and Adjacent Marshes 
7) Office of Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) Critical Line 
8) FEMA Zones 

E. Topographical Survey 

Davis and Floyd has completed a topographical survey of the property which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit "F'. There are no permanent structures or existing infrastructure on the property. Elevations 
vary from over 29 feet above sea level to 6 feet along the marsh edge. The existing drainage pattern is 
limited to natural sheet flow that runs to the surrounding marsh or freshwater wetlands at the northwest 
comer of the tract 

The last known use of the property was agricultural, and therefore, a large part of the Amended PUD 
Tract has been cleared by previous owners. The major stands of trees are indicated on the 
topographical survey. The existing wooded areas are primarily limited to the western portion of the 
property (i.e., the area adjacent to the Habersham PUD property line) and along the marsh edge. These 
areas are covered with a mature hardwood forest typical of the South Carolina Low Country. Native 
over story specimens such as white oak, sand live oak, live oak, southern magnolia and hickory can be 
found in these sections of the property. It also appears that a ring of loblolly pines was planted around 
the perimeter of the cleared field. These trees are young growth pines that have not been thinned. The 
portion of the property that forms a pan-handle that extends to Joe Frazier Road is not considered a 
natural community by informed sources. The dominant vegetation is young growth trees of 25 years or 
less including loblolly pine, water oak, sweetgum and scattered live oak. A more detailed discussion of 
the forest type occurring on the Amended PUD Tract is included in the threatened and endangered 
species report which is attached hereto as Exhibit "I'. 
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F. Soils 

The existing soil conditions are portrayed on the soils classification plan prepared by Davis & Floyd (see 
Exhibit 'G'). The information was compiled from Beaufort County and USDA soil surveys and indicates 
that the property contains a majority of moderatety well drained soils. The soils inherent to the Amended 
PUD Tract are Wando, Polawana and Seabrook. 

G. Delineated Wetlands 

An analysis of the freshwater weUands has been performed by Simpkins Environmental Consulting and 
is altached hereto as Exhibit 'H'. The extent of the weUands has been delineated and is depicted on the 
boundary survey (see Exhibit 'E'). Specificalty, there are two very small freshwater weUands which, all 
totaled, equal .12 acres. The wetlands consultant has sent a leiter to the U.S. hmy Corps of Engineers 
- Charleston District requesting verification of jurisdictional weUands. 

The delineated wetlands are believed to be non-jurisdictional. Regardless of the Corps' ruling, the 
Applicant has no plans to develop or impact these areas (see the Master Plan - Exhibit 'D'). This fact 
makes the Corps' jurisdictional determination somewhat irrelevant to the future development of the 
Amended PUD Tract. 

Finally, the boundary survey also includes a certification of the OCRM critical line (see Exhibit "E'). 

H. Threatened and Endangered Species 

A Threatened and Endangered Species Report has been completed by Simpkins Environmental 
Consulting and is altached hereto as Exhibit 'I'. The survey concluded that there is no presence or 
likely presence of any threatened and endangered species on the Amended PUD Tract. A copy of the 
final report has been submilted to the U.S. hmy Corps of Engineers - Charleston District, United States 
Fish & Wildlife Service and South Carolina Department of Natural Resources. No development shall 
occur on the property until letters of concurrence have been received from these same governmental 
entities. 

I. Archeological Survey 

New South Associates has conducted a Phase I hcheological Survey and Phase II Site Evaluation of 
the Amended PUD Tract The consultanfs findings are included as Exhibit 'J'. In summary, the survey 
identified that a portion of Site 38BU2123 is potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. Any historical significance is limited to the northernmost section of the archeological site where 
there is a shell midden deposit. This shell midden deposit is actualty located in a wooded area on the 
northeastern edge of the property and is delineated on the boundary survey (see Exhibit 'E'). This area 
is slated to remain as a buffer that will not be developed (see the Master Plan - Exhibit 'D'). 

The existence of a twentieth-century cemetery is also noted in the archeologisfs report and has been 
delineated in the boundary survey (see Exhibits 'E"). The cemetery is situated along northwestern edge 
of the main tract and has been determined to have no apparent historic significance. The archeological 
methodology and ultimate determination of the cemetery boundaries are discussed in a leiter by New 
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South Associates, which is also included in Exhibit 'J'. In order to protect the integrity of the cemetery, 
the Applicant will provide a minimum 20 foot development buffer around the delineated boundary. The 
appearance of the cemetery will also be grea~y enhanced through a more manicured buffer and the 
installation of improved perimeter fencing. 

This entire report has been forwarded to the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office for review 
and approval of the archeological findings. 

J. FEMA Zones 

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (Community Panel # 450025-0065-0 Index Dated 
November 4, 1992), there are 2 FEMA zones on the Amended PUD Tract. The 2 zones are detailed on 
the boundary survey (see Exhibit 'E') and include Zone C (minimal hazard) and Zone A9 (subject to a 
100-year flood event). All habitable structures and other qualifying facilities within Zone A9 must be 
constructed above an elevation of 13 feet mean sea level. 

K. Easements 

As previously discussed, the Beaufort County School System has a shared access easement with the 
Owner of the Amended PUD Tract. The easement is portrayed as a cross hatched area on the 
boundary survey (see Exhibit 'E'). 

It already has been noted that there is a twentieth-century cemetery on the property. The Applicant will 
make every accommodation to provide a cemetery easement (for purposes of aocessing the cemetery 
and maintaining the existing graves) to any family members that have established a right of ongoing use. 

III. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

To reiterate, the Amended PUD Tract is intended 10 be a seamless extension of the existing Habersham 
neighborhood. The basis for this submittal and the ultimate development of the Amended PUD Tract is the 
earlier approved land use and project specific design codes and guidelines for the Habersham PUD. Using 
this same framework is crucial to creating a great neighborhood - one that affords enhanced aocess to the 
water, increased common areas, expanded walking networks and a mix of housing types. 

The development standards included herein will supersede the requirements of the Beaufort County Zoning 
and Development Standards Ordinance (hereinafter, referred to as the 'ZOSO'). Except for the noted 
exceptions, the intent of this application is to transfer over the same standards that were approved for the 
Habersham PUD in 1997 to the development of the Amended PUD Tract. 

A. Land Use Summary 

The Applicant contemplates land use and density in conformity with the follOwing Land Use Summary 
Chart. In brief, land use within the Amended PUD Tract is consistent with the earlier approved 
Habersham PUD and overall density, as measured in dwelling units per gross acre, is identical. A total 
of 170 residential units are planned with a maximum of 10,000 square feet of Neighborhood Center 
Commercial. 
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USE ACREAGE 

TOTAL 

%OF 
TOTAL 

ACREAGE 

11.1 % 

COMMERCIAL! 
CIVIC (SQ. FT.) 

1 

10,000 

, Shaelng Indicales Thai An Enlly Is Not Applicable. 

B. Controlling Documents for Site Design and Development 

The growth and development of the Amended PUD Tract will be implemented and guaranteed by a 
series of specialized, inter-related documents - the Master Plan, the Urban Standards and the 
Thoroughfare Standards. These same documents underpin the eXisting Habersham PUD. Likewise, 
the Master Plan, Urban Standards and Thoroughfare Standards will be the controlling documents and 
ultimate guide for the development of the Amended PUD Tract. Basically, these three documents will 
enable the development of a compac~ integrated-use neighborhood coming together with the existing 
Habersham PUD to form a cohesive village. 

1. Master Plan 

The properly will be developed in acoordance with the Master Plan which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit'D". In essence, the plan is a graphic representation of the urbanized areas. For purposes 
of designating land use, the Master Plan is divided up into two distinct urban conditions -
Neighborhood Center and Neighborhood General. These two conditions describe the range of 
building and thoroughfare typologies which are coded into the plan from more urban to less urban. 
These same land use designations were utilized in the original Habersham PUD. 

2. Urban Standards 

The development standards for the Amended PUD Tract are contained in Exhibit 'K' (hereinafter, 
referredJo as the 'Urban Standards'). The Urban Standards document is a code that defines the 
two urban conditions - Neighborhood Center and Neighborhood General. Essentially, it is a code 
that describes, in-depth, the allowed uses, lot specifications and building types (including 
orientation, massing and parking). Please note that Exhibit 'K' is made up of two related 
documents: 1) the original urban regulations document approved in 1997; and 2) Section 4.10.1 and 
4.10.2 of the July 1996 Design Standards Ordinance which details the allowed uses for 
Neighborhood Commercial District. 
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3. Thoroughfare Standards 

The hnended PUD Tract will have a private system of roads that will be maintained by a community 
association. The street standards are attached hereto as Exhibit 'L' (hereinafter, referred to as the 
'Thoroughfare Standards'). This document details the layout of traffic lanes, parking and sidewalks 
(which will be built within the rights-of·way shown in the Master Plan). The referenced 
Thoroughfare Standards are patterned after the Original Habersham PUD. 

C. Compatibility of Land Use with the Surrounding Area 

Development of the hnended PUD Tract will compliment current and proposed residential projects that 
are planned for the Cherokee Farms Road area. The Habersham PUD, Coastal Construction's 
Cherokee Farms project and the hnended PUD Tract are all DPZ designs, and thus, are very similar 
and interrelate as far as the contemplated land use, design codes and architectural guidelines. 

D. Open Space 

Open space within the hnended PUD Tract has been calculated using the entire boundary of the 
property and is not applicable to any phasing of the development The Master Plan includes 10.49 acres 
of open space which includes private recreation areas, natural areas, active parks, passive parks, lakes, 
freshwater wetlands and buffers, trails, perimeter buffers and setbacks (excluding the 50 foot OCRM 
critical line setback), community landscape areas and the delineated cemetery. This calculation also 
excludes any landscaped area within developed parcels or any undeveloped area within the shared 
access easement. The hnended PUD Tract is akin to the Habersham PUD in that it affords large areas 
of unobstructed marsh access. 

Based on the aforementioned paragraph, the open space ratio for the Amended PUD Tract is .224. 

E. Buffers and Landscaping 

The Amended PUD Tract will incorporate a 50 foot bufferyard from the collector street (Le., only Joe 
Frazier Road). Generally, at least a 25 foot development buffer will surround the perimeter of the 
property so as to minimize the impact on adjacent owners. However, a buffer will not be necessary in 
the area where the Habersham PUD and the hnended PUD Tract interconnect and blend together. Of 
course, more modest buffers of 15 feet or less are proposed in the area where the School site and the 
hnended PUD Tract border one another and share an access easement This is logical given that the 
original intent of the Elementary School is to have its design tie to and be part of the larger hnended 
PUD Tract Buried utilities may encroach into buffer yards. Some buffer yards are not intended to be 
left undisturbed and may be covered by lawns and planted materials. As previously discussed, there will 
be at least a 20 foot buffer around the delineated boundary of the cemetery (as established by the 
archeological field studies by New South Associates). 

The character of the hnended PUD Tract is narrow streets with narrow rights-of-way in order to save 
and protect as many existing trees as possible. Formal street tree plantings will of a type that maintains 
the natural character of the property. All phases of the hnended PUD Tract will adhere to the latest 
version of the ZDSO standards with respect to tree and landscaping standards. 
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F. Setbacks 

Lot standards and building setbacks will be in accordance with the Urban Standards document (see 
Exhibit 'K'). Setbacks from the freshwater wetlands shall be 20 feet or as established by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and OCRM, whichever is greater. Setbacks from the OCRM critical line will be 50 
feet for all single family residential. 

G. Traffic Analysis 

Potential traffic impacts to Joe Frazier Road and other proximate roads and intersections are 
documented in the attached traffic study by SRS Engineering (see Exhibit 'M'). 

A letter from SRS Engineering indicating the overall effect of the proposed development in the event of 
an evacuation is also included in Exhibit 'M". 

H. WeUands and Natural Resource Protection 

I. 

The freshwater wetlands on the property have been delineated and surveyed (see Exhibits 'E' and 'H"). 
A jurisdictional determination is pending with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. However as noted on 
the Master Plan, these same freshwater wetlands will be preserved with no developmental. 

Preservation of trees is a hallmark of the Habersham neighborhood. Tree surveys and tree protection, 
removal and mitigation plans will be submitted on each phase of Amended PUD Tract. The internal road 
layout will respond to detailed tree surveys and avoid as many specimen trees as possible. 

Stonm Water Management 

A preliminary storm water management plan has been designed by Davis and Floyd and is attached 
hereto as Exhibit 'N'. Davis and Floyd served as the engineer of record for the original storm water plan 
that was approved for the Habersham PUD. The original plan, written in 1996, withstood the rigorous 
evaluation of a qualified third party consultant selected by the County Engineer. Much of the same 
groundbreaking methodology (which is now accepted best practice) will be incorporated into the design 
of the Amended PUD Tract. 

Storm water management for the Amended PUD Tract wil,l adhere to the ZDSO standards as well as 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) and OCRM requirements. 
Best Management Practices and other accepted practices will be employed to reduce post-development 
discharge and improve stonm water quality. Collection and conveyance of storm water runoff will involve 
a combination of shallow, grass lined swales, open ditches and conventional storm sewer systems. 
Where site typology permits, storm water runoff from roads shall drain. As necessary to achieve proper 
drainage, catch basins and storm drainage piping will be installed to collect and convey storm water. 
Storm water nunoff from the developed land will be routed through a detention basin or other control 
device. Vegetative buffers will be maintained around the critical areas, open drainage channels and 
detention basins to prevent erosion and control sediment. 
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The proposed detention basin will not impact any existing freshwater weHands. No off-site 
improvements for the proper drainage of the Amended PUD Tract are anticipated. 

J. Utility Services 

A preliminary water distribution and sanitary sewer collection plan has been completed by Davis and 
Floyd and is included as Exhibit '0'. 

Letters from applicable utility providers indicating their ability to serve the Amended PUD Tract are 
attached hereto as Exhibit 'P'. Potable water and wastewater collection will be provided by Beaufort 
Jasper Sewer Water Authority. Electric and natural gas service will provided by South Carolina Electric 
and Gas. Telecommunication and cable service will be provided by Sprint and Hargray. Finally, Waste 
Management has agreed to serve the projects solid waste removal needs. 

K. Community Docks 

A community dock Sjstem is proposed for the Amended PUD Tract. The dock would be located where a 
deepwater bend of Habersham Creek comes very close to the shore line of the subject property. The 
Master Plan (see Exhibit '0') more accurately indicates the particular location of the dock. The 
proposed dock will be accessible to the community via a pedestrian path. A dock plan will be submitted 
to OCRM. The exact configuration of the community dock is subject to OCRM guidelines and approval. 

L. Ownership of the Improvements 

Roads, drainage systems, open spaces and other proposed amenities and improvements will be 
privately owned and maintained by the Habersham property owners association. 

M. Phasing 

The Amended PUD Tract will be constructed in one phase over an estimated one year period. The 
proposed phasing schedule may need to be adjusted based on actual lot absorption and market 
conditions. 
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These live work buildings are an example of the 
high quality, village scale commercial that is being 
developed as part of Habersham's village center. 

• • 
• The Habersham Fire Station is an 

example of a public/private 
development partnership that ultimately 
created a functional and architecturally 
pleasing building. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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Eastover Park is one of the many community parks 
within Habersham and is an example of the great 
public spaces that can be created and become 
significant assets and amenities for the neighborhood. 

• • 
• These authentic town homes front onto a 

large green where specimen trees have 
been protected. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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Another large community green with beautiful trees. 

• • 
• Community parks emphasize the natural 

beauty and preserve specimen trees. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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• Homes front public green spaces and incorporate 
narrow, traffic calming streets which are safer for 
children at play. 

• • 
• At Habersham, the existing freshwater 

wetlands were enhanced by planting 
aquatic vegetation along the water's edge. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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Another street scene with houses fronting a 
community park. 

• 
• A Habersham street view where extra 

care has been taken to preserve 
specimen trees that occur in the right-of­
way. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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• • 

• Sidewalks and the overall streetscape are enhanced with planted trees and groundcover. 

I HABERSHAM NEIGHBORHOOD 
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NOTES: 
1.) THE BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON ARE MAGNETIC 

2.) 
AND AS SUCH ARE SUBJECT TO LOCAL ATTRACTION. 
THIS PLAT DOES NOT CERTIFY 
THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF U.S. ARMY CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS. 

3.) METHOD OF AREA CALCULATION BASED 
ON COORDINATE METHOD. 

4.) LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE FROM SURFACE 
INDICATIONS ONLY AND ARE NOT CERTIFIABLE. 

5.) THIS PLAT REPRESENTS A SURVEY BASED ON THE LISTED 
REFERENCES ONLY AND IS NOT THE RESULT OF A TITLE SEARCH. 

6.) CERTIFICATIONS ARE NOT TRANSFERABLE TO ADDITIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS OR SUBSEQUENT OWNERS. 

7.) THE CERTIFIER HAS NOT INVESTIGATED OR BEEN INSTRUCTED 
TO INVESTIGATE THE EXISTENCE OR NONEXISTENCE OF ANY 
OVERLAY DISTRICTS. SUCH AS; AIRPORT, MILITARY, NOISE. 
CRASH POTENTIAL OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES. 

8.) BEFORE ANY DESIGN WORK OR CONSTRUCTION ON THIS SITE 
IS STARTED FLOOD ZONE INFORMATION MUST BE VERIFIED BY 
THE APPROPRIATE BUILDING CODES OFFICIAL. 

9.) THIS PROPERTY APPEARS TO LIE IN FLOOD ZONES "C & 

10.) 

A-9 (EL.13.00) AS DETERMINED BY FEMA FIRM COMM.-PANEL 
NUMBER 450025 0065 D. DATED: 09/29/86. 
{INDEX DATED: 11/04/92.) 

ALL CORNERS ARE 1/2" ROD SET UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. 

REFERENCES: 
1.) R 100-028-000-0077 (PORTION) 

2,) PLAT BY R. D. TROGDON, JR. 
DATED: 10/31/86 

3.) PLAT BY DAVIS & FLOYD, INC. 
DATED: 07/07/99 

DHEC-OCRM CRITICAL LINE 

THE AREA SHOWN ON THIS PLAT IS A GENERAL REPRESENTATION OF 
DHEC-OCRM PERMIT AUTHORITY ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY. 
CRITICAL AREAS, BY THEIR NATURE, ARE DYNAMIC AND SUBJECT TO 
CHANGE OVER TIME. BY GENERAUY DELINEATING mE PERMIT 
AUTHORITY OF THE THE OFFICE OF OCRM IN NO 
WAY WAIVES THE PERMIT I I IN ANY 

OR NOT. 

THIS PLAT IS NOT BINOING UNLESS ACCOMPANIED BY 
AN ORIGINAL SIGNA llJRE AND AN EMBOSSED SEAL. 
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THE EXTENT OF THE FRESHWATER WETLANDS ARE DELINEATED ON THE BOUNDARY 
SURVEY - SEE EXHIBIT "E" 
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·e 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report provides an assessment regarding the presence of protected species of wildlife and plants 

on an approximately 183 acre parcel known as the Sunrise Tract in Beaufort County, South Carolina. Results 

are based on consideration of State and Federal records, habitat requirements of species of concern, the biotic 

communities present on the site, and field observations. Sources of information considered herein include: 

(1) elements of occurrence records maintained by the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, 

Heritage Trust Program; (2) a list of species potentially occurring in Georgetown County provided by the US 

Fish and Wildlife Service; and (3) an on-site reconnaissance, taking into account habitat requirements of 

species potentially occurring on the property and biotic communities present there. 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

The Sunrise Tract lies on the lower Coastal Plain Physiographic Province in Beaufort County, South 

Carolina. Situated along the upper reaches of Habersham Creek on the east side of Port Royal Sound, 

elevations range from sea level to more than 20 feet above sea level. The true size of the property is close to 

183 acres. All but 67.13 acres, however, consists of salt marsh. The salt marsh portions, for all intents and 

purposes, belong to the State of South Carolina and the Federal Government. 

About one third of the upland portion of the property appears to have been intensively managed for 

row crop agricultural in the recent past. That portion hils been fallow for the past five or six years. The 

owners have deeded this portion (19 .51 acres) to the Beaufort County School District for a school site. The 

panhandle shaped portion that extends out to Cherokee Farms road has a shared access road on it, to the east 

of which is Successional Stage Forest roughly 25 years old. Most of the remainder of the property has older 

second growth timber, but the under-story has been extensively thinned, and otherwise intensively managed 

so as to nearly eliminate the shrub and sapling stratum. Many of the trees on the property are in excess of 

150 years old. The characteristics of the vegetation on the property are described in more detail in section 

5.0. 
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Figure 1 Location Map 
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3.0 STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

3.1 The Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (the Act), as amended, declares that economic 

growth and development in the United States, combined with an inadequate concern and 

conservation effort, have resulted in the extinction of; or threat of becoming extinct for, various 

species of native fish, wildlife, and plants. The Act gives the Secretary of the Interior, acting 

through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and the Secretary of Commerce, acting through the 

National Marine Fisheries Service, the power to protect and conserve all forms of wildlife and 

plants deemed to be in serious jeopardy.l The primary objective of the USFWS Endangered 

Species Program is to protect and restore populations of listed species and their habitat to a point 

where they are no longer in danger of extinction and are again self-sustaining members of the 

ecosystem. 

The Act defines an endangered species as any species of fish, wildlife or plant that is in 

danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range? A threatened species is 

any species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 

significant portion of its range.3 

Species identified as in need of protection are placed on the Federal list. Any species that 

is officially proposed for inclusion on the list as threatened or endangered is given the same 

protection as listed species. The degree of legal protection afforded to both endangered and 

threatened species is the same. 

Section 9 of the Act establishes prohibited acts regarding threatened and endangered 

species of animals and plants. The most important of these prohibitions, with regard to private 

I Endangered and Threatened Species oJthe Southeastern United States (J'he Red Book), 2 vols. (Atlanta, GA: US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region, 1992), Vol.l, Preface. 

2 Endangered Species Act oj 1973, as amended through the IOOth Congress (Washington, DC: US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, U.S.Department of the Interior, 1988), p. 3. 

• 3 Ibid., p. 4. 
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property, regards the issue of "take". The Act prohibits the take of any listed animal species 

within the United States and its waters and on the high seas.4 Take is defined to mean "harass, 

harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, trap, capture, or collect."s USFWS regulatory policy interprets 

harassment so as to encompass adverse modification of habitat. 6 

Take provisions apply only to animals and not to listed plantS. It is, however, unlawful to 

collect them from, or damage or destroy them on areas under Federal jurisdiction or in knowing 

violation of State law. Among other prohibitions, it is also unlawful to transport them in 

interstate commerce. 

Section 7 of the Act requires that all Federal agencies - or their designated non-Federal 

representatives - consult with the USFWS Service and/or NMFS to ensure that any action they 

authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed 

species or result in the adverse modification of critical habitat. 7 While the provisions of Section 

7 have no direct impact on non-Federal projects, indirect impacts may occur if any project 

actions require Federal permits; such permits having been deemed "authorization" for those 

actions. 

Table 1 indicates Federally listed species known to occur or potentially occurring in 

Georgetown County. 

3.2 The South Carolina Non-game and Endangered Conservation Species Act 

The South Carolina Non-game and Endangered Species Conservation Act frames the 

State's role in assisting with the preservation and propagation, within the State of South 

Carolina, of species of non-game wildlife deemed by the Wildlife and Marine Resources 

• Ibid, p. 28. 

'Ibid, P 4. 

6 50CFR 17.3 

7 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended through the IOOth Congress (Washington, DC: US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, U.S.Department of the Interior, 1988), p. 16. 
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··e Commission (now Department of Natural Resources) to be in need of management. Species 

deemed in need of management include all non-game wildlife on the Federal list and the State 

list of endangered and threatened species and species of State concern. Except as provided in 

regulations issued by the Commission, it is unlawful for any person to take, possess, transport, 

export, process, sell or offer for sale or ship non-game wildlife occurring on the Federal or State 

lists. Take is defined to mean "harass, hunt, capture, kill or attempt to harass hunt, capture, or 

kill wildlife". Harass is not defined further under State statute.8 

With respect to these provisions, non-game wildlife includes any wild manunal, bird, 

reptile, amphibian, fish, mollusk, crustacean, or other wild animal or any part, product, egg or 

offspring, or the dead body or parts thereof. A list of these species known to occur in 

Georgetown County is presented in Table 2. 

Plants on the State list are not protected by law, but their rarity is, nevertheless, a matter 

of concern to the SC Heritage Trust, botanists, and environmental enthusiasts. They are therefore 

included in Table 3. 

4.0 METHODOLOGY 

A list of rare and endangered species known to occur in Beaufort County, and a map 

showing known occurrences in the vicinity of the Sunrise Tract was obtained from the SC 

Heritage Trust on August 7, 2004 (Appendix A). The Federal list was obtained from the USFWS 

on (Table I). 

A site reconnaissance was conducted on August 7, 2004. This consisted of driving roads 

on the property, and walking the marsh front and wooded portions of the property. 

4.1 Limitations 

This assessment does not wholly eliminate uncertainty regarding the potential for 

additional protected species occurring on or adjacent to the property. Recognizing reasonable 

'''NonGame and Endangered Species Act," Code of Law of South Carolina of 1976. 1992. Ch. 15, § 50-15-10. 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing. Rochester, NY. 
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limits on time and cost, this assessment is intended to reduce, not eliminate, any liability that 

might be associated with the presence of protected species, and to offer current and/or future 

owners infonnation they may wish to consider while fonnulating management or development 

plans. 

5.0 BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 

Only one natural community occurs on the upland portion of the property, and that is one 

resembling Wharton's (1978)9 Upland Maritime Forest, and Schafale's and Weakley's (1990) 

Maritime Deciduous Forest. This same forest type is cataloged by NatureServe 10 as an Atlantic 

Coastal Fringe Evergreen Forest, and is also known as an Atlantic Coastal Plain Central 

Maritime Forest. South Carolina's own Nelson (1986) ll, fails to separate Maritime Forest into 

sub-categories and therefore makes no distinction of this forest type. While the forest on the 

Sunrise Tract retains a high amount of diversity, it is bush-hogged on a regular basis to remove 

most of the under-storey. 

The Atlantic Coastal Fringe Evergreen Forest occupies nearly half of the property, chiefly 

over its western portion. Typical over-story species observed include white oak (Quercus alba), 

post oak (Q. stellata), sand live oak (Q. hemispherica), live oak (Q. virginiana), pignut hickory 

(Carya glabra), southern magnolia (Magnolia virginiana), and loblolly pine (Pinus taeda). The 

shrubs, which are at ground cover level, include American beauty berry, (Callicarpa americana), 

witch hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), yaupon holly (flex vomitoria), red buckeye (Aesculus 

pavia), and farkle berry (Vaccinium arboretum). A few red bay (Persea borbonia) are also 

present. Woody vines include wild grapes (Vitis spp.), green brier (Smilax spp.), and poison ivy 

9 Wharton, Charles H. 1978. The Natural Environments o/Georgia. Georgia Department of Natural Resources. 
Atlaota, GA. 

10 NatureServe. 2004. NatureServe Explorer: An online encyclopedia oflife [web application]. Version 4.0. 
NatureServe, Arlington, Virginia. Available http://www.natureserve.org/explorer .. 

II Nelson, John B. The Natural Communities o/South Carolina. 1986. South Carolina Departtnent of Natural 
Resources. Columbia, SC. 
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(Toxicodendron radicans),. The herbaceous stratum includes, partridge berry (Mitchella repens), 

. jumpseed (Tovara virginianus), butterfly pea (Clitoria mariana), creeping bush clover 

(Lespedeza repens), slender bush clover (Lespedeza virginica), Psoralea canescens, coral beads 

(Ebenacea herbacea), elephant's foot (Elephantopus nudatus and E. caroliniana), and silver­

haired grass (Heterotheca graminifolia). 

The physical setting for this portion of the property is a high bluff overlooking 

Habersham Creek. Oddly, the Soil Survey of Beaufort and Jasper Counties maps the soils as 

. belonging to the Polawana series, which is a very poorly drained soil found in nearly level areas 

adjacent to drainage ways and in depressional areas. Perhaps this happened because the land has 

remained forested as opposed to cultivated. The soils in the area that has been farmed are 

mapped as the excessively drained Wando series. However, there are little no differences in 

elevation or drainage characteristics between the two portions of the property. Those responsible 

for mapping this are must have assumed that the forested area remained so because of poor 

drainage. 

No Federally listed threatened or endangered species are necessarily associated with this 

community type. Bald eagles will nest on sites such as this. All trees, however, were thoroughly 

examined, and no nests are present. 

Historically, the portion of the property that appears as cleared land on the 7.5 minute 

topographic map has been used for agriculture (most likely pastureland) until about five years 

ago. A portion of this area is still planted as a food plot for deer. Another is used to stockpile 

dirt and topsoil that has been brought in from off-site. 

The portion of the property that forms the pan-handle that extends to Cherokee Farms 

Road is defined by Wharton (1978) as a Successional Stage Forest and is not considered a 

Natural Community by most sources. The age of most trees is about 25 years, though scattered 

individuals may be closer to 50 or 60 years of age. Dominant vegetation include loblolly pine, 

water oak (Quercus nigra), sweetgum, and scattered live oaks. Shrubs include deer berry 
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(Vaccinium stamineum), sassafras, yaupon holly, waxmyrtle, and fetter-bush (Lyonia lucida) in 

lower areas. 

5.2 Wetland Communities. 

There is one freshwater wetland community on the property roughly Yz acre is size. It is 

an isolated depression that has been abused by people dumping waste and trash. It is forested 

almost exclusively with red maple (Acer rubrum), with scattered specimens of sweetgum and 

Carolina ash (Fraxinus caroliniana). Its borders harbor an assortment of wax-myrtle (Morella 

cerifera), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), draped 

heavily with muscadine grapes, and pepper vine (Ampelopsis arborea). Low-growing switch 

cane (Arundinaria gigantea) was the only species present in the herbaceous stratum. This is a 

fairly disturbed part of the property, and the wetland community does not fit the description of 

any natural communities of Georgia or the Carolinas, nor does it match any described by 

N atureserve, 

6.0 RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

According to records obtained from the SC Heritage Trust and USFWS, the only 

Federally listed threatened or endangered species occurring within the study area (actually, on the 

Laurel Bay Quadrangle, not on the property, is the Bald Eagle. Records indicated no known 

occurrences of Federal or State listed threatened or endangered species on the subject property. 

The site reconnaissance, likewise, revealed no presence or likely presence of threatened or 

endangered species of animals or plants. 

While the potential exists for additional federally listed species to occur on the subject 

property, Simkins Environmental found no evidence during the records review or on-site 

reconnaissance to suggest that and Federally or State protected animals or plants occur there . 
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TABLE 1 
FEDERAL LIST OF THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OCCURRING, 

OR POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN BEAUFORT COUNTY 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

SCIENTIFIC COMMON 
NAME NAME 

Plants 

Lindera melissifolia Pond berry 

Oxypolis canbyi Canby's dropwort 

Schwalbea americana Chaffseed 

Animals 
Acipenser brevirostrum Shortnose sturgeon 

Ambysloma cingulalum Flatwoods salamander 

H aliaelus leucocephalus Bald eagle 

Picoides borealis Red-cockaded woodpecker 

Mycteria americana Wood Stork 

Charadrius melodus Piping plover 

Trichechus manalus West Indian manatee 
Carella carella Loggerhead sea turtle 

Simkins Environmental Consulting 
Sunrise Tract 

NOTES ON HABITAT AND 
STATUS OCCURRENCES 

FE F ouod in cypress ponds and wet flatwood 
depressions. 

FE Found in cypress and pine savannabs and 
wet meadows in soils with heavy to 
moderate organic content, nearly always 
with a clay substrate. 

FE Located in savannahs and low pine 
woodlands. 

FE Inhabits lower estuaries during winter 
months (December through April), migrates 
upstream in January and February, and 
spawns in February, March and April 
(possibly beginning as early as January). 

FT Optimum habitat is an open, mesic 
woodland oflongleaf7slash pine maintained 
by frequent fires, usually over spodic soils 
that perch water. 

FT Nests along major river drainages of the 
lower coastal plain, usually adjacent to large 
areas of impounded marshes. Also fouod at 
lakes and along rivers throughout the inland 
portions of the Carolinas. 

FE Nest exclusively in mature, living pines, 
usually over 90 years old. 

FE Found on or near the coast, in swamps, 
marshes, and mudflats; a fairly common 
summer resident and an uncommon winter 
resident from Georgetown southward. 

FT Resides along the coast from early August 
to late May and usually remains on the drier 
portions of beaches and mudflats. 

FE 
FT Has a vast range of recorded sightings but is 

generally tropical. Inhabits inshore waters 
and open ocean and nests on beaches in this 
area during late spring and early summer . 
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TABLE I (Continued) 

FEDERAL LIST OF THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OCCURRING, 
OR POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN BEAUFORT COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SCIENTIFIC COMMON 
NAME NAME 

Dermochelys coriacea Leatherback sea turtle 

Lepidochelys kempi Kemp's Ridley sea 
turtle 

Chelonias mydas Green sea turtle 

Balaenoplera physalus Finback whale 

Megaplera navaeanq/iae Humpback whale 

Eubalaena glacialis Northern right whale 

Balaenoplera borealis Sei whale 

Physeter calodon Sperm whale 
Charcharhinus obscurus Dusky shark 

Odontapsis taurus Sand tiger shark 
Charcharinus signatus Night shark 
Epinephelus drummondhayi Speckled hind 
Epinephelu ilijaras lewfish 
Epinephelus nigritus Warsaw grouper 
Epinephelus striatus Nassau grouper 
FE ~ Federally Endangered 
FT~ Federally Threatened 
C ~ Candidate 

Simkins Environmental Consulting 
Sunrise Tract 

STAT NOTES ON HABITAT AND 
US OCCURRENCES 

FE Primarily tropical, but has been known to 
wander as far north as Nova Scotia and 
Newfoundland. 

FE Inhabits the Gulf of Mexico and East Coast 
but is uncommon along South Carolina 
shores. Shallow tropical waters are 
considered suitable habitat. 

FT Pan-tropical in distribution; migrates long 
distances across open seas but spends most 
time in shallow waters feeding; a rare 
straggler in South Carolina and does not 
nest here. 

FE Occasional offshore visitor to the area 

FE Occasional offshore visitor to the area 

FE Seasonal visitor to offshore and nearshore 
waters. 

FE Occasional offshore visitor to the area 

FE Occasional offshore visitor to the area 
C This and the following species are offshore 

reef species that are thought to be threatened 
by over-fishing. 

C See above 
C " 
C " 
C " 
C 
C " 
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TABLE 2 

SOUTH CAROLINA LIST OF PROTECTED NON-GAME ANIMALS 
OCCURRING IN BEAUFORT COUNTY 

(exclusive of species occurring on the Federal List) 

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 

Colonial water bird 

Heterodon simu ·s Southern hognose snake 

Hyla avivoca Bird-voiced tree frog 
Lasiurus intermedius * northern yellow bat 

Limnothylypsis swainsonii Swainson's warbler 
Myotis austroriparius Southern myotis 

Micrurus fulvius* Eastern coral snake 

Neotomajloridana * Eastern wood rat 

Pelecanus occidenJaJis Brown pelican 
Phoca vitulina Harbor seal 
Pseudotriton montanus var. Gulf coast mud salamander 
jlavissimus 
Sciurus niger Eastern fox squirrel 
Sterna antil/arum Least tern 

Notes 

SC=State Concern 
ST=State Threatened 

* denotes species potentially occurring on the Sunrise Tract. 

Simkins Environmental Consulting 
Sunrise Tract 

STATUS NOTES ON HABITAT 
PREFERENCE 

SC This category includes any water bird 
rookery, of which there are many in area 

SC Open, dry sandy areas, fields and 
wiregrass flatwoods 

SC Cypress-tupelo swamps 
SC By day, clumps of Spanish moss in long 

leaf pine, scrub oak habitat 
SC Wooded bottomlands and swamps 
SC Hollow trees, culverts, buildings and 

various other habitats 
SC Moist, densely vegetated hammocks in 

hardwood forests and pine flatwoods 
SC Osage orange and other hedges and low 

wooded sites in our area. 
SC Located throughout Beaufort County 
SC Rare visitor to coastal waters. 
SC Muddy springs and streams, wooded 

floodplains, and swampy pools. 
SC 
ST Sandy coasts and shorelines of interior 

islands. 
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TABLE 3 

SOUTH CAROLINA HERITAGE TRUST ELEMENT OF OCCURRENCE RECORDS FOR 
PLANT SPECIES OF CONCERN, BEAUFORT COUNTY 

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 

Aletris obovata White colic root 

Asclepias connivens Large-flowered milkweed 

Asclepias pedicel/ata • savannah milkweed 

Canna jlacida • bandanna of the everglades 

Carex basiantha A sedge 

Carex hyalinolepsis Shore-line sedge 

Cynanchum scoparium Leafless swallowwort 

Cyperus distinctus Marshland flatsedge 

Cyperus tetragonus Peidmont flatsedge 
Epidendrum concpseum Green fly orchid 

Eriochloa michauxii Cupgrass 

Eupatorium scabridum A thoroughwort 

Foresteria godfreyi Godfrey's privet 

Helianthemum georgianum Georgia frostweed 

Ipomea macrorhiza large-stem morning glory 

Litsea aes/ivalis Pondspice . 

Lyonia ferruginea Rusty Iyonia 

Muhlenbergiajllipes Bentgrass 

Nyssa ogeche Ogeechee tupelo 

Panicum webberianum A panic grass 

Simkins Environmental Consulting 
Sunrise Tract 

STATUS NOTES ON HABITAT 
PREFERENCE 

S? Pine and cypress savannahs 

S? Bogs, wet pine savannahs and flatwoods 

SI Seasonally wet pine savannahs and 
flatwoods, infrequently in well-drained 
sands of scrub. 

S4 Edges of ponds, lakes, marshes and 
savannahs. 

SR Bogs and stream banks 

S? Non-acid marshes, floodplain forests, 
swales, shores, ditches 

S? Known only from coastal hammocks 
around Bluffton 

SI Marshy shores of ponds lakes and 
streams, wet depressions. 

SI Sandy depressions and brackish marshes 
S? On various trees in swamps and forests 

S? Riverbanks, praries, brackish or fresh 
marshes, wet pinelands 

SR Depressions in flatwoods, cypress and 
gum plnds 

S? Presumed extinct 

S? Maritime forests. 

SI? Sandy clearings and beaches. 

S3 Depressional wetlands and cypress-gum 
ponds, often with pondberry. 

SI Open, sandy areas, both wet and dry 

S? Pine savannahs and flatwoods, interdune 
swales 

S? River banks. swamps, sloughs, pond and 
lake margins 

SR 
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TABLE 3 (Continued) 

SOUTH CAROLINA HERITAGE TRUST ELEMENT OF OCCURRENCE RECORDS FOR 
PLANT SPECIES OF CONCERN BEAUFORT COUNTY 

(CONTINUED) 
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS NOTESONHABITAT 

Pincimeya pubens Hairy fever tree 

Psilolum nudum • Whisk fern 

Quercus auslrina Bluff oak 

Quercus myrtifolia Myrtle-leaf oak 

Rhapidophyllum hystrix Needle-palm 

Ruellia caroliniensis ssp. A petunia 
ciliosa 

Sageretia minutiflora Tiny-leaved buckthorn 

Thalia dealbata Powdery thalia 

NOTES 

SC = State Concern 
RC = Regional Concern 
NC = National Concern 

Simkins Environmental Consulting 
Sunrise Tract 

PREFERENCE 

SI Bogs, bay heads, seepage swamps 

SI Various habitats, epiphytic, epipetric and 
terrestrial 

S? Rich soils and bluffs along rivers. Found 
with other calciphytes 

S? Sandy pine and scrub-oak woods 

S? Shady forests, various habitats 

S? . Dry sandy woods and fields 

S2 Shell mounds and middens, calcareous 
bluffs 

S? In waters of ditches, margins of swamps 
and in freshwater marshes 
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South Carolina Rare, Threatened & Endangered Species Inventory 

Species Map of the LAUREL BAY Quadrangle 

Data Last Updated June 9th, 2003. 

Click On A Red Marker In The Map Below To Display Species Found At Its Location 
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Map Legend 

IMarker mil Genus s~ecies I 
11 IlcoLONIALWAIERBIRD I 
12 II COLONIAL W ATER13JRD ! 
13 IIHALXAE.ETUS LEUCOCEPHALUsl 

14 IIMYOTIS AUSTRORIPARIUS I 
Is IIHALIAEETUS LEUCOCEPHALUS! 

16 IIHALI.A..E.ETUS LE.lJCOCEPHALl,JSI 

17 IICOLONlAL WATERBIRD ! 
18 IIHALIAEETUS LEUCOCEPHALUSI 

19 IlCOLONIAL WATERBIRD I 
110 IICOLONIAL WATERBIRD ! 
111 IIHALIAEETUS LEUCOCEPHALUS! 

112 IICOLONIAL WATERBIRD ! 

[ Beaufort County Ouad Selection Mall I County Selection Map I SCDNR GIS Data Home pag~] 
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AppendixB 

Site Photographs 
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Fallow area in former pastureland 
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ARcHAEolOOCAI. SIRYCY AND EVALUATION. HI>BERSt-W.\ TRAG. BEAuFORT COI.JNTY I i 

ABSTRACT 

This report describes an archaeological study 01 54 acres at the Habersham Development in 
Beaulort County, South Carolina. The purpose 01 this survey was to identify archaeological sites on 
the study tract and evaluate their eligibility lor nomination to the National Register 01 Historic Places 
INRHP). The survey identilied live sites 138BU2119, 38BU2120, 38BU2121, 38BU2122, and 
38BU2123) and three sites 138BU2120, 38BU2121, and 38BU2123) were evaluated with 
additional shovel testing and test unit excavation. 

Site 38BU2120 is a prehistoric site which also contains the remains 01 a nineteenth<entury slave 
settlement. A shell midden makes up much 01 the site but it is not certain whether this midden 
developed during the prehistoric or historic occupation. Therelore, this site is recommended not 
eligible lor nomination to the NRHP. 

Site 38BU2121 also produced evidence lor a slave occupation dating to circa 1800 as well as of 
prehistoric Woodland occupations. Twentieth<entury agricultural activities and other processes 
have disturbed the site, leaving it with poor integrity and limited archaeological research potential. 
Therelore, this site is recommended not eligible lor the NRHP. 

Site 38BU2123 is a multicomponent prehistoric site containing a shell midden and sparse artifact 
scatters. The shell midden possesses good integrity and lies in a wooded area on the north side of 
the site. Based on the presence 01 this leature, the site is recommended eligible lor the NRHP. 
However, the southern portions 01 the site are disturbed by plowing and contain only sparse artilact 
deposits. These areas do not contribute to the site's NRHP eligibility. Because the wooded area 
with the shell midden will be maintained as a development buller, this site will not be impacted by 
the planned development and should be preserved in place through avoidance. II avoidance is not 
leasible, data recovery excavation would be recommended. 

Sites 38BU2119 and 38BU2122 lack historic signilicance. Site 38BU2119 is a historic artilact 
scatter that has been graded and disturbed. Also, the artifacts at this site cannot be distinguished 
from those in a spoil pile adjacent to the site. Site 38BU2122 consists 01 very low-density 
prehistoric artifact scatter in a natural catchment area between two other sites. It is possible that 
these materials were displaced from one of these other sites. For these reasons, no further 
investigations lor them are recommended for Sites 38BU2119 and 38BU2122. 

The twentieth<entury Habersham cemetery lies at the northern edge of the. main survey tract. The 
cemetery does not appear 10 possess any unique or exemplary qualities that would make it eligible 
for listing on the NRHP. No further historic preservation work is recommended for the cemetery, 
although it is recommended that no construction take place in the graveyard. 

Areas adjacent to the survey area contain no buildings or other structures that are 50 years old or 
older. Land use in the project area is predominanrly residential and includes relatively new mobile 
homes and permanent dwellinss that do not constitute sisnificant cultural resources. 
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ARcHAEolOGK:Al 5uMY AND EVALUAllON, HABERSI-WI. TRACT, BEAt.roRi COLNTY I 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

New South Associates, Inc. (NSAI has campleted an identification survey and archaeological 
evaluatians of a 22-ha (S4-ocl tract on the Habersham Development in Beaufort County, South 
Carolina. The project was conducted for the Habersham land Company, Beaufort, South Carolina 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amendedl and the 
requirements of the SC Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and 
Coastal Resource Manogement as well as Beaufort County plonning guidelines. This report 
presents. the objectives, methods, and results of the archaeological work and provides 
recommendations regarding further historic preservation needs. 

The project area encompasses terraces of Habersham Creek (Figure 11. Project plans identify this 
roughly triangular-shaped parcel as the "Sunrise Tract: An additional survey area consists of an 
access easement on the east side of existing Still Shadow Rood between the north boundary of the 
Sunrise Tract and SC Highway 40. Plans for this tract include a residential neighborhood, which 
will involve grading, digging of building foundations, rood construction, installation of buried 
utilities, and other activities that can have adverse impacts on archaeological resources. The area 
of potential effect (APEI for this project is the entire 22-ha (S4-ocl area. In addition, the areas 
within view of the property were inspected to determine if they contain any structures SO years old 
or older that might constitute historic architectural resources. 

The purpose of the identification (Phase II survey was to identify archaeological resources in the 
project orea. The survey included background research, fieldwork, and artilect analysis. The goal 
of the background research was prepare prehistoric and historic contexts necessary for interpreting 
and evaluating any archaeological resources identified during the survey. Fieldwork consisted of 
systematic shovel testing to identify archaeological sites within the project area while artifact 
analysis was intended to characterize the chronology and possible functions of the sites found 
during the survey. Evaluation studies were conducted at three sites (38BU2120, 38BU2121, and 
38BU21231 identified during the survey. This work included excavation of shovel tests to better 
delineate site size and artifact distributions, followed by excavation of test units to assess site 
content, stratigraphy, and integrity. 

Natalie P. Adams served as the praject's Principal Investigator for NSA and Brad Botwick acted as 
Project Archaeologist. Field Archaeologists Scott Halvorson, Iva lane, Paul lewis, John Maronski, 
Michael McCaffrey, and Katherine Morse assisted in completing the fieldwork and the artifact 
analysis was conducted by Iva lone, Catherine long, and Amy Vest under the supervision of 
laboratory Director Matt Matterness. Tracey Fedor produced the graphics for this report. NSA 
appreciates the assistance of Mr. George Johnson of Habersham during the fieldwork phose of this 
project. 

Chapters II and III of this report describe the environmental and cultural contexts of the project area. 
Chapter IV presents the methods and results of the survey and describes the archaeological 
resources identified. Chapter V provides evaluations regarding the potential historic Significance of 
newly identified archaeological resources and presents recommendations for their treatment. 
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Figure 1 
Project Location Map and Newly Identified Archaeological Resources 
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ARow:OLOGIOJ. 5uR'v£y !>NO EvALUAlJON, HPSERSHAM TRAG, BEALfORT CooNrv I 3 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE 

The study area lies in the Sea Island complex of South Carolina's Coastal Zone physiographic 
province. The site is at the eastern margin of Port Royal Island, on erosion remnant island. Once 
port of the mainland, such islands become separated as sea levels receded during Pleistocene 
glacial advances and streams cut down behind them to form river volleys. At the end of the glacial 
era, rising sea levels flooded these valleys, converting the remnant uplands into islands (Kovacik 

and Winberry 1987: 24·25). 

Erosional remnant islands contain broad, level plains that exhibit little relief. The survey area 
encompasses a generally level upland overlooking marshes along Habersham Creek. Surface 
relief is moderate, the most extreme changes in elevation being bluffs fronting the marshes at the 
south and east sides of the survey area. Elevations in the project area range from 1.5m (5ft) above 
sea level (asl) at Habersham Creek to a maximum of 7.6m (25ft) asl. 

The Coastal Plain is made up of Mesozoic and Cenozoic sediments and sedimentary rocks 
(Murphy 1995:88). Pleistocene-oge Marine terrace deposits and Holocene shoreline deposits 
underlie the project region (Maybin and Nystrom 1997). The sands and clays of the coast 
generally do not yield rocks suitable for prehistoric flaked stone tools. However, limestone deposits 
formed on the former continental shelf yield primary sources of chert (Murphy 1995). Additional 
sources of chert in the region are located clang the Savannah River in Allendale County, while 
more distant sources are known from Briar Creek in Georgia (Anderson et 01. 1982: Figure 53; 
Goodyear and Charles 1984). Other lithic materials that are found in Caastol Plain sites include 
quartz and quartzite, which occur as secondary deposits along major rivers that drain the 
mountoins and Piedmont. 

Soils in the Coastal Zone developed on former tidal marshes, beach ridges, and dunes (Kovacik 
and Winberry 1987:41). Three soil types have been mapped in the project area by the US 
Department of Agriculture: Polawana loamy fine sand, Seabrook fine sand, Wando fine sand (0-
6% slopes). Polawana soils are very poorly drained, rapidly permeable soils that formed in thick 
sandy coastal plain sediment. They are nearly level and adjacent to drainageways and in 
depressional areas. These soils are mapped around the margin of the project area adjacent to 
Habersham Creek. Seabrook soils consist 01 moderately well drained, rapidly permeable soils that 
formed in thick sandy coastal plain sediment on uplands. Finally, Wando soils are excessively 
drained, rapidly permeable and formed in thick sandy coastal plain sediment. These soils are 
nearly level and are on uplands of the lower marine terraces (Stuck 1980). 

The project area overlooks Habersham Creek, which discharges into the Brood River about 2km 
(1.2mi) south of the survey tract. The Broad River forms part of Port Royal Sound. Like many of the 
major drainages in the southeastern part of the state, the Broad River originates in the coastal 
plain, is tidally influenced, and in effect represents an inlet of the Atlantic Ocean. Also, the 
region's rivers are flanked by extensive marshes. Similarly, Habersham Creek is tidal and 
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possesses a relatively constricted drainage bosin. These watercourses and their associated 
marshes offered rich habitats and sources of plant and animal food for prehistoric and historic 
humans. They also affected the historical development of the area, as the conditions created by 
these drainages limited the spread of rice agriculture in the Beaufort area while it flourished 
elsewhere along the coast. 

CLIMATE 

The southeastern portion of South Carolina is located on the northern edge of the subtropical zone. 
Because of the nearby warm ocean waters, a marine climate is present which moderates hot and 
cold weather. The Appalachian Mountains also help to moderate the weather by blocking shallow 
cold air masses from the northwest (Mathews et 01. 1980:46). PreCipitation averages about 49 
inches per year, with July having the most rain of any month (approximately 7 inches or 14.3% of 
all rain fall). Summers tend to be long, very worm, and humid, with maximum doily temperature 
usually near or above 90 degrees Fahrenheit and lows averaging 65 to 70 degrees. The tropical 
storm season is generally from July to October, producing tropical storms about every two to three 
years and occasionally hurricanes. Winters are short, mild, and relatively dry, doily maximum 
temperatures averaging between 38 and 63 degrees Fahrenheit. Measurable snowfalls rarely 
occur (Stuck 1980: 1·2). 

FLORA AND FAUNA 

Three types of ecosystems occur in the project area vicinity: upland mesic hardwood communities; 
estuarine ecosystems; and freshwater palustrine ecosystems. The first two of these are particularly 
relevant to the project crea. Upland forest communities contain significant amounts of mockernut 
and pignut hickories. Other areas contain loblolly, longleaf, and shortleaf pines. Estuarine 
ecosystems, including deep-water tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands. These areas 
constituted important resources for prehistoric and historic people because they contain a high 
biomass (Thompson 1972:9). The palustrine ecosystem includes swamps, bays, savannas, and 
creeks where salinity is less than 0.5 ppt. Typical trees found in this environment include red maple, 
swamp tupelo, sweet gum, red bay, cypress, and holly (Sandifer et 01. 1980: 295). 

Data on regional paleoenvironments suggests that around 5000 BP pine increased relative to oak 
in upland and wetland areas, a trend that continues to the present. Increased pollen ·from water lily 
around this time also suggests expansion of marshy habitats. Rises in pollen from other mesic trees 
and swamp species by 2500 BP support inferences that estuarine habitats in the outer coastal plain 
were expanding and becoming more stable (Braoks et 01. 1989b). An environment similar to the 
one existing at the time of European contact was prabably in place by then. 

In addition to providing plant resources for prehistoric and historic human populations, these 
habitats contained a rich variety of animals that would have been important to prehistoric and 
historic economies. Important mammals now or formerly present in the region include white-tailed 
deer, opossum, rabbit, raccoon, and squirrel. Bird species include turkey, grouse, ducks, and 
geese. A variety of amphibians and reptiles also were or remain present in the region, while the 
waterways and marshes were rich sources of fish and shellfish . 
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~II. CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 
CONTEXTS 

PALEOINDIAN PERIOD 

The Paleoindian Period, roughly 12,000 to 8000 BC, marks the earliest human occupation of the 

Coastal Plain. Diagnostic artifacts of this period consist of distinctive Auted lanceolate project 

points. Common point types found in South Carolina include Suwanee, Cumberland, Clovis, and 
Quad. Associated elements of the Paleoindian toolkit include scrapers, graders, burins, and other 

items suggestive of the acquisition and processing of game. Archaeological evidence suggests that 
Paleoindion people organized themselves into small mobile social units whose subsistence practices 

emphasized hunting, collection of wild plants, and fishing (Spencer and Jennings 1977). 
Paleoindian sites in the Coastal Plain are rare, and concentrote mostly in large river droinages or 

creeks with large floodplains. These distributions may reflect a preference for sandy locations that 

overlooked river valleys in the past (Hendryx et al. 1997: 23). 

ARCHAIC PERIOD 

The Paleoindian period Was followed by the Early Archaic (approximately 8000 to 6000 BCI. 

which represents a shift from big game hunting to more comprehensive subsistence strategies of 
intensive hunting and gathering. Hardaway·Dalton, Palmer and Kirk projectile point types 

distinguish the Early Archaic. Evidence suggests that social units of this period consisted of small 

family groups living within particular river valleys and subsisting on relatively evenly distributed 
resources. Annual congregations of these small groups probably took place in the fall when 

plentiful food supplies became available (Anderson and Hanson 1988). 

The Middle Archaic, 6000 to 4000 BC, encompassed a period of warmer climate and increasing 

sea level rise, although subsistence and settlement strategies of this period exhibit continuities with 
the preceding era. Diagnostic projectile points of the Middle Archaic include Stanly, Morrow 

Mountain, and Guilford (Miller et al. 1982; Fish 1976; Garrow & Associates 1984:45). 

The late Archaic, approximately 4000 to 1000 BC, coincides with a period of cooler and moister 
climate than the preceding era. Roughly modern forest conditions developed and sea level rise 

stabilized at about modern levels, contributing to the emergence of rich coastal environments 

(Bense 1994:85). large shell middens comprise a distinctive site type of this period and suggest the 
possibility of permanent Villages or at least frequent and lengthy reoccupation of coastal sites 
(Garrow & Associates 1984:47; Russo 1996: 187-188; Stoltman 1974). Smaller inland sites that 

probably reflect procurement camps indicate the continued use of non-coastal/marine resources 
(Russo 1996: 1 87). The late Archaic is separated into pre-ceramic and ceramic periods, the 
division occurring around 2500 Be. Savannah River Stemmed points associated with soapstone 

vessels typify the preceramic lote Archoic, while fiber-tempered ceramics, primarily Stallings Island, 
ore diagnostic of the transition from the late late Archaic to Early Woodland. 
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WOODLAND PERIOD 

The Early Woodland, 1500 to 300 BC, is distinguished from the preceding late Archaic period by 
changes in poHery and lithic artifact styles. The period also exhibits a trend toward subsistence 
paHerns dillerent from those identified for the late Archaic and the first definite appearance of 
villages in the Coastal Plain. Increased use of poHery and bell shaped storage pits suggest 
enhanced food storage capabilities and thus greater potential for sedentary seHlement. Early 
Woodland ceramics are tempered with sand rather than the fiber used lor late Archaic Stollings 
poHery. Diagnostic Early Woodland poHery types include Thom's Creek, found principally in the 
interior Coastal Plain, and Refuge, occurring mainly in coastol zones. Projectile point types of this 
period are smaller versions of the late Archaic broad-bladed varieties. The period is also marked 
by a reliance on local raw materials lor flaked·stone tool manufacture (Bense 1994: 128). 

SeHlement paHerns associated with the Thoms Creek phase rellect the use of a variety of 
environmental zones throughout the Coastal Plain. Sites are often found in upland areas, 
suggesting that riverine and estuarine resources were not as important as those found inland. 
However, the period is also associated with large shell rings that appear to reflect large, intensive 
and lengthy occupations and that suggest a subsistence base focused partly on the exploitation of 
shellfish (Trinkley 1990a:9-11). The Refuge Phase may represent a variant of the Thom's Creek 
ceramic tradition centered in coastal areas (Trinkley 1976; DePraHer 1979; Garrow & Associates 
1984:49) or a transition period between Thom's Creek and the succeeding Deptford Phose. Sites 
are small and mostly located away from potential shell-fishing locations suggesting new seHlement 
and subsistence strategies, possibly caused environmental changes to shellfish beds or access to 
them (Trinkley 19900:12). 

Dating from 400 BC to AD 500, the Middle Woodland period is distinguished from the Early 
Woodland chielly by the appearance of Deptford poHery. Deptford poHery is fine to coarse sand­
tempered with checked-stamped, cord marked, simple stamped, complicated stomped, and 
geometric stamped surface treatments. Vessel forms are mostly cylindrical with conoidal bases 
(Trinkley 1990a: 13). Diagnostic projectile points include triangular varieties such as Yadkin and 
McFarland, as well as small-stemmed types. 

Sites of the period are more numerous than before and occur in new environmental zones (Trinkley 
1990b: 161-162). There is evidence from this period of large residential base camps located at 
the Fall Zone along major river volleys, with smaller, possible seasonal residential sites situated 
along tributaries. dispersal. Subsistence data from regional sites suggest that during the Deptford 
Phase people exploited diverse wild plants and animals, although food acquisition activities may 
have focused on specific rescurces such as shellfish, deer, or mast, depending on the season or site 
location (Trinkley 19900:14-15). 

In the project region, the late Woodland, AD 500 to 900, is associated with the Wilmington 
Phase, characterized by poHery incorporating crushed sherd or clay temper and surface treatments 
resembling those of the Deptford Phose. General aspects of the culture also show continuity with the 
preceding era (Trinkley 19900: 17, 20, 1990b:17). Subsistence remained focused on the 
collection of wild resources and site types included relatively large residential sites surrounded by 
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smaller satellite camps (Bense 1994: 148-149). Sand burial mounds and ossuaries also occur 

during the Middle Woodland period, although their cultural significance or meaning is nat well 

understood ITrinkley 19900:19). 

Viewed as the pinnacle of prehistoric culture in the southeast, the Mississippian period dates from 

AD 1000 to 1550. The period is noted for the development of elaborate political and religious 

systems and the construction of lorge, permanent villages. Agriculture comprised the main focus af 
subsistence, primary crops being corn, beans, and squash. Large settlements loy on floodplains of 

major rivers with smaller settlements in upland locations. Small triangular point types and 

burnished and complicated stomped ceramics are typical of Mississippian material culture. 

In the coastal region, the St. Catherines Phose, indicated by clay-tempered pots with fine cord 

marked, burnished, or net impressed surface treatments represents the Late 

Woodland/Mississippian transition. The use af sand burial mounds persists into this period. 

Settlement-subsistence systems are not clearly defined for this phase. 

Mississippian cultures of the Coastal Plain are not as well understood as those of interior areas 

(Garrow & Associates 1984:52). The Early Mississippian period in the project region is 

associated with the Savannah Phase (A.D. 1000-1300), which is viewed as on indigenous culture 
that developed from local Late Woodland cultures. Material culture associated with the Savannah 
Phose includes complicated stamped pottery, complex social organization, and agriculture ITrinkley 

1990b: 18). Late in the Savannah Phase, local societies established civic/ceremonial centers and 

palisaded villages in major river valleys (Hendryx et 01. 1997:27]. Following the Savannah Phase, 
the Irene Phase (1300-1550) represents the lost aboriginal culture to arise in the region prior to 

European contact. While Irene cultural traits resemble inland Lamar and Pee Dee cultures, the 
settlement pattern, and presumably subsistence and other adaptations, focus on coastal marshes 

and tidal creeks (Hendryx et 01. 1997:27]. 

Aboriginal cultures of the region at the time the first European explorers and settlers arrived are 

labeled the Altamaha Phase, which has been associated with the historic Guale and Yamassee 
Indians. Characteristic pottery of this period is heavily grit-tempered and mosrly exhibits 

complicated stomped motifs in rectilinear patterns that are poorly applied. Check stomping occurs 
as a minority ware. Other types are plain, burnished plain, line block and red filmed. Vessel 
forms include examples copied from European originals such as plates and pitchers (Cable et 01. 
19940:32; Trinkley 1990b). In some cases, these wares cQ-Occur with European artifacts such as 

Delft, Westerwald, Staffordshire slipware, and Chinese porcelain (Green 2000). 

The historic Yamasee Indians were found on the South Carolina coast from 1685 through 1716, 

apparently representing an amalgamation of several different groups. Altamaha pottery may have 

developed into historic Yamasee ceramics characterized by rectilinear stamped and grit tempered 
types (Green 1992; McKivergan 1991; DePratter 1994). In 1684 and 1685 the Yamasee 
occupied several towns on St. Helena Island but in 1686 hostilities with the Spanish in St. 

Augustine pushed them north to the Ashepoo and Combahee Rivers. They returned to the upper 
reaches 01 Port Royal Sound by 1707 at which time the Carolina government established a reserve 
for them between the Combahee and Savannah Rivers. Coastal islands within this area were 
excluded from the reserve, with the exception of Hall's Island in Port Royal Sound (DePratter 1994). 
By 1708, 10 Yamasee towns in this territory were inhabited by at total of 1500 to 2000 people. 
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This number had dropped, by 1715, to about 1200 people. This period appears to have been 
marked by continual abuses of the Native papulation by European traders, which led to the 

Yamasee War in 1715. 

The war erupted suddenly on April 15, 1715 with an Indian massacre of white traders and their 
families who were present in the Native settlements. The attacks also involved Creeks, who killed 
the English traders in their villages the same day. Although the Yamasee could not oust the English 
settlers in the 1715 attacks, when South Carolinians sent a flag of truce to the Yamasee in 1720 
the Port Royal area was in ruins and almost completely abandoned. in 1721 there were only 30 

white and 42 black inhabitants in all of Saint Helena Parish IRowland et 01. 1996). Several 
disturbances ended a quiet period of about two years and began episodes of open warfare. The 
Yamasee War finally ended in 1728 when Colonel John Palmer raided on indian refugee village 
in Saint Augustine. The Spanish could not protect them and so lost considerable prestige amongst 
the Yamasee. This Native group abandoned South Carolina and eventually disappeared 
altogether although they maintained a village near St. Augustine into the eighteenth century 
IRowland et 01. 1996: 1 07·1 08). European settlement of the Beaufort area had been slow because 
of the threats from the Natives and Spanish, but the end of the Yamassee War and the 
establishment of the Georgia colony created a safe zone for Europeans. 

HISTORY OF THE BEAUFORT AREA 

English colonization on the Atlantic seaboard eventually led to the settlement of the South Carolina 
coast. As early as 1663 William Hilton explored the Port Royal area, previously settled and 
abandoned by the French and Spanish, on behalf of a group of Barbadian planters. His positive 
reports encouraged a party of Scottish dissenters to establish Stuart's Town an Part Royal Island in 
1684. The Spanish wiped out the settlement two years later in retaliation for a Scottish-Yamasee 
indian attack an Spain's Santa Catalina fort, the same action that first drove the Yamasee from the 
Port RoyallRowland et 01. 1996). 

in the 1690s both the English and the Yamasee renewed their interest in settling the area 
IHolmgren 1959:42; Rowland et 01. 1996). Beaufort, which evolved out of a gathering spot for 
military men, cattlemen, planters, merchants, naval stores producers, and indian traders, received a 
town charter in 1711. The Yamasee War, beginning in 1715, hindered but did not eliminate the 
English settlers ICovington 1968: 12) and in the aftermath of the war the Port Royal area became 
more secure, permitting expanded settlement and the development the plantation agricultural 
system. 

Along with security came administration. Southern South Carolina was formed into Granville 
County in 1712, itself divided into four parishes: St. Helena, St. Luke, Prince William, and St. 
Peter. By 1769, Granville County was made into one judicial unit, known as Beaufort District, 
which roughly contained present Beaufort, Hampton, and Jasper counties. Beaufort District 
remained a political and judicial entity until after the Civil War. Hampton County was carved from 
it in 1878 and Jasper in 1912 IAdams et 01. 1996: 15). The parishes served as smaller 
administrative units until after the Civil War. 

The agricultural staples of the colonial period were cattle and corn Igrawn on high ground), rice in 
the swamps, and indigo on the Sea islands. in the decades before the American Revolution, rice 
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and lang-staple catton made the Beaufort District one of the wealthiest areas in the nation 
(Baumhofer 1949:2). An eighteenth<entury planter elite increasingly dominated the colony's social, 
political, and economic life. 

When rice was first introduced into the region it was grown in dry uplands, but was soon shifted to 
swamps. Conditions on the Sea Islands, however, did not support rice agriculture, allowing catton 
to emerge as the main cash crop. By the late eighteenth century, long-staple "sea island cotton" 
was developed. With longer fibers than the "upland cottan" grown an the mainland, long-staple 
cotton was preferred for the finest laces and fabrics. The crop brought top dollar, but required 
flood controls almost as elaborate as those needed for rice (Harvey et 01. 1998:11.13-14). 

Slaves imported from Africa provided the labor to cultivate both rice and cotton. By the time slave 
importations were officially banned in the early nineteenth century, African slavery Was well 
established throughout the state and had made a significant impact on local demographics. In 
1820, almost 85 percent of Beaufort Disirict's 32,199 people were African slaves or their 
descendants (Adams et 01. 1996: 16). 

The remaining 15 percent of the population was white and mostly Anglo-American and only a 
fraction of ihis group actually owned land. The white planter class grew increasingly distinct both 
socially and politically. In 1860, St. Helena Parish contained 7,644 African-American slaves, 29 
free people of color, and 1,062 free whites. All the land in the parish was owned by only 209 
white people, and most of these owned the 145 plantations in the parish (Baumhofer 1949:5-6; 
McGuire 1985:134). These plantations averaged in cost between $5,000 and $15,000, 
contained between 300 and 1,000 acres, and were worked by an average of 50 slaves (McGuire 
1985:3). 

Social and economic elites led the region into the American Revolution and the Civil War. As the 
Revolution approached, many lowcountry planters supported the American cause. While the 
British occupied Beaufort from 1779 to 1781, the war severely disrupted the regional economy, 
which recovered only slowly after the British withdrawal (Adams et 01. 1996). 

During the Antebellum period, leading citizens of Beaufort District, like Robert Barnwell Rhett and 
William J. Grayson (Rose 1964:xiii, 9,10). ardently supported slavery and secession even before 
lincoln's election motivated South Carolina to leave the Union in December 1860. South Carolina 
joined a federation with six other "cotton" states that seceded in January and February of 1861 
and four others that withdrew after lincoln called for volunteers to repress the rebellion. 

The war came qUickly to the Sea Islands. In September of 1861, Beaufort residents expected an 
invasion and some began fleeing inland (Ellis 1966:82-83). As feared, a Federal force arrived in 
November and captured Forts Beauregard and Walker at the approach to Port Royal Sound. 
Federal troops found that many planters had escaped to Charleston or the mainland. Few slaves 
left, though, and many destroyed catton gins and other property after their masters evacuated 
(McGuire 1985:26-27). Federal troops controlling St. Helena Parish and Hilton Head Island had 
the task of restoring order, especially after it became clear that the planters Were not coming back. 

This situation led Federal authorities to iry radical solutions to bring back stability and get cotton 
back into production. It soon became clear that the plantation system and slavery had ended in 51. 

• 
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Helena Parish. What ensured that they could not be resurrected was land reform, achieved 
haphazardly through various wartime measures, the most prominent being the Direct Tax laws. 

These laws (enacted August 5, 1861 and revised July 7, 1862) were instituted to raise money for 
the war effort. They established a direct property tax throughout the United Slates, including the 
south. Tax commissioners in occupied lands could assess property at 1860 rates and add a 50-

percent disloyalty penalty. Landowners failing to pay forfeited their land to the government, which 

could sell it at public auction. Meant as an emergency measure, the law provided generous 
redemption clauses so original owners could redeem property years later. Anyone evicted by 
redemption received a refund of the sale price. The Direct Tax laws proved an effective means of 
bath raisjng money and punishing backers of secession (McGuire 1985: 19-23). While taxes could 
nat be collected in most of South Carolina, the law could be enforced in St. Helena Parish. 

Opportunities for land speculation and cotton lured northerners to occupied St. Helena Parish. 
Others, mostly New England abolitionists, came to assist social reform. Called the "Codfish 
Aristocracy" by their detractors, they were more commonly referred to as the "Gideonites." Their 

. goal was to aid the black community change from slavery to freedom. Their work and interaction 
with the black community has been called the "Port Royal Experiment" (Foner 1988:52; McGuire 
1985:40-41). 

The Civil War raised the issue of how to integrate farmer slaves inla a free society. This question 
was first addressed in St. Helena Parish. The Gideonites favored land redistribution and teaching 
the former slaves about "freeman labor." Government superintendents believed that some form of 
plantation system, even if temporary, was the best way to prepare former slaves for independent 

work with the added benefit of producing cotton. This plan called for freed slaves to work in cotton 
fields 300 days a year for at least 40 cents a day. Each adult would also receive a two-acre 
garden plot for personal use. Anyone refUSing to enroll in the system would be charged a monthly 
fee for the use of houses and lands. The former slaves, however, saw cotton as a bodge of slavery 
and most settled down to raise food crops. When the government-run plantation system faltered, 
there was a gradual shift from the idea of gang labor to that of separate family plots (McGuire 
1985: 33-36, 50-52). 

This shift impacted settlement and land use. Federal agents seized almost all ol.the plantations and 
sold some as complete units to Northern speculators. At the urging of the Gideonites, however, 
mast were carved up and made available for purchase by former slaves. This process required 
considerable survey work because land records were under Confederate control and because it 
was easier in most cases simply to start over with a township and range system like the one used to 
open new land in the West. Surveys of St. Helena Parish were largely finished by early 1863. 
Out of 77,000 acres surveyed, the government claimed 60,000 with the idea of at least a partial 
set-aside for purchase by former slaves. Gideonites bought most of the remaining 14,000 acres 
(McGuire 1985:66-69). land available Ia Freedmen was divided into 2O-acre plots that could be 
claimed by building a small house and paying the government $1.25 per acre (Baumhofer 
1949:3; McGuire 1985:74-77). The Gideonites and others also urged Federal authorities to 
convert some of the larger plantations into 40 "school farms" to teach literacy and farming skills 
(McGUire 1985:36-39,68-69). . 
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By 1865, St. Helena Parish was drastically transformed. Most of the plantation houses were 
abandoned and the landscape was dotted with the cabins of former slaves. Notably, the majority 
of parish landowners were black (McGuire 1985:2, 11·12). 

Various developments spurred the economy alter the war. An important venture was the Port Royal 
Railroad Company, created in 1869 to link Port Royal Harbor to Augusto. The same year the 
railroad began operations, 1874, the town of Port Royal was chartered. Beginning in the 1870s, 
phosphate become the principal export. The establishment of a cool dock and naval storehouse on 
Parris Island in 1889 provided a further economic boost (Harvey et 01. 1998:30). Other important 
economic activities included truck forming, timber (Harvey et 01. 1998:34·35), and a seafood 
industry. Cotton never fully recovered and was finally decimated by a hurricane in 1893. The 
region then become on economic backwater for many years. 

The twentieth century brought new economic developments with the creation of the Parris Island 
Morine Corps Recruiting Depot in 1915 and Naval Air Station (now MCAS Beaufort) in 1943. 
Tourism also become important early in the century with the arrival of northern capitalists seeking to 
escape the industrialization of their native region. The new "Coastal Highway" (U.S. 17) also 
supported tourism. Completion of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway in 1940 prOVided on inland 
passage for pleasure boats as well as barges. This improvement along with the dredging a 
channel from the ocean to Port Royal in the 19405, supplied Beaufort with a deep-dralt shipping 
channel that greatly improved the county's commercial importance (Harvey et 01. 1998:37..49). 

Today the region hosts an active tourist trade centered on Hilton Head Island and the City of 
Beaufort and the area is becoming home to large numbers of retirees. Parris Island, MCAS 
Beaufort, and the Naval Hospital are also major employers. The county population was 
approximately 120,937 in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002). 

PROJECT AREA HISTORY AND LAND USE 

The project area occupies port of the Habersham Property along Brood River and Habersham 
Creek at the western margin of Port Royal Island. This property once formed port of the Barnwell 
family holdings. Sometime during the mid-eighteenth century, the property on the north side of 
Habersham Creek come into the possession oUohn Barnwell. Barnwell and his wife, Martha 
Choplin, had ten children, the youngest being Pheobe Sarah Barnwell, who married Archibald 
Campbell in 1780. One of their children, Collin Campbell, an attorney, appears to have inherited 
the Habersham Creek property by 1820 (Dickinson and Wayne 1996; Habersham 2003). 

During the Civil War the property was seized for unpaid taxes, and the main hause might have 
been burned around this time. The Campbells did not redeem the plantation after the war and the 
property was purchased by H.J. Judd and F.A. Dudley in several parcels. Dudley ultimately 
acquired the entire property, which he then sold to Sam Dudley prior to 1904. That year, F.W. 
Scheper bought the property, which became know as Cherokee Farm. Dr. W.R. Eve purchased the 
land in 1905 and it remained in his family's possession until 1987 (Dickinson and Wayne 1996; 
Habersham 2003). 

Historic maps provide an overview of land ownership and possible land use. A 1778 8ritish army 
map of the area shows two structures on the north bank of Habersham Creek. The structure to the 
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west, closer to the Broad River is labeled "Campbell's: This structure lies on an area that appears 

to overlook Corn Island, and is outside the project area. The second structure lies directly north of 

Habersham Creek. The only partially legible label appears to read "Ganard's" (map reproduced 

in Adams and Swanson 1999:25). The 1825 Mills map of the area also shows the "Campbell" 

structure, but more clearly places it northwest of the project area in a.position overlooking Broad 

River. No other structures are shown along Habersham Creek in the vicinity of the survey area 

(Mills 1825) (Figure 20). By the Civil War, the project area had become associated with the 

Habersham family, as a map of this period shows. The map illustrates a structure labeled 

"Habersham" on the point overlooking the confluence of Habersham Creek and Broad River and 

south of the Campbell plantaHon house (map reproduced in Cable et 01. 1994:16). Law and Kirk's 

map of 1873, however, shows this structure further to the east and possibly in the survey area (Law 

and Kirk 1873) (Figure 2b). Finally, the 1939 Beaufort County Highway map does not shaw any 

structures in the project area, suggesting that by this time the survey area was used for agricultural 
or other non-residential purposes (Cable et 01. 1994:21). 

PRIOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Portions of the Habersham property were surveyed prior to earlier development of the property. 
This work, completed by Southarc (Dickinson and Wayne 1996) resulted in the identification of 

seven sites in areas overlooking Broad River west of the present survey area. Three sites were 
recommended eligible for the NRHP: the Campbell plantation (38BU1282j, an eighteenth- to 

nineteenth-century plantation house ruin and archaeological deposits that also contained prehistoric 

deposits; 38BU1283, a prehistoric artilact scatter and twenHeth-century farm; and 38BU1284, 
shell middens dating to the prehistoric Stallings Island and Deptford periods. Four of the sites 

(38BU1285, 38BU1286, 38BU1287, and 38BU 1288/253) each represented a prehistoric shell 
and artilact scatter or shell midden and these were recommended not eligible for the NRHP. Phase 

II investigations at two sites, 38BU1283 (Bailey 2001) and 38BU1284 (Dickinson and Wayne 
1997) found that both sites lacked the integrity and archaeological deposits necessary to provide 

significant new data to archaeological research. 

The prior work provides information necessary to evaluate the archaeological potential of the 

present project area. Locations of the sites identified by Southarc indicate a strong correlation 
between prehistoric sites and the terrace edges overlooking Broad River and lower Habersham 
Creek. Site types include shell middens, shell scatters, and/or artifact scatters dating to nearly 

every prehistoric cultural phase or period from the Late Archaic to the Mississippian eras. Historic 
sites dating from the eighteenth- to twentieth centuries show similar distributions, and olten overlap 
the prehistoric components (Dickinson and Wayne 1996, 1997). 

This review of site locations suggests that the present project area has a high potential for 
prehistoric sites, particularly in positions that overlook Habersham Creek. Prehistoric site types can 

be expected to include shell and artifact scatters dating to any prehistoric period from the Late 
Archaic to MiSSissippian. 

The preceding reviews of recorded sites and historic maps suggest that project area has a 

moderate potential for historic sites. Any such sites might reflect occupations or activity areas 
related to eighteenth- or nineteenth-century plantations or twentieth-century larming. 
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B.lowand Kirk', Map of 1873. 
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Figure 2 
Historic Maps of the Project Area 

~;----::,;;~~ 

95 



• 

", ',,:. -. 1." 

AROiAfOlOOCAl 5uMY AND EVAlUAl1ON, H,&BE~ TRACT, BEALJORT CoJNTY I 15 

IV. METHODS AND RESULTS 

The Phase I survey was designed to identify cultural resources in the project area and obtain 
preliminary information on site size, chronology, function, and integrity, where possible. Fieldwork 
for this survey entailed systematic shovel testing. The fieldwork was followed by laboratory 
processing and laboratory analysis to characterize site age and function. The survey resulted in the 
identificatian of five archaeological sites (38BU2119, 38BU2120, 38BU2121, 38BU2122, and 
38BU2123). This chapter describes the methods employed for these tasks and then the results of 
the survey. 

METHODS 

Archaeological fieldwork involved systematic shovel testing in areas that appeared well drained 
and relatively undisturbed or anly moderately disturbed. Survey arees exhibiting poor drainage or 
extensive disturbance were excluded from subsurface survey. Shovel tests measured 3O-cm in 
diameter and were placed at 30-m intervals. Where cultural materials were recovered, NSA 
excavated additional shovel tests ("radials") at 15-m intervals in cardinal directians from the initial 
find spot to obtain preliminary information on site size and density. Shovel test designations were 
made with reference to transect and number along a specific transect. All survey transects r.eceived 
a designation from an alphabetic sequence beginning with "A" and ending with "U: the 
deSignations being assigned in the order each transect was surveyed. Shovel tests received 
numeric designatians beginning with "1" on each transect, the numbers being assigned as shovel 
tests were excavated. Thus, the lirst shovel test on T ranseel • A" was" A-1 ;" the first an Transect "B" 
was "B-1," etc. Radial shovel tests were referenced by the distance and direction from the initial 
positive shovel test. Radial shovel testing continued until two consecutive negative tests were 
encountered or until a clear geographic boundary was reached. 

Shovel test excavation proceeded by natural stratigraphy until culturally sterile soils were 
encountered. Soils were screened through 1/ 4-inch mesh hardware cloth for systematic artifact 
recovery. Artifacts were bagged separately according their unique provenience. Shovel test 
profiles were described using standard terms for texture and color. Shovel test locations were 
placed on project mops that also illustrated locations of surface artifocts, landscape features, 
general vegetation, topography, streams, and other relevant information. 

Test unit excavation for the evaluation study proceeded by both natural stratigraphy and arbitrary 
levels. The uppermost strata, typically consisting of plowzone, were excavated as single natural 
layers, designated Levell for each unit. Below this stratum excavation proceeded by arbitrary 10-
cm (0.3-1I) levels until two culturally sterile levels were encountered. Soils were screened through 
1/4-inch hardware cloth and recavered artifacts were bagged separately accarding ta 
provenience. Notes on each test unit were maintained on standardized forms. FollOWing the 
completian of a unit, a measured drawing was prepared of one profile and the same profile was 
photographed . 
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Laboratory processes included cleaning, identifying, analyzing, cataloging, and preparing artifacts 
for curation. Prehistoric lithics were analyzed by raw material type and stage of reduction (e.g. 

primary, secondary, and tertiary). All the artifacts recovered during this study consisted of 

prehistoric ceramics. These were described by temper and surface treatment, and if possible, were 

assigned to specific types. Historic artifacts were classified by item and described by material or 

manufacturing technique, form, decorative motif, beginning and end dates of manufacture (if 

known). The objective of the analysis was to characterize the chronology and functions of the sites 

identified. 

RESULTS 

Fieldwork for this survey took place between August 17 and 19, 2004, with artifact processing 

taking place immediately afterward. Additional fieldwork for the evaluation study was conducted 
between September 14 and 17, 2004. The survey involved the excavation of 237 shovel tests, 

including radials, and resulted in the identification of five archaeological sites, consisting of two 
prehistoric sites, one historic site, and two sites with both prehistoric and historic components 

(Figure 3). The evaluation study focused on three sites (38BU2120, 38BU2121, and 38BU2123) 

and involved excavation of additional shovel tests and test units at each. The following sections 

relate the conditions in the project area and the general survey results followed by individual site 

descriptions. 

The project area encompasses two general sections. The lorger section, identified on project plans 

as the 'Sunrise Tract: consists of a roughly triangular parcel, measuring about 16.28 ha (40.23 
ac), that includes terraces and uplands on the north side of Habersham Creek. The second 

general area, measuring about 5.67 ha (14.0 ac), consists of a narrow access easement running 
along the east side of existing Still Shadow Road between the northern margin of the Sunrise Tract 

and SC Highway 40. 

The project area encompasses level uplands and terraces of Habersham Creek. The area exhibits 

IiHle overall relief, although low rises are present in several locations. Also, a deep and wide 

erosional ravine lies at the southwestern margin of the survey area, the boHom of which is open to 

Habersham Creek. A smaller erosional cut is present to the east. Sharp relief also exists along the 

survey area's southern margin where the. terrace drops off abruptly to Habersham Creek. 
Northeast of this area the terrace edges are less sheer. The project area is well drained overall, 

with the exception of the boHom of the large erosional ravine and the southern portion of the access 

easement, which crosses swampy tributaries of Habersham Creek. 

The project area contains formerly cultivated areas that have mostly been left for natural succession. 
Although many mature trees are present, much of the project area contains younger trees and 
shrubs with varying degrees of understory. A large portion of the eastern half of the triangular 
survey area is open, but contains grassy meadows and young pine and cedar trees. Furthermore, 

the southernmost part of this area has been partially graded and used to store excavated spoil from 

other parts of the Habersham property as well as felled trees, chipped wood debris, and other bulk 
material. 

The northernmost part of this survey area section contains the Habersham cemetery. This feature 
measures about 60x60m (200x200ft) and is demarcated by a post and wire fence at its east and 
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south sides. Still Shadow Road bounds the north side of the cemetery. The site contains around 30 
marked and unmarked groves. Grove markers included stone and molded cement examples. 
Dotes on the headstones ranged from 1918· to 2001. A possible family plot in the northern part of 
the cemetery has been maintained and indicates that the site r~mains in use. The remainder of the 
burial ground is in woods. The cemetery did not display any attributes to suggest it possesses 
unique or outstanding qualities that would make it eligible for the NRHP. 

No historic structures were identified adjacent to or within the viewshed of the project area. The 
majority of structures identified in areas adjacent to project area were mobile homes. Permanent 
structures included only houses that appeared less than 50 years old and these do not constitute 
significant cultural resources. 

Shovel testing throughout the project area yielded consistent results with respect to soil profiles. 
Typically, shovel tests exposed plowzone soils atop truncated C-horizon soils that conformed with 
the Seabrooke and Wando soil series. Representative shovel test profiles included dark brown 
(10YR3/3) to dark grayish brown (1 OYR4/2) silty sand that represented the Ap horizon. This 
stratum generally measured between 25 and 40cm (0.S-1.3ft) thick. It was atop truncated subsoil 
that consisted of light gray (1 OYR7/2) to light brownish yellowish (1 OYR6/4) sand. This material 
generally extended to the base of excavation, which reached depths of 75-80cm (2.5ft) below 
surface. The only variations to this general profile occurred in locations where grading had 
disturbed the soils in the area of the spoil piles, or where poorly drained conditions were present. 
In these latter locations, although soils were not usually wet, the soils in these areas were very dark 
gray (1 OYR3/1) or black (1 OYR2/1) silty sand indicative of swampy conditions or poorly drained 
conditions. 

The survey resulted in the identification of five archaeological sites and three isolated finds. These 
are described below. 

SITE 38BU2119 

Site 38BU2119 consists of a historic artifact scatter located on a terrace overlooking Habersham 
Creek in the southeastern portion of the survey area. The site lies in a cleared and graded portion 
of the survey area and is adjacent to a 60-m (200-ft) diameter spoil pile. Portions of the site, 
however, lay on discrete terrace segments inside a tree line adjacent to the swamp. Shovel testing 
and surface collection suggested that the site measures 105x75m (350x250ft). 

Examination of this site included shovel testing at 30-m intervals supplemented with surface 
inspection, although no artifacts were collected from the surface. Shovel testing yielded a 
concentration of five positive shovel tests at the bluff and terrace edge (Figure 3). The surface 
survey indicated a scatter of historic artifacts in the area between the spoil pile and the terrace 
edge. Notably, the spoil pile, which consisted of excavated soil from another part of the 
Habersham development, also contained historic artifacts. 

Positive shovel tests exhibited profiles consistent with the description above. The uppermost strota 
varied in thickness from 15 to 40cm (0.5-1.3ft), however, suggesting that some grading and filling 
might have taken place here. All the artifacts recovered from the site came from the uppermost 
strata and included 16 items [Table 1). 
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Figure 3: Plan of the Survey Area and Shovel Testing 
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Table 1: Site 388U2119 Artifact Inventory 

Provenience Information 1 I Artifact Description 
Transect Shovel Test # Stratum QTY Artifact Date Range 

A 1 A 1 whiteware-blue transfer print 1820-1915 

A 2 1 ironstone-plain 184~resent 

B 1 1 glass-green-battl&iJeneral 

B 1 1 brick-general 

B 6 1 earthenware-

B 7 1 hardware-iron-indeterminate ring 

C 1 A 1 glass-green-battl&iJeneral 

C 1 A 1 Colonoware 

C 1 A 1 pearlware-plain 1775·1840 

C 1 A 1 pearlware-handpainted underglaz&blue 1775·1840 

C 2 A 3 brick-general 

C 2 A 1 whitewar&plain 18151'resent 

C 2 A 1 white sallglaze stoneware 1720-1805 

C 2 A 1 salt glazed stonewar&iJray body-Rhenish-type 

Ir otal Artifacts: 16 

The assemblage suggests a late eighteenth or early.nineteenth century collection, while the presence 
of calonoware ceramics could be indicative of materials relating to a slave occupation, While the 
artifacts from this site seem to have a tight date range, suggesting a relatively brief period of 
deposition, the overall disturbance in this part of the survey area precluded making inferences 
about the actual date and function of this site. The problem is complicated by the presence of 
historic artifacts on the spoil pile, which appeared to be of the same period as the materials from 
the shovel tests, What this situation implied was that the artifacts recovered at the site, most of 
which came from near·surface contexts, are likely secondary deposits associated with .the spoil pile. 
I! should be further noted that the spoil pile had been reworked and mounded with heavy 
machinery, which would spread artifacts across the site area. 

Given the evidence for disturbance and the difficulty in distinguishing secondary/modern deposits 
from any historical deposits, Site 38BU2119 appears to have poor integrity and a limited potential 
for cultural materials that could be clearly associated with a historic occupation, if any existed here. 
The site therefore lacks qualities of Significance and NSA recommends no further archaeological 
srudy or management, 

SITE 38BU2120 

Site 38BU2120 lies in the southwestern portion of the survey area on a rise that looks over 
Habersham Creek to the south and a large erosional cut to the west (Figures 3 and 4). The site 
consists primarily of a historic artifact scaHer but also contains remains of prehistoric occupations. 

;' : 
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Archaeological wark completed at this site included systematic shovel testing within a 15-m (50-It) 
grid and two test units measuring 2x 1 m (6.6x3.31t) each. 

The shovel testing indicated that the site consists of a historic artifact scatter measuring 150x100m 
(490x3001t) and including much af the area between ravines on the east and west. The site also 
seems bounded by an east-west running dirt road to the north. Although the site lies near the bluff 
edge overlooking Habersham Creek, historic artifacts did not extend as far as the bluff, suggesting 
a possible association with the dirt road. Internal distributions of ortifacts indicated that the densest 
part of the site lay to the west in the vicinity of the large erosional ravine and spread eastward to 
the vicinity of a north-south running dirt road. East of the road, the site contained only sparse 
artiloct distributions. Also to the west, shovel tests olten produced dense oyster shell deposits even 
if other artifacts were not present. Surloce inspection of the western part of the site indicated that 
shell deposits are present at and near the surloce, suggesting Widespread disposal of this material 
here. 

A single shovel test (N-2) at the southern portion of the site yielded lour prehistoric Rake Fragments. 
Notable about this find spot was that the artifacts came from the C horizon ot a depth of about 
50cm below the surface. Radials around this shovel test yielded no further prehistoric artifacts, 
suggesting that the prehistoric deposits are intermittent. 

Two test units were placed at the site to examine the historic component. TU 1 was located in the 
vicinity of a radial shovel test 15m north and west of Shovel Test 0-4. TU 2 was placed about 
25m west of TU 1 near a judgmental shovel test. This area exhibited shell deposits at the ground 
surloce and the judgmental shovel test and test unit were put here to examine these. 

Test units at 38BU2120 exhibited apparently undisturbed soil profiles. The profile of TU 2 shows 
an example of the soils at this site (Figure 5). The south profile of this unit included a shallow layer 
af very dark grayish brown silty sand that comprised an AO horizon atop a stratum composed of 
very dark grayish brawn silty sand with dense oyster shell and histaric artifacts. This layer is 
interpreted as a shell-midden deposit mixed with the historic surface of the site. It capped layers of 
dark brown sand and brown sand that comprised transitional AC horizons. Finally, the C horizon 
consisted of pale brown sand. TU 1 exhibited a similar profile but lacked the dense layer af shell 
debris. 

Archaeological investigations at 38BU2120 yielded both prehistoric (n=44) and historic artifacts 
(n=356). A number of indeterminate artifacts, consisting mostly of bone and shell Fragments, are 
also likely associated with the historic occupations. 

Prehistoric materials make up a minor portion of the total artifact assemblage (Table 2). The 44 
items placed in this category may be over-estimated, as 25 small ceramic Fragments are present 
that could not be identified as to temper or surface decoration. These could represent fragments of 
a historic earthenware, Colonoware, which make up a considerable potion of the total 
assemblage. Removing these 25 sherdlets from the prehistoric count leaves five sherds and 14 
lithic flakes. The sherds are all tempered with fine sand, suggesting an Early Archaic Thoms Creek 
component. lithic material types include varieties of coastal plain chert as well as a single 
specimen of Allendale chert, suggesting an origin some distance from the project area. The small 
size of the prehistoric assemblage does not suggest any interpretations about the prehistoric 
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Site 38BU2120, Test Unit 2, South Profile 
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activities at the site except for general late-stage lithic reduction. It does, however, imply that 
prehistoric use of this site was infrequent and transient. It should be noted that this location should 
constitute on attractive location for prehistoric settlement. Some prehistoric materials may have 
been lost due to erosion, as the sheer bluff at the south margin of the site shows evidence of being 
scoured by the creek. This process might have removed ports of the landform that contained more 
substantial prehistoric archaeological deposits. 

Table 2: Site 388U2120 Prehistoric Artifocl/riventory 

!Artifact QIy 

Body Sherd 5 
Sherdlet 25 
Flake fragment .4 
Flake secondary 1 

Interior Flake 1 

I!J.inning Flake 8 

Irotal M 

The historic artifact assemblage from 38BU2120 reflects the primary occupation of this site. The 
356 artifacts were sorted into the architectural, clothing, kitchen, miscellaneous, personal, and 
tobacco artifact groups, with the kitchen group making up nearly 68 percent of the entire historic 
assemblage (Table 3). This artifact group is composed primarily of ceramics, with bottle glass 
fragments and bone also present. The bone, it should be noted, consists of species such as pig 
and cow that could not have been present until after European colonization. A larger sample of 
bone from this site could not be identified as to species and so was categorized as indeterminate 
with respect to historic or prehistoric occupation. The oyster shell assemblage is also 
underrepresented in this assemblage because these materials were not systematically collected due 
to their bulk. TU 2, for instance, produced approximately 19 liters (5 gal) of oyster shell. 

The bottle gloss in the kitchen group includes dark green fragments of the type commonly referred 
to as 'wine" or "spirit" bottles. A number of additional bottle fragments' were placed in the 
miscellaneous category because they could not be identified as to function. 

The ceramic assemblage from this site is rather large and provides information about the site's 
occupation period and possible inhabitants. Over 75 percent of the kitchen group consists of 
ceramics, specific types including European-made refined earthenwares and stonewares, domestic 
earthenwares (Redware, slipware), and Colonoware, which was probobly mode and used by 
African-American slaves. The refined earthenwares include a variety of types with early dotes, 
such as creamware and pearlware, or types such as whiteware, which has an early beginning 
date but that is still manufactured to the present day. These sU9gest the site was occupied by 
around the turn of the nineteenth century, and this supposition receives support from 99 dateable 
ceramics that provided a mean ceramic date (MCO) of 1848.9. This dote is probably skewed 
toward the present by a large number of sherds classified as CC-ware, which have a lengthy date 
range. The absence of ironstone ceramics in this assemblage, introduced around 1840, suggests 
the site was not occupied for a signi~cont period after that dote. 
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Table 3: Historic Artifacts, Site 38BU2120 

ft>,rtifact Group Artifact Description Date Range Total i· 
ft>,rchitectural Brick, Handmade 6 

Brick-general 8 

Flat Glass 5 

Mortar, Cement, Etc. 4 

Nail, Cut 1 B05 11 

Nail, Handwrought Rosehead Pre 1805 3 

Nail, Unidentified 3 

Nail, wrought pre 1805 1 

Tabby 4 

~rchitectural Total 45 

Clothing Buttons, Metal 1 

Clothing Metal 18 
pothing Total 19 

Kitchen Bone 30 

Bone-polished and burned 1 

Bone-swine tooth 2 

Bottle Glass, Olive Green Spirit 14 

CC Ware, Dipped 3 

CC Ware, Dipped Ware Tan, Rust, Brown, 
Olive, Ocher, Gray 1790-1840 4 

CC Ware, Edgeware, Unidentified 2 

CC Ware, Plain 1830-1990 26 

CC Ware, Scalloped Rim, Impressed Curved 1802·1832 1 

CC Ware, Unscalloped Impressed Rim 1841·1857 1 

Colonowcre 71 

Creamware, Dipped 2 
Creamware, Dipped Ware, Blue And Simple 
Bonded 1790-1900 . 2 

Creamware, Plain (light) 1775·1830 3 

Creamware, Polychrome Painted (Brown, 
Mustard, Olive) 1795·1830 1 

Creamware-plain 1762·1820 1 
Earthenwar .... ed body 5 
Glass, Tableware 1 

Pearlware, Dipped 1 
Pearlware, Dipped Ware Tan, Rust, Brown, 
Olive, Ocher, Gray 1790-1840 3 

Pearlware, Dipped Ware, Blue And Simple 
Bonded 1790-1900 4 
Pearlware, Edge decorated 1 
Pearlware, Painted 1 
Pearlware, pointed 1 
Pearlware, Plain 1780-1830 22 
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Peariware, Polychrome Painted (Brown, 
Mustard, Olive) 1795·1830 1 

Peariware, scalloped Rim, Impressed straight 1809·1831 7 

Peoriware, Unidentified Transfer Print 1 

Peariware, Scalloped Rim, Impressed Curved 1802·1832 1 

Pearlware-plain 1775-1840 2 

Porcelain, plain 1 

Redware, Clear Glazed 2 

Redware, refined, black glaze 1 

Redware-refined w/dear glaze-engine turned 1 

Stoneware, UnidentiSed Domestic 1 

Whiteware-annular 1820-1900 1 

Whiteware-blue shell edge 1810-1845 2 

Whiteware-blue transfer print 1820-1915 1 

Whiteware-indeterminate blue decoration 1 815·present 1 

Whiteware-plain 1 815-present 6 

Yellow Ware, Plain 1830-1940 3 

Kitchen Total 242 

Miscellaneous Glass green, general 1 

Glass Misc. Objects 10 

Glass, bottle, dear 5 
Glass, bonle, green 2 

Glass, indeterminate 1 

Glass-bonle, aqua 3 

Hardware-i ron-strip/strap 1 

Metal, Miscellaneous 23 

Metal, Unidentified, Activities 1 

Miscellaneous Total 41 

Personal SanIes, Pharmaceutical 3 

Personal Total 2 

obacco T obaceo Pipe bowl 2 

Tobacco Pipe Stem 5 
Tobacco Total 7 

Grand Total 356 

The ceramics collection also contains a high number (71 J of Colonoware sherds, which are 
associated with African-American slaves during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. 
This material occurs frequently on plantation sites through the early the nineteenth century but is less 
common on sites dating to the middle' of the century (Ferguson 1992:107). The main plantation 
dwelling associated with this property (represented by Site 38BU1282J is located on Broad River 
over 1 .6km (l.miJ to the west of 38BU2120. The identification of the plantation house elsewhere 
combined with the presence of Coionoware at 38BU2120 suggests that the site reflects a slave 
occupation associated with the Campbell Plantation during the late eighteenth or first port of the 
nineteenth century . 
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Other artifacts in the assemblage include materials related to architecture. The most cammon 
materials in this group are cut and wrought nails, both of which are diagnostic of early nineteenth­
century structures. Again, the absence of later materials, such as wire nails (post 1850) support on 
interpretation that the site dates to the early nineteenth century. Fragments of shel~mortar or tabby, 
a building material that went out of use in the early nineteenth century, is a further suggestion of an 
early dote. The limited quantity of this material, as well as that of brick, implies that any buildings 
at the site were wood. 

The remainder of the historic artifact assemblage is mostly miscellaneous items that cannot be 
attributed to any particular activities. less common materials are assigned to the clothing, 
personal, and tobacco pipe groups and indicate generalized activities assaciated with human 
residential activities. 

In sum, the artifact assemblage pOints to a probable slave habitation doting to the late eighteenth 
or early nineteenth century. A lack of late artifacts suggests this location was abandoned by the 
middle of the nineteenth century and there is no evidence for a subsequent occupation. 

Also of note is the oyster shell, which, as noted, was very dense in the western portion of this site. 
The origins of this shell are uncertain. While historic African-American slave shell middens have 
been identified along South Carolina's coast, shell middens are most cammonly found in 
association with prehistoric sites. The artifacts associated with this midden are predominantly 
historiC, including Colonaware, which suggest the shell may be associated with the historic slave 
occupation. However, prehistoric shell middens generally contain relatively few non-subsistence 
artifacts, so it is also possible that this is the remains of a prehistoric shell midden where historic 
trash has also been disposed. 

Site 38BU2120 Summary and Conclusion 

To conclude, Site 38BU2120 contains evidence of both prehistoric and historic occupations. The 
prehistoric camponent consists of ephemeral and intermittent artifact deposits which may be 
associated with the shell midden. These materials may reflect the remnants of a larger site that has 
been eroded by Habersham Creek. 

The histaric component reHects a slave occupation associated with the Campbell plantation. The 
site appears to have been first inhabited by slaves around the turn .of the nineteenth century and 
then abandoned by the mid-1800s. The shell found on the site may be associated with this slave 
occupation as well. Although slave sites are not unusual in the site region, there are unresolved 
research issues concerning slave life in the Sea Islands (summarized by Natalie Adams [Botwick et 
01. 2003]). Especially important is the possibility that this site was occupied mainly by slaves 
imported directly from Africa (Rawland et 01. 1996:348). The African-American component .of the 
site thus has research value. Unfortunately, this historic occupation cannot be horizontally or 
vertically separated from the shell midden and prehistoric .occupation of the site. This severely 
limits the site's research potential, since it would not be able to conclusively association subsistence 
remains, as well as some earthenware ceramics, with one or the other occupation. Based on this 
assessment, 38BU2120 is thus recommended not eligible for the NRHP. No further study or 
management of this site should be required . 
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SITE 38BU2121 

Site 38BU2121 is a muiticamponent prehistoric and historic site on a law rise overlooking 
Habersham Creek (Figures 3 and 6). The site primarily occupies the southwestern portion of the 
low rise. The edge of the terrace here is rather abrupt, suggesting that the creek truncated the 
landform (the terrace and the low rise) and that eastern portions of the site hove been lost through 
erosion. 

Surviving parts of the site eXtend roughly from the bluff edge to a series of recent debris piles 
associated with the Habersham development. This area measures 135x45m (450x 150ft), which 
covers part of the rise and its west flank. The western portions of this site run together with 
disturbed areas and artifacts there are of uncertain origin. A modern animal pen lies just north of 
the site and modern sheet metal roof pieces are inside the northern boundaries of the site but it was 
not determined if these reRected a structure here or refuse disposal. Overall artifact densities were 
low, but included both prehistoric and historic materials. No clear horizontal separation of these 
periods was apparent. Further, shovel testing did not produce any materials from below the 
plowzone to suggest that these components were stratigraphically separate. 

Archaeological investigations at this site included shovel testing on a 15-m grid followed by the 
excavation of two 2x l-m test units. The test units were placed neXt to radial shovel tests 15m south 
of Shovel Tests B-7 and 0-3 that had yielded relatively high numbers of artifacts as well as larger 
artifact fragments, suggesting primary deposits might be present. 

Soils at the site have been disturbed by plowing. Both test units revealed plowzones of dark 
grayish brown silty sand above C-horizon soils of light yellOWish brown or pale brown sand (Figure 
7). These strata were distinguished by clear break, indicating a relatively modern date for the 
plowzone. The presence in the plowzone of plastic geotextile of the type used as weed barriers 
further attested to the recent date of the last plowing episodes. 

TU 1 contained 0 feature in its southeastern corner that consisted of a straight-sided pit containing 
cement fragments, which have a twentieth-century date. The feature, which was interpreted as a 
refuse disposal pit, was truncated by the plowzone. 

Site 38BU2121 yielded both prehistoric and historic artifacts. The prehistoric artifact assemblage 
is small and consists mostly of pottery (Table 4). The two lithic artifacts in the collection are 
debitage of locally available Hawthorne chert. The 55 ceramic sherds include 27 sherdlets (49% 
of all pottery), which are not clearly identifiable as either prehistoric or historic. The rest of the 
pottery contains sand temper, with fine and medium-coarse sand being most common (Table 5). 
Five of these sherds were identified as Middle Woodland Deptford types while a sixth sherd was 
classified as Early Woodland Thoms Creek . 
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Plan of Site 38BU2121 
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Figure 7 
Site 38BU21 21 , Test Unit 1, East Profile 

A 

B 

A 10YR3/2, Very Dark Grayish Brawn Silty Sand, Plowzone. 
B 10YR7 /4, Very Pale Brawn Sand, Grades Dawn to 1 OYR7/2, Light Gray Sand. 
e Monied 10YR3/2, Very Dark Grayish Brown Silty Sand and 1 OYR7/2, 

Ught Gray Sand with Cement Fragments; Modern Pit. 

e 

'." 
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Table 4: Prehistoric Artifact Inventory, Site 388U2121 

Artifact Description Total 

Body Sherd 24 
Floke frogment 1 
Rim Sherd 1 
Sherdlet 30 

!Thinning Floke 1 

Grend Total 57 

Table 5: Summary of Prehistoric Pol/ery, Site 38BU2121 

Artifact Temper Total 

Body Sherd Coerse Send 1 
Fine Send 14 

Coerse send/grit 2 

Grit 1 
Medium Send 6 

Rim Sherd Fine Send 1 

Sherdlet send 2 

send/ coorse send 1 
indeterminate 27 

otel . 55 

The historic artifact assemblage includes 373 items that were placed in the activities, architecture, 
furnishing, kitchen, miscellaneous, and tobacco artifact categories (Table 6). Kitchen-related 
artifacts are the most numerous, making up close to 48 percent of the assemblage. Ceramics 
make up nearly 80 percent af,the kitchen assemblage and include a range of types common during 
the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth centuries such as delft, creamware, and pearlware. 
Coarse earthenwares are also present and include a relatively high number (n=58) of Colonoware 
sherds as well as redware and slipware. Notably, the assemblage lacks whiteware, which would 
be expected at a site occupied after the 1820s. The MCD for 81 dateable sherds is 1797.3, 
which suggests that the site represents an early accupation. The presence of Colonoware in rather 
high numbers (nearly 40% of the ceramics) suggests the presence of African-American slaves. 

The balance of the kitchen assemblage includes 22 fragments of glass, including 16 bottle 
fragments identified as green spirit bottles, and four pieces of indeterminate tableware. Two 
fragments of glass canning jar lid liners are present and these date to after 1869, suggesting a 
later use of the site. Fifteen pieces of bone in the assemblage were assigned to historic 
occupations because they represented pig and domestic ,cattle. 
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Table 6: Site 38BU212l, Historic Artifact Inventory 

Artifact group Artifact Description Dote Range Total 

Activities Fishing Weight, lead 1 

Wire, Barbed Post·1867 1 

ft.ctivities Total 2 

~rchitedure Brick, Handmade 6 

Brick-general 18 

Flat Gloss 36 

Nail, Cut Pos~ 1805 8 

Nail, Handwrought Rosehead 3 

Noil, l·Head, Fragment 4 

Nail, Rosehead 3 

Nail, Unidenti~ed 2 

Nait Wire Post·1865 2 

Plumbing Hardware (Faucets- Etc.) 1 

Tabby 17 

Tack 1 

Architecture Total 101 

Furnishings Gloss, lamp Bady 3 

Furnishings Total 3 

Kitchen Block Basalt 1750-1846 6 

Bane 15 

BoHle Gloss, Olive Green Spi rit 15 

BoHle Gloss, Olive Green, Case 1 

Colonoware 56 

Creamware, Dipped 2 

Creamware, Plain (light) 1775·1830 28 

Creamware, P01.chrome Painted 
(Brown, Mustar ,Olive) 1795·1830 1 

Delh, Blue & White 1700-1800 3 

Gloss (Milk) Conning Seal Post·1869 2 

Gloss, Tableware 4 

Pearlware, Blue Painted Chinoiserie 1775·1810 2 

Pearlware, Pointed 4 

Pearlware, Plain 1780-1830 19 

Pearlware, Polychrome Pointed (Brown, 
Mustard, Olive) 1795-1830 1 

Pearlware, Scalloped Rim, Impressed 
Curved 1802·1832 1 

Peoriware, Scalloped Rim, Impressed 
Straight 1809·1831 6 

Porcelain, English 1740-1795 1 

Porcelain; Hard Poste English 1768-1795 2 

Porcelain, Unidenti~ed 1 
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Artifact group Artifact DescripHon Date Range Total 

Redware, Clear Glazed 1 

Slipware, Buff Bodied 1 

Slipware, Combed Cleor Glaze 1670-1795 2 

Slipware, Plain Clear Glaze 1670-1795 2 

Slipware, Trailed, Cleor Glaze 1670-1795 1 

Stoneware, UnidenHfied DomesHc 1 

Kitchen Total 178 

Miscellaneous Bottle Glass, Cleor 16 

Bottle Gloss, Amber Machine Mode 8 

Bottle Glass, Aqua 2 

Bottle Glass, Clear Machine Mode 9 

Bottle Gloss, Embossed Lenors Post-1750 1 
Bottle Glass, Green Machine Mode 5 

Bottle Gloss, Unidentified IBurned) 2 

Bottle Glass, Green 1 

Gloss, UnidenHfiable 5 

Metal Object, Unidentified 2 

Metal, Iron, Strop 1 

Metal, Miscellaneous 22 

Tack, wrought 1 

Unidentifiable Iron/Steel 3 

Wire, Non-Electrical 3 
Miscellaneous Total 81 

Tobacco Tobacco Pipe Bowl 3 

Tobacco Pi pe Stem 2 

Tobacco Pipe, Stem/Bowl 3 

obacca Total 8 

otal 373 

Architecture-graup artifacts make up 27 percent of the historic artifact inventory. This group 
consists mainly of fragments of flat gloss, bricks, and tabby mortar. Of these items, tabby is the 
most diagnostic, being a material that was common in the region until the early nineteenth century. 
The prevalence of cut and handwrought nails is also consistent with this time period. later 
materials in this group, such as wire nails and plumbing fixtures, probably reAect later use of the 
site or refuse dumping. 

The Miscellaneous artifact group contains items that cannot be identified or clearly placed in one of 
the other categories. In this assemblage, it contains a moderate quantity of bottle glass that was 
undiagnostic as to date or function. Much of this material, however, resembled modern machine­
made varieties in color and quality and likely reflects twentieth-century dumping at the site. The 
remainder of the miscellaneous group artifacts does not suggest any particular time period or 
activities. 
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looking at the other artifact groups, the activities group contains items expected in a former 

agricultural field (barbed wire) next to a creek (fishing tackle). The tobacco pipe fragments could 

relate to the historic occupation of this site, although they do not indicate particular chronological 

associations. Finally, the furnishing group contains fragments of lamp glass that might reAect an 

occupation or refuse dumping. 

Site 38BU2121 Summary and Conclusion 

Site 38BU2121 contains the remains of prehistoric and historic occupations. The prehistoric 

component of this site consists of relatively law-density remains associated with Early and Middle 

Woodland occupations. A low number of artifacts and lack of historic features prohibits drawing 

conclusions' regarding site function. The historic components of this site appear to relate to an 
eighteenth- or very early nineteenth-century slave occupation, most likely associated with the 

Campbell plantation. As noted above, the main plantation dwelling (38BU1282) is located 

elsewhere on the property, making it more likely that 38BU2121 reRects an outlying settlement. A 

lack of artifacts dating to the mid-nineteenth century, such as whiteware and ironstone ceramics, 

suggests that this site was abandoned during the early 1 800s. 

The site was reused during the twentieth-century, however, for agricultural purposes and probably 

dumping of structural and other refuse. Evidence for this consists of a pig corral located near the 

northern portion of the site and piles of sheet metal rooling and other debris located within the site 

area. Artifacts include modern bottle Fragments and other items mixed in the plowzone, while a 
feature consisted of a pit filled with modern cement Fragments. These indicate that the site was 

utilized during the twentieth century and this use had the potential to disturb the earlier deposits. 
More recently, the site area has been used for dumping and storage of spoil and other debris 

generated by the housing development. 

While 38BU2121 appears to contain a tightly dated slave settlement, the site is disturbed by post 

occupation agricultural activities and refuse disposal. The site contains a deep plowzone in which 

historic artifacts are mixed with modern materials. Also, there is evidence of modern disturbances 

below the plowzone. These factors detract from the site's archaeological research potential and 

therefore, NSA recommends this site not eligible for the NRHP. 

SITE 38BU2122 

Site 38BU2122 is a prehistoric artifact scatter in the northeastern part of the survey area IFigure 3). 
The site setting consists of a shallow swale between two rises. The site lay in a plowed field with 
50-75 percent surface visibility and the site was identified by surface survey rather than shovel 
testing. Systematic shovel testing in the areas adjacent to the field did not produce any artifacts. 
Surface survey indicated the site measured roughly 45x20m 1150x751t) and revealed twa 

prehistoric artifacts that were noted in the field but not collected. These consisted of one prehistoric 
pottery sherd and one flake. Given the location of these materials in a low, natural catchment 
area, it is possible that they washed out of another location such as Site 38BU2121 or Site 
38BU2123 (discussed below) . 
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Site 38BU2122 is a very law-density site that might reflect displaced cultural deposits. These 
conditions suggest that the site lacks archaeological research potential and no further investigations 
are recommended for it. 

SITE 38BU2123 

Site 38BU2123 is at the northeastern portion of the survey area. The site is associated with a low, 
linear rise between Habersham Creek on the south and east and an ephemeral drainage on the 
north (Figures 3 and 8). Shovel testing revealed a low-density prehistoric artifact scatter across this 
landform measuring about 120x75m (400x2501tJ, but the distributions were intermittent. The 
northern edge of the site was not conclusively identified because it lay beyond the project area 
boundary, but the site probably extends to a shallow ephemeral drainage that forms the north side 
of the rise. The eastern and southern boundaries of the site were identified by a combination of 
negative shovel tests and natural contours. Negative shovel tests suggested the site's western 
boundaries. 

Archaeological work at 38BU2123 included shovel testing on a 15-m grid in areas where artifacts 
were identified as well as the excavation of two 2xl-m test units. Test units placed in locations 
associated with initial positive shovel tests at the northwestern corner of the site. 

Consecutive positive shovel tests were most prevalent in the northern part of the site, especially in 
areas overlooking the ephemeral drainage. Although shovel tests on higher elevations in this part 
of the site indicated a generally low-density artifact scatter, tests in the lower areas near the 
ephemeral drainage encountered dense deposits of oyster shell with prehistoric artifacts. This area 
is interpreted as remnants of a prehistoric shell midden. The midden is in a wooded section of the 
site adjacent to the property line, which is marked with a barbed-wire fence. A second fence line 
runs about 15m (50-II) south of the property line and the shell midden occupies the area between 
these fences. The spatial dimensians of this feature could not be conclusively determined for this 
evaluation, but they likely extend north of the property line and as far east as Habersham Creek 
marsh. 

Soils at the site are exemplified by the profile of TU2 (Figure 9). The soil profiles had been 
truncated by plowing, indicated by a plowzone of .very dark grayish brown sand, which capped C­
horizon soils of light yellowish brown sand that graded to light gray sand. The relatively recent 
date of the last plowing episodes was indicated by the presence of plastic weed barrier mat 
fragments. 

In the woods north of the site, shovel test profiles exposed very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) silty 
sand to depths between 30 and 40cm (l.0-1.311). This stratum contained dense deposits of oyster 
shell and occasionally prehistoric artifacts. It was above yellowish brown (10YR5/4) sand that 
graded to pale brown (10YR6/3) sand. These profiles could not be conclUSively identified as 
plowed and the depth of the uppermost stratum might be a reflection of the thickness of the shell 
deposits. 

Testing at this site produced mostly prehistoric artifacts, including both lithic and ceramic items 
(Table 7). More thon two-thirds of the assemblage consists of pottery, which includes several 
different temper types (Table 8). Most prevalent are fiber-tempered sherds, which represent a 
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Figure 9 
Site 38BU2123, Test Unit 2, West Profile 

A 1 OVR3/2, Very Dark Gray;.h B,own S;lty Sand; Plowzone. 
B lOVR6/4, UghtVelJow;.h Brown Sand. 

o .. c:::.3Ocm 
e 1 OVR7 /2, Ught Groy Sand. 
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late Archaic Stallings component. less common in the assemblage are sherds tempered with fine 

sand and medium-coarse sand, which are categorized as Early Woodland Thoms Creek and 

Middle Woodland Deptford sherds, respectively. A single grog-tempered sherd reflects a late 

Woodland Wilmington component. No other cultural periods were identified. The shell midden 
produced a number of pottery fragments, but only one Stallings and one Wilmington sherd could 

be identified as to type. These two items do not clearly indicate the period!s) during which the 

shell midden was deposited. 

Table 7: Site 38BU2123 Artifact Inventory 

Artifact Description Total 

Body Sherd 33 
Rim Sherd 2 

Sherdlet 33 
Flake Fragment 1 
Retauched PP /K Savannah River 1 
Secondary Flake 4 

Shatter 1 
ertiary Flake 1 

!Thinning Flake 24 

Grand Total 100 

Table 8: Summary of Prehistoric Ceramics, Site 38BU2123 

Temper 

f n f " 8 a. 
~ 

a. g.. ~ "- 11> 
5' c· ~ S· c· ;; 
11> 3 -< 11> 11> 3 ~ 

3 
~ '" (;) '" ;c- g> '" '" '" S· 

~rtifact cr c 
.8 

c 
.8 

c c c 
~ Total ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 11> a. a. a. a. 

Body Sherd 10 5 1 1 1 1 8 5 1 33 
Rim Sherd 2 2 

~herdlet 3 30 33 

otal 10 5 1 1 1 1 10 5 4 30 68 

The lithic artifact assemblage from 38BU2123 contains only 32 items, most of which are thinning 

flakes produced during the end stages of the lithic reduction sequence (Table 9). A number of 
other flake types are present, but the relatively high incidence of later-stage reduction debris 
suggests that no tool manufacture took place at the site and the assemblage probably reflects 

mostly activities related to tool sharpening and repair. A single diagnostic lithic tool in the 

assemblage consists of a Savannah River point of Manchester chert, which relates to the late 
Archaic or possibly Early Woodland component. lithics in the assemblage reRect a wide variety of 
raw material sources, although all are varieties commonly available in the Coastal Plain. 
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,ble 9: Summary of Lithic Artifacts, Site 388U2123 
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Total ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Flake Fragment 1 1 

Projectile Point/Knife: 
Savannah River 1 1 

Secondary Flake 1 2 1 4 

Shatter 1 1 

Tertiary Flake 1 1 

Thinning Flake 2 1 13 5 1 2 24 

Total 1 3 1 17 6 1 1 2 32 

The testing at 38BU2123 also yielded a small collection of 13 historic artifocts that include mos~y 
Anondescript glass, brick, and metal fragments. A glass fragment identified as from an oil lamp and 

We tobacco pipe bowl fragment suggest historic activities here, but the very low numbers of historic 

materials are more suggestive of casual discard than of an occupation. A few fragments of 

indeterminate materials were also recovered, including a fragment of low-fired pottery that could be 

either prehistoric or historic, and a bone fragment that came from a shovel test in the oyster shell 

midden and probably reRects the prehistoric occupations. 

All of the historic artifacts recovered fram the site came from the plowzone. The prehistoric artifacts 

exhibited more dispersal through the profile, but nearly 75 percent of all artifacts come from the 

plowzone (level I) and an additional 20 percent come from the first 10cm level immediately below 

the plowzone (Table 10). This distribution would be expected in a situation where the artifacts had 

been deposited an or near the present grade and moved downward through the profile via various 

natural or cultural processes. The vertical distributions of prehistoric artifacts therefore do not 

suggest the presence of buried prehistoric surfaces or stratigraphic separation of artifacts related to 

different time periods. 

Site 38BU2123. Summary and Conclusion 

Site 38BU2123 consists of a low-densily prehistoric artifact scatter and a shell midden containing 

evidence of multiple prehistoric components. The site can be viewed as containing two principal 

areas: the shell midden, which is concentrated near the ephemeral drainage at the north side of the 

site, and the low ridge and its Aanks, which make up the rest of the site. The shell midden deposits 

appear relatively undisturbed, although they yielded possible evidence of mixed components. It is 

unclear based on the investigations thus for if these different components can be separated. This 

122 



ARa-W:0l0GlCAJ. 5uMY AND EVAUJATION, HASERSI-VM TRACT, BEAUFORT COlINTY I 41 

part of the site lies in a wooded zone near the existing property line. NSA understands that this 
area will be maintained as part of a buffer between the property line and development areas. 

Table 10: Vertical Distributions of Prehistoric Artifacts, Site 388U2123 

Level 

No 
!Artifact Description 1 2 3 record Total 

Body Sherd 29 4 33 

IFlake Fragment 1 1 

Retouched PP /K Savannah River 1 1 

.im Sherd 1 1 2 

Secondary Flake 2 2 4 

ShaHer 1 1 

Sherdlet 30 3 33 

Tertiary Flake 1 1 

Thinning Flake 13 8 2 1 24 

Grand Total 74 20 4 2 100 

The ridge crest and Aanks contain additional evidence of several prehistoric components. This area 
lies in an old field and the majority of the prehistoric materials have been mixed, with some historic 
artifacts, in the plowzone. Moreover, the site did not yield evidence of strati~ed deposits or buried 
surfoces. These two circumstances, combined with the overall low artifact densities, suggest that 
this portion of the site lacks sufficient data to make a significant contribution to regional 
archaeological research. 

In summary, Site 38BU2123 appears to contain partial integrity, limited to its northernmost section 
where the shell midden deposits lie. The remainder of the site has been disturbed as a result of 
historic and modern plOWing. Although the midden deposits might provide information about 
prehistoric subsistence and settlement types, the level of disturbance south of the midden detracts 
from the site's potential research contribution because the living areas associated with the midden 
cannot be clearly observed. These results suggest that 38BU2123 has a limited archaeological 
significance. Thus, the site is potentially eligible for the NRHP for its research potential, but the 
portions of the site that contribute to its significance are only those in the woods at the north margin 
of the site. These wooded areas are slated to remain in a buller zone that will not be developed. 
The remainder of the site does not contribute to this potential Significance and does not warrant 
further preservation. 

Should development plans change to included clearing and/or any ground disturbance in the 
woods at the north side of the site, additional archaeological investigations may be necessary. 
Such work would include excavation of archaeological deposits in the areas of direct impact to 
preserve their research potential. 

ISOLA TED FINDS 

The survey produced three isolated finds. The first of these consists of a single cut nail from Shovel 
Test C-5, located in the graded spoil storage area. This item came from a deep plowzone along 
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with patently modern artifacts (plastic). This item thus came from a disturbed context and did not 
constitute a significant cultural resource. 

An isolated lind from Shovel Test N·7 consisted of a single prehistoric flake fragment of coastal 
plain chert recovered from below the plowzone at a depth of about SOcm (1.6ft) below ground 
surface. Although this item is was near Site 38BU2120, radial shovel tests in cardinal directions 
yielded no further artifacts, suggesting that this item is on isolated occurrence. 

Finally, Shovel Test R·l, located at the bluff edge overlooking Habersham Creek yielded a single 
clay tobacco pipe fragment, impressed with the mark "KEYSTONE/ /PHILADA." This shovel test 
lay on a discrete landform that appeared to be a remnant of a larger terrace that hod been eroded 
by the creek. Shovel testing on this landform, radial shovel tests of the initial find, and inspection of 
the eroded terrace edges produced no further artifacts. 
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V. EVALUATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Phase I archaeological survey and evaluation project covered an approximately 54-acre 

parcel in the Habersham Development in Beaufort County, The project included a systematic 

survey of tracts slated lor residential development and evaluations of sites that appeared to be 

eligible for the NRHP alter the identification survey, This chapter provides evaluations of the newly 

identified archaeological sites, and makes recommendations for additional investigations. 

This archaeological survey resulted in the identification of live archaeological sites, Two of the sites 

consist of prehistoric' artifact scatters, one is a historic artifact scatter, and two contain evidence for 

both prehistoric and historic occupations, Table 5 summarizes the results of the survey and the 

recommendations. 

Table 11: Summary of Phase I results and recammendaHans 

SITE DESCRIPTION CONDITION RECOMMENDATION 

3SSU2119 Historic artifact scatter Disturbed by grading, spoil and Not eligible; no further work 
construction debris storage. 

3SBU2120 Shell midden of Tight late lS"-early 19" century time and Not eligible; no further work 
unknown association, limited disturbance; prehistoric component 
slave occupation with appears diffuse. No horizontal or vertical 
prehistoric component association of prehistoric and historic 

deposits. 

3SBU2121 Woodland artifact Minor prehistoric component; circa 1800 Not eligible; no further work 
scaHer and possible slave occupation with 20·C disturbance; 
slave occupation poor research potential. 

3SBU2122 Prehistoric artifact low-density site in surface context; possibly Not eligible; no further work 
sooHer displaced from another location, 

3SBU2123 lote Archaic to late lowdensity site with shell midden deposit Possibly NRHP eligible, but 
Woodland artifact outside of construction area. will not be impocted. 
scaHer; shell midden Preserve site areas in buffer 

zone. 

Based on this archaeological study, Site 38BU2120 represents a shell midden with prehistoric 

components as well as a late eighteenth- to nineteenth-century slave settlement associated with 

Campbell Plantation. There is no separation, horizontally or vertically, between the prehistoric and 
historic artifacts and the cultural association of the shell itself is uncertain. Therefore, the site is 
recommended not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. No further archaeological study or 

management is recommended. 

Site 38BU2121 contains both prehistoric and historic components. The prehistoric component 
reHects Early and Middle Woodland occupations, but the remains of these site visits are of too low 
density to prOVide information about site activities. The historic component reflects a slave 
settlement dating to circa 1800. The site was used during the .twentieth century for agricultural 
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and other purposes, and these later activities have disturbed the prehistoric and historic 
companents. Because of this disturbance, 38BU2121 has a limited research potential and is 
recammended not eligible for namination to the NRHP. Consequently, no further archaeological 

study or preservation is recommended for this site. 

Site 38BU2123, a multiple companent prehistoric site, contains well-preserved remains of a 
prehistoric shell midden as well as disturbed areas. By virtue of the shell midden, this site has a 
potential to provide information about regional prehistaric subsistence activities. However, 
conditions and integrity at the site vary and these conditions inAuence the degree af impact that the 

proposed development would have on this site. The shell midden lies in the woods along the 

Habersham property line, while areas within the praposed development area are in an old field 
that has been plowed. Archaeological deposits in the old field are mixed in plawzone soils and 
the site did not yield any evidence for buried prehistoric surfaces or stratified deposits. Therefore, 
while the site is recommended eligible for the NRHP on the basis af the shell midden, the parts of 
the site in the field do not contribute to this eligibility because they are disturbed. NSA understands 
that the wooded areas on the narth side of this site will be retained as a buffer along the 
development's property line. Therefore, the proposed project will have no effect on 38BU2123 
and no further preservation work is recommended. However, if these plans should change, and 
development or other disturbance will be made along the property line, then excavation and 
analysis 01 archaeological deposits here would be recommended. 

Sites 38BU2119 and 38BU2122 appear to lack historic and archaeological significance. Site 
38BU2119 is a historic artifact scatter, but the site area has been graded and disturbed and 
artifacts recovered Irom this site cannot be clearly distinguished Irom those in a spoil pile located 
adjacent to the site's boundaries. Site 38BU2122 consists of very low-density prehistoric artilact 
scatter in a natural catchment area between Sites 38BU2121 and 38BU2123. It is possible that 
these materials were displaced from one of these other sites. For these reasons, Sites 8BU2119 

and 38BU2122 appear not eligible for the NRHP and no further investigations lor them are 
recommended. 

The Habersham cemetery, located at the northern edge 01 the main survey tract, contains grave 
markers dating between 1918 and 2001. Several unmarked graves are also present. The 
cemetery remains in use and is well marked by a fence and Still Shadow Road. The site does not 
appear to possess any unique or exemplary qualities that would make it eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. No lurther historic preservation work is recommended lor the cemetery, although it is 
recommended that no construction take place within the graveyard. The cemetery should be 
avoided during construction to prevent disturbance, but no further historic preservation work is 
recommended for the site. The boundaries of the graveyard, and thus the area to avoid, will be 
delimited during a separate survey 10 the site. If any construction activities near the cemetery 
encounter unmarked graves or human remains, construction should stop and the Beaufort County 
Coroner's office should be contacted immeadiately lor guidance as to the appropriate procedures 
lor dealing with those remains. 

Finally, inspection 01 areas adjacent to the survey area revealed no buildings or other structures 
that are 50 years old or older. Land use in the project area is predominantly residential and 
includes mobile homes and permanent dwellings that appear relatively recent. These structures do 
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not constitute significant cultural resources and the proposed development will have no effect on 

historic structures . 
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Site 38BU2123 1 
tliswrlc aDd IDdetermiDatt Artlfaas 

Field Shovel 
State Site # Bag # Unit Transect Test radial coord level Depth Field Date Reoorder aty Artifact Description Notes 

38BU2123 82 2 15mSl45mE A 9/17/04 BYB 4 Bottle Glass, Clear 
38BU2123 82 2 15mSJ45mE A 9/17104 BYB 1 brick-gen 

38BU2123 82 2 15mSJ45inE A 9/17104 BYB Flat Glass 
38BU2123 13 2 A 18-Aug BYB earthenware 
38BU2123 77 3 30ml30mE A 9/15/04 BYB brick.-gen Unidentified 
38BU2123 77 3 30ml30mE A 9/15104 BYB 1 Bone 
38BU2123 55 26anbd 9/14104 KM JM 2 Metal, Miscellaneous 

Limestone, Unidentified 
38BU2123 55 26cmbd 9/14104 KM JM 1 (0.6g) Discarded 
38BU2123 51 2 1 32anbd 9/15/04 MTM ILL Glass. Lamp Body 
38BU2123 51 2 32cmbd 9/15/04 MTM ILL· Leather Object 
38BU2123 51 2 32cmbd 9/15104 MTM ILL Metal, Miscellaneous 
38BU2123 51 2 32cmbd 9115104 MTM ILL Tobacco Pipe bowl 
38BU2123 51 2 32cmbd 9/15104 MTM ILL Daub 
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SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 
UNNERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

SITE INVENTORY RECORD 
(68-1 Rev. 85) 

STATE: SC COUNTY: BEAUFORT SITE NUMBER: 38BU2119 
Recorded By: Brad Botwick Affiliation: New South Associates. Inc Date: 19 August 2004 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
I. Site name: Habershatn I Project: h Trac 
2. USGS Quadrangle: Laurel Bav. SC _~~_~_Scal_~~.-
3. UTM: Zone 17 Easting ~5",2",,2 ... 2....,1O,,-_____ _ Northing 3587095 
4. Other map reference: 
5. Descriptive site type (see handbook): 

Prehistoric 
6. Archaeological investiga-:ti:-o-n-(:-clf:-' c-:l:-;~?"""'"'-y----T:::Ce-s:-ti:-n-g---

Historic historic scatter 
Excavation 

7. Property owner: Habersham Land Company Phone number: 843-846-1000 
8. Address: PO Box 365. Beaufort. SC 29901 
9. Other site designations: 
10. National Register of Historic Places status (ci!);ie.iel. ?-

Potentially eligible ~~bly not eligiDle 
---- ---.--- -Office Use y- -----------

Additional work 

Determined eligible Determined not eligible Date ___ _ 
On NRHP Date 

11. Level of significance (circle): National State Local 
12. Justification: The site is covered by a spoil pile that contains historic artifacts Shovel tests yielded some artifacts. 
but these cculd not be clearly distinguished from graded and filled deposits. 

aNVIRONMENT AND LOCATION 
I. General ph~iaplriC pm li~circle): 

wer Coastal Middle Coastal Plain Upper Coastal Plain 
Piedmont Blue Ridge Mountains 

2. Landform location: J>Ri"'·v"'e .... r ... T"'e .. rra"'ce""-________ Site elevation (above MSL): 10-20 (in feet) 
3. On site soil type: si!ty sand Soi! classification: Wando fine sand fWd) 
4. Major river system (circle): Pee Dee Santee < Asfiiey-Combanee-bih;to Savannah 
5. Nearest river/stream: Habersham 
Creek c 
6.. Current vegetation (circle): Pine/coniferous 

COld fiela> Grass/pasture 
Hardwood 

Agricultural/crops 
Comments: 

Mixed pine/hardwood 
Wetlands/freshwater 

Wetlands/saltwater Other 
7. Description of groundcover (circle): Absent Light Heavy 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
I. Estimated site dimensions: _-,1",0",7 ___ meters by ___ ",60,,-_ meters 
2. Site depth: 30 cm. 
3. Cultural features (type and number): 

4. Presence of (circle): midden floral remains faunal remains shen charcoal 
5. Human skeletal remains (circle): present preservation (circle): good 

• 
CiiliWil:> poor 

General site description: This site consists of a historic artifact scatter on a bluff overlooking Habersham Creek. The 
Site bas been graded by beaVY machinery and used to store excavation spoil frDm other locations and the spoil pile contains 
historic artifacts. The artifacts from shovel tests were in the uppermost soils and cannot be clearly separated from the spoil. 
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(Use in conjunction with handbook) 

e Site Number: 38BU2119 Page 2 

Site Map 

Scale 

The following information should be provided on the site map: site boundaries, nearby topographic features, associated streams, 
modem cultural features, different land use types in site, area, collection loci, test excavation loci, archaeological features and 
means of access (include north arrow and scale). 

MAP KEY: Verbal description of location: The site is located on the Habersham 
Property off of SC 40 in Beaufort County. It currently occupies part of an 
open field and forested area accessed by unimproved roads thrQugh the 
housing development. 

137 



., 

e Site Number 38BJJ21 19 Page 3 

D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 

Paleo Indian 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Early Woodland 

E. DATA RECOVERED 

Middle Woodland 
Late Woodland 
Mississippian 
Unknown prehistoric 
16th Century 

List materials recovered: Total number of artifacts: 
See attached inventory 

(Attach additional artifact inventory sheets if needed) e F. DATA RECOVERY METHODS 
!. Ground surface visibility (circle one): 0% 1-25% 
2. Number of person hours spent collecting (total hours X total people): 
3. Description of surface collection methods (circle): 

Type: grid collection Extent: 
grab collection 
controlled sampling 

26-50% 

complete 
selective 

51-75% 

no collection made 

17th Century 
18th Century 
19th Century 
20th Century 
Unknown historic 

17 

76-100% 

other (specify): :-_________________________ _ 

4. Description of testing methods (circle): 
<systematil> Type ~s"h"'o""y"'elwt"'e'"'st ... s _______ _ 

Nonsystematie 

5. Description of excavation units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

em. 
em. 

______ em. 

G. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
!. Present land use (circle): 

~tural 

~ 

em. 

Residential, low density 

Comments: 

Test units: 
Number Size/max. depth 
~ 3Qem175 em. 

Residential, high density 
Commercial 
Industrial 

em. 
em. 

~pecify) spojlleonstruetion refuse 
storage 

138 



Site Number 38BU2119 Page 4 

.AGEMENT INFORMATION (Cant.) 

2. 
Extent llight Nature I erosion 

of---> I cultivation of---> I~te 
damage I~ damage 1 (::""g...---::>-

construction/development 

3. Potential impacts and threats to site (circle): 
Potential threat: 

none 
low 
~rate 

~ 

4. Recommendations for further work ( circle): 

N alUre of threat: 

survey testing excavation archival 
Comments: 

_. References (circle): Historic/archival documentation Yes 

erosion 
cultivation 
logging 

No 

I vandalism 
I inundation 
Lather (specify) 

other: _____ _ 

Archaeological documentation Yes No Not Known 
Report· Phase I Archaeological Survey of Habersham Pmperty Beaufort County South Carolina by New South 
Associates Inc .. Stone Mountain GA!in preparation) 

6. Additional management information/comments: 

7. Location of existing collections: temporarily with New South Associates 

8. Location of photographs: ~ ________________________________ _ 
9. Location of special samples: 

Type of special samples: 

Signature of observer: _________________ Date: ____ _ 

Subsequent visits: 
Observer _______________________ Date: 

Observer Date: 
Observer Date: 

• 
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SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

SITE INVENTORY RECORD 
(68-1 Rev. 85) 

STATE: SC COUNTY: BEAUFORT SITE NUMBER: 38BU2120 
Recorded By: Brad Botwick Affiliation: New South Associates Inc Date: 19 August 2004 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
I. Site name: Habersham 2 Project: "'£!rn!~...fu!rY!~-Hl~eill!l!!!!-II~:.Jj~~JlJ:m!In!l;tWSilC~--:-_ 
2. USGS Quadrangle: Laurel Bav. SC Date: 1972 _ ...... .:..:...._r IS minute (circle one) 
3. UTM: Zone 17 Easting ~5",2",2 ... llil6,--______ Northing __ =="'-______ _ 
4. Other map reference: 
5. Descriptive site type (see handbook): 

Prehistoric 
6. Archaeological investiga-:ti-on--:-(c-:irc--:-I~"·~~--y----::T:-e-su:-·n-g--

Historic 
Excavation 

historic scatter 

7 . Properly owner: Habersham Land Company Phone number: 843-846-1000 
8. Address: PO Box 365. Beaufort. SC 29901 

9. Other site de"'S~ign:a~ti~o~n~s:~~~;;;~;UU;;;-(ci;cl.;-;;;j;----------------------
10. National Regi$'er Bf 11i"IB~aCes status (circle one): 

<..e!l.tentially eliltilllJ:) Probably not eligible 

Determined eligible 
On NRHP 

-OffireU~~----------
Determined not eligible 

Date 

Additional work 

II. Level of significance (circle): National State Local 

Date ___ _ 

12. Justification: This site consists of a 19t1 _cenrnry moderately dense artifact scatter thaI includes co1oooware. and 
relatively good preservation of organic remains. The site might represent a slave occupation associated with the Campbell 
Plantation on Habersham Creek and CQuid provide information associated with slaves and slavery during the antebellum period 

B. ENVIRONMENT AND LOCATION 
1. General phyjiublsphic pIC .m~(circle): 

<...!..Qwer Coastal l.'JaiiIl 
Piedmont 

Middle Coastal Plain Upper Coastal Plain 
Blue Ridge Mountains 

2. Landform location: -'>Ri"'·v"'e"-r .. T£e!1rra.l!co""-________ Site elevation (above MSL): 20 (in feet) 
3. On site soil type: silty sand Soil classifi~· w... .. I" fipr~lWd) 

4. Major river system (Ci._rc.=le~)J: l;p~e~e~D~ee;;U:rn~~s~a=nt=e~e ___ ..,..==C-.A~:: _.h;l:e~Y-:C=o=m:b=ah~e:e-:E:~==_ ___ s~a~v~ann==ah=_ __ 5. Nearest river/stream: _ a 
6. Current vegetation (circle): Pine/coniferous Mixed pine/hardwood 

Old field Grass/pasture Wetlands/freshwater 
Wetlands/saltwater Other 

7. Description of groundcover (circle): Absent Moderate 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Estimated site dimensions: _JI",OL7 ___ meters by ___ .<.75 ___ meters 

2. Site depth: 50 cm. 
3. Cultural features (type and number): 

4. Presence of (circle): midden floral remains faunal remains shell charcoal 
5. Human skeletal remains (circle): present preservation (circle): good 

~ poor 
6. General site description: Ibjs site consists of a historic artifact scatter on a bluff oyerJQQkine Habersham Creek Thp. 
site occupies a rise 00 the terrace. It has been plowed in the past but not otherwise diSturbed. All artifacts came from the 
p!owzooe. but suggest a relatively tight eady to mid_J981 centuO' dale range They also include CQ!QDQware which CQuid 
indicate a slave oCCUpatiOD A sroaU number of prehistoric artifacts appear to represent isolated materiaJs 
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(Use in conjunction with handbook) 

e Site Number: 38BU2120 Page 2 

• 

Site Map 

Scale 

The following information should be provided on the site map: site boundaries, nearby topographic features, associated streams, 
modem cultural features, different land use types in site area, collection loci, test excavation loci, archaeological features and 
means of access (include north arrow and scale), 

MAP KEY: Verbal description of location: The site is located on the Habersham 
Property off of SC 40 in Beaufort County, It currently occupies part of an 
open field and forested area accessed bv unimproved roads through the 
housing deve1opment. 
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Site Number 38B!J2120 Page 3 

D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 

Paleo Indian 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Early Woodland 

E. DATA RECOVERED 

List materials recovered: 
See attacbed inyentOlj' 

(Attach additional artifact inventory sheets if needed) 

Middle Woodland 
Late Woodland 
Mississippian 
Unknown prehistoric 
16th Century 

Total number of artifacts: 

F. DATA RECOVERY METHODS 
I. Ground surface visibility (circle one)~ 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 
2. Number of person hours spent collecting (total hours X total people): 
3. Description of surface collection methods (circle): 

Type: grid collection 
grab collection 
controlled sampling 

Extent: complete 
selective 
no collection made 

17th Century 
18th Century 
19th Century 
20th Century 
Unknown historic 

56 

76-100% 

other (specify): .,---_________________________ _ 

4. Description of testing methods (circle): 
C::Systema!!l>Type--.siiLhllloll:Vl<JeJLtu;e~Slill>s _______ _ 

Nonsystematic 

5. Description of excavation units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

cm. 
~ ____ ~ cm. 
~ ____ ~ cm. 

G. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
I. Present land use (circle): 

cm. 

Comments: 

Test units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

33 30cm/90 cm. 
______ cm. 

Residential, high density 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Residential, low density 

cm. 

Other (specify) ________ ~ 
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Site Number 38BU2120 e MANAGEMENT INFORMATION (Cont.) 

2. 
Extent ~ 
of--~> aerate 

damage Lheavy 

construction/development 

3. Potential impacts and threats to site (circle): 
Potential threat: 

none 
low 
~rate 

~ 

4. Recommendations for further work (circle): 

Nature of threat: 

Nature 
of'----' 

damage 

erosion 
culti vation 
logging 

I vandalism 
I inundation 
Lother (specify) 

Page 4 

survey ~estin~ excavation archival none oilier. _____ _ 
Comments: 

5. References (circle): Historic/archival documentation Yes No 

Archaeological documentation Yes No Not Known 
Re.pol1· Phase I ArchaeoJogica1 Survey of Habersham Property. Beaufort CQunty, South Carolina. by New South 
Associates. Inc. Stone Mountain. GA <in preparation) 

6. Additional management information/comments: 

7. Location of existing collections: temporarily with New Souili Associates 

8. Location of photographs: :-______________________________ _ 
9. Location of special samples: 

Type of special samples: 

Signature of observer. ___________________ Date:_.,-__ _ 

Subsequent visits: 
Observer _______________________ Date: 
Observer Date: 
Observer Date: 
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SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

SITE INVENTORY RECORD 
(68-1 Rev. 85) 

STATE: SC COUNTY: BEAUFORT SITE NUMBER: 38BU2l21 
Recorded By: Brad Botwick Affiliation: New South Associates. Inc Date: 19 August 2004 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
1. Site name: Habersham 3 Project: C 
2. USGS Quadrangle: Laurel Bay. SC Date: 1972 
3. UTM: Zone 17 Easting ~5",2""22,,,8 .. 9,--_____ _ Northing __ ~~~~ __________ __ 
4. Other map reference: 
5. Descriptive site type (see handbook): 

Prehistoric potte~ 
6. Archaeological investigation (crrCi~y 
7. Property Owner: Habersham Land Company 
8. Address: PO Box 365. Beaufort. SC 29901 

Testing 
Historic historic scatter 

Excavation 
Phone number: 843-846-1000 

9. Other site de"'S~ign:a:ti~on~s~:~~~;.;~~~(ci;rl.;-;;;~:-___________________ _ 
10. National Regis':- Bf IH.IBrk:!aces status (circle one): 

<..eQtentially eli~!>Ji) Probably not eligible 

Determined eligible 
On NRHP 

Office Use OnIy---­
Determined not eligible 

Date 

Additional work 

II. Level of significance (circle): National State Local 

Date ___ _ 

12. Justification: This site consists of an artifact scatter containing prehistoric pottery and 19ft .ceDtUl:Y materials that 
include colonoware. The prehistoric component is small but might provide information about prehistoric use of secondary 
drainages in the region The historic component mjght represent a slave OCCUPation associated with the Campbell Plantation 

_ H::~;:N::Tan~:Ul::::~:::formation associated with slaves and slayery during the antebellum period. 

1. General Ph~idPhiC piG li:cicircle): 
wer Coastal Middle Coastal Plain Upper Coastal Plain 

Piedmont Blue Ridge Mountains 
2. Landform location: _Ri~·v",e!..r ... T"err......,ac"e'-_______ Site elevation (above MSL): 2()'-25 
3. On site soil type: silty sand Soil ClasSifi~: W4!!dp fiM :;~<i<Wd) 
4. Major river system (circle): Pee Dee Santee '-A~Jey-Combah~Edio?o 

(in feet) 

Savannah 
5. Nearest river/stream: __ -'H ... a ... b"'ec;..,.,h"'amIlL>C"'ree ..... k"-__________________________ _ 

6. cU~'on (circle): Pine/coniferous 
Id field Grass/pasture 

Hardwood 
Agricultural/crops 

Comments: 

Mixed pine/bardwood 
Wetlands/freshwater 

Wet ands/saltwater Other 
7. Description of groundcover (circle): Absent Light Moderate 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Estimated site dimensions: 120 meters by ___ 4",5,,-_ meters 
2. Site depth: 50 cm. 
3. Cultural features (type and number): 

4. Presence of (circle): midden floral remains faunal remains shell charcoal 
5. Human skeletal remains (circle): present preservation (circle): good 

Gliiiil> poor 
This site occupies a low rise 00 the bluff adjacenr to Habersham Creek. It has been plowed 

a general nineteenth century date range but the presence of CO!ODoware suggests a possible slaye occupation. The prehistoric 
artifacts do not point to particular activities The site also contains more recent (Jate 19f1 _20fl centutyl refuse assocjated with 
lIS-P. ~s. ::. n::.s.tnt"f". ::.nri ::. nip' r.orr::.l. 
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(Use in conjunction with handbook) 

e Site Number: 38BU2l2l Page 2 

Site Map 

Scale 

The following information should be provided on the site map: site boundaries, nearby topographic features, associated streams, 
modem cultura! features, different land use types in site area, collection loci, test excavation loci, archaeological features and 
means of access (include north arrow and scale). 

MAP KEY: Verbal description of location: The site is located on the Habersham 
Pronerty off of SC 40 in Beaufort County .. It currently occupies part of an 
open field and forested an~a accessed by unimproved roads through the 
housing development. 
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Site Number 38Bl!2121 Page 3 

D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 

Paleo Indian 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Early Woodland 

E. DATA RECOVERED 

Middle Woodland 
Late Woodland 
Mississippian 

J_ Unknown prehistoric 
16th Century 

17th Century 
18th Century 

---"-_ 19th Century 
20th Century 
Unknown historic 

List materials recovered: Total number of artifacts: 18 
See attached inventory 

(Attach additional artifact inventory sheets if needed) 

- F. DATA RECOVERY METHODS 
.. I. Ground surface visibility (circle one)~ 1-25% 

2. Number of person hours spent collecting (total hours X total people): 
3. Description of surface collection methods (circle): 

Type: grid collection Extent: 
grab collection 
controlled sampling 

26-50% 

complete 
selective 

51-75% 

no collection made 

76-100% 

other (specify): .,-_________________________ _ 

4. Description of testing methods (circle): 
C:SystematII> Type ~s .. h"'o"'v"'elL..t"'e,.stl .. s _______ _ 

Nonsystematic 

5. Description of excavation units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

cm. 
cm. 

______ cm. 
_____ cm. 

G. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
I. Present land use (circle): 

<Sltural 
Forest 

w 

Comments: 

Test units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

16 3Ocml75 cm. 

Residential, high density 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Residential, low density 

cm. 
cm. 

~ (specify) _o"'l"'d ... fi.,e"'ld'-____ _ 
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Site Number 38BU2l2l e MANAGEMENT INFORMATION (Cont.) 

2. Present condition/integrity of sit circle): 
Intact Extent ~ 

of---> ilerate 
damage Lheavy 

construction/development 

3. Potential impacts and threats to site (circle): 
Potential threat: Nature of threat: 

none 
low 
~rate 

~ 

4. Recommendations for further work (circle): 
survey 0s~~ excavation 

Comments: 

5. References (circle): Historic/archival documentation 

archival 

Yes 

Nature 
of"---: 

damage 

erosion 
cultivation 
logging 

none 

No 

I vandalism 
I inundation 
Lother (specify) 

olher: 

Archaeological documentation Yes No Not Known 
Report: Phase I Archaeological Survey of Habersham Property Beaufort County. Soulh Carolina. by New South 
Associates. Inc Stone Mountain. GA Gn preparation) 

6. Additional management information/comments: 

7. Location of existing collections: temporarily with New South Associates 

Page 4 

8. Location of photographs: ;-______________________________ _ 
9. Location of special samples: 

Type of special samples: 

Signature of observer: ________________ Date: ___ _ 

Subsequent visits: 
Observer _______________________ Date: 
Observer Date: 
Observer Date: 
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SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

SITE INVENTORY RECORD 
(68-1 Rev. 85) 

STATE: SC COUNTY: BEAUFORT SITE NUMBER: 38BU2122 
Recorded By: Brad Botwick Affiliation: New South Associates. Inc Date: 19 August 2004 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
I. Site name: Habersham 4 Project: 
2. USGS Quadrangle: Laurel Bay. SC Date: 1972 
3. UTM: Zone 17 Easting ~5.!;2,,2.2l36;ul ______ _ Northffig_~~~L-______ _ 

4. Other map reference: 
5. Descriptive site type (see handbook): 

Prehistoric poue~ 

6. Archaeological investigation (circl~y 
Historic 

Testing 
7. Property owner: Habersham Land Company 

Excavation 
Phone number: 843-846-1000 

8. Address: PO Box 365. Beaufort. SC 29901 
9. Other site designations: 
10. National Register of Historic Places status (Ci!>Je.ie,. ?' 

Potentially eligible ~~Iy not eligiple 
'--- ----------Office Use y-- - .----------

Additional work 

Determined eligible Determined not eligible Date ___ _ 

On NRHP Date 

II. Level of significance (circle): National State Local 
12. Justification: This site consists of a sparse scatter of prehistoric artifacts Doted in a plowed fieJd. Because of its small 
size and sparse density. the site seems to have a Iintited potential to provide data for the study of prehistoric prehistoric use of 
secoodmy drainages in the region 
B. ENVIRONMENT AND LOCATION e· General Ph~ldpltic pIO 'i~Circle): 

wer Coastal Middle Coastal Plain Upper Coastal Plain 
Piedmont Blue Ridge Mountains 

2. Landform location: _R.,."iy"'e .. r ... T"'e .... rra ... ce""-________ Site elevation (above MSL): ~2,,0,--__ (in feet) 
3. On site soil type: silty sand Soil classification: Wando fine sand (0) 
4. Major river system (circle): Pee Dee Santee Savannah 
5. Nearest river/stream: _-1.HllalJ;bll<ellllii!lhillamIll..lC,JreemkL. __________________________ _ 

6. Current vegetation (circle): Pine/coniferous r.: ~ardwood 
Old field Grass/pasture ~culturaVcr;!!ll"' 

Mixed pinelhardwood 
Wetlands/freshwater 

Wetlands/saltwater Other Comments: 
7. Description of groundcover (circle): Absent ~ Moderate 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
I. Estimated site dimensions: 30 meters by ___ ",,3Q,,--_ meters 
2. Site depth: cm. 
3. Cultural features (type and number): 

4. Presence of (circle): midden floral remains 
5. Human skeletal remains (circle): present 

faunal remains shell 
preservation (circle): good 

~ poor 

Heavy 

charcoal 

6. General site description: This site occupies a bluff Qverlooking Habersham Creek. The site's position is in a shallow 
swalw between two rises that contain sites and this site might represent materials derived from slopewash rather than a 

_Primary depasil 

14R 
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(Use in conjunction with handbook) 

e Site Number: 38BU2122 Page 2 

• 

Site Map 

Scale 

The following information should be provided on the site map: site boundaries, nearby topographic features, associated streams, 
modem cultural features, different land use types in site area, collection loci, test excavation loci, archaeological features and 
means of access (include north arrow and scale), 

MAP KEY: Verbal description of location: The site is located on the Habersham 
Property off of SC 40 in Beaufort County, It Currently occupies part of an 
open field and forested area accessed by unimproved roads through the 
housing development 
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Site Number _----"3"'8B""lJ..,2LI2"'2'---_ 

D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 

Paleo Indian 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Early Woodland 

E. DATA RECOVERED 

List materials recovered: 
No artifacts collected. 

Middle Woodland 
Late Woodland 
Mississippian 

-"-_ Unknown prehistoric 
16th Century 

Total number of artifacts: 

(Attach additional artifact inventory sheets if needed) 

F. DATA RECOVERY METHODS 

17th Century 
18th Century 
19th Century 
20th Century 
Unknown historic 

1. Ground surface visibility (circle one): 0% 1-25% ~ 51-75% 76-100% 
2. Number of person hours spent collecting (total hours X total people): _-"'3 _____ _ 
3. Description of surface collection methods (circle): 

Type: grid collection Extent: complete 
grab collection select" v 
controlled sampling ~o:!'e~of:':ll"'eeii..u.,.·o-n-m-· 

Page 3 

other (specify): -:-_________ ....:::::::::==::::::=-________ _ 
4. Description of testing methods (circle): 

Systematic Type Test units: 
Nonsystematie Number Size/max. depth 

5. Description of excavation units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

em. 
em. 

______ em. 
______ em. 

G. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
1. Present land use (circle): 

<;4 sricultufil 
Forest 
Fallow 

Comments: 

em. 
______ em. 

Residential, high density 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Residential, low density 

em. 

<Iii!je) (specify) -'o"'J"'d..lfi .. e"'Jd'--____ _ 
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i'~ --~ 

Site Number 38BU2122 

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION (Can!.) 

2. 
Extent ~ 
of---> derate 

damage I_heavy 

construction/development 

3. Potential impacts and threats to site (cirele): 
Potential threat: Nature of threat: 

none erosion 

Nature 
of'---­

damage 

I vandalism 
I inundation 
Lather (specify) 

cultivation _ 

Page 4 

logging I direct impact zone 
low 
~rate 

~ e · n/ I indirect impact zone 
developme ------> I »>ibidt: iiii~ zone 
van Ism ISiIlQeterml'!lII8" 
inundation 
other (specify) __________ _ 

4. Recommendations for further work (cirele): 
survey ~stin» excavation 

Comments: 
archival none other: 

e 5. References (circle): Historic/archival documentation Yes No 

• 

Archaeological documentation Yes No Not Known 
Report· Phase I ArchaeolQgical Survey of Habersham Property. Beaufort County South Caro1ina. by New South 
Associates. Inc Stone Mountain. GA <in preparation) 

6. Additional management information/comments: 

7. Location of existing collections: 1emporari1y with New South Associates 

8. Location of photographs: 
9. Location of special samples: 

Type of special samples: 

Signature of observer: ________________ Date: ___ _ 

Subsequent visits: 
Observer _______________________ Date: 
Observer Date: 
Observer Date: 
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SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

SITE INVENTORY RECORD 
(68·1 Rev. 85) 

STATE: SC COUNTY: BEAUFORT SITE NUMBER: 38B!J2123 
Recorded By: Brad Botwick Affiliation: New SOUth Associates, Inc. Date: 19 August 2004 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
1. Site name: Habersham 5 Project: Phase 
2. USGS Quadrangle: Laurel Bay. SC 
3. UTM: Zone 17 Easting ~5",2 ... 24:L7 .. 5,--_____ _ 
4. Other map reference: 
5. Descriptive site type (see handbook): 

6. ArchaeoIOgiC~re~~~~~~atiti~on;;tfc~~~!~~~~~· :scs;':~;$;y;---lT~e~stitin~g~---HistoriC Excavation 
7. Property owner: Habersham Land Company Phone number: 843·846-1 000 
8. Address: PO Box 365. Beaufort. SC 29901 

9. Other site deSign;,:ab:· o~n~s~: ';;;::fJ,;;~UU;;;!~cle-;;;;;);---------------------
10. National Register Bf IHsIBri:-e!aces status (circle one): 

~tentia!!y elil!!l1li' Probably not eligible Additional work 
--Office Use Only 

Determined eligible 
On NRHP 

Deterntined not eligible Date ___ _ 
Date 

I!. Level of significance (circle): National State Lncal 
12. Justification: This site consjsts of an artifact sCatter cootaininB prehistoric pottery. The prehistoric component is 
small but might provide infOrmation about prehistoric use of secondary drainages in the region 
B. ENVIRONMENT AND LOCATION 
1. General phyJi:gldplric plO ';~(circle): 

\.LQ.wer Coastal ~ Middle Coastal Plain Upper Coastal Plain 

2. 
Piedmont Blue Ridge Mountains 

Landform location: _Ri""'·v"'e .. r ... T...,e"rra"ce""-________ Site elevation (above MSL): 2(}'22 
On site soil type: silty sand Soil classifi£alig:e ''''d!ld" fjt,u:W-fWdl 
Major river system (circle): Pee Dee Santee ~$ley.Combahe~·EMo 

(in feet) 

Savannah 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Nearest river/stream: -:-:-'H=a"'b"'ers""'b .. am":'-'C .. r"ee"'k"-______ ::--:-_-:-____ -:-:-:::--:--:--:-::--:-_-:-___ _ 
cu~·on (circle): Pine/coniferous Hardwood Mixed pine/hardwood 

ld field Grass/pasture Agricultural/crops Wetlands/freshwater 
et ands/saltwater Other Comments: 

7. Description of groundcover (circle): Absent Light Moderate ~ 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Estimated site dimensions: _-"1 ... 20,,,-__ meters by ___ ",45 ...... _ meters 
2. Site depth: 50 cm. 
3. Cultural features (type and number): 

4. Presence of (circle): midden floral remains faunal remains she!! charcoal 
5. Human skeletal remains (circle): present preservation (circle): good 

~ poor 
6. General site description: This site occupies a low rise and terrace of Habersham Creek It has been plowed in the pag. 
but not otherwise disturbed. Artifacts are sparse and all artifacts came from the plowzone The site appears to He off the crest 
of the rise and mostly on a gentle slope facing the creek lto the east). The prehistoric artifacts do not point to particular 
actjvities 

(Use in conjunction with handbook) 
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e Site Number: 38BU2123 Page 2 

• 

Site Map 

Scale 

The following information should be provided on the site map: site boundaries, nearby topographic features, associated streams, 
modem cultural features, different land use types in site area, collection loci, test excavation loci, archaeological features and 
means of access (include north arrow and scale), 

MAP KEY: Verbal description of location: The site is located 00 the Habersham 
Property off of SC 40 in Beaufort County It currently occupies Part of an 
open field and forested area accessed by unimproved roads through the 
hQusing develQpment. 
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e Site Number __ 3"'8"'B"'Uu.2 ... 1""23"---__ Page 3 

D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 

17th Century 
18th Century 
19th Century 

Paleo Indian 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Early Woodland 

Middle Woodland 
Late Woodland 
Mississippian 
Unknown prehistoric 
16th Century 

20th Century 
Unknown historic 

E. DATA RECOVERED 

List materials recovered: 
See attached inventoO' 

(Attach additional artifact inventory sheets if needed) 

.. F. DATA RECOVERY METHODS 

.. I. Ground surface visibility (circle one)~ 1-25% 
2. Number of person hours spent collecting (total hours X total people): 
3. Description of surface collection methods (circle): 

Type: grid collection Extent: 
grab collection 
controlled sampling 
other (specify): 

4. Description of testing methods (circle): 

Total number of artifacts: 

26-50% 

complete 
selective 

51-75% 

no collection made 

l! 

76-100% 

CSystematlI> Type ----'s""h"'o"'ve"'l""t"'es.,u"'s _______ _ Test units: 
Nonsystematic 

5. Description of excavation units: 
Number Size/max. depth 

G. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
I. Present land use (circle): 

Agricultural 
Forest 
Fallow 

cm. 
cm. 
cm. 
cm. 

Comments: 

Number Size/max. depth 
16 3Ocml65 cm. 

Residential, high density 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Residential, low density 

cm. 
cm. 

• ~ (specify) -'o"'I"'d"'fi"'e"'ld'----____ _ 
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Site Number _--ol3"'8B""'U"'2 .... l2""3'--__ e MANAGEMENT INFORMATION (ConL) 

2. Present condition/integrity of ... s",ite __ :.:: 
Intact 

construction/development 

Extent ~ 
of----'> erate 

damage Lheavy 

3. Potential impacts and threats to site (circle): 
Potential threat: 

none 
low 
~rate 

~ 

4. Recommendations for further work (circle): 

Nature of threat: 

. survey ~stin!> excavation 
Comments: 

archival 

5. References (circle): Historic/archival documentation Yes 

Nature 
of----' 

damage 

erosion 
cultivation 
logging 

none 

No 

I vandalism 
I inundation 
Lother (specify) 

other: 

Archaeological documentation Yes No Not Known 
ReDort' Phase I Archaeolo&ical Survey of Habersham Property. Beaufort County South Carolina. by New South 
Associates. Inc Stone Mountain GA <in preparation) 

6. Additional management information/comments: 

7. Location of existing collections: temporarily with New South Associates 

Page 4 

8. Location of photographs: ,.--______________________________ _ 
9. Location of special samples: 

Type of special samples: 

Signature of observer: _________________ Date: ____ _ 

Subsequent visits: 
Observer _______________________ Date: 
Observer Date: 
Observer Date: 

• 
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cuhural resources survey 

architeaural history· U1ban SlUdl~ 

~." r-' - . 

NEW SOUTH ASSOCIATES 
Archaeologists • Historians. Architectural Historians 

November 23,2004 

George Johnson 
Habersham 
22 Market 
Beaufort, S.c. 29906 

Re: Archaeological Boundary Identification~ Habersham Cemetery, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

. New South Associates, Inc. (NSA) has conducted archaeological 
. fieldwork to identify the boundaries of the Habersham Cemetery in 
the northern part of the Sunrise Tract at Habersham. The cemetery 
contains marked graves dating between 1910 and 2001 as well as 
depressions in the ground surface that might represent unmarked 
burials. The purpose of this archaeological survey was to 
determine if additional unmarked burials lie in areas outside the 
area of the known burials. (Known burials included ones that were 
indicated with grave markers or identified through probing.) This 
letter report describes the work conducted for this survey and the 
results. 

The method used for this survey involved systematic testing with a 
tube-type soil sampler. The sampler provides information on soil 
color and texture and should reveal the presence of disturbed soils 
in a backfilled grave as distinct from the predominantly light 
brown subsoil at the site. Areas to be surveyed included the areas 
south, east, and west of the known cemetery boundaries. The 
northern boundary was indicated by the presence of a flagged 
wetland. An initial walkover was made to identify and mark the 
outer-most visible graves. The margins of this area were then 
tested for additional graves by inserting the soil sampler every two 
feet along transects spaced two feet apart. Transects continued 
outward until a 50-foot grave-free area was established around the 
burial area. Samples encountering distinct dark or mottled soil 
were followed-up with additional probing to determine the 
approximate size and orientation of the subsurface feature. 

Because we understand that Habersham will have the boundary 
and buffer zone mapped by professional surveyors, we did not 
prepare a map of the cemetery. 

6150 East Ponce de Leon Avenue. Stone Mountain, Georgia 30083 • (770) 498-4155 Fax (770) 498.3809 
1534 Leesburg Road, Columbia, South Carolina 29209 • (803) 647·5983 Fax (803) 647·5987 
P.O. Box 481, Mebane, North Carolina 27302 • (919) 563-4708 Fax (919) 563·1829 
4316 Northwest 58th Avenue, Gainesville, Aorida 32653 • Voict;lFax (352) 371·9050 
http://www.newsouthassoc.t:om 
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Mr. George Johnson 
November 23, 2004 

-, "~T-i"'~' -r 
- f 

Page 2 

New South conducted the survey on November 19 and 22, 2004. The cemetery contains 
a concentration of marked graves in its northeastern portion. Occasional marked 
graves, consisting of isolated individual burials or small groups of burials, are to the 
west. The southern margins of the marked graveyard seemed to be indicated by 
discarded funerary debris (Le., remnants of wreaths, flower arr<l!lgements, flowerpots, 
and stands). At the cemetery's western margin there were a dirt road, modern trash, 
and push piles. The northern boundary was indicated by a distinct slope to a wetland 
and push piles. Because of these conditions, no probing was conducted to the north. 

Probing east, south, and west of the marked graves revealed grayish brown sand 
topsoil above pale brown sand subsoil. No anomalies were encountered that could be 
identified as unmarked graves. Several surface depressions were also probed 
specifically to determine if they comprised slumped burials, but these generally did not 
exhibit the disturbed soils that would be characteristic of a refilled grave. The surface 
depressions probably represent tree falls, while the soil anomalies identified by probing 
most likely also reflected natural disturbance. 

The survey suggested that the existing fence on the east/northeast side of the site 
accurately reflects the cemetery boundary. The southern and western cemetery margins 
lie inside the woods. 

The edges of the cemetery, as suggested by the visual inspection and probing were 
marked with white/red-dot flagging tape. The limits of the survey area (50-feet from 
the outer-most visible burials) were marked using white/red-dot flagging tape in 
combination with blaze orange flagging tape. 

" 

This survey suggested that the marked burials accurately represent the maximum 
extent of the cemetery. Therefore, construction in areas adjacent to the delineated edge 
of the cemetery has a low potential to disturb unmarked graves. We recommend that if 
unmarked burials or human remains are exposed during construction, then all activity 
should be stopped and the gravesite protected from further disturbance. Because 
burials at this site are relatively recent, the Beaufort County Coroner's office (843-525-
7656) should be contacted immediately for guidance as to the appropriate procedures 
for dealing with the remains. 

If you have any questions concerning this surveyor have additional questions, please 
do not hesitate to call me at 803-647-5983. 

Sincerely, 
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• ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT the plinciple structure In square footage on a lot -HQuses fronting prima/}' Boulevards Shall 
The code is derived from the building traditions of record. Accessory Slructures to single family have 1800 S.F. min. heated living spaCe and 
exempl!Iied in the Souttl Carolina neighbOrhoods dweU1ngs are permined the following uses; park- have a min. of 1-112 stories. 
of Beaufort, Georgetown. and Sun'UnerviJle. The i19, gazebo, poolhouse, equipment storage, art- -Houses fronting or backing marshfroni parks 
provisions of this document create coherent is! studio, suana, workshop, rental cottage, con- er edges Shall have 2000 S.F. min. heated 
neighbolhoods, pedeS1rian friendly streets and servatory. living space and have a min. of HI2 stories. 
pubflC spaces; distinctive house types, allowing f!QQG habitable level within a structiJre. 'Fences, garden walls, and hedges may be built 
personalizedprivate gardens and interior spaces, AI:l;;g!lg; structural extension of upper floor over on property fines or as a continuation of building 
allOwing flexibility to meet market conditions. public right of way, creating a covered pedes- walls. ' Irian sidewalk. Principal BuDdlng Height 
GENERAl-INSTRUCTIONS Home Occupallpna\ Use: any use conducted for 
The provisicn of this regulating document shall gain entirely within, and clearly Incidental to a -HeIght Shall be measured from grade eleva\iQn 

to eave line a maximum of 35'. govern as drafted. ' primary residence. AI no time shall such a use 
'Residential ground Hoors shaD have a minimU'll This code consists of two documents: exceed 2S% 01 the floer area 01 a prima/}' resi-

The Regulating Plan, the Urban Regulations (this dance. height of 9' • CcmmerciaJ ground noors Shall have 

dOCUment). 8 minimum height of 12'. 
'AD building and landscape designs shall be sub- ALLOWED USES oStrudures such as, but not fimited to, Observa-
mitted to the supervising architect for conformity t-jeighborbood Center ,lion Towers shall be allowed to reach an aecas-
to the code. AU permitted uses and concfllional uses as des- sible height of 60 feet if aU of the folloWing condl-
'Exceptions to these prOvisIons may be granted 19nated In sections 4.10.1 and 4.1 0.2 of the 050 dons are met 
on the basis of architectural merit, site conditions, 1. Structure is constructed on other than resi-
er hardship, provided such exceptlons ~ con- dated July, 1996. 

dentiallOt 
slstent with the intent of the code. Neighborhood Center psland Commercial) 

2. Structure with a footprint of 250 square feet or 
-Dimensions are rounded to the nearest fool Boat storage, B&B, rental cott.iges, restaurant/ 

less. bat.club lodge, community buDding, pool, activ-
3. Structure that is uninhabitable. 

DEflNmONS ' iIy center, general store, real estate office, cMc 
4. Structure meelS conditions for CO/lstructiaJ 

COmer side: the facade on a bujlding. having & InstiIIItionaI faclfities & above ground fueling 
stated by Beaufort Counly building codes am 

frontage on two thoroughfares. that is not the tank if permitted under state guide fines. 
local fire oHlciaIs. • matn entrance to the buDding. AD Districts 
Church steeples and otherarchftectural fealuces 

Frontage: Ihose portions of a lot bounda/}' line Single family, duplexes,institutlonal, cMc uses. 
shaD be allowed to reach a height of 100 feet which coincide with the princqlal thoroughfare, 

R-O-W. or public space. SIGNS 
from llnished grade. 

Facade: the perimeter of a building set parallel Signs shall be made of painted wood or Accessory Structure 

to a frontage line. enamaled metal. 'Accessory Structure shall have a maximum r4 

AI yar¢ a building type whlch has opan yard SIgns shaD be no bigger than 18' vertical nor' 625 habitable square feet 

aIong the entire building perimeter. exceed 12sqft oMaxlmum buUamg height shaI be 22', measured 

Rear yard: a bwlding type which has open yard Signs shaD be front lit Temporary signs such as ' to eave. 
to the rear only. real estate sales si!11S shaD be approved on a , oi.odglng and home occupational uses are per-
!luj!d to Une: a &ne drawn on the regulating plan case by case basis by the developers. milled within an accessolY structiJre if the activ-
or stated as a cflSlance from the frontage line ily is that of the property oWner and the property 
along which a facade must be placed, a desig' URBAN PROVISIONS owner Is In residence in the primary dwelling. 
nated percentage of the lot width. PrlnclpalSulkllng and Yard Accessory units cannot be ianted to busilesses. 
Skfe yard: a buBcfmg type which has open yard oStoops, balconies, porches, and bay windows 'o()nIy one habitable accessory sjnIcture with a 
to one side only. may encroach within Iront and comer sli1e set- kitchen permitted per residentiallol The criteria 
J:i!Iigb1: the measure from grade to the eave line backs. are: 
of the bw1d1ng. • <Double frontage buikfmgs shaD have the re- t &eh aeeessery st."'Uetttre shaH eetmlas 8:i 
Mia Irootage: buildings showing a front fa- quired Irontsetback along both frontages unless UAiIs pel UII~ agaiAet lIle mYlti family lIlial. 
cade and rear facade to a rlght-ilf-way. otherwise designated on the ReguJatingPlan. 3.1i111it te as % at 1M tela! &ilIgle family deR&~\ 
SIngle FamDy Qwe!1jog: A detached residential .BuiIdings Shall show no more than 2, 4, or 6, Parking 
stnictura located on a lot of recoro. 
~ Ail atIaI:hedsingle family structure con-

projecting Comers to frontage. of'aIklng Shall be 2 per principle dwemng unit; 1 
oBuildli1gs at vista terminatiOns as shown on the per apartment unit and 1 per every 400 square 

taining 2 dwelling units localed on a singly Regulating Map, shaD align frontage facade ele- feet of convnereia/ use. 
deeded lot , 
MIiItj Famjly !lw!:!!jng; three er more attached ments with the axis. -Required parking shall include on street park-

'. single family sInIctures located on a lot of Iecord. 'Front loaded garage doors shall be recessed iIg along the frontage. 

Mjxed USe: a single structure containing com- from the prima/}' buDding facade a mlnlmum 01 oFtoni loaded driveivays are permitted on lots 

meri:ial and residential uses. 20'. With widths 01 50' er greater. Driveways shall be 

M .... s5MI Slruc!ure: a stnK;tiJre subordinate to ·Attached buUdlngs on comer lots may move front 10' in width and may Include pervious medians. 
setback forward er backward a maximum of 6'. 

MOREUABAN 

N6GHBORHOODCenER 
This is a social, mixed use hub wiibin walking 
cfislance of Surrounding neighborhoods. ' 
-Housingis In more dense rearyard and sideyard 
buildings, often combining upper floor residen· 
tIaI with ground floor commercial. 
oComrrien:ial uses are In rearyard storefront 
Mdings. 
·lhoroughfares typically are streets and avenues 
with paraael parking on both sides. AD buUcfmgs 
are served by aOeys. 
Openspace is organized into parks and squares. 

BUILDING TYPES 
Ccmmercial BungalowCl 
Shophouse Single House 
Single Apar1ment Apartment House 
Double ,Decker T-Double 

SPECIFICATIONS ~lS' 
-The lot width shall be a minimum of • 
• The lot depth shaD be a minimum of 48' • 
'Bwldings shaD be placed on their loIS with a 
front setback between 0 and 8' , and no side 

' setbacks. Rear setbacks shall be a minimum 
of 36'. 
·Outbuildlng rear setback shall be a minimum 
of 3'. 
'The placement of the builtmg facade_at the 
front setback shall be mandatory. 
-Blnlding frontage a1on9.. the right-of-way shall 
be a minimum of 80%: This includes walls and 
gates Which shaD be buiH along the frontage 
line. , , 
.porch and arcade depth shall be a minimum 
of 8' • Balconies Shall be a minimum 014'In 
depth. , 

'Arcades shaD extend along 80% of a facade. 
Porches shaD extend along a minlmum of 20% 
of a facade. 
oMaximum height shaD be 3.5 floors. 
'The first floor shall be elevated aboVe the 
sidewalk a minimum of 18'. However, 
commercial use floors Shall be near sidewalk 
grade. 
-Ground and second floor uses shaD be 
commen:ial or residential 
'Third and fourth floor uses shaD be residential. 
(CivIc buRdlngs shall be exempt) 

HABERSHAM 
BEAUFORT COIJNlY. SOUTH CAROLINA 

URBAN STANDARDS 

I~..f--= ... ;· . ....-.;::;-..·.,..cjl I MORE RURAL CI :=:=1 
NEiGI:lBORHOOD (GENERAL N6GHBORHOOD EDGE 
This is tha moSt Widespread urban fabric. with a This is a rural resideniiaJ fabri:. 
mixture of housing 'YIie and limited noMesiden- -Housing is exdUavely n an yard or sldeyard , ' 

tlal uses. .:\ "buildings. 
'Housing is typically il rearyani, sideyard, and -Non residential uses aie runiled to special ree­
aD yard buildings, with outbuildlngs at !he rear.reational or civic uses, rela1ilg to adjacent lor-
'The thoroughfares ale streets er roads with or ests or waterfront 
without curb, and paranet parking. ' 'The thoroughfares are roads v.ith soft edges and 
oOpen space Is organiZed in\o.Jlarks and play- no curbs. Periocfic parking is accOmmodated 
grounds. on the roadside. 

BUILDING TYPES I , 
Comer Porch FOrch House 
Bungalow obuble Gallery 
Ccnage Single House' 
Double L T-House 
Bungalow Ccurt 

SPECIFICATIONS I 
-The lot width shaD be a min;mum 48' • 
·The lot depth shan b~ a mir.imuni of 100' • 
oBuildings shaD be pr.lced on !heir tots with a 
front setback belWeert 6' and 24', minimum 
side setbacks shall tolat 12' ,minimum rear 
setbacks of 24'. ! 
oQutbullding rear setIlack shaD be a minimum 
of 3'. I 
-The placement or N buildino facade at the 
fr, on! setback shaD bemand&tory. , 

'Buildlng frontage shaD be b~1Ween 50% and 
80%. Garden waJIs, dates, and fences shaD be 
built along ,the the pelimeter of front and 

sideyard. b 
.Porch depth shaD be a minimum of 8' in 
depth. Porches shaD d a minimum of 
30% of facade. I 
-Maximum height SI1afI be 2.: floors. 
'The flrst floor shaD be raised a minimum of 
29' above the sidewak 
-Ground floor uses sh8u be residential or home 
occupaUonai use. I 
-Upper Hoor uses SI1afI be residential. (Civic 
buUding shaD be exenlpt) , I 

I 
I 
I 

'The open space Is organized into parkways. 

, BUu.olNG TYPES 
Rurat Ramble 
Bungaww,Ct 
Marsh Mansion 

SPECIFICATIONS 
'The lot widtll shaD be a minkmlm 01 60' • 
'The lot depth Shall be a minimum 01 100' • 
'Bwldilgs shalt be placed on !heir loIS with 
minimum front setbacks of 18', minimum side 
setbacks of 12' and minimum rear setback 01 
2-t 
oQutbuiIding rear setback shaD be a minimum 
013'. 
'The placement of the building facade at the 
front setback shaD be mandatory. 
oBuUamg frontage shaD extend along a 
minimum of 40% of a property. 
oGanien walls, fences, and gates shaD be built 
along the Perimeter of front and sideyard. 
of'orches shall be a mininrum of 8 !eetin 
depth. and shall extend aJong a minimum of 
40% of a facade • 
-Maximum height shall be 2.5 floors. 
'The first Door shal be a minimum of 36' 
above grade. 
-Ground floor uses shaD be residential or home 
occupational. 
'AD other Doors shal be (8SIdenfiaL (Civic 
bu~ding shall be exempt). 



(A) Minimum lot size: 

(I) NPD-I: One acre (43,560 sq. ft.) 
(2) NPD-2: One-half acre (21,780 sq. ft. 
(3) NPD-3: One-third acre (14,520 s .) 
(4) NPD-4: One-fourth acre (10 sq. ft.) 

(8) Minimum front yard setback: enty-five (25') feet except where fronting on a major 
thoroughfare, then thirty-five (35') feet. 

(C) 

(D) ear yard setback: Ten (10') feet. 

perimeter setback and buffer standards related to subdivision development, see 

Maximum building height: Thirty-five (35') feet above base flood elevation or . . 

Section 4.10 NCD - Neighborhood Commercial District 

Section 4.10.1 Permitted Uses 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Neighborhood Commercial District: 

(A) All uses permitted in the Neighborhood Preservation Districts. However, when such 
use is a residential use, the density of the Neighborhood Preservation District abutting or closest to 
the Neighborhood Commercial District shall be the standard. When two or more Neighborhood 
Preservation Districts are contiguous to the Neighborhood Preservation District, the Neighborhood 
Preservation District with the highest density shall prevail. 

(8) Retail business involving the display and sale of merchandise inside stores only, 
provided, however, that agricultural products may be displayed and sold outside. Permitted retail 
businesses specifically include and may be similar to: 

( 1) Antique store 
( 2) Appliance, radio, television store 
( 3) Art supply store 
( 4) Book, magazine, newspaper shop 
( 5) Candy store 
( 6) Clothing store 
( 7) Drug store or pharmacy 

216 

160 



( 8) Florist shop 
( 9) Fruit, nut and/or vegetable store 
(10) Gift or curio shop 
(I I) Grocery store 
(12) Hardware store 
(13) Hobby and/or toy shop 
(14) Millinery or hat shop 
(15) Music store and/or record shop 
(16) Office supply and equipment store 
(17) Package liquor store 
(18) Photographic and camera supply and service store 
(19) Shoe store 

(C) Business involving the rendering of a personal service or the repair and servicing of 
small equipment specifically including, but not limited to: 

( I) Appliance, radio, television repair shop 
( 2) Bank, savings and loan associations, personal loan agency and branches. 
( 3) Barber ship, beauty shop, vr combination thereof. 
( 4) Bicycle repair and sales shop 
( 5) Dressmaker, seamstress, tailor 
( 6) Dry cleaning self-service and/or laundry self-

service facility. 
( 7) Insurance agency 
( 8) Jewelry and watch repair shop 
( 9) Locksmith or gunsmith 
(10) Medical, dental, or chiropractic office, clinic 

and/or laboratory. 
(11) Office for government, business, professional, or 

general purposes. 
(12) Photographic studio 
( 13) Real estate agency 
(14) School offering instruction in art, music, 

dancing, drama, or similar cultural activity. 
(15) Telegraph office 

(D) Radio and/or television station 

(E) Private or semiprivate club, lodge, union hall or social center. 

(F) Church 

(G) Off-street commercial parking lot 

(H) Publicly owned and operated building, facility or land. h .. ~"'(, 
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(1) A temporary office and/or storage building during a project involving construction 
but not to be used as a dwelling with the removal of same within 30 days upon project completion. 

(1) Public utility facility including substation, switching station, telephone ex~hange, 
pump station, water tower or fire tov.'er. 

Section 4.10.2 Conditional Uses 

The following uses shall be permitted on a conditional basis 10 any Neighborhood 
Commercial District: 

(A) Auto accessory store provided there is no storage of wrecked automobiles or scrapped 
or salvaged auto parts on the premises. 

(B) Automobile service station provided operations i!lvolving major repairs, body and 
fender work, and painting, are not conducted on the premises; provided all pumps are set back at 
least twenty-five (25') feet from the right-of-way line of all abutting streets; provided all pumps are 
set back at least fifty (50') feet from the right-of-way line along the major thoroughfares as identified 
in this Ordinance; and provided parking and/or services areas are separated from adjoining 
residential properties by a suitable planting screen, fence, or wall at least six (6') feet in height above 
finished grade. 

(C) Bakery provided that goods baked on the premises are primarily sold at retail only. 

(D) Contractor's office provided there is no storage of construction vehicles, equipment, 
or materials on the premises. 

(E) Delicatessen, restaurant, soda fountain or other eating and/or drinking establishments 
provided no outside loud speaker systems are utilized; provided all lights or lighting arrangements 
used for purposes of advertising or night operations are directed away from adjoining or nearby 
residential properties and passing vehicular traffic by suitable planting screen, fence, or wall at least 
six (6') feet in height above finished grade. 

(F) Dry cleaning or laundry pickUp agency provided. that any laundering, cleaning or 
pressing done on the premises involves only articles delivered to the premises by individual 
customers. 

(0) Meat, fish, and/or poultry shop provided that no slaughtering be permitted. 

(H) Pet shop, provided all animals are housed within the principal buildings so that no 
sound is perceptible beyond the premises. 

(I) Building exceeding three thousand (3,000') square feet (pursuant to Section 
4.1 0.3(C» up to a maximum of twelve thousand (12,000') square leet provided it is used by agencies 
and organizations charged with the provision of essential public utilities or public safety services 
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specifically including telephone, electric, gas, water, sewer, police and fire protection, emergency 
preparedness and telecommunications, and emergency medical services; provided it is used solely 
foi' the actual provision of those services plus activities which directly support the on-site operation 
and which could be ca.ried out elsewhere only with a significant loss of efficiency; and provided it 
is located on a parcel(s) at least ten (10) acres in size. 

(J) Telecommunications Towers Conditional Use. Telecommunications (transmission 
and receiving) towers provided the site plan complies with the requirements of Section S.2.9(F); 
provided towers under two hundred (200') feet are painted silver or. gray or retain galvanized finish 
in order to camouflage against the sky (unless the Federal Aviation Administration imposes other 
requirements); and provided no strobe lights are used (unless required by the FAA). 

Uses permitted in the Neighborhood ~l.llmercial District shall be required to conform to the 
following standards: 

(A) yard setback requirements, refer to Section 5.2.9. 

(B) Maximum b . ing height: Thirty-five (35') feet above base flood elevation or 
finished grade, whicheve . greater. 

(C) The aximum building size per parcel shall be three thousand (3,000') square feet 
for all uses with e exception of: residential dwelling units; churches and other places of worship; 
public and n profit schools and day care centers; clubs, lodges, union halls, social/community 

ic recreational facilities; conditional uses delineated in Section 4.10.2(1). 

(D) Additional requirements: Uses permitted in the Neighborhood Commercial Zoning 
trict shall meet all standards set forth in Section 5.2.1 (E) pertaining to off-street parking, loading, 

~St'l:e!!:!d!l!!Q!!!!~! !t:4.:tl!1------Iii@BIii ! @ . lB' 

The following uses shall be itted in any General Commercial District: 

(A) Any use pe ed in any Development District, in compliance with the provisions 
of Section 5.2.9. 

ail, wholesale or storage business involving the sale of merchandise on the 
ept those uses which involve open yard storage. 

Business involving the rendering of personal services other than an automobile 
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~·~~I 
~ ....... A ........ I"Ji:5 
Trame. TransponaUon, & Parting Consultants 

November 3, 2004 
Revised November 24, 2004 

Mr. William Winn 

SRS Engillt:ding, LLC 
1226 Bull Street, Suite 30 I 

Columha, 5C 29201 

(803) 252·1599 
(803) 2.12-1966 f~jx 

Director of Emergency Management 
Beaufort County, South Carolina 

RE: Evacuation Impact Assessment 
Habersham Expansion Project: Beaufort, SC 

Dear Mr. Winn: 

SRS Engineering, LLC (SRS) has recently completed an assessment of the traffic impacts associated with 
the proposed Habersham Expansion Project in Beaufort County, South Carolina. Under the current 
development plan 170 residential units would be constructed on-site, consisting of 86 single-family 
homes and 84 condo/townhome units. 

This development can be expected to generate a total of 1,690 two-way vehicular trips on a weekday daily 
basis, of which a total of 128 trips (32 entering, 96 exiting) can be expected during the AM peak-hour. 
During the PM peak-hour, 173 trips (109 entering, 64 exiting) can be expected. 

It should be noted that this project will result in an additional access point for the existing Habersham 
PUD via a new connection to Joe Frazier Road at Still Shadow Drive. From an emergency management 
standpoint, the additional access would be a significant benefit to the area in the event of an evacuation. 

The amount of traffic expected with this development is not expected to be a significant issue in the event 
of an evacuation. If you have any questions, please call me at 803-252-1799. 

Regards, 

SRS~G~E~G,LLC 

~~~L 
Mike Ridgeway:;:0 
Principal 
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____ ~A~~ ~ AC5 
TrafIlc. Transponalion. & Parking Consuhants 

November 22,2004 

Mr. George Johnson 
Habersham Land Company 
22 Market 

SR5 Engineering, LLC 

1226 Bull Stn:l.':t. Suire 30 [ 

CDlumt-w) .sC 2920 t 
(SOl) 252- I 599 

(803) 252.·1%6 fil" 

Beaufort, SC 29906 

RE: Traffic Impact and Access Study 
Habersham Expansion Project: Beaufort, SC 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

AI; requested, SRS Engineering, LLC (SRS) has completed an assessment of the traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed Habersham Expansion Project in Beaufort, South Carolina. The following 
provides a summary of this study's findings: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Habersham Expansion Project is a proposed expansion of the existing Habersham Planned-Unit­
Development (PUD). Presently the site, which totals approximately 47 acres, is undeveloped. Under the 
current development plan 170 residential units would be constructed on-site, consisting of 86 single­
family homes and 84 condo/townhome units. As scheduled, this project is planned to be constructed and 
fully operational/occupied by 2010. 

As planned, primary direct access to/from the site will be provided by via the existing Habersham access 
drives to/from Cherokee Farms Road and a new Habersham access which would be provided to Still 
Shadow Drive. It should be noted that future plans are to re-align Cherokee Farms Road to intersect Joe 
Frazier Road further west, opposite the entrance to Burton Wells Park. The realignment of Cherokee 
Farms Road is critical to providing another outlet for Habersham, which is needed to reduce the impact on 
the Joe Frazier/Cherokee Farms intersection. This will allow for Still Shadow Drive to be improved and 
extended to intersect with Joe Frazier Road. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing conditions for this report were taken from the traffic study prepared for the Cherokee Farms 
PUD prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates. The following five intersections serve as the project study 
area as directed by Beaufort County staff. 

• Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier Road; 
• Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock Road; 
• Joe Frazier Road at Cherokee Farms Road; 
• Cherokee Farms Road at Habersham Entrance; and 
• Joe Frazier Road at Still Shadow Drive. 
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Page 2 

Weekday morning (7:00-9:00 AM) and evening (4:00-6:00 PM) peak period turning movement specific 
manual counts were conducted at these locations for the Cherokee Farms report prepared by Wilbur 
Smith Associates. Figures 1 and 2, located in the appendix of this report, graphically depict the 
respective AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the study area intersections. The summarized count 
sheets for each intersection are also included in the appendix. 

FUTURE CONDITIONS 

Traffic analyses for future conditions have been conducted for two separate scenarios: first, No-Build 
conditions, which include an annual normal growth in traffic, all pertinent background development 
traffic, and any pertinent planned roadway/intersection improvements; and secondly, Build conditions, 
which account for all No-Build conditions PLUS traffic generated by the proposed development. 

No-Build Traffic Conditions 

Annual Growth Rate 

An annual growth rate of3% per year was developed and approved by Beaufort County staff. This growth 
rate was based on growth documented at SCDOT count stations in the area. This annual growth rate, 
which would account for all unspecified traffic growth, was applied to the Existing peak-hour traffic 
volumes. 

Background Development 

In accordance with information provided by Beaufort County staff, two development projects exist which 
are currently approved and/or permitted and will cause an increase/change in traffic volume (in excess of 
normal traffic volume growth) within the study area. These projects are: 

• Habersham PUD (not including Habersham Expansion Project); and 
• Cherokee Farms PUD. 

It should be noted that, based on discussions with County staff, the Burlington PUDhas not been included 
as background traffic since a development plan has not been brought forward. 

The anticipated 2010 No-Build AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes, which reflect the annual growth 
rate, along with traffic related to the above-cited background development projects, are shown in Figures 
3 and 4, which follow this report. It should be noted that the No-Build volumes for this report differ from 
the "Build" volumes for the Cherokee Farms study for the following reasons: 

1. At the direction of County staff, the Covington Place PUD was not included as background for 
this report, but it was included in the Cherokee Farms report. 

2. Background traffic for the Habersham PUD was distributed based on a slightly different 
arrival/departure pattern based on discussions with County staff. 

3. Cherokee Farms PUD traffic was re-assigned based on the slightly different arrival/departure 
pattern utilized for Habersham PUD background traffic. 
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Planned Roadway Improvements 

Discussions with County staff indicate that there are roadway/intersection improvement projects planned 
within the study area that will improve roadway/intersection capacity by the time the site is built out. 
These roadwaylintersection improvement projects are as follows: 

1. The intersection of Broad River Boulevard and Joe Frazier Road will be upgraded and signalized. 
Separate left-turn lanes will be constructed for the eastbound, westbound and southbound 
approaches. Protected/permissive phasing will be provided for the eastbound approach of Broad 
River Boulevard. 

2. As part of the Cherokee Farms PUD project, Cherokee Farms Road will be re-aligned to intersect 
with Joe Frazier Road directly opposite the entrance to Burton Wells Park. Separate left-turn 
lanes are proposed for each approach. It is likely that this intersection will be placed under traffic 
signal control at some point in the future, but only when signal warrants are satisfied. As a result 
of the re-alignment of Cherokee Farms Road, Still Shadow Drive will be extended to intersect 
with Joe Frazier Road and Needles Road will be abandoned. 

Each of the above-cited roadway/intersection improvements have been included in all future capacity 
analysis scenarios. 

Site-Generated Traffic 

• Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed Habersham Expansion Project residential 
development were forecasted using the Seventh Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual, as published 
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Land-Use Code #210 (Single-family Residential) was used 
to estimate the specific site-generated traffic. Table 1 depicts the anticipated site-generated traffic. 

• 

Table 1 
PROJECT TRIP-GENERATION SUMMARy' 

Habersham Expansion Project 

170 
Residential 

Time Period Units 

Weekday Daily 1,690 

AM Peak-Hour 
Enter 32 
Exit ~ 
Total 128 

PM Peak-Hour 
Enter 109 
Exit ~ 
Total 173 

t. Source: ITE Trip Generation manual, 
Seventb Edition; LUC 210 
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As shown, this development can be expected to generate a total of 1,690 two-way vehicular trips on a 
weekday daily basis, of which a total of 128 trips (32 entering, 96 exiting) can be expected during the AM 
peak-hour. During the PM peak-hour, 173 trips (109 entering, 64 exiting) can be expected. 

It should be noted that the 170 residential units includes a mix of single-family residences and 
townhomes. At the direction of county staff, all units have been assumed to be single-family residences 
due to the size and expected trip generation characteristics of the proposed townhomes. 

Distribution Pattern 

The directional distribution of site-generated traffic shown in Table 2 was based on discussions with 
County staff and an evaluation of existing and anticipated future travel patterns within the study area. 
This distribution pattern has been applied to the site-generated traffic volumes from Table 1 to develop 
the site-generated specific volumes for the study area intersections illustrated in Figures 5 and 6, which 
follow this report. 

Table 2 
TRIP DISTRIBUTION PATTERN 

Habersham Expansion Project 

Direction Percent of Trips 

Roadwa~s TolFrom EnterlExit 

Broad River Blvd. East 35 
West 35 

Joe Frazier Road North 10 

Colonial Drive South 10 

Castle Rock Road South 10 

Total 100 

Build Traffic Conditions 

The site-generated traffic volumes, as depicted in Figures 5 and 6, have been added to the respective 2010 
No-Build traffic volumes (Figures 3 and 4). This results in the peak-hour Build traffic volumes, which are 
graphically depicted in Figures 7 and 8. These volumes were used as the basis to determine potential 
improvement measures necessary to mitigate traffic impacts caused by the project. 

Table 3 has been developed to present a summary of existing and future traffic volumes for Joe Frazier 
Road south of Cherokee Farms Road . 
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Six Levels-of-Service are defined for each type of facility (signalized and unsignalized intersections). 
They are given letter designations from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions 
and LOS F the worst. 

Since the Level-of-Service of a traffic facility is a function ofthe traffic flows placed upon it, such a 
facility may operate at a wide range of Levels-of-Service depending on the time of day, day of week, or 
period of a year. 

Analysis Results 

As part of this traffic study, capacity analyses have been performed at each study area intersections under 
both Existing and Future (No-Build & Build) conditions. The results of these analyses are summarized in 
Table 3. Existing calculations were taken directly from the Cherokee Farms report. 

Table 3 
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE SUMMARY 

Habersham Expansion Project 

Time EXISTING 2010 NO-BUILD 

Stud~ AIl:~ Inb:!l~i!!ns I!nil!!! YJJ::. Il<l!l J&S: YK:. 

Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier Roact AM - 162.5 F 1.01 
PM 192.4 F 1.14 

Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock: Road AM • 17.9 C • PM 13.6 B 

Joe Frazier Road at Cherokee Fanns Road AM • 11.9 B • PM 11.2 B 

Joe Frazier Road at Still Shadow Drive AM _._. 
PM 

Cherokee Fanns Road at Habersham Entrance 

.. voturnc-to-Cupadty l'IItio. 

b. ~lay in Iccond!-pa·yc:hi<:lc. 
e. LOS -l.evd-of·Servicc. 

AM • PM 

d. Reflects signal control (or control under 2010No-BU11d and Bmld scenarios.. 

GENERAl NODS' 

1. Far signalized intmcctions, Delay is rqlresmtativc of overall ~an. 
2. Far UDSignaIizcd intcncctilJllS, Delay is rqmscnwivc of aitical ~1PP1Ullch. 

8.S A • 8.6 A 

J. Amlysis ofExistiDs CanditiOll5 was taken direelfy from Olcrokcc FIInIlS RepQrt prqtaral by Wilbur Smith Assoc:iab:S. 

I!<!l!I 

18.5 
40.8 

48.2 
25.9 

25.3 
19.3 

24.1 
15.2 

13.8 
17.1 

2010 BUILD 

!&li YJ£ Delay ~ 

B l.()6 19.3 B 
D 1.13 56.2 [ 

[ • 59.9 F 
D 31.7 0 

D • 25.6 D 
C 19.6 C 

C • 39.3 [ 

C 17.9 C 

B • 13.8 B 
C 17.1 C 

As shown in Table 3, each of the study area intersections operates acceptably under tbe Existing traffic 
volume conditions with the exception of the Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier Road intersection 
which operates unacceptably during both peak hours. This poor operation is caused by excessive side­
street delays and the lack of a needed traffic signal which is currently being planned. 

Under 2010 No-Build conditions, which include I.) the addition of normal annual growth, 2.) traffic 
associated with the previously cited background development projects, and 3.) all cited 
roadway/intersection improvements, all study area intersections will operate acceptably with the 
exception of the Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock Road intersection, which operates poorly during 
the AM peak hour. Traffic signalization at the Broad River Boulevard/Joe Frazier Road intersection 
improves operations overall however additional improvements are needed to ensure good operations for 
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Under 20 I 0 Build conditions, which account for the inclusion of the projected site traffic, operations are 
similar to that of No-Build with the exception two intersections. The Broad River Boulevard at Joe 
Frazier Road intersection deteriorates from LOS D to LOS E during the PM peak hour. The Joe Frazier 
Road at Still Shadow Drive intersection deteriorates from LOS C to LOS E during the AM peak hour. 

MITIGATION 

The final phase of the analysis process is to identify mitigating measures which may either minimize the 
impact of the project on the transportation system or tend to alleviate poor service levels not caused by the 
project. Measures considered necessary to mitigate roadway system deficiencies are discussed below as 
they relate to the impacts of the proposed project. 

Proposed Site Access 

While an additional connection to the Habersham PUD has long been discussed, Habersham Expansion 
Project is the component that will make this additional access possible. Cherokee Farms Road will be re­
aligned to intersect Joe Frazier Road further north directly opposite Burton Wells Park. This will allow 
for the existing and improved Still Shadow Drive to be extended to Joe Frazier Road. This will provide 
significant relief for the area by allowing a significant amount of existing and future Habersham traffic to 
access Joe Frazier Road without utilizing Cherokee Farms Road. 

There is the potential for an Elementary School to be constructed along Still Shadow Drive, however 
plans are still preliminary. The tentative plan is for a four-lane divided boulevard cross-section for Still 
Shadow Drive. The developers of Habersham Expansion Project are planning to construct half (two 
lanes) of this boulevard as part of this project. The boulevard would be completed when/if the school is 
completed. It should be noted that the school has not been analyzed in this report since it has not been 
approved, however the school is thought to have positive impact on the area transportation network since 
much traffic will be kept internal without utilizing the more congested routes of Joe Frazier Road, Broad 
River Boulevard etc. 

When the intersection of Joe Frazier Road at Still Shadow Drive is improved, a separate northbound left­
turn lane should be constructed for Joe Frazier Road. Separate left and right-turn lanes are recommended 
for Still Shadow Drive. 

Off-Site 

Review of the intersection analyses indicates that the proposed project has a measurable impact on two of 
the study area intersections. The following paragraphs detail the impacts and discuss potential 
improvement measures. 

Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier ROIid 

While the level-of-service for this intersection is acceptable under No-Build conditions, the Volume-to­
Capacity (VIC) ratio is greater than 1.0, indicating the intersection is exceeding capacity. The addition of 
site-specific traffic pushes the LOS to an unacceptable level during the PM peak hour. 

It should be noted that when the report for Cherokee Farms was prepared, future geometry at the 
intersection was assumed based on what would be needed. This included separate right-tum lanes for the 
southbound and westbound approaches. In the meantime the intersection improvements were designed 
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without these right-turn lanes, mainly due to lack of right-of-way. Since the future analyses conducted for 
the Cherokee Farms report included this additional geometry, acceptable service levels were achieved. 

With or without Habersham Expansion Project, separate southbound and westbound right-tum lanes 
should be considered for the intersection. The most critical is the southbound right-turn lane as this 
would allow for a right-turn 'signal overlap to function with the eastbound left-turn phase. 

Joe Frazier Road at Still Shadow Drive 

This intersection deteriorates to a marginally poor service level during the AM peak hour. This delay is 
not extremely high and is not thought to be a significant problem. The poor service level is dictated by 
the STOP controlled approach (Still Shadow Drive), and traffic signalization will likely not be warranted. 
No mitigation is recommended for this intersection. 

Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock Road 

This intersection operates at a poor service level during the AM peak hour under No-Build and Build 
conditions. This delay is not extremely high and is not thought to be a significant problem. The project 
does not add traffic to the critical movement for the intersection, which is left-turns out of Castle Rock 
Road. One measure that would improve the service level with or without this project is the construction 
of a separate right-turn lane for the Castle Rock approach. This would allow for right-turns to proceed 
around a queued left-turning vehicle. 

Joe Frazier Road 

As mentioned in the Cherokee Farms report, traffic volumes for Joe Frazier Road sh(lUld be monitored in 
the future for the consideration of improvement to a four-lane cross-section. The analyses conducted for 
this report indicate that nodes (intersections) will operate acceptably along the route with turn-lane 
improvements, however additional development in the area may trigger the need for a four lane section. 

Capacity analyses have been conducted for the intersection of Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier Road 
with the addition of right-turn lanes for the southbound and westboUnd approaches. Analyses have also 
been conducted for the intersection of Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock Road with the Castle Rock 
approach improved to two lanes. The results of these analyses are detailed in Table 4. 

Table 4 
MITIGATED LEVEL-OF-SERVICE SUMMARY 

Habersham Expansion Project 

Time 2010 NO-BUILD 

5tI!dl: Area Inte!lffi[ons f<!:io!! YJS::. ~ !.lls: 

Broad River Boulevard at J()C: Frazier Road AM l.Ot 18.5 B 
PM 1.14 40.8 D 

Broad River Boulevard at Castle Rock Road AM - 48.2 E 
PM 25.9 D 

L vofume.to..Capacity mio. 

b. Del.y in Iccon<b-pcr-vchlclc.. 

c.. LOS'" Lcvcklf..sCl'Vite, 

GEr-bRA! rmn;s· 

L For signalized intel'1ection,. Deily is n:pre:senwfve olO'lmll inlersecD(III.. 

1. Por WlSignaliz:ed interseetions. ~lay is rqn=Wivc of critieal appn,13.ch. 

2010 BUILD 

YE. ~ ~ 

1.06 19.3 B 
1.23 56.2 E - 59.9 F 

31.7 D 

2010 BUILD MITIGATED 

YE. ~ ~ 

0.71 13.8 B 
1.04 18.9 B - 33.8 D 

22.0 C 
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As shown, the addition of right-turn lanes for the southbound and westbound approaches at Broad River 
Boulevard/Joe Frazier Road. has a positive impact on the intersection and good operations (LOS B) are 
expected during both peak-hour time periods. 

Operations at Broad River Boulevard/Castle Rock Road would also be improved with an additional lane 
for the northbound Castle Rock Road approach. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study has been conducted to analyze the impacts of Habersham Expansion Project, which is 
proposed as an expansion to the existing Habersham PUD. The major benefit of this project is that an 
additional access point for Habersham will be provided, thus providing relief for the intersection of Joe 
Frazier Road at Cherokee Farms Road. The additional access will be provided via an improved Still 
Shadow Drive. The intersection of Still Shadow Drive at Joe Frazier Road should be improved to include 
a northbound left-turn lane for Joe Frazier Road and separate left and right-turn lanes for Still Shadow 
Drive. 

The intersection of Broad River Boulevard at Joe Frazier Road is shown to operate poorly under Build 
conditions during the PM peak hour. It should be noted that this project is not the primary cause of this 
poor operation. The traffic study prepared for the Cherokee Farms PUD by Wilbur Smith Associates 
assumed right-turn lane improvements that would improve operations that are not currently proposed. An 
additional lane for the Castle Rock Road approach to Broad River Boulevard would improve the poor 
service level during the AM peak hour expected under No-Build and Build conditions. These turn-lane 
improvements are recommended with or without the development of Habersham Expansion Project. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding any information contained within this report, please 
contact me at (803) 252-1799. 

Regards, 

S4/2t~~LLC 
Mike Ridgeway, P.E. 
Principal 

Attachments 
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No-Build PM 
13: Cherokee Farms Rd & 

$;,.. .• _, 

iii 
23 

po queue free % 100 66 
pM caEacl!f(veli/h) .' %;1512 ",' ;g., ,.. ".' 1592 

\. ':'/" 

t 

"" 'f 

488 

11/2/2004 

.... ,<3:::-",:::::J 
1-- . . "-. .~ -~fP.:"'" . '-;..3 

,23 594.460 ,,~ 

t " "'--,::~ ~<---'''''~'~:';:':-''''i', ~ ,-:,-~-: .. '~<.'" ':,><.-'" ) _,\\:}'"if;;fY·;' : ,::~J 
460 488 23 594 460 57 

100 100 67 90 100 100 

~rulneTot8j---~-~'!P"~ 2~3?27S¥-135-c~~ ~33 ~--, :;>~-. 0t,:~'~~,,~,'":c-:;7~:~-]J4r~r:;~:;~1f;Q;- :~"' 1tf ;:~J~{ti5,r·:-\{<~: ' ':~jl 
Volume Left a 190 1 33 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING. LLC 

(II I f 

:.;' 
-i{ "/'/i. .. 
, 

. 
:::fi;" oc'" J 

• :@-.-;~r- 'r I 

Synchro 6 Report 
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No-Build PM 
1: Broad River Blvd & Joe Frazier Rd 11/212004 

- - t 

I{cilui)i~;J~pN:'" c; ~ /cjJ:5'l7,"11?,F_,"~.?~2 '~1'\17d':'; 441' '';~~T~';; -70 '·'17~:.f.?42 .-. 5'1'''''<321 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
~~f!flii~.<yptD \ .• :u.:rf62?... ',,1J5"' "<:2' 4~' ,J?5?79 .'3" A.· ifj ~8,"263. 55' .355 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 176 0 0 12 0 0 320 0 
r~~""=-~-· "~'~·~~-···:-Tr~g~,. ,,' :_~ _ ,~I~ ,~ )0 ~="~~ 
~ane.Gfoup.FIOw(VPh)o-",627_., ,.,~76~/1k. ,a ...... ,,24·,;.; .• !l813' 'TO,o~:', 83 '0 .~ ,,0-:-:'263 '~90 ~f>.,,! 
Tum Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm 
~~ed~~ffiiSes':;1)-: ',;>,t -.,-. ··~-'ri';'-':> ,': 'i'}'-5:'-~'1" r:,:t--:";,'·". ,'2· ':~·i::-': iF --:=6 -<1 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
!CfUaied'Green, G@ 49.7 49.7. . 2~g2] 1'6'.3 16.3 , 16;3 " 
Effective Green, g (s) 49,7 49,7 22.7 22.7 16.3 16.3 16.3 
e;quaied gi'GBa§o: 0.57 0;67 cc 0;31 0.3t U,2Z.~ K?2: °,421 
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
}Jel'1lcJe EXtension (s);;. ~. 3.0.·3;0'" 3,0. ''''3.p '. -"': 3,0 3.0. 3.0:-,'1 

W~n~~~ E~~f (vph) , ",. co~;Q .' ~~ , . 36~, co~~K ' 352 '" '. 29: co~;~ >;' . j e 
vis Ratio Perm 0.35 0.02 0.06 0.20 
&$Ra!io, .. to.9a 0,14 : o.or .. M5 .' .. 0.240.89:0.25 _~,u'ij 
Uniform Delay, d1 19.3 4.4 18.1 25.2 23.7 28.0 23.8 
E!:9.9res~~§tor-·i!i!;ou 1.00 ;;',,1:00 . ,'tOO:, , j .OO"1~OP roo I 
Incremental Delay, d2 26.2 0.1 0.1 28.9 0.3 26,7 0.4 
lSei8>: (s) . "-45,6; i\.5 .. 18:2:0:-;54.1', 24.154.7 24:2 '.{ 
Level'"Ot Service DAB D CDC 
~l?ffiacIiElel@l@;?"; " ,·36,5-""""~' . ,5?:S.'., ""." .24,1,'" . ,36 .. 1... ,I 
Approach LOS - D D C D 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

, I' I (. 
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• 

Build AM 
3: Broad River Blvd & Castle Rock Rd 

- t -

'if~'Cq,nijicyhg_ vplume .:} '~:'i.-,.~.,j ·;w- .-- ~4,75\ .. tc!Pft ',! ~n:~5' k' ,;462 \I{~\'\"" .. ::-<~· fl~· 
vC 1 • stage 1 conf vol 
}TC2(st99~:\::bnrVOI ;t· ,ri':::' ./1'-:' r, . t# . 7'%_ 
vCu. unblocked vol 
Ie;-siQgl$J 51 :;; 
tC. 2 stage (s) 

, 475 
. :4;1 . 

J~J ? ,"7 ,~' __ :_ }'~~iSf'- ~;t . ,'& ' . 

1645 462 
. 6Jt~~: 6'.2 

t.EThLJ, '. <o±n . . ' ;, - /< ';': -: -,2.2 ~ -it(' ! l- 3;5 
pO queue free % 73 45 78 

Queue Length (ft) 0 27 0 137 

!nterseCfioa Summary.j 
Average Delay 8.5 

~i'? J?"--: 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/2/2004 

:. iF" ~= 

-'~,,,i' ,~(:;~; ,,;1 

-.J 

mf~r.!®.ti6"El9.l;IP-,!cltyR.!!!~1:!.51]~.;_;.,.t.;1~JL~~1§ffi!9fl' ,:;;;,;;:: .... ·&.~l% AM ;''':..c;;;g:;:;;) 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
:~~:,1:}§"; 'Wt --S~-»I!·.fi¥~l·f~~l!ii';:;:t4i~i~iF: gJ~l--11;t::~ ~<-'!-<f;~ '"'-{." -.'->%:1'+;(·' ;.;k.~: t1i7 .. :·~"'iJ!i3J 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING. LLC 

;JPf 
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\'1' [ 

Build AM 
7: Joe Frazier Rd & - t 

42,. •• 
" ", :'-. i'- - • 

.,f.t< W..kT!;. 
1 

M l~ .. :.]!!: ;; 

i-
, 

, r:r~ 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/2/2004 

~. ;lWLT[ 
" i'l 1 

, ';.' ·,JfE.1 

gJ1.~.'S,~,ge'2 canf,vol 'ii,!' ;,.,"" ,'" <: :0>.648,' 647<,'('" 922{'567:' '1 
vCu, unblocked vol 351 563 1209 1208 557 1567 1213 350 
!r!}.singJi1~ ",.:v'·4:j}j, ,.,<" 4:'t. t",,,,>;·,,,,,,'7:1;',,6;$ 
tC, 2 stage (s) 6,1 5,5 6,1 5,5 
tF,Js)'"*' ,4\ -. .(;:~;: ,:ic'r+2.Z >. o>~:: Z ,.0 ,'2.2 .. ~, -".: E .. ~,~ •. ~.::~;::,:}.--(-: .::} 3~5_;._-: .~ -'4~O;, ,4,' _ 3-.3. L43.5.7Y;;S;4.o ,':/;'-.-3;3' 
pO queue free % 100 85 86 99 31 91 99 100 
~:faJ?acltY (vefii6l: .,'. ,:Q2QB' ':,", ',' t';f008 

WolumeTota!7".,:---::; S ,- {;-f~~2:iF593T::-:, 1~.8 -.335-1 :~~3T ~3_6T~~~i~m1 (~~(:4 -'ri' "it ,::::r~<~~;;-~·i;-:;f~'#4 "-7;] 
Volume Left 2 0 148 0 37 0 2 0 
g§Jume Rlgpt: ":: .. & .-~~:k· . .>,o·/4dt: .... ~)' ~o'-$' ":,::_2-::1%-::);.0 t:~ ... :;365 -\I,,-; '0-:-:,./': : ~ z- ""i" ~;-_,: __ S<1;~·."~~':. ", ~,' 
cSH 1208 1700 1008 1700 263 527 25 359 
/,olum1l to cal1aci\t A:'o:O,o Fe 0'.337'""ot15'Wd:2j; '%144 '0:7U,~O.09"c{0.Ol':':It,"::" ,.,,' ,.,,;; ,,3 
Queue Length (ft) 0 0 13 0 12 136 7 1 
§;Oi1tr~!ay@;g "18:0 ..:.Q,Ot, ,9,2;",7iP0;O'""":20,9,pffil . A64F5":1~.1&F;.F',,·, ,j"'e,::- ,,' 
Lane LOS A A ,...---C D F C 
:ME.roaa\!1e.!.~J!!L f ,;'0:0 '; " Dy",i,: 2;25.65"'.,65.0' ,J; "'. :, ;'1), J "'f .. ':J 
Approach LOS D ./ F 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 
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Build AM 
8: Joe Frazier Rd & Still Shadow 

-

i>- ,. ".' ·."'4::·w .-' 

vCu, unblocked vol 916 
i9Ts§'!i![@:' ' ~'",' .• ' !if. i"', '. '4 ,,4,1 
tC, 2 stage (s) 

. ',' $¥,;'~f.:' 2.2 
89 

744 

1561 912 
:;;..63>-; 6:1' ,: 

5.4 

89 
;. 24,$ 

., 3) 
26 

Volume Left 0 82 0 27 0 
i22I.@tl;:Right'c' ",,,. c9. :", :'O~':4:; 0 ct :,-, jj . ;i246., .. ~,: •.• , .. ' 
cSH 1700 744 1700 243 332 

. ~i'-.i "';; ,oS ;<-.f;.~. 

;·t, , ':'i" 

~9![,!±l¥jcj:~ai[~itY.'" '·O:54'"""O.11..0:29JO:t1 .... ;.!Q;t4 r~ . ii' "=' 
Queue Length (ft) 0 9 0 9 140 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/212004 

j 

:';' r_ 

. :~t - . 

. ''*', 

Z .t:-,' ,. " 

~.qhtrolill~J~l.ii£'·· >,\i O,OK'fO.i!,' . 'O,QSj2'\!§,, $4£~:-li::t';.;.-7'~' ;;,;"i;1,;,·~V'i st(;"~Z"i;:,ii"2: ,,,I 
Lane LOS B C E 
~Rrlro}¥!riDelf;lY (sF!';: 'H

tttO:=:'i';i."['5'k ~i39(:r:;-r<;t! f:"- "'.::""'0';" .,j:".,i il" ,l i::J 
Approach LOS E 

IntersectFoR'S'tJrrima!}7M4i## ~'ii, ;; 
Average Delay 6.6 
If:imr~~E!i,q.ri:g~fi!l§.LtYJi!l!!iz;atigllT¥~:U:19,[\1%,f ',l . i,c,!it~~l~cet';;it!dq.JkiC:; .. 'iF,.t;.;~.#.: if '3 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
~ii1~itj;~:';; .r~~!fiji'~;gf:~!.1,,"~W-.zt"::::%l'ig ~+; . 4M .. ,!SW¥-" -:1 

e ____________________________ __ 
Baseline 

SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

() I 1\' .' 
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Build AM 
13: Cherokee Farms Rd & l+.f-e~(t$1f7n.., b55 

55 

6-2" . 
100 

-

: t_ • 

-3 
28 

2.2 
96 

? 1585 .' 

Volume Left 0 63 0 47 

-

; 

~ollJmeRlght. 0 1'k' 18h . . \:'0'; '. ", 
cSH 1549 1585 1047 . 453 
gorurrfuJ5G:Cip"aci!X "<.0;09·=0.0$' Q.18 AJo :. 
Queue Length (ft) 0 3 16 9 
CdAWiFoelamJ." <0.9.-.4,,1 ~ .~9.2;13:8. .:.' L __ ~ _ __.._ ___ _ _ _ 

Lane LOS A A B 
jG'proacn~beli'lY @.' ~::t@.:J.~:1 .. '·9'21~'3:8i ; Qti_" ..... _...:,._~ __ _ r •• , ""'_,_ 

Approach LOS A B 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING. LLC 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/2/2004 

:; _ l I 
203 210 28 390 203 48 

f1'7} ,,6:5 . .. 6.2. .' 7.1 '6,5 2.4 

c. ':3.5 
100 

. -,-, 4:0 3.3 ': 
100 82 

" .}32 660 1041 

, -.. ' .. ,-

. -~. 

3.5 . "," 4.0: '. 3.:J 
90 100 100 

" .J 

. t, ~ ~ I 

-",'.' ' 
.. ] 

;; ..... ".,. 

,,+-, -• .. 
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• 

Build AM 
1: Broad River Blvd & Joe Frazier Rd - t 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/2/2004 

'fI~f.liGI$;!EXt~f:ls.i_pri:tsjt4.'~~~Q,~t$;13:0-.~tmt;·~:~!,,Ji.3;;_Q·~;:S1_~.e·)$bt~,~·:$%$tU.~fJ¢;3X).: .. ~1';~~\di-,:-3iQ.,-#~~;oi~-i#:g~~fJ 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 480 989 295 457 334. 501 553 
¥!s:Ralio :p!qtWri;r"?J;~ <t~c~O;'f~rwfu;i*;JlllQhl!J~,lli'i'!l·';%£;;:,::a;;:~t~)C::;···~<;iJ:c;if'¥; cO;48¥iJi\¥!i':iI 
vis Ratio Perm 0.22 0.01 0.08 0.26 
!ilSBatio."sW'ii·i:i\i'1'tt9 O;66i!@,:267#1D!!\ji'No~P51' 0~L7;i0Y]"'1;W;;.~.Q.t61fU"Ia.t5 ;p"O.54.;:"'h\1i) 
Uniform Delay, d1 10.6 8.0 17.3 21.4 14.5 18.5 16.8 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

"i I (l 
• ' .:l 
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Build PM 
3: Broad River Blvd & Castle Rock Rd -

vC 1. stage 1 conf vol 

pO queue free % 85 86 
tliil capac\!i(veh@"""'-' ','C' . ~ ·~9a.7.& ... , :.~: "jr 152 ,," 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING. LLC 

, 

42 

11/2/2004 

, .' .. '"'\,. .4 ".- b ' -_ 

-?Ii, ,. ..-
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Build PM 
7: Joe Frazier Rd & 

-

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

II, is 

- t 
11/2/2004 
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Build PM 
8: Joe Frazier Rd & Still Shadow 

-

pO queue free % 73 85 

Volume Left 0 266 0 16 0 
!ilO1!ijTIe,R@it ,* : 29 0 . 0 •... 015~ 

b+ t 

. ' , --,~,-:;,-,~ 

594 
·6.2 

69 

11/212004 

' .. '"",.' d' 

. "<--1 

'.' i I 

;'i'~-;- - -' 

cSH 1700 970 1700 111 505 
~~i;iu=m:"::e:'1't:::g"l'C",a~"::[!~a~c,il:lY~-' -.;~<0R-.~3F!?-.. ~·;-Ro;';.2";i ...... ·.?;tt:;';.6~1~;"i'air.:4fl5~--. 'i'ijQf,:3;;':.~~-.,·"",···,!"" .... - ....... "' .. -~.,..,. -"'''" .. "'!''!'"'~-'''':''''' ... , .. --..... :.""IJ 
Queue Length (ftl 0 28 0 12 33 
~Ji~i@"2ell~a~t:'(~(;!:~~) "l'. ·--"101"1,0"" ... ",,·t""'1";O_"'1-1.~'Qri~or:ili![.>::·~1\"O.:_:::1JS5~:3r:::::r:::::::::::::::·:_;..·~ _-... -_"":.. __ -_-... -:."'" .., .... J 
Lane LOS B E C 
~i>Toa§[Sl9iay";'(s) 
Approach LOS 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

"'-'~ - 1$ .. 
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Build PM 
_13: Cherokee Farms Rd & 

. ..J 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

t 
11/2/2004 
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Build PM 
1: Broad River Blvd & Joe Frazier Rd 11/212004 - t 
Movement-; /~·.#~.¥'¥#i:; EBtj~ EB t~i§ EBR'tJ~WBti£_WB t~ Wf§R%fNBlVNB. KWNBftMssL9sB,,..aSBij 
Lane Configurations 'I to 'I to· 4> 'I to 
!q~I.J:r.oW1vpti~l) / ., <:=1900 '7@."9 011J0o:;r1900;'(~bP'1J900~1900 ""'1900 -1900-1 ~QO 21900 '. 1909 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
~1J\ifF"a2!9r'" ' ;,]~;CllO-l;Q~TO(}--roo::; ,.,; " .j. ,!fooo . -:jAO .,",jlQQ..:::::tJ 
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 0.98 1.00 0.87 
Fltprotectei:C''''.h,;c'WO·;95"" '1'.(}O '. /c •• o:9~f:oo 10:00 TCCgs-.;:O,n"g:-· -") 
sai([Fi(;"w(prot) 17701860 1770 1657 lli20 1770 1622 
B~Emi!iecr;:~/ .,(",.{E15·""H~Oo;.+' ' .• 0'Jf5-;1~qO$'· '~79'. ." 'o.sr1:'Obn--:":J 
Satd. Flow (perm) 287 1860 1203 1657 1437 1280 1622 
y'wm~Jiti'r ,-' ,"#' 'i'f§2.6':' '161;Sy:::f1F 'i22:;,110~ ';;':'479' '1~<81"- ._17 'l,265" '''4.p7-')c, 3571 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
~9j~r:r@]vr:ifi1' g .'.~80 ,175 ,';;'2.' 1~185'!i"""521 j ,'88 18,288· 62 3ffi:1 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 207 0 0 10 0 0 348 0 
['~70WFI0W"(VPIiP;68()"'".":1f£ .•. 0; ,/24,' 499, '.,0'" 0'. 97 li288<102 Q 
Tum Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm 
Rf9J~.iit!\Lati}lses.(%·t;; 4··;:r'iC> fA , ,8'; -. ::2. 1 .,l",f,">iil'>;"6 ::;J 
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 
~~.!1:.9.:(~L....ag;050.U 'H .. ' 2M , '?f.b 1'1'.9 'no ··17.0 . J 
Effective Green, g (s) 50.0 50.0 22.0 22.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 
~@]'£C8atio ')1:67"'0.67 ;2 .0.t9.. 0.29 , 6.23 Ma,: 0.23 'I 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

&'!c.Ra!io . u .! .1.02 0.14 Q.07 foa 0.30 '0.99 0.28. :] 
Uniform Delay, dl 27.8 4.6 19.1 26.5 24.0 28.9 23.9 
F.r29re~.sibnf;@tor ·;';riPo::mO.;;l.oO.l"QO,1:00 .. ~ 1.60;LOO j 
Incremental Delay, d2 40.3 0.1 0.1 47.8 0.5 50.7 0.4 
~d~C. .. : og83 4,7 ii, 'i192 ff4.3f2, . . _ 9> 24.6. 79],;,.2£3. .1 
Level of Service E ABE C E C 
~E!.~..ll~:t...@ <. ti!#; .',55.a:::~, ': •. ::-72.5,,; ',.k4,;,6, L ... A5:9 ri) 
Approach LOS DEC D 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 
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Build AM Mitigated _1: Broad River Blvd & Joe Frazier Rd 

..f _ " - t 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/2/2004 

1.00 1.00 0.85 
fiCP,[bt§!€1~t,...·,...·, ...,..""" ~)(~;"""qt9!i;.;,,1.00··' w'" ·,:c 0;95.;,t:Oo "'"71~.Q.g 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1858 1770 1863 1583 
Fifpermitted. .0.35' /00:-. c.,'., .• :0.70;V,,1..00;;t,oq 
~FTciw(perm) 660 1858 1113 1863 1583 1688 1313 1863 1583 
Wbliihie;(YRhr::'",,~ ,<\- '~292",;.· 23t,,"·r: -4'"\'t15 J ·.~1~9;"'.188'; ',:,- . '9 """'''''g8 ,;,,37,' .348""<'99'" ~61~ 
Peak-"hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
t9:JT"FICl~(yPl!L ",-3t'f"""""258 k 4"""";"]:E,t2I6":;~Q4 ",' 'W..;...;::.30. '§40=?78 ~,08 "'®] 
RTOR Reduction (vph) a a 0 0 76 166 0 26 a 0 70 118 
raiie"'GiO'lifFIOw (Vph)"""'::'31,1T:262 '.'L ,a,F.· "t16d'-"i:1:40at;38'~M,·o;:,;,:54- ,t,' 0 : ... :::t378~· "<38 ,~ 
Tum Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm Perm pm+ov 
Erot!fctfd ~haseS.,: " 7. 3 .. 8.~, >:;-;> ;" 2. ;'·;1..;:,1>·6' a 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 6 
:ActuateoGreen,'G(s) .. 2T.if""127.4c .. ; fo.o ,10.0',.· moc ,,~,A;.-;,·18.9 \'x .; ··18.9c+.l8.9~:"3Z:3 
EffeCtiVe - -~ 27.4 27.4 10,0 10,0 10.0 18.9 18,9 18.9 32:3 

Grp Cap (vph) 607 938 205 343 292 588 457 648 

vis Ratio Perm 0.13 0.01 0.13 0.05 c0.29 0.27 

Uniform Delay, d1 8.6 7.8 18.3 19.5 18.5 11.9 16.2 11.8 6.4 
p]OgressionF,rCtor;... l,OO~}'1~eo, 1,00,">1:00,.,1:00·' "'. >1.001,*'<'roo~:iro:o;'"l,og 
Incremental Delay, d2 0,8 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.2 0,1 11.7 0.0 0.4 

• Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 
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Build AM Mitigated 
3: Broad River Blvd & Castle Rock Rd 

AM PEAK-HOUR 
11/212004 

1. 

:"t.:, 

'. 
tC,2 stage (s) 
!fjsl ' 
pO queue free % 
~ capacItY (vehibJ 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

1\ ( ,I,' , .-' 

__ 1 . . .• '. ;,~ .J!. ~'.'.;. ~ .'.-".'. , .. ' t..;... . ..;_ -__ .... -. ';..' .,;".:'..;' ; .. ~;;..·_-..... fi.:..· ..... ..;..._ ...... -.:.. __ · ... t ... 6 ,.:..' .;..;;._...;..;;... .. ' ..... .:;.v.....;. .. ,.J. 

.s;:t 475 't64S .. 4!?2 

475 1645 462 
4.1' - 8A 6,2,. 

"2.2 3.5 3.3. 
73 45 78 

1087 .8U __ 599 

'., 

:- ~-'y-. 

--

~-' , 

,~~ 'to 
1-

·1 

- ! ) 

, ¥ .. ".' - --:, 'r" .... /; .. j I 

4 

>1 
" 

. I 

.J .. -4. ] 
,~ t,·· . 
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• 

Build PM Mitigated 
1: Broad River Blvd & Joe Frazier Rd 11/212004 - t 

Lane Configurations ,1> ,t r. 4> 't r 
@~trjC!:rY;(yphpJ.),; , ·,::f90dj;:1~~t~Q01Ef9.QO;.:r9(i['·;7f§oa:;;i;f9JlO":;1900 1r?1900:;t900 J;.1,~Qg 
Total Lost time (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 
tane'UtiI4Factorr.:t;/."jq1'~Obt'f 1"00"" '.'. ,,f.'Bl'Oo f";';4;:OO :CHl,O:.-::: ,d: ..,;;'1\):1:00>,,,;<>\,, LOO T 1:00 .,., 1~(j(j 
"-_,-,-,,",,--~C··~"-<-_' _, ~ _ .~""--._ -_ __ ..... • -_' ~ 

Frt 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,85 0,98 1,00 1,00 0.85 
E~PrPte~e!m;¥tJ;:;/;;;;;JY,95\:.i,t;Q0~ '~f'~ .!0,('i51;"l"',tll.!t!119o,.i·. ",';:';;1,00 .' ih >,,,j ]"4 0,95",?,"LQO?1',@ 
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1860 1770 1863 1583 1820 1770' 1863 1583 
fciis~l!@ r;'ir;;ft"; . ,,#/0,,39t';),1100' .'~ ;. Ii!,!; ,O,65"!1""'VOO"",1:00'. :WO.':.,. ">;1 ~O_O\,\~®O; 731f'f1ia::::::;ro] 
Satd. Flow (perm) 730 1860 1203 1863 1583 1818 1359 1863 1583 
)/olurrui'(v.··pflj';;",.".· ~. ;·"e~626:;~v1i!l~n"<'!;2."·· '+i'22~!:·"J·~'Tb "'~·479';";·f· (81 ".: "*Ttc;\ "265 f"i'\57"~35~ 
,-'~------",-,,:,.,~:. _ ~__ ,- . - .......... ~ ....... I . 1 _ _rl~- "';"""-,,'-,< ,.' f,.,iwo..; , .. "'~_~ 

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0,92 0,92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 0.92 0,92 0.92 
;1i;Cjj';;Fiow'(vrih) ';\/$,'* fM,t::680 ;"" 175 ,":t'2·'":'24! ..... ~la5 """'521 "*l.1. 'N .. '" 88' I" 18 ''C' 288 ,'"62:, .388 _, .. ,_-_~_,.;:.,...~._~-,,--_. ,. ' ____ n'~ ~6;.-, __ ,~ ~~"~. _-+- '" )' • ..).;j,!.~ 

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 152 340 0 10 0 0 45 130 
I.,...,.....,G··~O·· .. ~(, h'· '68' 0·""·1'77' 'l\!'m0··'L24·· ""/"'3-3 #'1-81'" "0' ~9"'~0 '''!'''28-8 "1r-"'" '2i'2'B _L:ane, roup- rl,OW",\"P1;IJ, ; .... ·Y . ¥,'",,\ --1,- ,,;-. ____ "';:"','.' - "'-" .. ' ,,''''/""ttc <Ito_,:":' ,., ....... -4';., ,''Cf,.,~:~ 1.1 ':_, ,.~ ___ , _, ,~i:< _ .,...,: -4 ;~q 

Turn Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm Perm pm+ov 
efOt~cte9.:B~ 1~-- '-' ~:', -!i 1=,\<fl' /'~4f~· :".,>:<:;-~ ,;'1,~~.,.i' £-'j?:: ,_~' # __ .'\"i4:'-:'g2-:n: .~~ ;"':4f;;;i:\;; ;1££,:4 --,.,,6~: ,}-A;~~ 
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 6 6 
~s!§~te.!l ,G!.eElfl,;.~·1s) .,3~,5':r39,5';,/'~ ';';.jtF.;:.;.tH., ;"g ]g5";2;1r4~j' ,~"hW j!~(;:.17.4''-¥1 ,a 
Effective Green,g (s) 39.5 39,5 11,7 11,7 11,7 17.4 17.4 17,4 41,2 
~ea9lc Rajio; , ,,0.61 )jO.6j J.·;~'}ii ;!, 0,;18:40;]'830.;1 8 'C"~""kU.27,\l;i#~ O:4t§O.27PO,6~ 
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4.0 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0 
l'letiiae'Extenslon(s} ':. ;3,0",,'3:0. "·.:,g;'(;3,0;,, .3:0,:;3,0 .,,'. ''',:'iC'i!3.0"v,. fVP"3,Q !$ .. 3.U;:c3,q 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 826 1132 217 336 285 487 364 499 1102 
w..s RgtiqJ:'rot],l ?_',,';,h'"'' "::GO.30t; i,o:'.fO j :!";frj~:':'{ ;,i;f" O~ 1'0 . ~::~",,~,'j::, ,,::~,':j1:·'k;.;--j-* ·,;:...',·:<-~::.-,-~..;t;t§;-·;¥f;;}Wf,lO.U3¥:t, oD 
vis Ratio Perm 0,20 0,02 0,33 0,06 cQ,21 0,12 
&lgJ1aQO '$ , . 'i", ·",..0,82,';0,16 'l'R; ,A#,:.Q, 1CZO;1 030,93 ;'5;. ->;,0.10 ,.··.;g~h·' 0;79MO:03'\;lO,~3 
Uniform Delay, d1 8,7 5,5 22,2 22,2 24,6 18.4 22,1 17,5 5,1 
~ression fa9\Q~.,"')1;00"j' :1,OQt;'!:¥A~JZ.,·@03i1:00,'l'1 ;0(Hc;.\'.'%.;;!!1,00 J:;,: ii', 1 too Bt1:oO {. ,mg 
Incremental Delay, d2 6,7 0,1 0.2 0,1 4,6 0.2 11.2 0.0 0,1 
~Yl® :"':1'i \!l!. ",r ,'.,;,' 1,5.4~*i\5:6 f'.;';(,%4''@;22:5.'5;22~~!2:;' 'ks ';¥'.18 ,64 ,it '~33:2:",,17~6>;'5::a 
Level of Service B A C C C B C B A 
!l(Q'Q?O'8cF D,e§y .(!:} ;~& i4¥ .. jVL;, ~ :g~:3_A, __ '-g;§.,\:' ::-:?:rtf£f?I~:L '1Ei;.~?_{',Jt.:_;.;,. i!-' j.F(518':6'·--Z~',>t;·.t-!:: ,r! -- i;· ," ~11~2; .... , "cp:;:) 
Approach LOS B C B B 

HCM Average Control Delay 18,9 HCM Level of Service B 
i:fQM1\ljlJ.~.~~j9£~MM@!~Zli$t:p£lif~~':Ij{€#p¥ .. ·.,:·,.L!' .$ii',;ig. , .," . ¥fl,E.i,r]'! ' i' :a 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 64,9 Sum of lost time (s) 12,0 
[~l's~rf.<f~paci!y: utili~.!lg!2:s7'~"ifff7;9''lN.'1.;&dY:;:fiCtrL'1rveLof;Service1 ":.,@(,&\.",,, AD .f!ii£S"§:. ;;;:a;:JJt3 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
gE~Q~,Pat[~rd~J!:~¥i~\:r~t;1/r:~ -';tWNs:ml~B 5::fW;4}'· li -1-':5 -. _:' *L~' Wi~~t,~j7 y;;",§t--;t .. $f, ~n 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 
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Build PM Mitigated 
3: Broad River Blvd & Castle Rock Rd 11/212004 

- -

Median storage veh) 

Q[~tr~a1D\~gna~~,L2~,:::::.:·:.--V4r·J~:--:,:::r~~:·~$:·~:·~t~~L~:·:··3~r:·:·:··I··:·!i~~::::.!.,~*~~·:.:··:::::::,:::::.i&:::J:·J~: 
pX, platoon unblocked 
~~fi~1;):Y2!ume '",:.. ,,;' 588 ,12l' . '(129§ ;;,:.~57t .;; " J 
vCl, stage 1 conf vol 
[C2~~2.£c?:",n!.f v.;.:. 0",'_';;0' ...... """";..;.. ... : ..;::,..;._ .. -:::*':~. ::-_._.~'..;: ..... ~:t-:::+,::-""",::,:::,~:_, _. ··""ir ... · _' '_' _ .. ...;(. ... "'~j_ . ..;i1. _. '_",--,,--,"..;. ._...;, .... _____ ......:1-' 
vCu, unblocked vol 588 1295 571 
tf ... slng!r(~l '., . ,f·.·.· . ....• ..' 4.1 ;, , ··.··6:4 r' &:2"" 
tC, 2 stage (s) 
!flS) ';-' t t" - . 

pO queue free % 
pMcapi§ilii (vehlhl d . , . 19.:>'.:;', 

2.2 
85 

g87" 

., -.' 3.5 
86 

152 

'3.3 --;,:-.- , 
42 

,'-"::' 52:L: ,J:'~ ,,;).; ··Z)~·~'a '-:"-:: ~: ',::\ .,:±,;~-- "\'(' ,'r'.jc:.: .: ·.:-~3 

illQlUrTiiff6Taf-:--7:C~588~f5~424:"~··301:::'~·:· '~iT': ;;\%'t,~: -"':""~7 .:'1 
Volume Left 0 150 0 22 0 

,: i 'zt~fi,A 

Baseline 
SRS ENGINEERING, LLC 

J>" ~ +,.=-.. ~ 

Synchro 6 Report 
Page 1 
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November 8, 2004 

BEAUFORT- JASPER 
WATER & SEWER 
AUTHORITY 

George F. Johnson 

Habersham Land Company 

22 Market 
Beaufort, SC 29906 

6 SNAKE ROAD, OKATIE, SC 29909-3937 
843,987,9292 FAX 843,987,9293 

Customer Service 843,987,9200 
Operations & Maintenance 843,987,9220 

Engineering 843,987,9250 
www,bjwsa,org 

DEAN MOSS, General Manager 

Subject: Water & Sewer Availability - Parcel RIOO 028 000 0077 0000 

Dear Mr, Johnson: 

BJWSA has sufficient water and sewer capacity to serve the, parcel listed above for a proposed 

development consisting of 86 single-family and 84 multi-family residential units, Your next step will be 
to submit plans, specifications, and loading calculations to BJWSA for approval. Once the design 

pac.kage is approved, capacity fees will be quoted. Please note that all fees mnst be paid in full before a 
capacity commitment is issued by this office and the construction permit application is submitted to SC 
DHEC. Construction cannot begin until the SC DHEC construction permit has been issued, 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 843-987-9251, 

Sincerely, 

~~0 
Sharon Gibson 
Project Coordinator 

MARK C. SNYDER 
CHAIRMAN 

JIM CARLEN 
JOHN R. PHILIPS 

MICHAEL L. BELL 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

BRANDY GRAY 
JOHN D, ROGERS 

DAVID M, TAUB 
SECRETARvrrREASURER 

JAMES p, "PAT" O'NEAL 
CHARLIE H, WHITE 
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.... Cmollm Eil<nic & Gas CD. 
• OleedIAv_ 

Chorlll!lon, South Carolina 
29405 

www.lcnna.com 

November 15, 2004 

Mr. George J onnson. 
Habersham Land Development 
Post Office Box 365 
Beaufort SC 29901 

Re: Habersham Amended PUD Tract - 46.88 acres 
TMS # RIOO 028 000 0077 0000 

George .• 

We are please to. inform you that South Carolina Electric & Gas 
Company will1>e able to provide electric service to the above 
referenced devdopment. Natural gas is available to the project 
based on an acceptable gas load . 

To ensure that your deadline is m.et, please submit a finalized / 
approved plat for development to our office at least two months 
prior to the start of construction. All AtitoCAD plans should be 
submitted to fm,~ana,¢om. 

I look forward te) working with you on this project. If you need any 
other infonnation, please call me at (843) 576-8909. 

Sincerely, 

~
L/'..A'" ~. 
'-7/~~ 

veLamonica 
Account Manage:r 
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e~SPrint p. n, Drawer 16')9 
ilC;1UI()rt. SC JY901-16~9 
\'oice 843 )2~ 7917 

December 2, 2004 

Mr. George F. Johnson 
Habersham 
P.O.Box365 

. Beaufort, SC 29901 

RE: Service Commitment Request 
Habersham - Sunrise Tract (Approx. 46.88 acres) 
86 single family and 84 multi-family units, RI00-028-000-0077-0000 
Beaufort County, South Carolina 

Dear Mr. Johnson, 

F;lX :-h, )2'i 1 C;()9 

Sprint Telephone will provide telephone facilities to the proposed development in 
Accordance with our standard practices and tariff on file with the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission. 

Sprint Telephone will require two (2) copies of your final plans, as approved by the 
Beaufort County Development Review Committee, before telephone service can be 
provided. Please provide this office with your final plans as soon as possible. This is 
very crucial for our 911 System. It is also requested that this office be notified thiry (30) 
days prior to start of construction. 

Sincerely, 
SPRINT 

Mike West 
Sr. Ntwk. Engineer 

MCW:cma 

218 



• 

November 10,2004 

George F. Jolmson 
Habersham 
P.O. Box 365 
Beaufort, SC 29901 

~ 
HARCRAY 

RE: Development Adjacent to Habersham 146.88 Acres 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

We are in receipt of your request to provide service to the above referenced property. 
Hargray Inc. will be able to provide all your telecommunication needs, (telephone, 
CATV, high-speed data, and future services), pursuant to all the necessary easements 
and/or right of ways being granted. 

Thank you for your request and if you should have any questions please do not hesitate to 
contact me at (843)815-1676. 

Sincerely, 

!~annon 
Design Engineer 

cc: Ed Heuck 

mb 

Joe Scruggs 
Frankie Denmark 

856 William Hilton Parkway· P. 0. Box 5986 • Hilton Head Island, SC 29938· (843) 686-5000 • (800) 726-1266· Fax: (843) 686-1139 
111 Bluffton Road. Bluffton, SC 29910· (843) 815-1600· (800) 726-1266· Fax: (843) 815-7050 

100 Main Street· Hardeeville, SC 29927· (843) 784-2211 • (800) 726-1266· Fax: (843) 784-2666 
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November 12, 2004 

George Johnson 
Habersham Land Co. 
POBox 365 
Beaufort, SC 29901 

Dear Mr. George Johnson, 

-"".It'''.- .-. -"',.- 'Y' " , 
I 

RI. I Box 121·A 
Ridgelmd. 5C 29936 
(ai3) 987-()710 
(aij) 9S7'()720 FOl< 

After looking over the proposed plans Waste Management will be able to provide waste 
removal services to the new phase at Habersham. 

We thank you for considering Waste Management for all of your waste removal needs. 

~ . owWFU/J-

A Oivi"on of Southem W .... Manogement 
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