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Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being 
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only 
categories and subcategories from the instructions.   
 

1. Name of Property 
Historic name:  __Peachtree Plantation______________________________________ 
Other names/site number: _38CH78_____________________________________ 

      Name of related multiple property listing: 
       
      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Location  
Street & number: _  

 
City or town: McClellanville  State: SC  County: Charleston   
Not For Publication:   Vicinity:  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
3. State/Federal Agency Certification   
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,  
I hereby certify that this    X   nomination  ___ request for determination of eligibility meets 
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic 
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.  
In my opinion, the property  _X_  meets   ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  I 
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following  
level(s) of significance:      
 X national                  statewide           X local  

  Applicable National Register Criteria:  
X A             X B           X C           X D         

 
 
    

Signature of certifying official/Title:    Date 
______________________________________________ 
State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government 

 

X X
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In my opinion, the property        meets        does not meet the National Register criteria.   
     

Signature of commenting official:    Date 
 

Title :                                     State or Federal agency/bureau 
                                                                                         or Tribal Government  

 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

4. National Park Service Certification  
 I hereby certify that this property is:  
       entered in the National Register  
       determined eligible for the National Register  
       determined not eligible for the National Register  
       removed from the National Register  
       other (explain:)  _____________________                                                                                    

 
                     
______________________________________________________________________   
Signature of the Keeper   Date of Action 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Classification 

 Ownership of Property 
 (Check as many boxes as apply.) 

Private:  
 

 Public – Local 
 

 Public – State  
 

 Public – Federal  
 

 
 
 Category of Property 
 (Check only one box.) 

 
 Building(s) 

 
 District  

 

X
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 Site 

 
 Structure  

 
 Object  

 
 

 
 Number of Resources within Property 
 (Do not include previously listed resources in the count)              

Contributing   Noncontributing 
   1   buildings 

 
_____11______   _____________  sites 
 
_____________   _____2_______  structures  
 

     objects 
 
______11_______   ______3_______  Total 

 
 
 Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register N/A  
____________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Function or Use  
Historic Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 DOMESTIC: single dwelling  
 _DOMESTIC: village sites_ 
 _FUNERARY: cemetery_ 
 _LANDSCAPE: gardens_ 
 AGRICULTURE/SUBSISTENCE: agricultural fields, canals, processing  
  
 ___________________ 

 
Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 FUNERARY: cemetery  
 _LANDSCAPE: unoccupied land, conservation area, forest_ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
  
 

X
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Description  
 

 Architectural Classification  
 (Enter categories from instructions.) 
 _COLONIAL: Georgian_ 
  
  
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
  

 
 
Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 
Principal exterior materials of the property: _ 
Foundation: BRICK, Walls: BRICK, STUCCO 

 
 
 

Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe 
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that 
briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, 
method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has 
historic integrity.)   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary Paragraph 
 
  Peachtree Plantation is a 520-acre site located at the northern extent of Charleston 
County, South Carolina along the banks of the South Santee River. Peachtree was developed as a 
rice plantation in the first half of the eighteenth century. A total of eleven contributing resources 
are located within the nominated boundary. These include the house ruin, cemetery, and nine 
archaeological sites. All of these are located within a broader rice culture landscape, which 
includes the remnants of agricultural fields and associated features, such as slave settlements, a 
rice mill site, tidal rice fields, and inland reservoirs. Peachtree is a historic planation landscape 
and retains integrity in its setting, design, feeling, and association. The main house ruin is the 
most substantial above-ground resource on the landscape and, despite its ruinous state, retains 
substantial evidence of its original workmanship, design, and materials (Photo 43). It is Georgian 
Palladian in style, built of locally made brick, and stuccoed and scored to resemble stone.1 It is 
                         
1 A draft National Register of Historic Places nomination was compiled by Elias Bull in 1973; however, the draft 
was never completed, though an archaeological site number was given to the plantation at that time (38CH78). This 
documentation expands on the draft begun by Bull. Some of his notes are incorporated in this narrative; the draft 
nomination form can be found in the Elias Bull papers from the collections of the South Carolina Historical Society. 
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the only colonial-era home of such design in the Lowcountry with this type of detail and 
expansive square footage, and one of very few brick plantation houses ever built in the colonial 
era (Altizer 2014, 7-8; Altizer 2020, 26-44; Smith 1999, 140). Within the plantation domestic 
core, there are also sites of two dependencies historically associated with the main house, as well 
as the remnants of an English garden (Figure 5).  
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Description  
 

Peachtree is a rice culture plantation landscape, which encompasses human modifications 
to the natural environment of river systems from the 18th through 21st centuries. These 
modifications include buildings, agricultural fields, canals, roads, the introduction of non-native 
rice plants as agricultural commodities, and other anthropogenic interventions in the landscape, 
such as phosphate mining and large scale timbering (Altizer 2020, 6). The modification of the 
landscape over time was typically directed or controlled by Europeans or European Americans, 
though the labor itself was typically provided by enslaved Africans and African Americans or, 
after the Civil War, their free descendants.  
 
Topography 
 

Peachtree contains one of the highest rises along the South Santee River; the highest rise 
of the property, where the main house ruin is located, is approximately 55 feet above sea level. 

 Creek, which forms part of the western boundary of Peachtree Plantation, is at sea 
level. Otherwise, elevations within the 520 acres included in this nomination vary only slightly. 
The topography is gently rolling with pockets of low-lying swamp areas flanking the South 
Santee,  Creek, and  Creek or , which is the small tidal creek 
that also forms the race for the Peachtree Rice Mill. Remnant rice fields are also present 

 
 

 
 Soils along the Santee River are a range of series. Silty clay loams of the Bohickett-

Levy-Chastain series, which are located in between the river branches and along their edges, 
predominate. This type of soil association dominates flood plains in this region and is 
characterized by poorly drained silty clay loam soils. Abandoned delta rice fields are associated 
with these soils. Also of note along the Santee River are Cainhoy fine sands, which are present 
on marine terraces and composed of sandy marine deposits. The remaining soils range from 
loams to fine sandy loams of over twenty different smaller units (USDA 2019). 

 
Though the colonial historic fabric of the Peachtree rice culture landscape has been 

impacted by post-Civil War timbering activities that continue today, the basic topography is the 
same. The Santee-Cooper Hydroelectric Dam, which impacted the Santee River in the 1940s, 
affected the water salinity in the Santee Delta. The result of this project is increased silts at the 
mouth of the river because of decreased water flow, and increased salinity from the Atlantic 
Ocean. One of the effects is that rice can no longer be grown using tidal water flows (Altizer 
2020, 358; Kovacik and Winberry 1987, 31).  
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Spatial Organization 
 

There are no colonial plats that illustrate the original spatial organization of the Peachtree 
landscape; however, topography would have determined where rice fields were placed as well as 
where living quarters would have been located. The domestic core of the main house and its 
support buildings were located on the highest rise of the parcel. Rice fields were placed in low-
lying swamp areas. The  clearly shows the field layout with 
associated rice field infrastructure on the island in the Santee River (Figure 2). The  

 is the only known map that shows where the colonial era settlements were 
and, for Peachtree, this map is particularly important because it is the only known detailed map 
that shows where people may have been living during this period (Figure 3).  

 
In the absence of colonial plats that show structures, the  can also give 

an indication of possible colonial period settlements and infrastructure that were still in use at the 
end of the Civil War. However, there is no legend to explain the symbols and there is no way of 
knowing if surveyors captured every structure on the landscape at the time of their work, which 
would have likely occurred just after the end of the Civil War. Therefore, it is unclear which 
areas are housing, work areas, main plantation houses, and supporting outbuildings. In some 
areas, the symbols for structures appear uniform and in others, they are graduated. Structures at 
Peachtree present on the , in addition to the main house, appear on 
the map in at least four clusters (Figure 4).  

 
 Creek forms part of the western border of the Peachtree parcel and 

historically contained a number of tidal rice fields. It is documented on historical plats, as well as 
the  and retains its historical channel, though its depth and width 
may have changed because of the Santee-Cooper hydroelectric project. Remnants of rice fields, 
and their associated infrastructure are still present. A number of archaeological features are also 
present along its banks, in addition to an African American cemetery. These are discussed below.  

 
The Peachtree main house and its dependencies sit on the highest rise of the tract  

. The closest cluster of structure sites to 
the main house is the South Settlement,  

. The Pea Field, consisting of at least seven structure sites,  
 

. An African American 
cemetery, the only one known for Peachtree, is also present in this area. The Slave Street, which 
is comprised of at least eight structure sites,  

  
 
Land Use 
 

The Peachtree landscape has been used for agriculture, timber products, hunting and 
recreational activities, and of late, a study in colonial rice landscapes. By 1738 all of the 
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necessary equipment, and enslaved labor, were present to embark in rice cultivation. The high 
ground may have been used for livestock, and there is some indication that enslaved people were 
living at the plantation at that time (Lynch Inventory, 1738, 282-292). The main house and its 
dependencies were constructed between 1760 and 1762. The English and vegetable gardens were 
likely also designed and planted for the Lynch family during this time period. The rice mill was 
constructed in 1787 at the behest of John Bowman. The main house dependencies were taken 
down some time in the first quarter of the 19th century, an indicator of changing architectural 
tastes during the ownership of either the Bowmans or their son, Dr. Jonathan Bowman Lynch. 
Dr. Lynch leased Peachtree to the Doar family sometime around 1835, when he left with his 
family for Tennessee. The Doars leased Peachtree for almost 100 years. During that time, they 
built a house in the Pea Field  
(Bridges and Williams 1997, 124). 

 
The English gardens likely went fallow after Dr. Lynch and his family left. The Doars 

only leased the land for rice planting and did not live in the main house, which burned in 1840 
(Bridges and Williams 1997, 186-187). The fire started in the kitchen, likely because of a faulty 
flue, a later addition to the original chimney located in the kitchen area. The house was left to the 
elements after the fire and never rebuilt. 

 
Circulation System 
 

Historically, Peachtree would have had at least three circulation systems: the South 
Santee River,  Creek, and a variety of roads. Though a rice field was present in front 
of the main house, it was divided by a canal which would have afforded quick access from the 
main house to the river. There were rice fields just across the South Santee, which would have 
been accessed on a daily basis, in addition to longer trips to urban areas such as Georgetown and 
Charleston, or farther up the Eastern Seaboard. Peachtree was likely connected to the King’s 
Highway  by an avenue, which may have been flanked by stately oak trees. 
This avenue,  

 connected Peachtree to other local areas. There are several plats of nearby plantations 
showing a river road, near the banks of the South Santee, that connected the Peachtree main 
house to other plantations along the river as well as the Ferry at Romney Plantation. This road 
would have made for quicker visits to nearby plantations and they ferry crossing without the 
trouble of utilizing the more formal approaches that connected them with the King’s Highway or 
other ancillary roads.  

 
Views and Vista 
 

The historic views and vista are associated with the Peachtree main house. A visitor to 
the house described the setting of the house as “…ornamented with spacious Grecian Porticos 
[referring to the landside and riverside porticos]. One of them looked out upon a grassy lawn of 
eighty or a hundred acres, decorated with stately oaks, apparently almost coeval with the alluvial 
soil in which they had vegetated. On the right were gardens in which were domesticated many of 
the flowers and fruits, and culinary productions of northern and tropical climates” (Bridges and 
Williams 1997, 124). 
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The visitor would also have been able to see across the Santee River to the rice fields on 

. This view is now partially obstructed by newer-growth pine trees and 
underbrush. Conversely, passersby on the South Santee River would have been afforded a very 
grand view of the Peachtree main house as they floated past, in addition to large rice fields on 
both sides of the river and hundreds of enslaved laborers working them. This design element was 
quite intentional and meant to showcase the Lynch wealth to those traveling on the river. 
 
Contributing Resources 
 

1. Peachtree Main House Ruin (1760-1762) – Contributing Site 
 
Exterior 

 
The Peachtree main house, a brick colonial plantation house executed in the Georgian-

Palladian style, was largely destroyed by fire in 1840. The ruin measures 54 feet 4 inches by 61 
feet 9 inches and originally enclosed 8,949 square feet of living and work space on three levels 
(see Photo 43). The ruin is primarily comprised of remnants of the exterior walls of the ground 
floor and main floor (or piano nobile), with some interior stub walls and features also extant. In 
2015, the Peachtree ruin was stabilized by the current property owner with wood braces (Photo 
79). The existing structural remnants provide no physical evidence of a second floor; however, 
family correspondence describing the interior spaces of the Peachtree main house do indicate an 
additional story (McCrady Family Archives). Family photos dating to 1873 show the ghost mark 
of the roofline on a chimney stack, possibly indicating a third level. The house was likely capped 
by a cypress shingle roof that burned in the fire of 1840 (Figure 1). There is no evidence of a 
roof system or cladding at Peachtree; however, the presence of an internal drainage element may 
be an indicator of an English style “M” or “W” system, which would have allowed for internal 
drainage into a cistern or well. 

 
The house is constructed entirely of English bond laid brick. The brick is not uniform in 

size, shape, or quality. The average brick size is approximately 9 1/4 inches long by 4 inches 
wide by 2 3/4 inches tall. They are not uniform and vary in shape from hard crisp edges to 
rounded corners and edges. Bricks also range in quality from hard fired, blackened clinkers to 
relatively soft bricks. The variety of brick quality, and seemingly random placement within 
walls, indicates the house was always intended to have a stucco finish. The mortar at Peachtree 
was likely locally made. It has a large aggregate inclusion consisting of smaller pebbles and a 
large number of oyster shell fragments. All mortar available for inspection is bedding mortar. 
The joints are struck flat with no evidence of pointing.  

 
   The exterior of the house is stuccoed and scored to resemble stone (Figure 56). The score 
marks are now faint trace blocks measuring 9 inches tall by 18 inches wide. The riverside 
elevation, western extent, shows evidence of repairs to the stucco. The stucco was applied in 
three coats: a base or scratch coat, which is visible in some areas of the ruin, a thicker mid-coat, 
and a finer top coat (Photo 57 and Photo 58). A water table is present along the entire perimeter 
of the house, measuring approximately six inches wide and six feet above the current ground 
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surface (Photo 59 and Figure 21). The water table appears darker in color than the exterior 
stucco. The water table creates visual separation between the ground floor and the main floor (or 
piano nobile) above.  
 

True to its Palladian design, the Peachtree house is symmetrical in composition and 
fenestration. Blind windows balance the absence of true window openings on the ground floor 
and serve to maintain symmetry. All entrances are centrally located on elevations; however, 
there is no entrance on the east elevation. The west elevation contains the only exterior entrance 
to the ground level. The main floor window openings measure over seven feet tall and three feet 
wide and there is evidence of shutter dogs. Ground floor windows and blind windows measure 
three to three-and-a-half feet tall and approximately three feet wide.  

 
Stone steps lead up to porticoes, which sheltered the entries to the principal level on both 

the land side, or south elevation, and the river side, or north elevation. While there is no visible 
evidence of columns or remaining structure to indicate the porticoes were covered, a visitor 
account of Peachtree describes the house as “Baronial grandeur [with] spacious Grecian 
porticos” (Bridges and Williams 1997, 123). This account suggests both porticos were covered. 
The remains of a stair tread located near the landside portico indicate these stairs were granite 
and the presence of pockets in the landside façade on the east and west sides of the portico 
indicate the exterior masonry of the portico may have been clad in a decorative stone such as 
marble (Figure 59). Visitor accounts relate that the porticoes were paved in red clay tiles 
(Bridges and Williams 1997, 123). There is evidence of square, red clay tiles on the floor of both 
porticoes; however, the tile pattern is unclear. These tiles measure 8 3/4 inches by 8 7/8 inches 
and are 1 3/4 inches thick. The porticos are almost equal in size. The landside portico measures 
20 feet wide by 8 feet 10 inches deep while the riverside portico measures 17 feet 5 inches wide 
by 10 feet deep. The measurements of the principal floor opening on the landside portico suggest 
it could have been three bays wide to mirror the riverside fenestration. 
 

The landside (south) elevation is the first view of Peachtree from the two-track path 
(Photo 43). What remains of this elevation is a central portico base of brick and mortar 
construction measuring 5 feet 3 inches tall and flanked by bays on either side.  At the portico 
platform, the remains of the door opening are also present. The remnant walls of the door 
opening measure 8 feet 7 inches high and the opening is 15 feet 4 inches wide. While there is no 
physical evidence of windows flanking the door opening, to balance out the fenestration, it seems 
likely the portico would have contained three bays. The outer bays of the landside portico 
contain window openings and it is apparent that smaller windows were once present under the 
water table with taller windows above. A 1930 photo of the landside elevation, eastern extent, 
clearly shows the water table and window sills intact, as well as evidence of a filled-in relieving 
arch on the east side of the portico (Figure 22). Rubble and debris now obscure this relieving 
arch (Photo 61). 

 
The east elevation is six bays wide and the walls are largely intact, though there is no 

longer evidence of a clear upper wall edge (Photo 52). The portion of exterior wall separating the 
center bays is missing above the water table. The segmental arches, which formed the windows 
on the main level, are all missing on this elevation.  At their highest point, the surviving walls 
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measure 17 feet 9 inches. A 1974 photo of this elevation shows bays three and four. The 
segmental arch is still intact in bay three, while bay four is largely intact with only the segmental 
arch missing (Figure 23). The lower window of bay four shows a finished window opening and 
stuccoed arch (Figure 24). The extant ground level windows at Stratford Hall show how the 
window sash fit into the opening (Figure 25). Spanning timbers also support window openings 
on the interior. 

 
The riverside (north) elevation is five bays wide, though only two bays and the portico 

survive (Figure 37). The eastern two bays are almost completely gone. However, at the window 
sill there is evidence of at least one window opening. To create regular fenestration, bay two was 
likely a blind window with decorative element, as the bay on the west side of the portico 
indicates. A barrel vault is present through the portico block. A window is present on the 
riverside elevation, centrally located underneath the vault, which lights the north-central interior 
space of the ground level. The remains of nine carved granite stair risers are present on the 
portico. Though still in place on the portico block, vegetation has shifted their original positions 
and some are now broken into several pieces. There is evidence for a balustrade, though it is no 
longer present (Photo 64).  

 
The riverside (north) portico is 5 feet 10 inches at its highest point and presently covered 

by soil and vegetation. The remains of the door opening are present on the west side of the 
portico. This wall is remnant and measures 7 feet 10 inches tall at the door opening. The east 
wall, which formed the door opening on top of the portico, is no longer present. The western two 
bays of the riverside elevation are remnant, though there is evidence of main level window 
openings, as well as a smaller window opening on the western extent of the ground level. A 
large, dead cedar tree was removed from the western bay of this elevation during vegetation 
removal in advance of archaeological excavations. Visible evidence indicates the riverside 
portico was likely more ornate than the landside portico. There is evidence of decorative 
elements flanking the west side of this portico (Photo 63). The pocket above the barrel vault may 
have been a decorative stone block or iron work. The stucco in the blind window on the west 
side of the portico is lighter in color than elsewhere on the remaining walls and appears more as 
an adhesive or mastic indicating a decorative stone or plaque was likely in this place. Though the 
eastern extent of the riverside elevation is no longer present, it is likely these decorative elements 
would have been present on both sides of the riverside portico to balance the façade. 

 
The west elevation contains the only door opening into the ground level (Photo 64). It is 

six bays wide and mirrors the eastern elevation in form. The only remaining intact segmental 
arch is present on the northern bay (Photo 65). Similar to the east elevation, the portion of 
exterior wall containing the center bays is missing. However, enough evidence remains of these 
outer openings to delineate a door opening on the northern side and window openings on both 
levels of the southern side (Photo 66). There are no true window openings present on the ground 
level of the western elevation with the exception of the window opening in the central bay, south 
of the door opening. 
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  Interior 
  

The only remaining interior walls still intact are varying sizes of stubs located along the 
perimeter of the structure. Before archaeological excavation, there was no visible evidence of 
remaining interior walls other than these. Observing the interior from the landside portico, two 
larger walls are present on the west side of the ruin while smaller remnants of walls are present 
on the east side (Figure 43 and Figure 44). Remnants of plaster are present on both levels of the 
interior and visible on most remaining walls. 
 

The remains of a drainage system are also present on the interior of the landside portico 
block, at the base of the door opening. They appear as drainage pipes in the masonry and are 
stucco-lined (Figure 26 and Photo 67). The western pipe is intact while the eastern pipe is a 
remnant. Although there is no above ground evidence for a cistern within the ruin interior, 
McCrady family correspondence indicates there is a central cistern present (McCrady Family 
Archives). A depression,  is 
likely the filled-in remnant of a well. Archibald Rutledge, the owner of nearby Hampton 
Plantation in the mid-part of the twentieth century, wrote in his novel Home by the River that the 
well was filled in because there was concern that children would fall in it (Rutledge 1983, 22). 
Kate Mazyk also described in her memoir of gazing into the “deep well” (Bridges and Williams 
1997, 281). Family correspondence indicates that Peachtree had both a well and a cistern 
(McCrady Family Archives). Both were likely needed because well water along the Santee River 
is heavy with sulfur. The well water was likely used for cleaning, cooking, and gardening, while 
the cistern water would have been used for drinking and bathing. 

 
An interior wall remnant with flue stack is present perpendicular to the west elevation, 

south of the large central opening (Photo 68). The remains of this wall measure 4 feet 7 inches 
long east-west and 10 inches thick. The wall returns south, measuring 4 feet 5 inches long. This 
portion of the wall is 1 foot 1 inch thick. Another larger wall containing a relieving arch and the 
remnants of a chimney stack is located just north of the central opening (Figure 48). It is also 
perpendicular to the west elevation and its south side forms a rectangular box. This section of the 
wall measures 7-feet-1-inch long and is 2-feet-1-inch thick. The north side of this wall contains a 
relieving arch at its eastern extent. The arch measures 4 feet six inches wide and the entire 
chimney base is 4 feet 9 inches thick. 

 
A 1974 photo of this interior wall shows the first level fireplace still in situ (Figure 27). 

In this photo the nailer for the mantel, as well as the ghost mark and profile of the mantel, are 
apparent. At this time, the wall appeared to be in generally good condition. The remnants of this 
wall collapsed in one section, which now lies in the northwest room of the ruin. A close up photo 
details the interior of the fireplace, which shows remnants of plaster in the flue (Figure 28). A T-
wall is present perpendicular to the eastern elevation between the central bays and the two 
northern bays (Photo 69). This wall measures 1 foot 2 inches thick and extends west 6 feet 9 
inches. The T portion of the wall is faced, indicating this wall is part of a passage way.  

 
There is evidence of other interior walls along the perimeter of the ruin. They are present 

on the interior of the landside portico, at either end of the intruding portico brick base (Photo 70). 
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Evidence of tie-ins is visible at these points as well. They would have been thinner walls, likely 
only two wythe wide. There are also the remains of two walls flanking the interior ground level 
window of the riverside elevation (Photo 71). These do not correspond to the extent of the 
portico block as is evident on the interior landside elevation but, are set closer to the window 
opening. These remnant walls are 1 foot 2 inches thick and are perpendicular to the riverside 
elevation. There is very little remaining evidence of the eastern wall. However, the western wall 
extends 2 feet 4 inches into the interior. The only other wall remnant visible is located on the 
eastern elevation between the southern and central bays. Like the T-wall present to the north, this 
remnant is 1 foot 2 inches thick; however, it only extends 3 inches into the interior. 

 
Even though there is little left in terms of wood features, some wooden remnants are 

visible, which aid in understanding the construction technique and floor plan of Peachtree. Joist 
pockets are readily visible; these indicate the division of floors (Photo 72). The position of the 
flooring, combined with historical documents, also gives an indication of main level room 
division. Pockets for wooden window sills and headers survive on some windows in the interior 
of the ruin (Photo 72). Nailers are also present at regular intervals between the floor line and 
window sills of the main level (Photo 73). These are wooden support timbers laid into the mortar 
during construction to affix finish details of the living spaces such as base boards and paneling. 
A contemporary description referring to the “polished oaken panels” of Peachtree’s interior 
supports this conclusion (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985, 77).    

 
In addition to structural details and wooden remnants, there is evidence that the interior 

of the ruin was plastered on both levels, with the exception of the lower 4 feet of the main floor, 
where evidence suggests a paneled dado. Photo 74 shows the north side interior wall of the east 
elevation where remnants of plaster are present, as does the interior landside elevation in the 
background of the photo. Evidence of shelving is present on the south side interior wall of the 
east elevation (Photo 75). This evidence appears as ghost marks presenting as regular spacing 
between the plaster. 
 

2. The Rice Mill (1787) – Contributing Site 
 
No above-ground elements of the Peachtree rice mill are present on the landscape. 

However, the site itself has significant archaeological potential as the location of the first 
successful water-powered rice pounding mill, constructed by the foremost rice mill builder of the 
18th century, Jonathan Lucas (Bull, N.D.; Linder and Thacker 2001, 721; Bridges and Williams, 
106; Doar 1907, 11; Rogers 1990, 165; Williams and Lofton 2018, 6). The site was documented 
by Elias Bull in the early 1970s, likely during the same time period as his documentation of the 
Peachtree main house ruin (Bull 1973).  

 
The site is located on , which formed when Lucas banked the swamp to 

create the mill pond. It is also named  Creek on later maps. The pond present on modern 
maps was dredged out in the mid-20th century as it does not appear on maps in its present form 
until the 1960s. In the 1970s, Elias Bull did locate the remnants of what he believed to be the 
mill. He noted:  
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The mill was probably of wooden construction on brick foundations and partly extended 
out over a man-made water course…at the present time the visible remains consist of 
eight wooden beams, possibly pointed at the ends, which protrude about two feet out the 
side of the man-made water course. These beams are about three feet apart and a foot to 
about a foot and a half below the top of the ground, so are completely covered at high 
tide. In addition, there are visible bricks on the edge of the water course and on the hill 
side, some fifteen feet to the south of the water course (these latter are not visible above 
the accumulated leaf mold but were located by probing). About twenty-five feet above 
the water course and some twelve feet west of the protruding beams can still be seen the 
wooden log steps leading to or into the mill (Bull N.D.). 
 

Therefore, there is a possibility that intact subsurface features are present. There is also the 
possibility of recovering rice samples, which would be useful for the study of the origins of 
specific colonial rice species in the Lowcountry. 
 

3. Peachtree English Garden (1760-1835) – Contributing Site 
 
The visitor account referenced above also provides evidence of Peachtree’s English 

gardens, with 80-100 acres of grassy lawn with stately oaks. LiDAR imagery clearly shows 
terracing  and the remnant of a staircase also survives along one of 
the terrace edges. Large, older oak trees are scattered throughout the property. A small inlet 
along the South Santee, in vicinity of this remnant garden also contains a small brick scatter. 
There is no documentary evidence to suggest a dock or landing area; however, the brick scatter 
suggests there is potential for additional archaeological deposits in this area, as well as within the 
gardens. 
 
Peachtree Dependencies 
  

In 2015, systematic pedestrian survey for visible remnants of structures  
 yielded two areas of high potential; these  

 
are dependencies to the house, based on the principles of Georgian-Palladian 

symmetry (Photo 79). These are referred to as “Pavilions” in the Lynch Jr. inventory of 1785 
(Moore 1969). A total of nine, 5-ft-x-5-ft test units were excavated in proximity to these two 
dependencies over the course of two field seasons. These were placed to determine how the 
Peachtree dependencies were constructed, what their purpose may have been, and if there was 
any indication of when and how they were taken down.  

 
Given the evidence to date, general interpretations can be made regarding the Peachtree 

dependencies. Both buildings measured approximately 20-ft x 30-ft, based on the looters trench 
observed in Dependency 1, and were aligned to mirror the position of the main house (Photo 76). 
Though only Dependency 1 could be definitively measured, Georgian-Palladian symmetry 
dictates that both dependencies would be the same size and of similar construction. Based on the 
remnant foundation encountered in Dependency 1, the walls of these dependencies were 
approximately two bricks wide, or 10 to 12 inches thick with mortar. This is less than the main 
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Peachtree house, which is 18 to 24 inches thick, and indicates the walls reached less than two full 
stories in height. There was not enough intact foundation uncovered to determine a bond pattern 
for the brick. Additionally, the presence of window glass indicates the buildings had window 
openings and glass panes. There is no evidence of slate or any other probable roofing material 
and the main house roof is thought to have been capped with shakes of cypress or pine. 
 

The majority of artifacts collected as a result of archaeological excavations within the 
interior of the structures are very small, remnant pieces of tablewares, bottle glass, horse tack, 
and furniture fasteners. These are all things that could have fallen through the floorboards over 
time. Larger pieces, such as the bridle bit and furniture pull recovered in Test Unit 3, were 
located in what would have been the yard area of Dependency 1. Preliminary interpretations are 
that both dependencies were 1 or 1½ stories in height, with wooden floor boards, and shake 
roofs. The date range of artifacts, from the 18th to the early 19th centuries, supports an 
interpretation that these dependencies were constructed during the Lynch occupation of the main 
house. There is very little material culture to support an earlier time period and nothing to 
suggest the buildings were in use in the latter part of the 19th century. They are not present on the 

.  
 

4. Dependency 1 (c. 1760) – Contributing Site 
 
The proliferation of metal and horse tack items in Unit 3, outside of Dependency 1, 

indicates this may have been a quartering or stable area for horses or other animals; however, 
there were no features such as postmolds or other evidence of fencing to indicate an enclosed 
area. Some metal, rivets, and fasteners were also recovered from the interior of the building. The 
terraced gardens are located on the other side of the main house from this dependency, which 
would have required manure from stables or enclosed pens to be carted a significant distance. Of 
note is a large feature exposed in Unit 7. Further analysis of this area of the building, in addition 
to investigation of the mounded area at its northern extent, may yield a more definitive use for 
this dependency, other than a storage area, though a change in use over time from a stable or 
livery to a storage area, or possibly both uses, are possibilities.  

 
5. Dependency 2 (c. 1760) – Contributing Site 

 
The larger quantity of fine ceramics, including Chinese Export porcelain and white salt 

glazed stoneware tablewares (n=67), large quantity of green bottle glass (n=448), and other more 
utilitarian stonewares suggest that Dependency 2 could have functioned as a kitchen in addition 
to storage. Test Units 5, 8, and 9 at Dependency 2 yielded the largest number of artifacts 
(combined n=871), with possible burnished brick and some burned ceramics also present. There 
is a notable lack of faunal remains other than a few larger oyster shells and a piece of cow rib 
bone. If this was the early kitchen at Peachtree, before it was moved into the main house, its use 
may have changed over time. Colonoware is present in a slightly larger quantity (n=68) within 
Dependency 2; however, there were no other features or artifacts to suggest that enslaved people 
were living in the building. Though, if it were used as a kitchen, it seems likely one or more 
enslaved people lived here. No remnant building foundations were encountered during the course 
of excavation, though, based on the types and numbers of artifacts recovered, it appears that 
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Units 4 and 6 were outside of the structure, while Units 5, 8, and 9 were inside of the structure. 
The space between Units 5 and 6, if excavated, could contain foundation remnants. 

 
The Lynch Jr. inventory of 1785 suggests the dependencies were used as storage spaces 

at the time that document was produced. However, archaeological excavations indicate these 
buildings were not always used for storage. Dependency 1 may have served as a stable before it 
was deconstructed, and Dependency 2 could be the original kitchen for Peachtree before the 
kitchen was added to the main house. The date range of artifacts indicates these buildings were 
torn down in the first quarter of the 19th century.  
 

6. South Settlement/Work Area (18th century-19th century) – Contributing Site 
 

 Altogether, 92 shovel tests were placed in this area of the Peachtree landscape to 
delineate living spaces and determine activity areas. There are two distinct areas of shovel 
testing, the South Settlement and an adjacent work area;  

 These two cultural areas likely 
represent different activity areas, but there is currently not enough data to support this 
hypothesis. They are discussed separately here because they are separated by a distinct landform. 

 
The types and 

densities of artifacts recovered from each area are discussed in further detail below. 
 

South Settlement 
 

The South Settlement consists of several loci that, together, represent housing and work 
areas of enslaved people. A total of 69 shovel tests were excavated in the vicinity of a cluster of 
structures,  

 Artifacts recovered during archaeological testing 
within the main cluster of the South Settlement indicate that this could be the site of an 
overseer’s house in addition to slave dwellings (Figure 6). 

 
Overall, the area is characterized by large oak trees, magnolia trees along the high rise 

toward the South Santee River bank, and stands of thick privet and briar. Several ditches are also 
present, . Whether they 
are modern or historical is unknown as they are not presently in use and do not connect to any 
known fields.  

 Within the South Settlement area, there is a gap in shovel 
testing due to a thick stand of oak and magnolia trees, heavy briar, and  

. Two depressions were observed  on the 
south side of the settlement. They are the size and shape of graves and may represent a small 
burial area. 

 
Artifacts were observed on the surface  

. Artifacts were also observed in sandy 
areas . These were collected and include olive green 
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bottle glass, aqua container glass, one sherd of Chinese export porcelain, undecorated pearlware, 
creamware, creamware and pearlware industrial slipwares, yellow ware, whiteware, and white 
ball clay pipe stem and bowl fragments, and two hoe bases.  

 
Generally, soils are much shallower in this portion of the Peachtree parcel and most 

shovel testing was terminated in sterile soils at 12 to 15 inches below surface. Stratigraphy is 
similar to the dependencies with a topsoil layer of overburden and heavy root mat of sandy loam 
to 4-5 inches below surface. This layer caps a general cultural layer of 10YR 4/3 brown sandy 
loam with few roots between 7 and 10 inches thick. Most artifacts were observed in these upper 
two layers, which are followed by a sandy subsoil of 10YR5/4 yellowish brown sand, loose to 
compact, mottled with iron concretions and orange clay inclusions. Shovel testing near the 
depression encountered mottled sandy clay subsoil from 8 to 10 inches below surface. Artifacts 
recovered in these areas were generally observed just beneath the ground surface. 

 
Diagnostic artifacts give a date range of mid-18th century to the 20th century for 

occupation of the South Settlement. The majority of artifacts recovered include colonoware, a 
very small quantity of Chinese export porcelain, creamwares, industrial slipwares, undecorated 
as well as shell edged pearlwares, and whitewares. Other types of artifacts recovered include 
white ball clay pipe stem and bowl fragments, a blue beveled glass bead, at least two partial 
leaded glass tumblers, a metal button base, a hoe base, and a large quantity of unidentifiable flat 
metal fragments. Heat density maps provide visual aids for artifact densities, by brick and mortar 
weight and artifact count, in this area (Figure 6).  

 
One shovel test yielded a large quantity of diagnostic artifacts including a blue glass 

bead, the only in-situ Chinese export porcelain sherd, the only piece of North Midlands slipware, 
creamware, pearlware, colonoware, and a concentration of brick and mortar. No whiteware was 
recovered from this shovel test and surrounding shovel tests contained significantly fewer 
artifacts; the majority of recovered material was brick, mortar, and nails.  

 
Architectural elements were not found in any great quantity, suggesting houses were 

likely wooden structures atop brick and mortar piers. Based on observation of other extant slave 
housing in the Santee Delta, the Peachtree South Settlement slave houses were likely duplexes 
with a central chimney to heat each room, though no evidence of a hearth or fireplace foundation 
has been found in this area to date. This style of housing is typical of the late colonial era and 
antebellum time period on the Santee Delta and the ceramic assemblage for the South Settlement 
supports this date range. Shovel testing coincides with the structures located on the  

reasonably well. 
 
Work Area 
 

A total of 23 shovel tests were excavated in this area and very little diagnostic material 
was recovered. General soil stratigraphy in this area is 7 to 9 inches of sandy loam with heavy 
roots and few artifacts followed by a more compact layer of loamy sand and clay with a few iron 
concretions. Typical shovel tests were dug from 20 to 24 inches. Testing was terminated at the 
water table. Most artifacts were observed from 4 to 15 inches below surface. The majority of 
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artifacts encountered were brick, mortar, and green bottle glass, with a smaller quantity of nails 
and ceramics; colonoware dominates the ceramic assemblage recovered from shovel testing. The 
assemblage indicates that this area was likely not a domestic site but rather a work area, or 
perhaps not even a structure but ephemeral scatter from the nearby South Settlement area. 

 
The heat density maps presented in Figure 7 provide a good visual indication of the lower 

artifact distribution in this area. Diagnostic artifacts give a date range of mid-18th century to the 
20th century. 

  
 

7. Slave Street (18th century-19th century) – Contributing Site  
 

 
 Historically, this settlement was on the periphery of the avenue, 

 
a variety of artifacts have been collected on the surface in this area over the past few years. 
Green bottle glass dominates the surface collection assemblage with several pieces of whiteware, 
industrial slipped pearlware, an axe head, a small slate fragment, a hoe, and one metal button 
embossed with a sunburst pattern design. 

 
A total of 51 shovel tests were placed  

. Artifacts recovered at the Slave 
Street were similar to the South Settlement, with a high quantity of brick, mortar, and nails 
(Figure 7). Colonoware, creamwares, undecorated and decorated pearlwares, olive green bottle 
glass, and American salt-glazed stoneware dominate this assemblage. Based on the artifacts 
recovered, this area likely contained similar housing to that of the South Settlement with a 
similar date range of occupation. Like the South Settlement, additional block excavation may 
give a better indication of individual housing areas. Garden plots in this area may also be a 
possibility as the site sits on higher ground than the South Settlement and the work area. This 
portion of the Peachtree parcel has been timbered and has also been impacted by livestock and 
anthropogenic activity. All of these factors likely contribute to the paucity of artifacts from this 
area. 
 

8. The Pea Field (19th century-20th century) – Contributing Site 
 
Recent timber activities in the Pea Field inadvertently uncovered a remnant house 

foundation constructed of handmade, low-fired brick over top of a fieldstone foundation. Limited 
block excavation was begun in May 2020 and field work is not yet complete. Recovered artifacts 
include whitewares, creamwares, transfer prints, and Industrial slipwares common in the 19th to 
early 20th century. Very little colonoware has been recovered to-date. There is also a large faunal 
assemblage of alligator and tortoise.  

 
The  shows a number of structures in the Pea Field and brick 

scatters are present in proximity to these locations, indicating the field was settled and likely 
used for work activities (Figure 9). Mary Rachel Doar Lucas writes in her memoirs of growing 
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up at her family’s house located at the Pea Field, next to Peachtree Plantation (Bridges and 
Williams 1997,186-187). She remembered that her father wanted to buy Peachtree, but Dr. 
Lynch would not consent. The Doar family rented Peachtree until the early part of the 20th 
century. The buildings depicted on the map are likely related to their occupation of this portion 
of Peachtree.  

 
9. African American Cemetery (18th century-20th century) – Contributing Site 

 
The African American cemetery, the only one known on the Peachtree landscape, is 

present on a slight rise above  Creek between  
. It consists of a series of at least eight depressions and two 

marked graves. Bella, wife of Ephram Garrett, was buried here in 1907. Isiah Garret, a World 
War I veteran, was buried here in 1965. Correspondence between the Doars and the McCradys in 
the latter part of the 19th century indicate they were trying to find tenant farmers to work the land 
and had succeeded by the early 20th century (McCrady Family Archives). Bella Garrett and Isiah 
Garret could be descendants of enslaved people who lived at Peachtree and/or descendants of 
tenant farmers who lived on this landscape in the latter part of the 19th century or early 20th 
century. The cemetery is not present on any maps but is considered an important element of the 
Peachtree landscape because it represents the final resting place of those whose labor helped to 
shape this place.  

 
10. Tidal Rice Fields (19th Century) – Contributing Site 

 
  The early Peachtree tidal rice fields were located along the banks of the South Santee 
River and  Creek. They were likely some of the earlier rice fields in operation at 
Peachtree, as the  shows the majority of the Peachtree fields as only 
partially laid out (Figure 2) while the  shows all of them fully 
completed (Figures 3 and 4). These fields were the primary work place of the enslaved African 
Americans. The rice fields also serve to document the evolutionary history of rice culture as 
there is evidence of both inland and tidal rice features on the Peachtree landscape. These fields 
are considered a site because they lack sufficient integrity to be considered intact structures. 

 
11. Inland Rice Reservoirs (18th century) – Contributing Site 

 
In the absence of historical map data, LiDAR imagery provides another line of evidence 

to understand the Peachtree landscape. Of note, and associated with the tidal rice fields 
mentioned in the previous section, are two large depressions  

. There are drains present on the northern and southern extent of the eastern 
depression, though they appear faint on the LiDAR imagery. When comparing them, the eastern 
depression has been dug out. This feature could be an early reservoir system for water storage, 
perhaps for accumulation of reserve water if the natural depression went dry. In tandem, these 
would have created a predictable water source, before the use of tidal flows. The clay dredged 
from the eastern depression may have been used to make bricks for the Peachtree main house 
and dependencies. These two depressions could be associated with the labor of the first enslaved 
people to occupy Peachtree. 
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Non-contributing Resources 
 

a. Peachtree Retreat – a 1950s cottage . Hand made bricks 
were re-used in the chimney and floors of the back porch. These are likely local bricks 
recovered from Peachtree and the rice mill.  

b. Peachtree Retreat dock – this is a new dock constructed northwest of the cottage and 
replaces the original dock for the cottage that was swept away by a hurricane. 

c. Boat ramp -the ramp is less than 50 years old and sits on the Santee River  
. 
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_________________________________________________________________ 
8. Statement of Significance 

 
 Applicable National Register Criteria  
 (Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register  
 listing.) 

 
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. 
  

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
 

C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction.  
 

D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  

 
 
 

 
 
 Criteria Considerations  
 (Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 

 
A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 

  
B. Removed from its original location   

 
C. A birthplace or grave  

 
D. A cemetery 

 
E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 

 
F. A commemorative property 

 
G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years  

 
 
 
 
 

X
 
  

X
 
  

X
 
  

X 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 

 
  

 
  

 
  



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB No. 1024-0018      
 
Peachtree Plantation  Charleston, SC 
Name of Property                   County and State 

Sections 8 page 21 
 

 
 

Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.)  
_AGRICULTURE___________  
_ARCHITECTURE__________  
_ARCHAEOLOGY: HISTORIC 
ETHNIC HERITAGE: BLACK 
POLITICS/GOVERNMENT  

 
Period of Significance 
__1733-1900________ 

 
 

___________________ 
 

 Significant Dates  
 1760-1762   
 1776  
 _1787______________ 

 
Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 

Lynch, Thomas Sr.  
_Lynch, Thomas Jr.___ 

 
 Cultural Affiliation  
 European American  
 African   
 _African American____ 

 
 Architect/Builder 
  
   
 ___________________ 
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Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes 
level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any 
applicable criteria considerations.)  
 

Peachtree Plantation is significant under Criteria A, B, C, and D with a period of 
significance from 1733 to 1900. The period begins with European settlement through an 
acquisition of 2,200 acres of land by Col. Thomas Lynch by 1733.2  This early date reflects the 
start of the period of significance for archaeological evidence in slave settlement areas. At the 
local level under Criterion D: Archaeology, the various archaeological sites, including work and 
living areas of enslaved people, sites of agricultural cultivation, and the ruins of buildings, 
structures, and gardens, have the potential to yield extensive information about planation life in 
the 18th and 19th centuries. Peachtree Plantation is also locally significant under Criterion A in 
the areas of Agriculture, specifically rice cultivation, and Ethnic Heritage: Black, for associations 
with enslaved Africans and African Americans and their descendants. Rice cultivation utilizing 
an enslaved labor force began at Peachtree in the late 1730s, and the rice mill, the first water-
powered rice mill of its kind, was constructed in 1787. The rice mill site is significant at the 
national level under Criterion D: Archaeology. Peachtree is also nationally significant under 
Criterion B for Politics/Government because of its associations with Thomas Lynch Sr. and 
Thomas Lynch Jr.; who contributed to important decisions made at the local, state, and national 
levels in 18th century politics, with Lynch Jr. signing the Declaration of Independence in 1776 in 
place of his ailing father. The ruins of the Main House, constructed circa 1760, are locally 
significant under Criterion C: Architecture, as the remnants of the house are substantial enough 
to showcase the materials, workmanship, and design of the building, an unusual example of a 
colonial-era Georgian-Palladian brick house in the Lowcountry. The closing date of 1900 reflects 
the time period in which the descendants of people enslaved either at Peachtree or nearby 
plantations, likely ceased to live and work at Peachtree. Not much is known of Peachtree in the 
latter part of the 19th century; however at least two tenant farmers were present on the land 
during that time. As such, their contribution to the history of Peachtree after the Civil War should 
be noted. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of 
significance.)   
 
Criterion A: Agriculture 
 
  Peachtree Plantation operated as an active agricultural landscape for the better part of two 
centuries, with life and work centering first and foremost on the production of rice. When 
Europeans first arrived in the colony of Carolina, they found the soils in its coastal Lowcountry 
were exceptionally good for a number of cultigens. There is evidence for an array of crops 
produced in colonial South Carolina for both plantation consumption and export including sweet 
and Irish potatoes, corn, rice, rye, wheat, buckwheat, peas, Dutch and French beans, lettuce, 
                         
2 There are three individuals named “Thomas Lynch” associated with Peachtree Plantation. The first of these is 
Thomas I. He is referred to in most literature as Thomas Lynch I or Colonel Lynch. His son, Thomas Lynch Sr. and 
his grandson, Thomas Lynch Jr., are both important to the history of Peachtree. For purposes of clarification, the 
three men are referred to as Colonel Lynch, Thomas Lynch Sr. and Thomas Lynch Jr. 
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cabbage, spinach, radishes, parsley, cucumbers, tomatoes, squash, cauliflower, and asparagus 
(Carney and Rosamoff 2013, 124; Doyle et al. 2008). However, indigo and rice were the most 
lucrative. Documentary evidence for the origins of rice cultivation in Carolina is scant, and 
multiple theories have been offered for how the crop first arrived in the colony. What is clear, 
though, is that planters and enslaved people experimented with multiple varieties of rice. Though 
planters were not very optimistic about the results of early experiments, by 1690, it was a viable 
export and was used by some planters to pay their quitrent to the Lords Proprietors (Dethloff 
1991, 232; Waterhouse 2005; Porcher and Judd 2014; see also Developmental history/additional 
context information below). Available evidence suggests that rice cultivation began at Peachtree 
in the 1730s and continued to at least the end of the next century.  
 
  The cycle of rice production encompassed much of the growing year in the Lowcountry, 
where mild winters allowed for longer seasons. Consequently, daily life at Peachtree—especially 
for its enslaved residents—was heavily shaped and structured by the demands of rice. The rice 
plant life cycle ranges from 105 to 150 days, depending on the species, and growth occurs in 
three general stages: vegetative, reproductive, and ripening. Rice plants can either be grown from 
seed, or transplanted, as environmental conditions warrant. In tropical environments, such as the 
Lowcountry, the rice plant life cycle is typically 120 days with 60 days spent in the vegetative 
stage and 30 days each in the reproductive and ripening stages (Heyward 1993, 27-34; 
www.ricepedia.org 2013; Porcher and Judd 2014:66-69). After the plants ripened they were 
harvested and processed, which was a labor intensive endeavor, regardless of the variety grown 
(Heyward 1993, 27-34; Doyle et al. 2008, 32-34). In the Carolina Lowcountry, rice was planted 
from early March to as late as the first week in June, though most planters preferred to seed in 
March and then plant a second crop in early June (Heyward 1993, 27-34; Norris 1712, 98 quoted 
in Porcher and Judd 2014, 32-33). Exact timing was often dependent on bird migration patterns. 
Bobolinks, or rice birds, were attracted to the seeds during their spring migrations north, if 
planted too soon. Planting too late would result in bobolinks eating rice seeds on their return 
pattern in September (Heyward 1993, 32; Doyle et al. 2008, 32).  
 
  Rice was planted by a variety of methods that evolved over time, with cultivation 
becoming more efficient to meet market demands. Broadcast methods were utilized during the 
early Proprietary period; however, this method proved to be inefficient as the seeds would either 
be consumed by birds or washed away by the first flood of the field (Smith 2012, 38). The 
broadcast method was replaced by the more efficient drop method where the enslaved laborer 
walked barefoot between rows, placed approximately 10 to 12 inches apart, dropping seed in 
holes made with their big toes (Doyle et al. 2008, 32; Porcher and Judd 2014, 78). The holes 
were sealed with the heel of the foot tamping down on the rice (Heyward 1993, 32; Doyle et al. 
2008, 32; Smith 2012, 38-39). This method is identical to African methods of rice planting 
(Carney and Porcher 1993; Carney 2001, 2013). Trenching replaced this traditional method as 
hoes became more widely utilized. An open trench was cut by one person and seeders followed 
along behind dropping seed into the open trench. Another person came behind the seeder and 
tamped dirt over the trench, either with a hoe or a wooden bat. It took approximately 2.25 
bushels of rice to seed 1 acre of tidal rice (Porcher and Judd 2014, 79). It is likely that the drop 
and/or trenching methods were utilized at Peachtree, based on the timeframe of the plantation’s 
period of rice production.  
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  During the growth period, water flow and control were critical. Peachtree’s enslaved 
workers controlled the water flow into the fields by raising and lowering trunk gates. The first 
flood after planting was called the Sprout Flow. During this time, the field was kept underwater 
for three to six days to allow the rice seed time to sprout and to kill the weeds in the fields. The 
weather dictated how long the water stayed on the fields. Every morning a field hand would have 
been sent to check the plants. At first sprout, called a pip, the fields were drained and kept dry so 
the plants could take root. When the new pips were visible at 50 yards away, the field was 
flooded again. This flood was called “stretch flow” and it covered the plants again to allow them 
to grow. The other submerged weeds and grasses died off and harmful insects drowned, but rice 
continued to grow under water. After three to six days, when the plants at the higher end of the 
fields were approximately 2 inches long, the field was partially drained. The fields were allowed 
to sit this way for a week and gradually drained over a period of ten days. The fields were then 
dried and the rice plants were allowed a period of dry growth for approximately 40 days 
(Heyward 1993, 33; Doyle et al. 2008, 32-33; Joyner 1984, 45-48; Porcher and Judd 2014, 32-
33).  
 
  At that point, Peachtree’s fields were likely then marked off in half-acre sections to 
provide tasks for enslaved workers. A half-acre of hoeing was a typical task and the field was 
hoed twice to aerate the soil and remove weeds during this 40-day time period.  The final 
flooding was called the Harvest Flow or Long Flow, when water was gradually re-introduced 
into the field as the plants approached the tassel stage. As rice stalks grow, they become top-
heavy with seed. Gradually flooding the fields provided support for the stalks and also supported 
them during heavy winds. The fields were again drained as the tassels matured so they could be 
sufficiently dry for the enslaved work force to harvest (Heyward 1993, 30-32; Doyle et al. 2008, 
33-34, Porcher and Judd 2014, 80-82, Trinkley and Shick 2018, 12.). 
 
  Peachtree’s enslaved residents would have harvested rice from September to November. 
To harvest, the stalks were cut down at ground level with a rice hook or scythe and left in the 
field on the stubble to dry. Enslaved workers gathered the dried stalks into bundles and loaded 
them either onto carts or flat boats to take to processing areas. Separating the rice from the stalk 
was manually performed using flails. The rice was then separated from the chaff using a large 
winnowing basket. The rice was tossed into the air with the winnowing basket and the wind blew 
away the chaff. This work was usually performed by enslaved women at a winnowing barn, 
which was a large, square, wooden structure raised 12 to 15 feet in the air on stilts with a large 
central opening in the floor. The winnower would fan the rice with the basket over the hole in the 
barn floor and the breeze would take the chaff. Any rice flipped out of the basket could be 
gathered on a drop cloth below (Doyle et al. 2008, 34; Joyner 1984, 45-48; Porcher and Judd 
2014, 113-115). 
 
  The rice could be sold with the husks still on, called rough rice; however, to be edible the 
husk had to be removed. Enslaved people at Peachtree would have done this with a large wooden 
mortar and pestle, pounding the rice until the husks were removed. The resulting product was 
brown rice and could also be sold in that state. However, overseas demand was for white rice. 
Most rice in the Lowcountry was grown and harvested for export so the bran covering the white 
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rice grain had to be removed before it could be barreled and shipped. This step also required the 
mortar and pestle pounding process and then the grains were again fanned with the winnow 
basket to remove the bran from the rice. Whole white rice was shipped in barrels, which were 
made by enslaved coopers on the plantation. The barrels were loaded onto sloops or schooners 
where they could be transported to the nearest port for shipment overseas (Doyle et al. 2008, 34-
35; Joyner 1984, 45-48; Porcher and Judd 2014, 83). Plantations on the Santee River, including 
Peachtree, shipped to both Georgetown and Charleston. After the harvest when rice was not yet 
being actively grown, fields were still being prepped. Peachtree’s workers would have laid out 
new field in January and February, and the stubble of rice plants left from the harvest was burned 
(Heyward 1993, 28-29; Smith 2012, 53; Porcher and Judd 2014, 37-40). Rice cultivation was 
labor intensive and there was no break from the fields. The work was constant regardless of the 
season. 
 
  During the harvest and processing period, enslaved laborers were more likely to seek out 
freedom and run away from plantations, and incidents involving fire (undoubtedly often arson) in 
storage facilities containing rice seeds occurred more frequently (Wood 1974, 248-249; 
Littlefield 1991, 128-130; Morgan 1998, 151-154). To minimize these acts of resistance, as well 
as to maximize profits and production, planters began experimenting early in the 18th century 
with technological innovations. These ranged from improved methods of cultivation; rice field 
infrastructure such as improved trunk systems for water delivery; and different types of sluice 
gates. Later in the 18th century, advancements were made in mechanized processing systems 
(Porcher and Judd 2014). Though many patents were given for technological innovations, not 
many were widely employed because none of these could profitably replace the labor of enslaved 
Africans and the steady supply of forced labor through the transatlantic slave trade (Wood 1974, 
248-250; Morgan 1998). The notable exceptions to this reluctance to improve technologies were 
a water-powered rice mill invented by Jonathan Lucas and built at Peachtree in 1787, and the 
invention of the steam engine, which replaced water power in rice mills later in the antebellum 
period (Porcher and Judd 2014, 224-225).  
 

Peachtree represents the remnants of a well-executed tidal rice plantation, significant at 
the local level under Criterion A for its contribution to the broader Atlantic World economy 
during the colonial era and the newly formed United States during the antebellum era. Like 
nearby Hampton Plantation, it also reflects the unique history of Lowcountry and Gullah 
agricultural practices. Commercial rice cultivation likely began at Peachtree after the land was 
acquired by Col. Thomas Lynch. The inventory of Peachtree taken after his death in 1738 
indicates there were sufficient tools, rice seed, and people on site to clear land and plant. Though 
there are no known surviving plantation journals for Peachtree, the wills and inventories of both 
Lynch Sr. and Lynch, Jr, show an expanding number of enslaved people present on the 
plantation, in addition to the tools and seed necessary to cultivate rice. A map  
drawn in 1820, shows the Peachtree lands under cultivation, indicating that rice continued to be 
lucrative under the ownership of Dr. Jonathan Bowman Lynch in the first part of the 19th 
century.3  

 
3  
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There is also good evidence for continued production under the Doar family, who rented 

the property after Dr. Lynch and his family moved to Tennessee in 1835 (Bridges and Williams 
1997, 186-187; Altizer 2014, 20; Altizer 2020, 218, McCrady Family Archives). The Doars 
rented the Peachtree lands and built a house in the Pea Field to the west of the Lynch family 
home. They continued to cultivate those lands through the latter part of the 19th century. 
Correspondence between David Doar and Sallie McCrady in the first part of the 20th century 
suggests that, by this time, rice was no longer actively cultivated. Instead, the family had turned 
to the sale of timber products, such as turpentine, to help pay the property taxes (McCrady 
Family Archives). Though the plantation itself no longer functions, because it remains 
undeveloped there are many features preserved on the Peachtree landscape that contribute to an 
understanding of both tidal and reservoir rice cultivation and culture. These include the remnants 
of fields, canals, reservoirs, settlement areas, gardens, and an African American cemetery.  
 
Criterion A: Ethnic Heritage: Black  
 

Peachtree is also locally significance under Ethnic Heritage: Black for its association with 
the work and lives of enslaved Africans and African Americans and their descendants. Without 
the forced labor provided by chattel slavery, the Lynch family would not have acquired the 
wealth that allowed them to participate in elite colonial society, including politics. Little is 
known of them as individuals, but Peachtree’s enslaved residents would have spent most of their 
daily hours (and indeed, lives) engaged in the sort of agricultural toil outlined in the section 
above. Others would have been a fixture in the Litchfield main house, performing less physically 
demanding tasks for the Lynch family but also being more constantly surveilled by their 
enslavers than were their counterparts in the property’s rice fields.  

 
A glimpse into the individual identities of Peachtree’s Black residents can be gleaned 

from the Lynch family’s wills and real estate inventories, which have at least preserved the 
names and some of the familiar relationships and occupations of the enslaved people who made 
up the majority of the property’s residents. An inventory of Peachtree at the time of Colonel 
Lynch’s death in 1738 shows thirty-nine enslaved people including men, women, and small 
children. These were likely the first inhabitants of Peachtree and include Pompey, Little, Cooper, 
Pompy the Great, Marria, Gitty, Aga, Thunder, Miramna, Dina and her child Lucy, Cooper Jack, 
Cooper Cusine, Reina, Bristol, Walker, Primus Lawyer, Mark and his wife Betty, Ackera and his 
wife Jone with her child Harry, Scipio (a sawyer), Sabina, Nat and his wife Marry, London, 
Satina, Peachtree, Jack, Nanny, Prince, Willie, Catto, Venus, Tony and his wife Bess, Hector, 
and Rose. They would have worked the land and constructed housing with the other items listed 
in the inventory of Peachtree, which also included horses and cattle, a rice boat, a canoe, twenty-
four hoes, twenty-three reap hooks, an auger, mill stones, cooperage tools, and other general 
carpentry tools. These are all of the tools necessary to clear fields, produce rice, build barrels for 
shipment, and also build houses. With so many enslaved people present on the landscape in the 
1730s, it seems likely that slave quarters were present or in the process of being built in 
proximity to work areas, though no direct evidence has been found of buildings on the Peachtree 
tract during this early time period. There is also no indication of a main house. The 1738 
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inventory of Colonel Lynch’s estate is the first mention of Peachtree as a plantation (Lynch 
Inventory, 1738, 282-292). 

 
A total of 132 enslaved people of all ages are listed by name in the inventory taken after 

Thomas Lynch Sr.’s death in 1776. Many of them were families. In addition to enslaved Africans 
and African Americans, two enslaved Native Americans are also mentioned in the will, Indian 
Jack and Indian Jenny. They are listed separately, perhaps indicating they were not related or 
partnered (Lynch Inventory, 1777, 326).  

 
Another inventory of Peachtree taken in 1785 after the death of Thomas Lynch Jr. 

indicates Peachtree had grown in inhabitants and was even more productive under his ownership. 
Though no plantation journals survive for this time period, productivity may be extrapolated by 
the inventoried goods of monetary value as well as an increased number of enslaved people. The 
inventory of 1785 lists goods left at the Peachtree main house after the Lynches departed for the 
south of France; they likely took additional goods and furniture with them, as well as enslaved 
household servants. Those enslaved people left behind were likely field hands in addition to a 
few servants and caretakers charged with keeping the house. The Lynch inventory of 1785 
indicates there were 191 enslaved people living at Peachtree by this time, which is fifty-nine 
more people living on the plantation and working the land than eight years previously. This 
increase in labor indicates there was a need for more hands to cultivate the rice fields and process 
the resulting crops. Many names appear to be the same as those listed on the Lynch Sr. inventory 
of 1777, including Indian Jack; however, many are new (Lynch Inventory, 1785, 389). 

 
John Bowman, who was the steward of Peachtree until his son came of age and inherited 

Peachtree, died in 1807 and left much of his estate to his three daughters and wife Sabinah. 
Bowman’s inventory of assets, taken in 1808, lists 149 enslaved people living and working at 
Peachtree (Inventory of John Bowman, 1808, 457). As in the previous Lynch inventories of 
Peachtree, they are listed by name. Many of the listed names in this inventory and the earlier 
Lynch inventories reflect common naming conventions found among enslaved people. Enslaved 
Africans were typically given new names by European and European American enslavers. These 
names were usually short, simple European names or descriptive names, such as the enslaved 
person named Little in Lynch Sr.’s inventory. Some names in the lists reflect other naming 
practices among slaveholders, such as Scipio, Pompey, Catto, and Venus, which reference 
classical Rome. African names typically did not survive, though it was common for enslaved 
people to be named with West African “day names” such as Cuffee, another moniker which 
appears on Bowman’s list. (Rodriguez ed. 2007, 394-395). Of particular note in the Bowman 
inventory was an enslaved person by the name of “Hard Times,” a perhaps unintentional 
testimony to the lives of enslaved people laboring on plantations in the colonial and antebellum 
South.  

 
Although there is little information on Black life at Peachtree after the Civil War, it is 

likely that a number of African Americans continued to reside on the property as tenant farmers 
and to work the land as laborers. It is not currently known whether the African Americans 
present at Peachtree in the postbellum period were descendants of people enslaved there or not, 
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but the two extant grave markers in the African American cemetery demonstrate a connection to 
Peachtree which persisted into the 20th century.  

 
The ruins of the main house, where enslaved people worked and may also have lived, and 

the cemetery represent the extant above-ground resources associated with Black life at Peachtree. 
Slave settlements are preserved on the Peachtree landscape as archaeological loci in at least two 
separate areas, the South Settlement and Slave Street, which are discussed below under Criterion 
D. Together, these resources represent African and/or African American occupation of Peachtree 
from the 18th to the 20th century. A descendent community is unknown at this time, but further 
research may locate people related to those buried in the cemetery or listed in the wills and 
inventories of the Lynch family.  
 
Criterion B: Politics/Government 
 
Thomas Lynch Sr.  
 

Peachtree also possesses significance under Criterion B -  Politics/Government as the 
home of several individuals who were influential in local, state, and national politics. Though the 
property was originally obtained by Colonel Thomas Lynch, it is more meaningfully associated 
with his son and grandson, Thomas Lynch Sr. and Thomas Lynch Jr. Though also closely 
associated with Hopsewee Plantation across the river, Lynch Sr. should also be recognized for 
his contribution to the Peachtree landscape. He directed the main house and dependencies be 
built to his specific tastes by his enslaved labor force and likely had the English garden designed 
to his specifications. With its imposing mass, it would have been easily seen from the Santee 
River, Peachtree and its well-manicured lawn and gardens were meant to be a display of wealth. 
These were symbols of the Lynch family’s rise in society.  

 
Thomas Lynch Sr., was a prominent politician who played a pivotal role in local, state, 

and national politics during a crucial time in colonial history. His participation in these arenas 
directly contributed to events leading up to the American Revolution. He spent much of his adult 
life in public service both locally and at the state level; however, by the time of his participation 
in the Continental Congress, he was living in Philadelphia with frequent trips to his townhouse in 
Charleston. As with most plantations in the South Carolina Lowcountry, Peachtree was not 
meant to be a full-time permanent residence for the Lynch family. However, Lynch Sr. spent the 
cooler months at this estate and, though no specific records survive, he likely would have 
conducted political business from here. (Bridges and Williams 1997, 61; Altizer 2014, 19).  

 
Thomas Lynch Sr. was elected justice of the peace for Craven County in 1756 and was 

the first president of the Winyah Indigo Society in 1757, while he was living at Hopsewee. With 
these exceptions, all of his other political pursuits were achieved while he was living at 
Peachtree. Lynch Sr.’s local political positions include justice of the peace for Craven County 
(1765, 1767, 1769); Commissioner to build the Exchange and Customs House and the Watch 
House in Charleston (1767); and justice of the peace for Charleston and Georgetown (1774). 
Lynch Sr. also helped to shape the religious life of the local St. James Santee community by 
serving as commissioner to build a chapel of ease for St. James Santee Parish (1762) and 
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commissioner for building a new parish church for St. James Santee (1768). He served in the 
Commons House of Assembly from 1771, with the exception of one term, until his death in 
1776. In national politics, Lynch Sr. was elected to the Stamp Act Congress in New York (1765), 
where he contributed to a petition to repeal the Stamp Act. He participated in the first and second 
Provincial Congress (1775-1776) and First General Assembly (1776). He was elected to the First 
Continental Congress (1776) and was an Adviser to General George Washington.  

 
Lynch Sr. died in 1776 in Annapolis, Maryland from the effects of a cerebral 

hemorrhage, which he suffered while conferring with General Charles Lee and the Committee of 
Safety in Philadelphia. Although Lynch Sr. survived long enough for Congress to approve and 
issue the Declaration of Independence, he remained too ill to attend the proceedings and was 
unable to sign the document. A space was left between the signatures of Edward Rutledge and 
Thomas Heyward Jr. for his signature (American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 420; Bridges 
and Williams 1997, 65; Rogers 1990, 112; Edgar 1998, 229; Linder and Thacker 2001, 674). 

 
Thomas Lynch Jr. 
 
  Peachtree is nationally significant under Criterion B – Politics/Government for its 
association with Thomas Lynch Jr., a delegate to the Continental Congress and one of the fifty-
six individuals to sign the Declaration of Independence. 
 

Lynch Jr. was born across the South Santee River from Peachtree at Hopsewee Plantation 
in 1749. Following the typical path of Carolina’s white planter class, he attended the elite Indigo 
Society School in nearby Georgetown, South Carolina, before receiving a gentleman’s education 
in London, studying at Eaton and Caius College, Cambridge. He also studied law at Middle 
Temple but never practiced (though his training undoubtedly proved useful in his future political 
career). During his time abroad in school, his father often wrote to him and sent family friends to 
check on his progress. These included such notable political friends as Governor Lyttleton, 
Henry Laurens, and Thomas Shubrick (Helsley, 2016; Fields 1960, 213; The Letters of Thomas 
Lynch, South Carolina Historical Society). In 1772, Lynch Jr. returned to South Carolina and 
took up primary residence at Peachtree, with his parents having moved full-time to Charleston 
(Fields 1960, 214).  
 

Upon his return to South Carolina and settlement at Peachtree, Lynch Jr. followed his 
father’s lead and became active in politics. From the beginning, his career was inseparable from 
the emerging movement for American independence. He entered politics in 1774, losing election 
to the colonial Commons House of Assembly before successfully running to represent St. James 
Santee Parish in South Carolina’s First Provincial Congress, the newly formed representative 
body that operated independently from the Commons House (nearly all members of the Congress 
also served in the Assembly). Lynch Jr. took his seat in January 1775 and for the next year 
divided his time serving in both the Provincial Congress and in the colonial militia. He was 
commissioned as Eighth Captain in the 2nd South Carolina militia and accepted a post to the First 
Regiment of the South Carolina militia (Rogers 1990, 110; Simpson et al. 1978). Though his 
father advised him to seek a commission in the Continental Army, Lynch Jr. declined, stating 
that “his present commission was fully equal to his experience.” In July 1775, while in North 
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Carolina on a recruiting mission, Lynch Jr. contracted a fever which left him much weakened 
and a semi-invalid for the remainder of his life. (Simpson et al. 1978; The American Society of 
Learned Studies 1980, 451; Rogers 1990, 110; Altizer 2014, 17).  

 
While Lynch Jr. recovered from his illness, the colony’s political ties to Great Britain 

frayed further and further. In September, after being excoriated by the Commons House 
members, South Carolina’s last royal governor dissolved the Assembly and fled the state, 
allowing the Provincial Congress to assume full control of the government. In March 1776, 
Lynch was appointed to a committee tasked with drafting a state constitution. The document he 
helped produce was the first to be drawn up by a southern colony and just the second in all 
thirteen colonies, providing the state with a new framework of government at least “until an 
accommodation of the unhappy differences between Great Britain and America can be 
obtained.” After ratifying the constitution, the Provincial Congress adjourned for the final time 
on March 26, with members reconvening later that same day to officially form the General 
Assembly of South Carolina, the state legislature that endures to the present (Edgar 1998, 222-
27; Fields 1960, 213; Rogers 1990, 110). 
 

Just days before the Provincial Congress dissolved, members received troubling news 
that unexpectedly thrust Thomas Lynch Jr. onto the national stage. At that time, Lynch’s father 
was in Philadelphia representing South Carolina in the Continental Congress. In mid-February 
1776, Lynch Sr. suffered a debilitating stroke that left him unable to participate in the 
proceedings and left his peers doubtful of his survival. When word of his father’s condition 
reached Charleston, Thomas Lynch Jr. requested leave from the militia to be at his father’s side 
but was denied by his commanding officer, Col. Christopher Gadsden (one later historian 
explained Gadsden’s refusal, remarking that Gadsden “with the spirit of the Roman would have 
devoted his own son to the cause of his country”). On March 23, the Provincial Congress 
effectively overrode Gadsden and granted Lynch a leave of absence “on account of the alarming 
ill state of health of his father.” They also resolved that an additional delegate be chosen to 
represent the colony in Philadelphia and promptly elected Lynch Jr. to fill the role. Presumably 
leaving from Peachtree, Lynch Jr. departed South Carolina on March 25 and arrived in 
Philadelphia several weeks later, being officially accepted to the Continental Congress on April 
24, technically making he and Lynch Sr. the only father and son to serve in the Congress at the 
same time (McCrady 1901, 124; Journal of the Provincial Congress 1776, 101; Hazelton 1906, 
403-04, 513; Fields 1960, 215; Rogers 1990, 112; Simpson et al. 1978; Helsley 2016). 

 
At twenty-six-years-old, Thomas Lynch Jr. was the second-youngest member of the 

Continental Congress and, given the unusual circumstances of his service, perhaps the most 
unlikely delegate from any of the thirteen colonies (Edgar 1998, 229; The American Society of 
Learned Studies 1980, 450; Rogers 1990, 112, 115; Simpson et al 1979; Bridges and Williams 
1997, 60-67; Altizer 2014, 15-17). Nonetheless, over the next few months, Lynch Jr. 
successfully fulfilled his unanticipated duties as a national legislator while at the same time 
looking after his ill father. In Congress, he served on committees dealing with such matters as the 
establishment of express routes for delivering intelligence between Continental posts; editing and 
publication of the Congressional journals; and the possible creation of an army academy 
(Journals of the Continental Congress – Volume 5 1906, 419, 572, 838). His service also 
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included debate over provisions of the Articles of Confederation, which were ratified by the 
Congress in 1777 to set up the country’s first national government. Lynch Jr. joined fellow South 
Carolinian Edward Rutledge in speaking out against a provision that granted Congress full 
authority to manage trade and negotiate with Indian nations. He also voiced support for 
excluding enslaved residents from a state’s population for the purposes of apportioning taxes, 
thus reducing the tax burden on slave states like South Carolina. The Articles ultimately adopted 
an altogether different mechanism for raising taxes, and the question of how enslaved people 
should be counted for apportionment would rise again a decade later at the Constitutional 
Convention. (Adams 1776). 

 
 Lynch’s position on apportionment reflected a broader commitment among the South 

Carolina delegates to the interests of the state’s slaveholding planter elite. It also captured the 
deep irony of a movement for independence and liberty being led in part by men who willfully 
denied the most basic of freedoms to people of African descent—including the hundred-plus 
individuals being forced to work at Peachtree Plantation while Thomas Lynch Jr. served in 
Congress. Indeed, Peachtree’s twinned association with both Lynch Jr. and the people he and his 
family held enslaved makes the site a powerful testament to the contradictions that lay at the 
heart of the American Revolution and the event’s longer legacies—contradictions that white 
South Carolina leaders like Lynch Jr. played a key role in establishing. During the same debate 
over apportionment, Lynch Jr. rose and declared that enslaved people must be considered the 
same as sheep, livestock, land, and other forms of personal property (fellow delegate Benjamin 
Franklin offered Lynch a pointed response, observing that slaves and sheep were not entirely the 
same since “Sheep will never make any Insurrections”). Lynch also tacitly warned the Congress 
that the South Carolina delegates were willing to walk away from the national project altogether 
if it bound their hands as slaveholders. “If it is debated, whether their Slaves are their Property,” 
he said, “there is an End of the Confederation” (Einhorn 2006, 120-25; Adams 1776). 

 
Lynch’s statement was part of what proved to be a long history of threats from South 

Carolina leaders to break away from the country in order to defend slavery, eventually realized in 
the 1860 secession convention and outbreak of the Civil War. For the time being though, the 
cause of independence posed little immediate threat to the legal rights of slaveholders, even as 
countless enslaved people—perhaps inspired by their enslavers’ own talk of “liberty” and 
“freedom”—took advantage of the chaos of war and struck out to liberate themselves. Policy 
differences over slavery and other issues inspired at times heated debate at the Continental 
Congress, but national leaders consistently managed to defuse such differences and forge a 
united front against the economic and military impositions of the British government.  

 
The culminating expression of that unity to the nations of the world and to the American 

public was the Declaration of Independence. While Congress voted to declare independence on 
July 2, the actual document announcing that declaration to the world was not approved until July 
4, after several days of debate and revision. Members signed the document on August 2, with 
Thomas Lynch Jr. being the fifty-second person to do so (Maier 1997, 41-46, 143-53; Helsley 
2016). By signing the Declaration, Lynch Jr. likely hoped to ensure that his way of life, that of 
the wealthy white male planter, would remain intact. Like his father, he was an ardent patriot and 
demonstrated this by furthering the causes important to him and other members of the elite. 
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These included supporting a newly formed government independent of the British throne. South 
Carolina planters and other mercantilists wanted the ability to trade with other participants in the 
Atlantic World economy without the financial ramifications of doing business through the 
Crown (Simpson et al. 1978; The American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 451; Rogers 1990, 
110; Altizer 2014, 17).  

 
Whatever Lynch’s personal interests in American independence, he also undoubtedly 

shared other delegates’ broader, more strategic intentions behind issuing the Declaration. Later 
generations have focused on the soaring rhetoric of the document’s preamble, with its famous 
proclamation that “all men are created equal [and] endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights”; such focus has also extended to the deep irony (and hypocrisy) of 
slaveholders like Lynch putting their name on such a document. Yet it was the rest of the 
document that was most directly relevant to the geopolitical moment of the Revolution. For the 
framers, the document was less a declaration of individual rights than a declaration that the 
united colonies had a right to enter and be accepted into the global political order, justified by the 
many grievances against the King listed in the document and typically ignored today (Armitage 
2007, 25-38, 63-69). As well, Lynch’s and others’ willingness specifically to sign the 
Declaration had its own significant implications, both for the legitimacy of the American cause 
and for the individual signers themselves. For one, affixing their names to the document 
countered the claim common in England that independence lacked a meaningful base of support. 
Rather, the list of names showed that the cause was supported throughout the colonies and by 
leaders who would have been respected in British high society. The men who chose to sign their 
names thus effectively imparted their own personal respectability and authority to the cause 
being declared, and did so at great risk. For independence’s opponents, the Declaration was what 
historian Pauline Maier describes as “nothing less than a public confession of treason. And 
conviction for treason meant death and confiscation of estate.” Indeed, English critics of 
independence for some time had urged the King to charge the colonists with treason, with Maier 
further calling the Declaration “that most hazardous of Congressional papers.” (Maier 1997, 151-
53). 
 

Lynch Jr.’s tenure in the Congress was brief, in part due to his own relapsing health 
issues. He left Philadelphia in December 1776 along with his father, whose health was again 
deteriorating after temporarily stabilizing earlier in the year. The two men set out for their homes 
at Peachtree and Charleston but only made it as far as Annapolis, Maryland before Lynch Sr. 
passed away. After burying his father in Annapolis, Thomas Lynch Jr. returned home to 
Peachtree and retired from public service because of his chronic illness. He spent the next years 
of his life tending to his plantations and trying to recover his health. Upon advice from his doctor 
for a change in climate, Lynch Jr. and his wife Elizabeth set sail for the south of France in 1779. 
Their ship was lost at sea, and they had no surviving children (Bridges and Williams 1997, 69; 
Linder and Thacker, 2001, 721; Rogers 1990, 114, Simpson et al. 1978).  

 
However short Lynch’s life may have been, his unexpected service in the Continental 

Congress allowed him to participate in one of the most consequential moments in American 
history. By signing the Declaration, he contributed to the cause of independence and helped lend 
authority to that effort in the eyes of the world, despite the personal risks it entailed. His home of 
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Peachtree Plantation is thus a site of national importance for its association with a member of one 
of the rarest class of leaders in the nation’s history, and whose career as a slaveholding founding 
father speaks to the complicated political context and legacy of the American Revolution.  

 
The will of Thomas Lynch Jr. specified, like his father’s, that in the event there were no 

male heirs, Peachtree Plantation should pass to the oldest surviving male heir to change his name 
to Lynch to continue the family line (Moore 1969). Lynch Jr.’s oldest sister Sabinah had one son 
with her husband John Bowman. Their son Jonathan agreed to this stipulation and inherited 
Peachtree on his 18th birthday. The inclusion of this stipulation in the wills of both Thomas 
Lynch Sr. and Thomas Lynch Jr. demonstrates the connection both men felt to Peachtree and the 
importance they placed on its continued association with their family name.  
 
Criterion C: Architecture 
 

Peachtree is locally significant under Criterion C: Architecture as an example of 
Georgian-Palladian architecture that is not commonly found in the surviving colonial plantation 
houses of the Lowcountry. The house, built 1760-1762, was likely originally three stories, with a 
ground floor, main floor (or piano nobile), and second floor. Physical evidence from only the 
ground and main floors remain. Before it burned, the house would have encompassed almost 
9,000 square feet of living and working space (Altizer 2014, 45-75; Altizer 2020, 212-278; 
McCrady Family Archives). Remaining architectural evidence, including the remnants of two 
porticos and scored stucco on the exterior, indicate this was a high style house and would have 
rivaled Charleston townhouses in grandeur. The high-style design elements of the brick Palladian 
dwelling show the Lynch family meant Peachtree to be a place where they could showcase their 
wealth and prominence. Most other colonial-era plantation houses along the Santee were wood-
sided and comparatively simple, with architectural elaboration added over time. Extant examples 
of this pattern of development on the Santee River include the main houses at Fairfield, 
Hampton, and Hopsewee plantations, all originally built as modest wood-frame houses in the 
1730s and then expanded and updated in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. By contrast, 
Peachtree was designed to be a display of wealth from the onset. Its prominence on the highest 
bluff overlooking the South Santee would have been notable to those passing by on the river 
below (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985, 71-77; Altizer 2014, 45-75; Altizer 2020, 212-278). 

 
 The diversity of design among colonial plantation houses is indicative of the wide 

variety of architectural influences at work in the period. Mulberry Plantation (c. 1711), located 
on the Cooper River in Charleston County, is a throwback to the earlier Jacobean period and 
“clearly a transplant from the English countryside” (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985). Brick 
House (now a ruin) on Edisto Island utilized a similar floorplan to Mulberry, but utilized French 
inspiration, particularly drawing on the designs of the Chateau de la Haye and the Place de 
Vosges (Dillon 1970). Colonial houses on Black Mingo Creek, in what is now Williamsburg 
County, were effectively on the frontier and exhibited simple but elegant vernacular designs, 
such as the c. 1758 William Cooper House with its two-over-two form and cypress board interior 
(Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985, 129-130). Closer to the economic and social center of 
Charleston, however, those who could afford it looked to grander architectural precedents. 
Palladian ideals were popular among Charleston’s wealthiest and most elite families, and several 
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of their colonial plantation landscapes were based on the concept of Palladian architecture and 
design. Cedar Grove (not extant), Middleton Place (not extant), and Drayton Hall, all on the 
Ashley River, and Peachtree on the Santee River, were all built in the mid-18th century using 
Palladian design ideals.4 At their so-called “country seats,” elite Lowcountry planters 
demonstrated their desire to recreate the English idea of landed gentlemen’s country estates and 
laid out their plantations accordingly (Joseph 1993; Hudgins 1999; Smith 1999).  

 
Palladian architecture has its roots in 16th-century Italy, with the publication of Andrea 

Palladio’s Four Books of Architecture. His work was based on that of Vitruvius, an ancient 
Roman architect. Palladio used Vitruvius’ rigid formulations of appropriate proportions for 
elements of classical buildings and temples in Del architectura as a basis for formulating his 
own ideas regarding classical architectural design (Palladio 1738). Through Palladio’s work, a 
revival of the classical orders of architecture swept Italy. Tuscan, Doric, Ionic, and Corinthian 
orders denoted the hierarchy of space, where Tuscan is the simplest order and Corinthian is the 
most elaborate. Symmetry, regular fenestration, clean geometries, and use of the classical orders 
characterize the Palladian style. His floor plans were open and spacious and often included 
dependencies, attached to the main block by arcades or colonnades and sharing the same 
geometries as the mansion, supported by gardens. There was no clear distinction between 
architecture and landscape design in the 17th and 18th centuries, and gardens and other formal 
landscape elements were also influenced by Palladian ideals.  

 
Although Palladio designed villas for wealthy merchants in Italy, his influence shaped 

building in other parts of Europe as well, especially the emergence of Classical architecture in 
18th century England and, eventually, its colonies in America (Trachtenberg and Hyman 2002, 
312-313). Specifically, Palladio’s work influenced Inigo Jones, an English architect who traveled 
through Italy in the early 17th century. Jones’s design books reflect this influence. Other 
architects and landscape designers who worked in Britain and published design books in the late 
17th and early 18th centuries include Isaac Ware, James Gibbs, Abraham Swan, William Kent, 
and Lancelot (Capability) Brown. Publications by these architects were some of the earliest to 
make their way to the colonies. These works are part of at least 106 pattern books known to have 
circulated in the colonies before the American Revolution (Park 1961). They also served as 
guides for colonial craftsmen in their construction of townhomes and plantations for the British 
colony’s elite. There are direct correlations between early design pattern books and design 
elements at both Middleton Place and Drayton Hall (Lowe 2010). At Peachtree, the plan, 
massing, symmetry, and what remains evident of the finishes and interior configuration of the 
main house, as well as the landscape design, also demonstrate links to Palladio. 
 

As late as the 1770s, there were no trained architects in the colonies. Design and 
construction of buildings and landscapes were left to gentlemen amateurs, craftsmen, and 
builders. Gentlemen architects were the sons of wealthy planters and merchants sent to Europe 
for education. Part of their studies abroad usually included architecture, then considered a 
necessary subject for a refined gentleman. Upon returning to the colonies, these wealthy 
gentlemen employed local carpenters and craftsmen to execute designs of their choosing, which 

                         
4 The main houses at Cedar Grove and Middleton Place do not survive.  
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they often fine-tuned to meet their specific needs (Lowe 2010). Evidence of these gentleman 
architects can be found in the design elements of prominent Lowcountry houses and gardens 
including Middleton Place and Drayton Hall. Henry Middleton is known to have had a hand in 
the design of his gardens, though most of the credit deservedly goes to the Dutch landscaper 
whom he hired to do the job (Yeadon 1857; Smith 1988). John Drayton is thought to have had an 
influence on the design of Drayton Hall and there is evidence of this influence in his book 
collection, which included works from John Evelyn, Isaac Ware, and Colen Campbell (Lowe 
2010, 18).  

 
Likewise, it is possible that Thomas Lynch Sr. or his father Colonel Lynch had a hand in 

the designs of Peachtree, though there is no firm evidence to support this conjecture. The 
Peachtree inventory, taken after Thomas Lynch Jr.’s death, shows a complete listing of the books 
in his library. His father and grandfather undoubtedly passed some of these down (Moore 1974). 
Among them were the eighteen volumes of Jonathan Swift, a volume of Swift’s letters, several 
law books, volumes in Greek and Latin, and Hooke’s series on Roman history (Fields 1952; 
Bridges and Williams 1997, 61). However, no design books were listed nor is any other clue 
present to indicate a particular affinity for architecture among the Lynch gentlemen.  

 
Social and family connections may also have influenced the design of the main house at 

Peachtree. While there is no firm evidence to suggest Colonel Lynch or Thomas Lynch Sr. were 
the architects of Peachtree, there is a good possibility their peers provided advice and aided in 
decisions related to the design and layout of Peachtree. New houses, and their design, would 
surely have been a topic of discussion during the course of daily business or at social functions. 
The owners of other mid-19th century Palladian homes, such as Drayton Hall on the Ashley 
River (Figures 13-16), the Miles Brewton House in Charleston (Figures 17 -19), and Stratford 
Hall in the Northern Neck of Virginia (Figures 20-22), were part of the same social, political, 
and business circles as the Lynch family.5 The Lynches may have utilized design ideas brought 
to their attention by their contemporaries, whether through discussion or visits: “influence…was 
not always based on proximity, for relatives separated by 100 miles were still arbiters of design 
and taste” (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985, 14-15).  

 
It is worth nothing that, while the influence of Palladian architecture was certainly being 

felt in the colonies in the mid-18th century, houses like Peachtree represent a comparatively early 
and comprehensive adoption of Palladio’s design principles. Indeed, Palladian architecture is 
more closely associated with the Early Classical Revival, championed by Thomas Jefferson, 
Benjamin Latrobe, Robert Mills, and other architects in the late-18th and early-19th centuries. 
While all Georgian architecture was influenced by the Italian Renaissance, Georgian houses such 
as Peachtree, Drayton Hall, and the Miles Brewton House demonstrated a form of architecture 

                         
5 The Lynches knew the Draytons through Charleston social circles and there were likely business dealings between 
the families. Stephen Drayton was a witness to the inventory of Thomas Lynch Jr. (Charleston County Inventories, 
Book 4 1783-1787, Vol. 9, 389). The Lynches were connected to the Miles Brewton family by marriage through 
Thomas Lynch Sr.’s second wife, Hannah Motte (Lynch Family Tree, McCrady Family Archives). Miles Brewton 
and Thomas Lynch Sr. were also in the same social circle of gentlemen called the Friday Night Club (Quincy and 
Quincy 1775, 11-12). Additionally, Thomas Lynch Sr. and Thomas Lynch Jr. knew the Lee family of Stratford Hall 
in Virginia through political circles during their time in Philadelphia serving in the Continental Congress. 
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more directly inspired by Palladio (McAlester 2014, 212-214 & 234-242; Dillon 1979). In 
addition to serving as potential architectural influences within their time period, these houses 
likely also influenced later regional architects, such as Mills and William Jay, who produced fine 
local and regional examples of the Early Classical Revival in the succeeding decades (McAlester 
2014, 238-239).  

 
A limited number of colonial plantation houses survive in the South Carolina 

Lowcountry. One book chronicling the region’s plantation houses documented twenty-one extant 
examples, including the ruins at Peachtree and Brick House, as well as the heavily altered flanker 
building at Middleton Place (the main house does not survive).6 As previously discussed, 
colonial plantation houses were often enlarged and updated over time and some bear little 
resemblance to their original design. Medway (c. 1705), for example, is among the oldest brick 
houses in the state at its core, but was significantly remodeled and added on to in the mid-19th 
century, changes which included the addition of another story to the one-and-half-story building. 
The Motte House (c. 1755) began as a simple colonial wood-frame home with two rooms up, 
two rooms down, and a piazza. The house underwent a substantial renovation in the early 20th 
century which significantly altered its interior and exterior (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985). 
Some Lowcountry colonial plantation houses were left largely intact, but were relocated, such as 
Hanover House (1716), which was moved 250-miles from Berkeley County to Clemson 
University in the Upstate to save it from inundation during the creation of Lake Moultrie 
(“Historic Hanover House”). Although the main house at Peachtree is a ruin, what remains of the 
building offers a comparatively unusual instance of a colonial plantation house unchanged by 
intentional alterations. While portions of the house are lost, its essential form, fenestration 
pattern, construction methods, exterior materials, and some interior finishes and features remain 
evident.  
 
   As the country estates of the wealthy elite, there is also a natural link between Southern 
plantation houses and Italian villas. Palladio’s clientele in the 16th century typically split their 
time between town and country, and many colonial rice planters of the white Lowcountry elite 
did the same, seasonally swapping the planation house for the townhouse. Elite families retired 
to second homes in Charleston from November to May for the social season, following the 
completion of the harvest. In the mid-18th century, Charleston was the richest city in British 
North America and formed a center around which the lives of elite planters revolved. Historian 
Walter Edgar even compared late-colonial Charleston to “ancient Venice or Florence” saying: 
“Like the Italian cities, it functioned much like a city-state with a vast hinterland that included 
much of the present southeastern United States” (Edgar 1998, 161). Considering Charleston 
within this framework, it is not surprising that the elite planters in the area may have felt an 
affinity and connection to the Palladian villas of Italy and sought to emulate them at their country 
seats.  
 

                         
6 The count of extant colonial houses from this source also excludes Snee Farm, which is documented in the book as 
the c. 1754 home of Charles Pinckney, but is in fact a later house constructed c. 1828. See National Register 
nomination for Snee Farm – Charles Pinckney National Historic Site (Boundary Increase and Additional 
Documentation), http://schpr.sc.gov/index.php/Detail/properties/11899. 
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   In Italy, the design of Palladian villas was “Based principally on proportions, symmetry, 
and the image of the temple front” (Trachtenberg and Hyman 2002, 313). All three concepts are 
still apparent at the ruins of Peachtree, with the building’s symmetry and proportions still well 
defined by the wall remnants and fenestration, and the remains of the land and river-facing 
porticos indicating the use of the “temple front” on the two main elevations. In its essential form, 
the ruins of Peachtree remain recognizable as a Palladian design:   
 

Rectangular blocks were connected to subsidiary wings by a colonnaded portico, 
sometimes straight, sometimes curved. The main block, usually with porch, contained the 
family’s living quarters, while the supplementary wings serviced the farm; they contained 
granaries, stables, servants’ quarters, or warehouses. The groundplan of each villa was a 
variation on a theme: a strictly symmetrical arrangement of residential rooms around a 
central reception hall, the rooms – including two or three saloni or bedrooms – on the left 
corresponding in shape and proportion to those on the right, and the staircases or smaller 
auxiliary rooms inserted in the spaces between the rooms and the hall (Trachtenberg and 
Hyman 2002, 313). 

 
Even in a ruinous state, the main house at Peachtree continues to embody many of these 
character-defining elements of a Palladian villa. The central rectangular block is still evident, and 
the archaeological sites of the two flanker buildings correspond to the wings commonly found on 
Palladian villas. As their 16th-century Italian counterparts provided spaces needed for a country 
farm, so the flanker buildings at Peachtree supported the functions of the plantation. The 
remaining exterior walls, portico remnants, and flanker building sites demonstrate the adherence 
to symmetry in Peachtree’s design. Although the interior wall stubs primarily provide clues to 
the layout of the ground floor, the ruins of the porticos and their stairs on the north and south 
elevations suggest both entrances opened into spaces of appropriate grandeur, such as a central 
hall or a large and well-appointed room.   
 

Extant colonial-era examples of Palladian residential architecture are few and far between 
in South Carolina, but the two intact local examples which are most comparable to the main 
house at Peachtree are Drayton Hall (1738-1742) and the Miles Brewton House. Both houses 
were originally built for prominent, wealthy gentlemen with connections to the Lynch Family 
and exhibit the piano-nobile form. In terms of scale, Drayton Hall and the Miles Brewton House 
are similar in size to Peachtree, and the existing arrangement of interior walls at the ruins 
suggests a layout similar to the interiors of both the other houses.  

 
Drayton Hall is located in Charleston County between the Ashley River and Ashley River 

Road (South Carolina Highway 61). It is the oldest unrestored plantation dwelling in the United 
States and is one of the finest examples of Georgian Palladian architecture accessible to the 
public (Figures 10-11). It was constructed between 1738 and 1742 for John Drayton and stayed 
in the family until it was sold to the National Trust for Historic Preservation in 1974. Like 
Peachtree, Drayton Hall is located on a principal river system. The main house lies 
approximately 650 feet west of the Ashley River and is oriented in the cardinal directions (Chase 
et al. 1988a, 118). The house features a piano-nobile form, with a full ground level work space 
and two upper stories used as living space, a very similar configuration to the main house at 
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Peachtree. While the design of Peachtree delineates the ground floor from the upper stories with 
a water table, each of the levels at Drayton Hall are separated by belt courses. As at Peachtree, 
two flanker buildings were originally constructed with the principal structure; however, these do 
not survive.  

 
The differing exterior finishes at Peachtree and Drayton Hall are indicative of varying 

approaches to façade aesthetics of high-style houses in this period. Where Peachtree’s brick is 
laid in a simpler English bond and then covered with stucco scored to look like stone, Drayton 
Hall is constructed in the more decorative Flemish bond, and the central ground level openings 
on the primary facades are coined with limestone. The corners of the structure are rubbed and 
gauged brick (Dillon 1979). In addition to creating visual interest, Flemish bond is also more 
expensive because of the alternating use of headers, increasing the number of bricks necessary to 
complete each row. The use of scored stucco at Peachtree provides the desired visual effect of 
ashlar stone masonry without the difficulty of sourcing, purchasing, and transporting the actual 
material. The faux stone finish also more closely aligns the building with Italian precedents 
designed by Palladio himself, many of which were built utilizing ashlar masonry (Trachtenberg 
and Hyman 2002, 312-317). The finishing of the brick in stucco is also consistent with Palladio’s 
opinion that “brick walls ought never to be made rustick [sic]” (Palladio 1738, 10). 

 
Peachtree was an exceptionally large dwelling by colonial standards, but it is slightly 

smaller than colossal Drayton Hall. The house at Drayton is seven bays by six bays, while 
Peachtree is six bays by five bays. Interestingly, the design of Peachtree orients the primary 
elevations and their porticos on the shorter sides, an atypical configuration and distinct from the 
arrangement of the facades at Drayton Hall. Drayton Hall is unusual in that there is no true 
principal entry. It is thought that both the landside and riverside entrances were utilized and 
equally important (Drayton Hall Guided Tour 2012). Although the specific features of 
Peachtree’s porticos were lost, their presence on the land and river-facing elevations suggests a 
similar hierarchy to the one at Drayton Hall, where one elevation is primary to land traffic and 
the other to river traffic. The floor plan of Drayton Hall features a central hall, divided into the 
great hall on the landside and a stair hall on the riverside, with two rooms flanking either side 
(Figure 12). The ground level floor plan is comprised of a central open space flanked by two 
rooms on the north and two rooms on the south, which are separated by central passageways 
(Figure 13). The existing interior wall remnants at Peachtree strongly suggest that the ground 
floor arrangement of the house was very similar to that of Drayton Hall (Figure 20).  
 

Another contemporary and local example of Palladian architecture is the Miles Brewton 
House (1765-1769), though it is a town house located in downtown Charleston and was not a 
country seat. Located at 27 King Street, below Broad Street in the heart of the city, it is a 
beautiful urban example of Georgian Palladian architecture (Figure 14). With its dependencies, it 
is also considered the most complete Georgian townhouse complex in the United States. 
Constructed for Miles Brewton, a wealthy slave trader and merchant, the house is a testament to 
the owners’ wealth at the time. The design and carving are attributed to Ezra Waite, an English 
Civil Architect who immigrated to South Carolina (Leland 1970, 17; Poston 1997, 228). The 
actual construction of the house is attributed to Richard Moncrieff, a successful local contractor 
(Bivins and Savage 1993, 294). 
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As with Peachtree and Drayton Hall, the Brewton House utilizes the piano-nobile form: a 

three-story dwelling consisting of two levels over a full ground level basement. In keeping with 
traditional use patterns of piano-nobile residences, the family originally used the ground level for 
storage and work space, while the upper levels were living and entertaining space. The exterior 
of the Brewton House is Flemish bond laid brick; however, the facing under the portico appears 
stuccoed or red washed. Belt courses separate the levels. The house is almost square, and is five 
bays wide on all sides.  

 
Although the Brewton House is in town, it was constructed at almost exactly the same 

time as the main house at Peachtree and therefore offers an interesting point of comparison. In 
contrast to Peachtree and Drayton Hall, which feature dual primary elevations suited to their land 
and river orientations, the Brewton House has a clear front façade defined by its urban location. 
The east elevation fronts King Street and is characterized by an elaborate two-story portico with 
hipped roof that covers three bays. A pediment with oval window, and hand carved frieze and 
architrave are also present. Doric columns of Portland stone flank the principal entry and Ionic 
columns are present on the third level. Two flights of marble steps are present on either side of 
the marble platform, which leads up to the main door (Dillon 1972, 2). This two story portico is 
reminiscent of Italian villas of the sixteenth century designed by Palladio and is attributed to 
Plate 36 of Palladio’s Four Books of Architecture, which is the principle elevation of the Villa 
Cornaro in Padua, Italy (Dixon 1981, 118, Bivins and Savage 1993, 296). The architectural 
connection between the Brewton House and Villa Cornaro is indicative of the direct influence of 
Palladio on the residences of Charleston-area elites in the 1760s.  

 
The west (rear) elevation of the Brewton House originally features a central full-height 

gabled projection with a Palladian window and a pair of stairs leading to a plain second level 
entrance. Central façade projections are common in Georgian design and were intended to 
suggest a portico (McAlester 2014, 200-212). This effect was altered at the Brewton House in 
the 1830s, when two-story two bay additions were constructed on either side of the gabled 
projection, rendering the elevation flat and diminishing the grandness of the staircases (Figure 
15). It is worth noting that neither Drayton Hall nor the Miles Brewton House included porticos 
on two elevations, as was the case at Peachtree. The use of dual porticos at Peachtree suggests a 
house of exceptional grandeur and emphasizes the importance of the “temple front” concept 
which was so critical to Palladian design.   

 
The floor plan of the Miles Brewton House is a double-house with two rooms on either 

side of a central hall, which also houses the stair (Figure 16). The interior of the house is largely 
original and intact despite 250 years of continuous habitation. As is typical of Palladian design, 
the floorplan and interior design elements of the Brewton House reflect a strict architectural 
hierarchy. The parlor rooms, located toward the front of the house on King Street, are larger than 
those in the rear of the house and contain marble mantels. The door and window surrounds are 
beautifully carved as is the entablature. By contrast, the back rooms are plain with no hand 
carved detailing. Likewise, the second floor drawing room is also located in the front of the 
house and contains hand carved elements in the cornice, door and window surrounds, as well as 
the massive over mantel (Bivens and Savage 1993, 298). Although it is not possible to 
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distinguish decorative elements between individual rooms at Peachtree, evidence of an 
architectural hierarchy is still evident between the ground floor and main floor. While both floors 
have plaster remnant on the interior walls, the main floor shows evidence of window trim and 
dado paneling, confirming that it was a more highly decorated space than the ground floor, 
which was almost certainly used as a service area to support the main living space above.  
 

Although Drayton Hall and the Miles Brewton House are well-preserved houses and 
Peachtree is a ruin, a comparison of the three resources reveals similarities in their designs and 
helps demonstrate how the remnants of Peachtree continue to convey their Georgian-Palladian 
architectural character. While it is in ruinous condition, the main house at Peachtree still conveys 
important associations with local colonial architecture. There is also existing precedent in South 
Carolina for listing Lowcountry ruins for architectural significance. Brick House Ruin, also in 
Charleston County, is located on Edisto Island and is the shell of a c.1725 two-story brick 
plantation house. Biggin Church Ruins is in neighboring Berkeley County and comprises two 
exterior walls of a c. 1711 brick church. A number of plantation house ruins in Beaufort County, 
most with less extant fabric than Peachtree, were listed for architectural significance related to 
their tabby construction methods (“South Carolina Historic Properties Record”).7  

 
Just as the often minimal tabby ruins were still able to convey their unique and rarely 

surviving method of construction, so the ruins at Peachtree continue to embody many important 
elements of Georgian-Palladian architecture. The ruins size, piano-nobile form, flanking 
dependencies, symmetry, dual porticos, faux stone stucco finish, soaring window openings, and 
architectural hierarchy all convey that Peachtree was an impressive Georgian plantation house 
with clear architectural connections to the designs of Andrea Palladio. Indeed, a colonial-era 
visitor described the residence’s “Baronial grandeur” and called it “an abode of opulence,” 
further reinforcing the conclusion that Peachtree was counted among the great houses of the 
Lowcountry in that period (Iseley, Baldwin, and Baldwin 1985, 77). Relatively few colonial-era 
plantation houses survive in the Lowcountry, and fewer still which exhibit the type of direct 
Palladian influence evident at Peachtree. While it is ruinous, enough fabric and evidence remains 
for the house to be understood as an important local example of its style and period.   
 
Criterion D: Archaeology  
 
Plantation Landscape – Local Significance 
 
  Peachtree Plantation meets National Register Criterion D because it has yielded and will 
continue to yield data that address significant archaeological research questions. Peachtree is 
significant in the topic of cultural interactions between African Americans and Europeans in the 
18th and 19th centuries. It has potential to address a variety of topics related to the lifeways of 
enslaved Africans and African Americans, including housing construction design and technique, 
                         
7 Other Lowcountry ruins listed in the National Register for architectural significance include Pon Pon Chapel in 
Colleton County, and Sheldon Church Ruins and St. Helena Parish Chapel of Ease Ruins in Beaufort County. Ruins 
listed for tabby construction include the Isaac Fripp House Ruins, Riverside Plantation Tabby Ruins, and 
Stoney/Baynard Plantation in Beaufort County and the White Hall Plantation House Ruins and Oak Avenue in 
Jasper County (“South Carolina Historic Properties Record”).    
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spatial organization and use within slave settlement areas, foodways including the potential for 
small rice plots for food consumption, and potentially occupations and gender roles within the 
settlement areas. 
 
   The rice fields also offer the potential to address botanical questions related to the 
origins of the first strains of rice that appear in the colonies. Because the Peachtree rice fields 
were abandoned, there is potential for intact strata containing the remnants of the first plantings 
of rice at Peachtree, which could help to answer other questions related to hybridization of the 
species that became Carolina Gold during the antebellum era.  
 
  Contributing resources can also help answer questions related to postbellum life in the 
latter part of the 19th century such as subsistence strategies and rice cultivation by the Doar 
family and tenant farmers. The African American cemetery is also a contributing resource under 
Criterion D because non-ground disturbing archeological investigation such as ground-
penetrating radar could identify unmarked burials and aid in the understanding of burial practices 
of enslaved and freed Africans and African Americans.  
 
Site Overview 
 

Peachtree was originally given an archaeological site number by Elias B. Bull in 1974 as 
part of his assessment of the South Santee River and impacts from the bridge replacement of 

over the Santee River. He focused on the main house ruin and did not include much 
of the landscape though he did do some shovel testing. Those tests returned Native American and 
European wares. It is unclear from paperwork on file at the South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) where those shovel tests were conducted; however, in 
his original assessment the main house ruin and quarter section of topographic map around it 
were included. In 2014, the site form was updated to reflect the current state of the house ruin. 
No additional landscape features or archaeological sites were included at that time because the 
landscape had not yet been surveyed.  

 
Between 2014 and 2021 numerous archaeological investigations were conducted across 

the Peachtree landscape to ground truth the structures depicted on the  
. What follows is a brief discussion of each of the areas as they are considered contributing 

resources to the Peachtree landscape, in addition to the African American cemetery, tidal rice 
fields, and inland rice reservoirs. Pedestrian survey and shovel testing have been conducted in 
the vicinity of the settlement clusters discussed above. Other excavations within the main house 
and its dependencies are also summarized below, followed by the results of shovel testing within 
the cluster areas. 
 

It should be noted that, with the exception of the main house excavations, a small Native 
American component was encountered at each of the areas shovel tested, as well as within the 
units excavated in proximity to the dependencies. Artifacts recovered that are related to Native 
American use of the parcel include a very small quantity of chert debitage, coarse grit tempered, 
low-fired undecorated pottery, complicated-stamp pottery, and several gaming pieces. No pre-
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Contact features were encountered during the course of shovel testing and block excavation at 
any of the shovel test locations.  
 
 The Peachtree landscape contains intact archaeological deposits in at least nine different loci. 
These include the main house, its dependencies, its associated gardens, the Slave Street, the 
South Settlement, and the Pea Field. Archaeological excavation of the main house recovered 
artifacts, which support the date range of known occupation for the house (1760-1840) and have 
aided in answering research questions regarding floor plan and room uses.  
 
Peachtree Main House Ruin 
 

Archaeological excavations were conducted within the Peachtree main house ruin to 
determine the floor plan and room uses at the time of the fire in 1840 (Altizer 2014). Artifacts 
recovered range in date from the early 18th century to the first half of the 19th century and support 
a date of ca. 1840 for the fire. Excavations confirmed that there was a kitchen on the ground 
level of Peachtree and the fire appeared to originate there. It appears the chimney flues were 
altered in the hearth sometime after the house was constructed and inadequate drafting may have 
been the cause of the fire.  
 
Dependency 1 and Dependency 2 

 
The main house dependencies were also excavated and yielded a variety of artifacts, 

which indicate one of them could have been an early kitchen, while the other may have served as 
a livery or stable at some point. Both were used as storage and likely would have housed 
enslaved people. Diagnostic artifacts indicate these buildings were taken down in the first quarter 
of the 19th century, likely in response to changing architectural tastes.  

 
Overall, the test unit data for the dependencies are reflective of a shorter timespan of use 

than the data recovered during shovel testing at the South Settlement, adjacent work area, and the 
Slave Street. The data recovered positively identified a dependency flanking the southeast side of 
the main house and provided strong evidence for a matching dependency on its northwest side. 
Based on archaeological data, both dependencies were likely 1-1 ½ stories in height with 
window sash containing glass; they were likely capped by cypress or shake shingle roofs and had 
interior wooden floorboards. The material culture indicates they were likely used as storage, as 
the Lynch inventories seem to indicate, but also served other functions in keeping with 
household needs. It is possible that Dependency 1 served as a horse stable or livery and 
Dependency 2 may have been the early kitchen serving the main house at Peachtree. Enslaved 
workers likely lived in these buildings though their presence is, as yet, elusive. Additional work 
within these two buildings, particularly in Unit 7, may yield more evidence of their daily lives.  
 
Slave Housing Areas 
 

The artifacts recovered from the South Settlement and the Slave Street are similar but 
suggest different periods of occupation. A larger quantity of material culture, with a broader time 
span of mid-18th century through the early 20th century, suggests a longer period of occupation at 
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the South Settlement. Diagnostic ceramics clustered in the 19th to early 20th century date range, 
though only a small quantity, indicate people were living here after the Civil War. Of note, 
Chinese export porcelain and white salt glazed stoneware, in very small quantities, were 
recovered from this settlement but not from the Slave Street. Their presence could indicate that 
enslaved house servants lived here, or that those living here after the house burning in 1840 
recovered material goods from the main house for their own use.  

 
By contrast, the Slave Street artifacts were fewer and, based on diagnostic ceramics, 

suggest a date range of the mid-18th century through the mid-19th century. There were several 
pieces of whiteware surface collected but none were found in situ. Though housing is present on 
the , it may have been abandoned by the end of the Civil War. Timbering 
and livestock activities have impacted the Slave Street area, as well as modern hunting activities. 
These anthropogenic activities have also impacted the archaeological record in this area and 
additional shovel testing or block excavation may help to understand the date range at this site in 
more detail. 

 
The artifacts recovered from the work area adjacent to the South Settlement were mostly 

architectural elements, including brick, mortar and nails with a small quantity of green and clear 
bottle glass, as well as a few diagnostic ceramics, which give a similar date range to the South 
Settlement. There was no remnant foundation, other than a few brick scatters, to suggest this 
could have been a structure related to rice production or some other type of work area. The 
artifacts recovered are similar enough to the South Settlement that they could be related to that 
area. 
 

The slave settlements of Peachtree—the Slave Street and South Settlement area—have 
both yielded archaeological information that has helped to answer research questions regarding 
settlement areas on the Peachtree landscape. Shovel testing has proven there are intact 
archaeological deposits and these areas still have potential to answer additional questions 
regarding the lives of the enslaved people who lived at Peachtree.  

 
The Pea Field 
  

The Pea Field contains archaeological deposits that are later than the other settlements. 
Archaeological excavations have been conducted on the remains of a house, which could be 
related to the Doar occupation of the mid-to-late nineteenth century. Shovel testing also indicates 
there are other areas with intact archaeological deposits in this area. The Pea Field could hold 
information pertaining to the little known period of Peachtree history between the Civil War and 
its sale outside the family in the first part of the 20th century. 
 
Peachtree English Gardens 
 

Remnants of the Peachtree English gardens can be seen on the landscape in the form of 
remnant terraces and landform contouring along the South Santee River’s edge. Though not 
much is currently known of the garden plan or botanicals planted, and this area has been 
timbered, it still retains integrity as an archaeological site and has the potential to yield 
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information related to the historical gardens of the colonial era such as those of Middleton Place, 
Cedar Grove, and Drayton Hall on the Ashley River and Hampton Plantation, just up river of 
Peachtree (Altizer 2020). 
 
Research Questions 
 

1. What kinds of crops were grown at Peachtree? Are there differences in rice species 
between the inland and tidal fields? 

 
2. What cultigens were enslaved people planting in their garden plots? Were they also 

cultivating red (African) rice for their own consumption? 
 

3. What kinds of ornamental plants were in the English gardens flanking the main house? 
Can a garden layout be identified? 

 
4. Are both a well and cistern present in the interior ground level of the main house? 

 
5. Is Dependency 2 the original Peachtree kitchen, before it moved inside? 

 
6. Using ground-penetrating radar and other non-invasive investigation techniques, is it 

possible to map the full extent of the cemetery and establish where unmarked graves are 
located? 

 
7. Relying upon non-invasive investigation methods, is it possible to determine if people 

interred in the cemetery are oriented in a specific direction? How does their orientation 
compare to common West African and African American burial practices?  

 
8. Who were the people living at Peachtree and working the land after the Civil War and 

into the 20th century? Is there archaeological evidence related to tenant farming or other 
later occupations and uses of the land?  

 
9. Is there any evidence of troop occupation during the Civil War? 

 
10. Is the Pea Field house foundation the original Doar house? 

 
11. What are the functions of the rest of the structures mapped in the Pea Field? Are they 

related to rice culture and the Doar occupation? 
 
The Rice Mill – National Significance  
 
  Peachtree also possesses national significance under Criterion D because it is the site of 
the first water-powered rice mill of its kind in the world, invented by Jonathan Lucas. Jonathan 
Lucas’ water-powered rice mill did for the rice industry what Eli Whitney’s cotton gin did for the 
cotton industry. Lucas’ efforts were pivotal in transforming agricultural production in the United 
States (Porcher and Judd 2014, 203-204; Williams and Lofton 2018, 6). This type of rice mill 
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revolutionized the way planters harvested rice and dramatically increased production levels 
because with they could run day and night with little supervision and did not require animal 
power (Linder and Thacker 2001, 721; Porcher and Judd 2014, 216; Williams and Lofton 2018, 
6, 18). Lucas’ invention transformed the industry and catapulted rice planting into one of the 
most lucrative agricultural ventures in America. Lucas also helped sparked the Industrial 
Revolution in the Lowcountry as later designs of his mills included steam engines in their 
construction.  
 

In 1787, John Bowman commissioned Jonathan Lucas to build a water-powered rice mill 
at Peachtree.8 Bowman saw a wind mill atop a storefront on King Street and was impressed with 
its design; he inquired in the store who had made the windmill and was directed to Jonathan 
Lucas. There are conflicting accounts regarding how and when Lucas made it to the Santee 
Delta; however, historians generally agree that Bowman did employ him and did build the first 
water powered rice mill at Peachtree (Bull papers South Carolina Historical Society; Bridges and 
Williams 1997, 106; Doar 1907, 11; Linder and Thacker 2001, 721; Rogers 1990, 165; Williams 
and Lofton 2018, 6). 

 
The Peachtree rice mill, the first of its kind, set the course for additional technological 

advances in rice milling. Though rice mills were in use before then, Lucas was able to modify 
previous mechanical advances for use in his mills. He also added some of his own mechanical 
inventions and was the first millwright to successfully incorporate millstones for the purpose of 
removing rice hulls. Lucas perfected the technique to also reduce breakage during the process 
(Porcher and Judd 2014, 204). His innovations sped up rice processing, reduced waste, and 
required less labor to operate than the traditional hand processing method. 
 

After the rice mill at Peachtree was proven successful, other planters along the Santee 
also ordered them from Lucas including the Pinckneys, Middletons, and Horrys. A later 
adaptation to this mill was the first tidal powered rice mill, built for Andrew Johnston of 
Millbrook Plantation on the North Santee. Lucas later built an improved version of Andrew 
Johnston’s tidal mill for Henry Laurens at Mepkin on the Cooper River (Bull N.D.). 
 

The rice mill site has potential to yield data that address significant archaeological 
research questions. Though the mill is no longer extant, there are remnants of a similar mill 
constructed by Lucas at Wambaw Plantation, on display at the Village Museum in 
McClellanville, South Carolina. Additionally, plans do exist for other rice mills similar in 
construction and design to the first one built at Peachtree (Williams and Lofton 2018, 18-20). 
Because remnants of the mill were visible at the time Highway 17 was constructed in the mid-
1970s, there is a good possibility that remnants of the site still exist in archaeological contexts 
and similar plans could aid in a reconstruction of this particular rice mill.  
 
 

                         
8 Sabinah Lynch Bowman and John Bowman were guardians of the family seat until their son came of age to inherit 
the Lynch holdings. There are conflicting dates in the literature for the Peachtree rice mill; earlier researchers say 
1794; however, the latest research, conducted by Lucas descendants, places the date at 1787.  
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Research Questions 
 

1. Where precisely was the rice mill located on the landscape and how was it positioned in 
relation to built resources extant in the same period (especially slave dwellings or work 
areas)? What does its position suggest about its relationship to both the natural landscape 
and the people living and working at Peachtree?  
 

2. What materials and construction methods were used to build the rice mill? Does the 
archaeological evidence at the site match existing documentation about the mill?  

 
3. How does the rice mill’s materiality and construction compare to physical and 

documentary evidence of rice mills from the same period and to the later tidal-powered 
rice mills? Is there a clear line of evolution from this first water-powered rice mill to later 
iterations of the same idea? What elements from the Peachtree mill were kept, 
abandoned, or modified?  

 
4. Is there archaeological evidence at the site related to the workers (likely enslaved people) 

who built and/or operated the rice mill?  
 

5. Is there archaeobotanical evidence at the site, such as rice samples, which might reveal 
information about 18th century rice cultivation?  

 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Developmental history/additional historic context information (if appropriate) 
 
Ownership History of Peachtree Plantation 
 

Peachtree Plantation, located on the South Santee River at the northern extent of what is 
now Charleston County, was originally a 2,200-acre tract owned by Colonel Thomas Lynch by 
1733 (The American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 420). Named for his Irish grandfather, 
Colonel Thomas Lynch was born in 1675. After his first wife’s death, he married Sabinah 
Vanderhorst, daughter of John Vanderhorst, with whom he had seven children - three boys and 
four girls. Thomas Lynch Sr., born in 1726, was the only surviving male and the heir (The 
American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 420; Simpson et al. 1978). 
 

Thomas Lynch Sr. inherited the bulk of his father’s property and added to it during his 
lifetime. Though no exact date of construction for the main house is known, popular accounts 
place it between 1760 and 1762, during the tenure of Lynch Sr. (Isley et al. 1987; Simpson et al. 
1978; Smith 1999, 147).9 By the time his son, Thomas Lynch Jr. came of age, the family 
holdings were quite extensive and also included seven plantations in South Carolina well as more 
lands in Georgia and Florida. By 1774, Lynch Sr. had acquired land grants of at least 10,000 
                         
9 In Elias Bull’s draft NRHP nomination of Peachtree, he states the house was built in 1739 based on the inventory 
of The Brick House included in the Colonel Lynch 1738 inventory. However, the New Ground inventory is listed 
between Peachtree and Brick House; therefore, it seems more likely that the Brick House inventory are the people 
and goods of his primary residence, Brick House, on the Wando River. 
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acres and the majority of them were in Craven County, now Charleston and Georgetown 
Counties, within the Santee River Delta (Bridges and Williams 1997, 59). 

 
Thomas Lynch Sr. married Elizabeth Alston, with whom he had three children, Sabinah, 

Esther, and Thomas Jr.10 After Elizabeth’s death, Lynch Sr. married Hannah Motte in 1755. 
Together they had one child, Elizabeth. Hannah was the daughter of his good friend, and 
treasurer of the colony, Jacob Motte. Thomas Lynch Sr. was a member of the Charleston Library 
Society (1764-1779) and the first president of the Winyah Indigo Society in Georgetown, a 
social club which also supported a library and school (Rogers 1990, 88). His son attended this 
school before Lynch Sr. sent him to England to study. Lynch Sr. also held other local positions 
including justice of the peace for Craven County; Commissioner to build the Exchange and 
Customs House and the Watch House in Charleston; and justice of the peace for Charleston and 
Georgetown (The American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 420). 

 
In 1751, Thomas Lynch Sr. was elected to the Commons House of Assembly and served, 

apart from one term, until his death in 1776. He often spoke out against the Crown on issues of 
royal encroachment against American liberties. However, his views on revolution were not 
constant and he harbored doubts about American independence. He was elected to the Stamp Act 
Congress in New York, along with Christopher Gadsden and John Rutledge, in 1765. He, along 
with James Otis and Thomas Kean, authored a petition to repeal the Stamp Act (Simpson et al. 
1978). He died in Annapolis, Maryland, before he could sign the Declaration of Independence. A 
space was left for his name (American Society of Learned Studies 1980, 420; Bridges and 
Williams 1997, 65; Rogers 1990, 112; Edgar 1998, 229; Linder and Thacker 2001, 674). His son 
Thomas Lynch Jr., who was elected as an affiliate delegate to the Second Provincial Congress to 
assist his father after his stroke, did sign (Rogers 1990, 112; Bridges and Williams 1997, 65; 
Edgar 1998, 229).  

 
By the time Thomas Lynch Sr. died, Peachtree was established and considered the home 

of Thomas Lynch Jr. and his wife Elizabeth Shubrick. By 1772 the plantation passed to Lynch 
Jr., as his father and step-mother were living full-time in Charleston by then (Fields 1960, 214). 
Also included with the tract was Lynch’s Island in the middle of the Santee Delta, as well as 
highlands south of the river. As part of the execution of Lynch Sr.’s will, an inventory of 
Peachtree was taken in 1777. By then Peachtree had grown both in acreage and labor force in 
addition to construction of the main house.  

 
The inventory also lists items in the main house by room, as well as items stored in the 

pavilions which are the dependencies likely constructed at the same time as the main house. The 
contents indicate the Lynches were comfortable and the furnishings fine. Also listed are rice 
crops, indigo seed, cattle, and horses in addition to plantation tools. All of these material 
possessions, as well as the large enslaved labor force, indicate that by the time of Lynch Sr.’s 
death Peachtree was a large, self-sufficient plantation (Lynch Inventory, 1777, 326).  

                         
10 Historical accounts of the Lynch family refer to Thomas Lynch Jr.’s sister Sabinah as Sabina (spelled without the 
“h”); however, family descendants retain, and prefer, the original spelling of her name and that is what is used in this 
document. 
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According to the stipulation of the Thomas Lynch Jr. will, Lynch’s nephew Jonathan 

Bowman changed his name to Bowman Lynch and thus inherited Peachtree and the bulk of his 
uncle’s holdings at age eighteen. Jonathan Bowman Lynch is not well known but is often 
referred to as Dr. Lynch. He married Miss Campbell of Nashville, Tennessee, with whom he had 
three sons and four daughters (Groves 1901). Dr. Lynch moved to Tennessee with his wife prior 
to 1835 and leased Peachtree to Stephen Doar. Doar eventually bought the Pea Field, a section of 
land between the Peachtree main house and Creek, where he built a home. It was 
said that he refused to live in the Peachtree house out of concern that something would happen to 
it under his tenancy (Bridges and Williams 1997). However, Doar continued to rent Peachtree 
and cultivate rice there. Mary Rachel Doar Lucas, the daughter of Stephen Doar, wrote in her 
memoirs, “About the year 1840 it was supposedly accidentally burned by servants or caretakers” 
(Groves 1901; Bridges and Williams 1997). Several accounts indicate the fire started in the 
kitchen and archaeological investigations have confirmed these accounts (Bridges and Williams 
1997; Linder and Thacker 2001; Altizer 2014). 

 
Jonathan Bowman Lynch had one surviving daughter, Sabinah. She married Paul 

Dismukes and they had nine children. Paul Dismukes administrated the will of Dr. Lynch in 
1879 and continued to lease Peachtree to the Doar family (Charleston County Register of Mesne 
Conveyance, Book E18, 44; McCrady-Dismukes settlement Book U25, 244; McCrady Family 
Archives).  
 

The Peachtree tract stayed in the Dismukes family, though portions of it were bought and 
sold among family members, into the first part of the 20th century. During their ownership, the 
plantation was leased to tenant farmers, the Doars continued to farm and run livestock in the Pea 
Field, and the land was also harvested for timber products.  

 
Given the remoteness of the Santee Delta and the lack of industry and stable job market 

after the Civil War into the 20th century, it seems likely that at least a few formerly enslaved 
people continued to live at Peachtree and farm while earning a wage for cultivating rice for the 
Doar family. Correspondence between David Doar and Sarah and Sallie McCrady in the first 
quarter of the 20th century indicate there were at least two tenants during this time period. Their 
correspondence also indicates the Lynch descendants had trouble getting and keeping tenants 
who could pay the rent (McCrady Family Archive).  

 
In the 1930s, the majority of the tract was sold to Booth-Boyle Livestock Company, with 

the exception of a 481.2-acre parcel, which stayed with the McCrady line of the Dismukes 
family until 1944 (RMC Book X, 37; Book E36, 301; Book E36, 245; J45, 21; McCrady Family 
Archives). In 1955, Booth-Boyle sold the larger Peachtree Tract to Atlantic Creosote Company.  
Atlantic Creosote owned the larger Peachtree tract until 1986 when it was sold to White Oak 
Forestry, the current property owner (RMC Book X158, 582). The McCradys sold the smaller 
parcel to Helen Stewart in 1944, who then sold it to DeWitt King in 1947. The King family kept 
the property until 1989 when it too was conveyed to White Oak Forestry (RMC Book J45, 21; 
Book C48, 525; Book R125, 295; Book F190, 868). 
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White Oak Forestry placed a conservation easement on the Peachtree tract, which states 
that no development or other ground-disturbing activity may happen within 100 feet of the 
Peachtree ruin and also protects it from being torn down. However, this easement does allow for 
archaeology and other academic research (Conservation Easement Baseline Documentation 
Report, Peachtree Tract n.d.). The Peachtree tract is also currently under a forestry management 
plan and is leased to the Santee Hunt Club.  
 
Rice Cultivation in South Carolina 
 
  There is evidence for rice being introduced to the Carolina colony around the time of its 
settlement from 1670 to 1680 and there are several written accounts in which rice is specifically 
mentioned (Dethloff 1991, 231-232). Wood (1974) placed the first importation of rice at 1672. 
The first documented occurrence of rice in 1685 when Dr. Woodward, a Proprietor’s Deputy at 
the time, took possession of a packet of rice from a ship hailing from Madagascar (Heyward 
1993, 4-5; Porcher and Judd 2014, 16-19). The origin of the rice seed contained within the 
packet was unknown; however, an Asian variety of rice is known to have been cultivated on this 
island (Dethloff 1991, 232; Carney 2001, 150).  
 
  Another theory places the date of rice introduction at 1696 by inquiry of Charles Dubois, 
the treasurer of the East India Company, who had a bag of rice from East Asia given to Thomas 
Marsh, a Carolina merchant, to ship to the colony (Porcher and Judd 2014, 16). The account, 
printed in the Gentleman’s Magazine in London in 1766, does not say to whom the rice was 
shipped, or exactly how much there was. Because it was published so long after the original 
transaction, there is speculation that this is not how the first rice seeds were introduced into the 
region (Porcher and Judd 2014, 16).  
 
  There is also scholarship arguing that the first rice seed was actually imported much 
earlier and could have arrived with the first enslaved Africans in the 1670s. Judith Carney, in her 
seminal work on the origins of rice in the New World and African influences on it, has made a 
strong case that rice was brought over by people captured and enslaved in Africa (Carney and 
Porcher 1993; Carney 1996, 2001). There is evidence to suggest that early settlers experimented 
with different rice varieties prior to the 1670s as well (Dethloff 1991, 232; Carney 2001, 150-
151).  The introduction of rice may be the result of a combination of these factors, where 
enslaved Africans, with rice culture knowledge, brought seeds with them; at the same time 
European settlers were encouraged to experiment with rice production by the Lords Proprietors. 
Settlers would have known at least some, if not all, of the skillset their enslaved workers 
possessed and, if those enslaved people knew how to cultivate rice, that knowledge would have 
been exploited by their enslavers. By 1690, colonists were paying quitrents in rice and this is 
good evidence that crops were firmly established by this date (Dethloff 1991, 232; Carney and 
Porcher 1993, 137).  
 
  There are limited first-hand accounts of the early rice grown in the Lowcountry. Of note 
is the journal of John Lawson and his canoe trip through the Lowcountry during which he made 
some pertinent observations. In 1700, he and five other Englishmen, three Native American men, 
and a Native American guide with his wife travelled from Charles Towne down the Ashley, and 
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along the seaboard to the Santee River. Here, Lawson observed, “There are several sorts of Rice, 
some bearded others not, besides the red and the white; but the white Rice is best” (Lawson 
1967:81). His observations provide good evidence for several varieties of rice being grown in the 
Lowcountry during the Proprietary period.  
 
  No doubt early planters experimented with multiple varieties in different conditions. 
Thomas Pinckney, writing in 1829, tells of a rice variety he experimented with around the year 
1800. He stated that he had some success selling it to a merchant in Amsterdam directly, but 
local shippers would not take it because they did not know if it would sell on the European 
market (Porcher and Judd 2014, 17). Of note, Pinckney did not expand on the type of rice or its 
color, just that it was a larger variety than the gold seed, which would have been Carolina Gold. 
Carolina Gold was introduced sometime after the American Revolution and is likely a hybrid of 
several different varieties.   
 
  During the colonial period, there were only two known rice varieties in the Lowcountry; 
Asian rice (Oryza sativa) and African rice (Oryza glaberrima). Colonists experimented with both 
strains; however, the Asian strain was the preferred species because it was easier to process than 
African rice. When it was processed, the seeds were refined and white, which appealed to the 
aesthetics of European consumers (Wood 1974, 27; Carney 2001, 150-151; Porcher and Judd 
2014, 19-20, Trinkley and Shick 2018, 1). African rice was likely experimented with as a 
possible large-scale commodity. However, because it was smaller, difficult to process, and 
darker in color— not the coveted white—it is likely that attempts to produce it commercially 
were abandoned early in the Proprietary period (Carney 2001, 150; Littlefield 1981, 99-102, 
Trinkley and Shick 2018, 1-2). 
 
  Because an enslaved work force was used for all manner of plantation functions, enslaved 
people had access to all aspects of the landscape. In the course of tending livestock or timbering 
to clear new lands, enslaved Africans became very familiar with the natural environment as well 
as the modified landscape. If they had been familiar with growing rice in Africa, the wetland 
hydrology in these areas would have been of particular interest. Growing rice was economically 
and culturally important in parts of West Africa, and that culture would not have simply 
disappeared by forced migration to a new environment (Fields-Black 2015a). Enslaved Africans 
cultivated whatever crops they could to supplement rations from their enslavers and ensure they 
could feed themselves and their families. The plantation task system theoretically would have 
allowed them enough time to do so. 
 
  Though there is no primary documentary evidence of enslaved people growing rice in 
their gardens in the Carolina Lowcountry during the colonial era, it was observed in Virginia and 
other British colonies during this time period (Littlefield 1981, 99-102; Carney and Rosomoff 
2009, 150; Porcher and Judd 2014, 35). Because of these observations, it seems reasonable that 
enslaved Africans were also growing rice in their gardens in Carolina (Carney 2001, 172-173; 
Carney and Rosomoff 2009, 124). Evidence of other African native cultigens that were 
introduced to the southeastern part of North America, as slave ships traded goods at ports along 
the colonial seaboard, is also present in the form of first hand observers such as the naturalist 
Mark Catesby, who wrote of observing millet, sorghum, and yam in the context of enslaved 
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gardens in his travels around Carolina. Additionally, Luigi Castiglioni observed okra being 
cultivated by enslaved people in their own gardens (Carney and Rosomoff 2009, 124). 
 
 Peachtree was a tidal rice plantation, but during the first years of settlement in the Carolinas, 
rice was also produced in natural low-lying wetland areas, as part of a group of experimental 
crops. This early method, termed Upland or Providence rice culture, relied on rain fall and on 
these small low-lying areas with non-porous soils for good water retention, to grow the first 
seeds (Porcher and Judd 2014, 40). As noted historians Peter Wood (1974), Max Edelson (2006), 
Hayden Smith (2012), Richard Porcher (2014), and, as well as cultural geographer Judith Carney 
(1996, 2001, 2013) have pointed out, though no primary sources exist which expound on the 
nature and production of the early methods of cultivating rice, there are a multitude of factors to 
indicate enslaved labor brought the method of production to the New World and, in addition to 
using the knowledge in their enslaver’s fields, they also used it to supplement inadequate food 
supplies (Carney and Rosomoff 2009; Carney 2013; Fields-Black 2015a, 2015b). 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Previous documentation on file (NPS):  
 
____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 

 previously determined eligible by the National Register 
 designated a National Historic Landmark  

__X__ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #_SC-882___________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 
 
Primary location of additional data:  
__X__ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
____ Federal agency 

X  Local government 
 University 

__X__ Other 
         Name of repository: _McClellanville Village Museum, McClellanville, SC________ 
 
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): _ 
 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Geographical Data 

 
 Acreage of Property 520.64  

 
 
 
Or  
UTM References  
Datum (indicated on USGS map):  
 

           NAD 1927     or        NAD 1983 
 
 

 X 
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Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.) 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 
 
These boundaries were chosen because they encompass the majority of human occupation 
and work areas during the time period for which this property is considered significant. 
These include the plantation domestic core, slave settlement areas, and sites associated with 
rice cultivation.  

  
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

11. Form Prepared By 
 
name/title: Kendy Altizer, Ph.D., R.P.A.  
organization: _ KMA  
street & number: _5915 Hyatt Road__________________________________________ 
city or town:  _Knoxville__________________ state: __TN_____ zip code:_37918_____ 
e-mail__altizer.consulting@gmail.com______________________________ 
telephone:_ 801-791-1566  
date: 1/30/2021  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Additional Documentation 
 
Submit the following items with the completed form: 
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• Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's 

location. 
    

•  Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous 
resources.  Key all photographs to this map. 

 
• Additional items:  (Check with the SHPO, TPO, or FPO for any additional items.) 

 
Photographs 
Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels 
(minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs 
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to 
the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, 
photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on 
every photograph. 
 
Photo Log 
 
Name of Property:  Peachtree Plantation  
 
City or Vicinity: McClellanville 
 
County: Charleston    State: South Carolina 
 
Photographer: Kendy Altizer (unless otherwise noted) 
 
Date Photographed: 1/13/2021 (unless otherwise noted) 
 
Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 
 

 1 of 84. Slave Street, view north 
 2 of 84. Slave Street, view north 
 3 of 84. Slave Street, view west 
 4 of 84. Slave Street, view east 
 5 of 84. Slave Street, view south 
 6 of 84. Slave Street, view southeast 
 7 of 84. Slave Street, view west 
 8 of 84. Pea Field, view west 
 9 of 84. Pea Field, view northwest 
 10 of 84. Pea Field, view south 
 11 of 84. Pea Field, view southeast 
 12 of 84. Pea Field, view northeast 
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 13 of 84. Pea Field, view northeast 
  14 of 84. Pea Field, view north 
 15 of 84. Pea Field, view northwest 
 16 of 84. Pea Field, view northwest 
 17 of 84. African American Cemetery, view northwest 
 18 of 84. African American Cemetery, view west 
 19 of 84. Isiah Garret headstone 
  20 of 84. Bella Garrett headstone 
 21 of 84. African American Cemetery, view east 
 22 of 84. African American Cemetery, view east 
 23 of 84. African American Cemetery, view southeast 
 24 of 84. South Settlement, view east 
 25 of 84. South Settlement, view south 
 26 of 84. South Settlement, view south 
 27 of 84. South Settlement, view west 
 28 of 84. South Settlement, view north 
 29 of 84. South Settlement, view southeast 
 30 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view north 
 31 of 84. New approach to property, view south 
 32 of 84. Rice Mill Race, view west 
 32 of 84. Rice Mill Race, view southwest 
 34 of 84. Rice Mill Dike, view south 
 35 of 84. Rice Mill Race, view northeast 
 36 of 84. Old approach to property, view south 
 37 of 84. Rice Mill Race, view southwest 
 38 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view northwest 
 39 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view northwest 
 40 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view southwest 
 41 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view west 
 42 of 84. Rice Mill Pond, view west 
 
The following photographs of the Main House Ruin were taken prior to stabilization:   
 
 43 of 84. South elevation, view north, 3/25/2013 
 44 of 84. Northern extent of north elevation, view northeast, 3/2/2014 
 45 of 84. Central section of north elevation, view east northeast, 3/2/2014 
 46 of 84. Southern extent of north elevation, view east southeast, 3/2/2014 
 47 of 84. Northern extent of west elevation, view east, 3/2/2014 
 48 of 84. Central section of west elevation, view east, 3/2/2014 
 49 of 84. Central section of west elevation, view northeast, 3/2/2014 
 50 of 84. Southern extent of west elevation, view north northeast, 3/2/2014 
 51 of 84. East elevation, view northwest, 3/2/2014 

 52 of 84. Interior view showing remaining relieving arch for chimney stack in northwest 
room, view southeast, 3/2/2014 

 53 of 84. Interior view toward kitchen, Test Unit 4, view north, 3/2/2014 
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 54 of 84. Interior view of Test Unit 2 and Test Unit 4, view west, 3/2/2014 
 55 of 84. Interior, view northeast, 3/2/2014 
 56 of 84. Riverside elevation showing a section of stucco with possible repair 

57 of 84. Stucco remnants showing scratch coat 
58 of 84. Close-up of stucco in three coats 
59 of 84. Landside elevation, west side of the portico, showing pockets for decorative 

cladding 
60 of 84. Remnants of an iron shutter dog next to a window on the west elevation. 
61 of 84. Landside elevation, west side of the portico, showing remnant filled in relieving 

arch 
62 of 84. Close-up of riverside portico stair showing the ghost mark of a balustrade. 
63 of 84. The remnants of decorative elements, riverside portico. 
64 of 84. West elevation overview. 
65 of 84. Segmental arch at the northern extent of the west elevation. 
66 of 84. Close-up of window opening, west elevation. 
67 of 84. Close-up of drainage remnant, interior landside elevation, western extent. West 

elevation, interior remnant flue stack. 
68 of 84. West elevation, interior wall with relieving arch. 
69 of 84. East elevation, interior T-wall. 
70 of 84. Interior landside elevation, east side, showing the remnants of a smaller wall.  
71 of 84. Interior riverside elevation, west side showing interior wall remnant. 
72 of 84. East elevation interior, northern extent showing joist and window sill pockets. 
73 of 84. Interior T-wall at its intersection with the east elevation, showing nailers for 

baseboards. 
74 of 84. Interior eastern elevation showing the remnants of plaster on interior walls. 
75 of 84. Ghost marks of shelving, interior wall, east elevation. 
76 of 84. Dependency 1, view southeast, 3/16/2015 
 

The following photographs of the Main House Ruin were taken by Hillary King on 9/16/2015, 
after stabilization of the ruin: 
 
 77 of 84. East elevation, view southwest 
 78 of 84. West elevation, view northeast   
 79 of 84. South elevation, view north 
 80 of 84. North elevation portico barrel vault, view northwest 
 81 of 84. Interior, view southeast 
 82 of 84. Interior, view southwest 
 83 of 84. Interior, view northeast 
 84 of 84. Interior, view northwest 

 
 

Index of Figures 
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Figure 1. Peachtree ca. 1873 showing the ghost mark of the roof (image courtesy of the McCrady 
Family Archive). 

Figure 2.  
 

  

Figure 3.  

 

Figure 4.  
 

 
 

Figure 5.  
 

 

Figure 6.  
 

 

Figure 7. 
 

 
  

Figure 8.  
 

 

Figure 9.  
 

Figure 10. West façade of Drayton Hall (image courtesy of www.visitcharleston.com). 

Figure 11. East façade of Drayton Hall (image courtesy of www.GoogleImages.com). 

Figure 12. First floor plan of Drayton Hall (HABS/HAER documentation drawings 1974). 

Figure 13. Ground level floor plan of Drayton Hall (HABS/HAER documentation drawings 
1974). 
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Figure 14. East façade of the Miles Brewton House (image courtesy of South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History). 

Figure 15. West façade of the Miles Brewton House (image courtesy of South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History). 

Figure 16. First floor plan of the miles Brewton House (adapted from Waddell 2003, 84). 

Figure 17. South façade of Stratford Hall (image courtesy of www.tuxedo-moon.blogspot.com). 

Figure 18. Ground level floor plan of Stratford Hall (Photo courtesy of Jack Boucher, 
HABS/HAER documentation drawings 1969). 

Figure 19. Close-up of chimney stack and cornice, Stratford Hall (Photo courtesy of Jack 
Boucher, HABS/HAER documentation drawings 1969). 

Figure 20. Peachtree ground level floor plan (measured drawing by Kendy Altizer). 

Figure 21. Profile of Peachtree water table (Elias Bull papers, from the collections of the South 
Carolina Historical Society). 

Figure 22. Dr. Johnson’s photo of the landside elevation showing evidence of a relieving arch on 
the east side of the portico block, July 1930 (from the collections of the South Carolina 
Historical Society). 

Figure 23. 1974 photo of the east elevation, showing bays three and four (Elias Bull papers, from 
the collections of the South Carolina Historical Society) 

Figure 24. Close–up photo showing the east elevation, lower window of bay four, circa 1974 
(Elias Ball papers, from the collections of the South Carolina Historical Society). 

Figure 25. Stratford Hall, close-up of south elevation, ground level windows (photo by Kendy 
Altizer). 

Figure 26. Interior drainage in 1974 (Elias Ball Papers, from the Collections of the South 
Carolina Historical Society). 

Figure 27. 1974 photo of the principal level fireplace showing mantel profile and nailer (Elias 
Ball Papers, from the Collections of the South Carolina Historical Society). 

Figure 28. 1974 photo of the fireplace interior and flue (Elias Ball Papers, from the Collections 
of the South Carolina Historical Society). 
Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response 
to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 
et seq.). 
Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 100 hours per response including time 
for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form.  Direct comments regarding this 
burden estimate or any aspect of this form to the Office of Planning and Performance Management. U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1849 
C. Street, NW, Washington, DC. 
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