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Savannah is a living tomb about which there still clings a

semsuous aura as in old Corintll.

-- Henry Miller
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ABSTRACT

This stucly is a second plla.se of research at
Savannah's Colonial Cemetery, given the archaeological
site number 9CHO906. Tlle cemetery, best known toclay
as Colonial Parlz, is situated in the block bounded lay
Ogletl—xorpe to the nortl—x, Abercorn to the west, the old
Police Barraclzs to tlle east, and a small area used as a
children’s parlz to the south. Colonial is Savannah’s
oldest graveyarcl, laid out in 1753 and used until the
opening of Laurel Grove cemetery in 1853.

One of the more visilJle, and certainly
characteristic, features of the cemetery are the brick
tombs or fam.ily vaults. These tombs have either gal:)lecl
or barrel roofs, parapet walls on tlle east and west
elevations, and were constructed at least partially below
gracle. Tlley continued to be built at Laurel Grove
Cemetery and are also found in Savannah’s Catholic
Cemetefy. The style, altl'lougl'l not as common, is also
known from such diverse locations as Georgetown,

South Carolina and Wilmington, North Carolina.

This stucly was clesignecl to examine the
construction methods of these tombs — examining
such details as the ‘&ep’cl—l below gra&e tl—ley were
constructed, the nature of the footers and below gracle
walls, the nature of access to the tomlas, and whatever
additional details migllt be evidenced tl—xrougl—l subsurface
investigations. The goal was to collect sufficient
information to l'1elp the City maintain and repair tombs
as such work became necessary, as well as to assist in

tl'le clevelopment of a typology of the tomlJ forms.

The examination was also to l'1elp iclentify
episocles of ﬁlling and perl'laps renovation or restoration
which have characterized the last 120 years of the
cemetery's l'1istory. The historical recorcls, while
incomplete, provicle a variety of tantalizing suggestions
regarcling possilale activities at’the cemetery which
arcl—laeology is best able to verify.

F‘inal_ly, the research was also clesignecl to l1elp

collect more traditional arcllaeological information

regarcling the nature of the cemetery's use tllrougll time.
This would include both the use of tombs and associated
areas when the cemetery was active, as well as the area’s
use cluring the last half of the nineteenth century and
the entire twentieth century, when the area was either
largely abandoned or used as a parlz.

The research included the excavation of five
units at four different toml)s, identified as C-65, I-4', I-
83, and 1-86. At three tombs the excavations were
carried to the base of the Jf'ouncl.a.tions, completely
reveali.ng external construction features. In one case the
close proximity of burials around the tomb preventecl
excavation to the base of the tomb's foundation. At two
of the tombs the entrance was found to be open,
allowing us the opportunity to also document some
aspects of internal construction and use. In both cases
(at tombs C-65 and 1-83) coffins and human remains

were still present.

The research provicles a wealth of information
concerning the cemetery. We have documented episocles
of ﬁlling, with up toa foot of sail loeing added to some
areas of the graveyarcl. We have also documented two
clistinctly different tomb openings — an above gracle
arched opening which requirecl removal and replacement
as the tomb was used and an at-gracle stair entrance
usually covered with slate. We have also documented
what seems to be considerable variation in internal tomb
details.

Arcllaeological evidence of use of the cemetery
included information on the very dense number of in-
grouncl lourials, the {'requent use of the area loy children
cluring the late nineteenth century, and the general
absence of refuse or other materials clepositecl cluring the

, .
cemetery s most active use.
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INTRODUCTION

The Nature of the Project and Goals

Colonial Park is Savannah's oldest puHic
cemetery, laid out in 1753. By the late eighteenth
century the graveyard measured about 500 feet square
— or about 5.7 acres. It is bounded by Oglethorpe
Street (previously known as Broad Street) to the nortl'x,
AJ:;ercorn Street to tl'le west, the olcl Police Banraclzs to
the east, and a small area used as a children’s parlz to
the south on Perry Lane (Figure 1).

As part of a mu_lti-year, comprel'xensive
preservation effort at Savannal'l's Colonial Park, Ms.
Lynette Strangstacl of Stone Faces and Sacred Spaces
asked Chicora Foundation to propose archaeological
techniques that migl'lt l'lelp further the preservation or
unclerstancling of the cemetery. Our initial on-site
meeting was during early November 1997. At that time
we toured the cemetery, looked at a number of different
tombs, and l)rieﬂy reviewed some of the earlier

investigations at the site.

As a result of that initial meeting, we proposecl
a series of five tasks:

® the recordation of all graves in the

cemetery;

a the examination of areas where

vaults have been removecl or

clemolishecl;

= the investigation of access to

stancling vaults ;

® the examination of areas outside

the extant cemetery; and

® the examination of additional
cemetery JJgea.tures, such as pavecl
areas around graves, original
Wauzways, and the location of several

brick walls.

These topics have been previously discussed in Trinlzley
and Hacker (1999:5-9).

The first pl'xase of that work was approvecl Ly
Stone Faces and Sacred Spaces and the City of
Savannah in late 1998 and a detailed penetrometer
s’cucly, followed L)y mapping, was conducted in the fall of
1998. As a result of that work a new map of the
cemetery was proclucecl, incorporating the 560 existing
monuments, as weH as tl'xe location of 8,678 probable
graves. We found that the cemetery contained a very
large number of graves and, in some areas, it was
impossiHe to clistinguisl'x between the mu_ltiple graves
which had been excavated in very close proximity to

each other (Trinl?ley and Hacker 1999).

A decision was made L)y Stone Faces and
Sacred Spaces, in conjunction with the City of
Savannah, to conduct a second phase of investigations
cluring the fall of 1999. This stucly was aimed
speci{:ica]ly at investigating several of the brick tombs or
vaults which are characteristic of Colonial Cemetery.

The arcl'xaeological field investigations, which
extended over seven &ays in mid-October, were clesignecl
to examine construction methods, explore the
entranceways, and collect information on the
archaeolog‘ical remains which are present in the

cemetery arouncl the toml)s.

The interest in examining construction
methods was generatecl L)y several factors. First, there is
interest in better understanding these tombs —
essentially &eveloping a typology of the tomb types —
and we hopecl that architectural information migl'l’c
provicle some additional clues on which to base this
typology. As discussed in a {oﬂowing section, Ms.
Sharyn T hompson has gatl'xerecl information on similar
tombs from a number of different cemeteries, inclucling

severa) others in Savannah, as well as from other parts
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Figure 1. Topographic map of the project area (Sava.nna}'x 7.5' USGS 1955PR71).




INTRODUCTION

of the Southeast. Qur efforts are very modest in
comparison and include only the collection of
information on the few extant tombs remaining in
Colonial Cemetery — recognizing that these tombs
have gone througl'l a series of alterations. Nevertheless,
we llope that the information we are able to provicle will
assist in the overall uncierstanciing of these tombs.

Second, loy better understanding‘ construction
tecl'lniques, it was ielt that it would be easier to conci.uct
appropriate renovation efforts. In particular, it
seemed lilzely that if construction tecl'lniques were
understood, it would be easier to recognize the cause
associated with several prololems identified at tombs,
such as settling cracks in the brickwork.

The interest in the tomb entranceways was
originally reflected in work conducted loy Frank Matero
and his students from Columbia University in the early
1990s. During that work Matero attemptecl to integrate
some archaeological investigations into his stucly,
examining the entrance to tomb 1-68. Very limited
work (see Trinkley and Hacker 1999:1-2 for a
summary) revealed stairs leaciing to the tomb entrance.
His results, however, were on.ly general.ly reporteci and it
has been difficult to ascertain the exact construction
methods, as well as how the entranceways were sealed.
Moreover, one stuciy cannot llope to reveal any
variations which migl'it exist in the construction of
entranceways. Consequently, the current stuciy was
conceived to better document this feature of the toml)s,
as well as to explore variations which miglit be found
between different tombs. We also souglit to examine at
least one tomb which clearly had an above gracie arched
entrance — which suggesteci a very different type of
entranceway than those with at-gracie stairs.

The final goal of the stuciy — exploring the
type of cultural materials which miglit be found in the
cemetery is proi)ai)ly a more conventional arcliaeological
effort. There is virtually no historic documentation of
either tomb openings or closings. Nor is there much
information on the claily activities which migllt have
taken place in and around the cemetery and its tombs.
Tl’iere are some accounts, for example, of the cemetery
loeing used for the discard of household trash — is there
evidence of this in the arcliaeological record? What
other sorts of activities miglqt have taken place in an old

city cemetery in the center of town? We liopecl the
archaeological stucly would provicle some clues.

These clues, in turn, coulci be used to further
pulolic interpretation of the cemetery. We weren't
lionestly sure if the pulalic had much interest in this
topic when we i)egan our work and wondered if it miglqt
be too macabre for general tastes. Curiously, this was
not the case. We had a number of cemetery visitors ask
what we had found and to better explain exactly how
these tombs functioned. As a result, we liope that this
work will result in the City initiating a series of
inferpretative panels that explain more about the claily
use of the cemetery to visitors.

While there are more details concerning the
various restoration eHorts, even these tend to be vague
and often uncertain. There are accounts, for exarnple, of
il laeing useci, but no information on amounts or where
the fill was placeci. There are also accounts of gravel loeing
brouglit in — by the train car load — but again no
information on wliy or where it miglit have been used.
The arcliaeological stucly was envisioned as l)eing able to
begin addressing (either verifying or refuting) some of the

information revealed in the historic research.

The Natural Setting

Physiographic Area

Colonial Park is situated in the northeast
section of Savannah, bounded to the north and west loy
streets, to the east lay lauilciings, and to the south lay a
small parlz for children. Measuring about 500 feet on a
sicie, the site tociay encompasses an area of about two
blocks square (Figure 1). While the elevation of
Chatham County (of which Savannah is the county
seat) ranges from sea level to about 70 feet above mean
sea level (AMSL), the downtown area ranges from about
37 to 48 feet AMSL — and the cemetery itself ranges
from about 40 to 45 feet AMSL, malzing it one of the
llig‘lier areas of the City. As DeBrahm noted, “the Plane
of the City is at the highest Place, 30 feet above the
surface of the Stream [tlie Savannah River]” (DeVorsey
1971:152). Located in the lower Atlantic Coastal
Plain, Savannah's ecology is not apprecial:;ly different
from that of Cl'larleston, further north in South

Carolina.
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Looking at a map of early Savannah it
becomes clear that the town was laid out on a san&y
ri&ge between two low marshes which historicaﬂy were
used for rice cultivation. These low, swampy areas would
cause extensive prol)lems, encouraging disease well into

the nineteenth century.

Soils and Geolog’y

Altl'lougl'l Francis Moore observed a “variety of
soils” in the vicinity of Savannal'l, inclu&ing what he
described as “sandy and dry,” “clay,” and “black rich
gar&en mould well watered” in the early eighteenth
century (Moore 18440:Izr1.p.), it would be the c‘lry sands
which would characterize Savannah. DeBral’lm, for
example, recounted that the soil was “a single Stratum
of Sand from 24 to 30 feet cleep down to the general
Springs (water Root) in the Quiclz Sand, on which Dew
and Rains strains” (DeVorsey 1971:154). Haunton
(1968:26-27) also comments on the sandy streets

which were impassible in wet weather.

In general, the area around Savannah is
pre&ominately flat to nearly level, intersperse& with
numerous &rainages. While some areas, such as the
bluff on which the city is situatecl, are well clraine&,
there are many areas which are naturaﬂy poorly drained
(at least in part accounting for the city's frequent health
problems). The soils are underlain by and clevelope&
from beds of unconsolidated sands, san&y clays, and
clays of recent geologic origin. Most of the soils are
light colored and contain small amounts of organic
matter. All of the soils range from medium to strongly
acid in reaction. The most common association are the
Coxville-Portsmouth-Bladen associations. On better
drained soils, such as those on the bluH'overloolzing the
Savannah River, are Norfo“?, Ruston, and Dunbar
sands with 1ight colored A horizons and yeHow san&y B
horizons at about 20 inches (U.S. Department of
Agriculture 1939:1111).

Climate and Health

The climate of this section of the Atlantic
Coastal Plain province may be classified as humid
subtropical. Most of the air masses which reach
Savannah are continental, having been chilled in winter

and heated in summer, before ever reacl'ling the City.

4

Because of these continental air masses the seasons
cl’lange abruptly. During intervening periocls, however,
the weather may be temperecl l)y air from the Atlantic
Ocean. The temperatures range from cold in winter
(with frequent periods of striking warmth) to hot in
summer (Wltl’l the climate made more uncomfortable l)y
the 111g1'1 l'lumiclities). The growing season is about 273
days.

The average annual precipitation is 45 incl'les,
with a prominent summer peak and reduced amounts in
the winter. This rainfall pattern, l'lowever, is sul)ject to
tremendous variation — often the wettest year has twice
the rainfall as the driest and clroughts have been known
to cause serious water sl’lortages. DeBrahm notes that
1760 (the year he built his house in Savannah, only a
few blocks north of the Colonial Park) was “a Season
remarkable for extraor&inary Drougl—lt" (DeVorsey
1971:152).

DeBrahm, consi&ering the healthfulness of
Savannah, remarked that:

The City of Savannah continued
from its fixst Set—tlement, for near 30
years to be accounted a very healthy
Place. The South Carolinians used

to come here for recruiting their

Health.

However, as soon as Hutchinson's Island and nearlay

swamps were converted to rice cultivation:

the Vapours l'langing upon them . . .
rolled in . . . and all the Streets and
Houses fiﬂe& with tl'lem, to the
Prejudice of its Inhabitants, whose
Diseases are in every respect similar
to those in the Neigl'lboring Province
of South Carolina (DeVorsey
1971:160).

Savannah suffered outbreaks of yeﬂow fever in
1801, 1807, 1808, 1817, 1818, 1819, 1821, 1827,
1831, 1839, 1850, 1852, 1853, and 1854.. The most
severe, l'lowever, was the 1ast epi&emic in 1876, with
perl'laps 10,000 cases and nearly 1,100 deaths. The

community began to understand the climatic events that
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promotecl yeHow {ever, even if they did not yet
comprehencl the role of the mosquito:

In 1820, 1854, and I add 1876,
when yellow fever ragecl here as a
general epiclemic, a very peculiar and
almost identical condition of the
atmosphere . existecl; that 18, each
of these epiclemics was prececlecl Ly a
mild winter, an early spring, with a
rainfall suHicient to £1H the pon&s,
swamps, and low grouncls
surrouncling the aity, with stagnant
water, and finally, with the intensely
hot and oppressive month of July.
From Septemker 6th to October 6th
the epiclemic ragecl with terrific
violence. At this latter clate, the
temperature lowered (mean 61°), a
change occurred in the direction of
the wind (NE), and new cases
graclually decreased in number but
the epiclemic did not entirely
disappear until the occurrence of a
lig‘ht frost on the 14th of November
(Dr. J.C. De Harcly, quotecl in
Usinger 1944:149).

These {'requent outbreaks, couplecl with “ague,"
“remittent fever," or “billious fever," now known as
malaria (Meacle 1980), were enough to encourage
Savannah to remove the wet culture of rice from the

outskirts of the city (Gamble 1901:145).

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

to the problems of a semi-tropical
climate were added those common to
an urban environment in an age of
primitive sanitation facilities. Trash
and litter were thrown into the City's
streets and lanes, wlqich, said the
Georgian in 1857, were “in a
condition fit to be classed among the
dirtiest and most unwholesome

thoroughfares in the South.” “Offal
and other putrying matter” lay

exposecl on the outskirts of town.
The City's privies, inaclequately
ventilated and in{requently cleaned,
presented the most serious proklem
to the health authorities (Haunton
1968:283).

Hardee (n.cl.: 127) reports that “in almost all
private houses of any importance there was a well”
cluring the colonial and early antebellum periocls. These
water sources, o{'ten no cleeper than 16 Jigeet, were
{Tequently contaminated with privy seepage or overflows.
In 1854 Savannah'’s first waterworks began supplying
filtered water from the Savannah River. In 1887 the
City switched to artesian wells, significantly improving
the quality of the potal:)le water supply (Harclee n.d.:
47).

Wastes, as previously mentionecl, were often
simply thrown into the streets, although Savannah did
have a Scavenger Department Ly at least 1820
(A,nclerson 1856:16a). It's also interesting to realize
that the individual responsi}ale for burials at Colonial
Cemetery was, at one time, also responsible for the
Scavenger Department (S}laryn Tl’xompson, personal
communication 1999). By at least 1839 city residents
were requirecl to stoclzpile wastes for removal between
April and October (Wilson 1858). While these city
sponsorecl garkage services continued into the late
nineteenth century, tl’ley did little to stem the tide of
privy waste. Perhaps the earliest city ordinance, clating
from 1839, requirecl at least one privy per residence,
althoug}l it 1s lilzely that most Wealthy households had
multiple privies. Each privy was required to be built of
brick or stone, sunk at least six feet below surface with
at least one foot of the vault constructed above grouncl
surface, and possess a flue or vent pipe extencling one

foot above the privy roof.

“Dry wells” were a nineteenth century
alternative to privies, largely nurtured Ly the availability
of city water. They were, as the name implies, wells that
did not penetrate the water table and were desig‘ned to
allow wastes to percolate into the soils. The clry weHs,
however, were seen as a worse health hazard than the
privies, since tl’ley often overflowed. The city sewer
system Legan in 1872 and }Jy 1888 privies were allowed
only when houses were more than 300 feet from a sewer

5



AN ARCHAEQLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONJAL CEMETERY

line. Apparently privies and perlqaps even &ry wells lasted
into the early twentieth century (Haunton 1968:295-
296; Lester 1889:201-202; Wilson 1858:12, 339).

Consi&ering all of the prol:)lems of the city it
seems odd that anyone would have noticed the cemetery,
but in all urban areas the public cemeteries were the
focus of perio&ic reform and the groun&s were ’cypically
seen as festering caldrons of disease, contaminating
both the ground and the air. Even as late as 1859 in
Charleston, South Carolina, the Report 0][ the Committee
o][City Council o][C}zar/eston on Burial Grounds and City
Interments reporte& on the terrible consequences of the
city's numerous burial grounds. In New Orleans there
were efforts in 1784 and again 1788 to move burials
outside the city (Cl’lristovicl'l 1989:4). As early as 1807
a special committee on health reporte& to the City's
Aldermen that “burial places near a city have an

unhealthy tendency,” (Gamble 1901:81).
Floristics

Francis Moore, traveling tl'lrougl'l Savannah in
1735 left one of the few early accounts of the region’s
natural vegetation, noting that in the Trustee's Gax&en
just east of the City was a stand of:

old woo&, as it was before the arrival
of the colony here. The trees in the
grove are mostly bay, sassafras,
evergreen oak, peuitory [prickly ash,
also known as the toothacl—le'tree],
hickory, American Asl'l, and the
laurel tulip (Moore 1840:I;n.p.).

This natural vegetation, l'lowever, had been
almost tota]_ly cleared away l:)y Ogletl'lorpe’s original
settlers. In its place were introduced a broad range of
exotic plants, such as lemons and olives. Alice G.B.
Lockwood observed that the settlers were still strugg]ing,
in 1742, “with the culture of such fruits as oranges and
‘limmons,' loath to believe that tl'ley coulcl not raise
them here as well as they could in the same latitude on
the other side of the world” (Lockwood 1934:11:272).
In spite of the problems, DeBrahm noted thriving “two
large Olive Trees, some Sevil Orange, Apple, Plumb,
Peach, Mull:)erry, honey Locust, one Apricot, and one

Amerel Cherry TIEEH upwards Of a &eca&e af‘ter
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abandonment of the Trustee's Garden (DeVorsey
1971:155).

Visitors to Savannah cluring the early
eighteentl’l century were greete& with unpave& streets,
many of which were covered in grass (1819 account by
Adam Hodgson, quoted in Lockwood 1934:11:275). By
1829 a visitor noted the presence of “groves of trees
plantecl in the streets.” In particular:

in all the streets and squares of
Savannah, most of which are very
taste{;uﬂy laid out, numerous rows of
Pride-of-India trees [China-Berry]
l’lave been planted, wl'lich serve to
shade the walks, and give a tropical
air to the scene” (1827 account by
Captain Basil Hall, quote& in
Lockwood 1934:11:275).

Yet another visitor to Savannah, in 1833, remarked
tl’lat, “its streets are plante& so thick with Pride-of-
China that the small dark houses are hardly seen,” while
an 1829 visitor, Charles Josepl'l Latro}ae, remarked that:

the broad rectangular streets are lined
with luxuriant Melia [Cl’lina-Berry]
and Locust-trees, and there are
frequent open squares with grass-

plots”  (quoted in  Lockwood
1934:11:275).

While all of these accounts empl—lasize the
regularity and }Jeauty of Savannal—l, it is lilzely that as an
urban environment the town possesse& its “seedier” side.
It is also certain that Savannah’s biotic community was
largely sl'lapecl l:)y the intentional (i.e., gar&en planning‘
and deforestation) and unintentional (i.e., fire) actions
of its inhabitants. Botl'l, however, created an unnatural,
disturbed habitat open to plants typically called “weeds,”
many of which are stenotl—xropbic and thrive on enriched
{or pollutecl) conditions.

It’s likely, tl'len, that one of the most
overgrown portions of town was Colonial Park. With
constant use, comnstant clisturl:)ance, and constant
enrichment, the 5 acres lilzely became weed infested

with some regularity. Although the City, as early as
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1810, was paying to have grass cleared away from the
bases of the city's trees three times a year, there is no
mention of any efforts to maintain, clear, or care for
the burial grounds (see Gamble 1901:84). It's ironic
that the southern edge of the cemetery, the area toclay
used as a children’s parlz, was during the first part of the
nineteenth century a nursery for Pride-of-India trees

(Gamble 1901:84).

Toclay the project area resembles a typica.l
urban parlz with manicured grass, intersperse& live oaks,
alternating palmetto and crepe myrtle, and various
ornamental plantings. No lan&scape theme is
imme&iately_cletecte& and the parlz appears to be a re{'uge
for eclectics. The historic research suggests that the
cemetery has gone through so many renovation and
restoration projects that there is 1itt1e, if any, original
vegetation (Sharyn Thompson, person

communication 1999).

A Brief Historv of the Cemeterv

We do not intend this overview to be any‘thing
more than a quiclz, synoptic l—u'story. Qur project did not
include historical research and our overview is obtained
entirely from seconclary sources or from notes graciously
provi&e& by the historian, Sharyn Thompson, wor]zing
for Stones Faces and Sacred Spaces. Our goal is sirnply
to help place the cemetery in some reasonable
framework and help the reader better understand its

evolution.

Savannah’s earliest pu]alic burial grounc].,
&esigne& by Oglethorpe along with places for worship
and public meeting, was in Percival Ward, Holland
Tything, Lots 2 and 3. It was in use for only 17 years,
l)eing closed in 1750 {Center for Preservation Research
1991:3). It is noted that as the land was converted to
residential use memory of the cemetery lapse& until
March 1950, when bones were {oun& &uring
construction at 9 West York Street. This was 1ong
before any interest in either Savannah's history or
concern with the treatment of human skeletal material
and there seems to have been little concern generate& by
the &iscovery.

A new graveyarcl was established in 1750 by
the City to the southeast, just outside the city walls.

DeBrahm's 1757 Plan of the City of Savannah and
Fortifications shows the location of the palisade,
inclu&ing its three bastions and two gates. Although it
appears to encroach on the northern e&ge of the
graveyar&, the &rawing also identifies the western gate
on the southern line as the “Burying Grounc]. Gate,”
suggesting that the burials were place& entirely outside
of the earthworks. It would be interesting to determine
if any evidence of this early palisa&e still remains at the
cemetery — although such an effort would require
extensive excavation. In 1758 the Clty transferred the
graveyar& to Christ Episcopal Church, an action which
would have serious ramifications on the care and

maintenance of the cemetery in the nineteenth century.

This 1750 cemetery was largely filled by 1762,
when a “Committee appointed to view the Condition of
the Cemetery or Burying Ground” reporte& that
additional space was desperately needed. As a result, an
April 1763 Act by the Royal Legislature was passed

stating:

whereas the cemetery in the parish of
Christ Church, belonging to said
parish, is become too small for the
occasion . . . the said cemetery be
enlarge& and extended to the line of
Abercorn street to the westwar&, and
one hundred {eet to the southwar&,
he whole to contain two hundred and
ten feet square; and the church
wardens and vestry men of the said
parish are hereby empowerecl [line
missing] to cornplete, enclose an
finish the same . . . . And be it
further enacted . . . that there be laid
out and enclosed in a line with the
said cemetery, adjoining the lines of
the common, towards the five 1ots, a
place of two hundred feet square, for
the conveniency of a burial groun&
for negroes (Co/om'a/ Records o][
Georgia 18568-569)

It was again enlarged in 1768, adding 170 feet to the
east (Colonial Records of Georgia 19:74). This act, like
the last, authorized the church vestry to enclose the
cemetery, although it is uncertain whether each o{ the

7
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different enJargements was actually fenced.

By the early 1780s it seems clear that the
cemetery was still situated outside of Savannah's
fortifications, and at least one map shows the cemetery
fenced, with a gate on its east side (Georgia Historical
Society, Waring Map Collection 2:2). The city's
earthworks were maintained until the end of the
American Revolution, at which time they were
apparently Jeveled.

In 1789 the graveyard was enlarged one last
time. The ordinance allowed it to be enlarged 120 feet
to the east and 290 feet to the south, bringing the total
size of what was still known as the Christ Church
Burying Ground to 500 feet square (Gamble 1901:61).

The 1770 plan of Savannah shows the layout
of Savannah at that time, with the cemetery
encompassing an area measuring 211 feet north-south
by 346 feet east-west. This rectangular shape, of course,
fits the combined additions of 1763 and 1768,
although the legislative acts indicate that the
measurements should be 210 feet by 370 feet.

A somewhat different evolution is offered ]Jy the
1968 reconstruction by Shelby Myrick, Jr., County
Orclinary (Waring Map Collection, Georgia Historical
Collection, reproduced here as Figure 2). Without going
into the details of the drawing, it seems that there is some
confusion regarcling how the cemetery grew througlq time.

As part of the recovery efforts after the
Revolution, attention turned to restoring the city
graveyarcl, and in 1783 a subscription account was
openecl at the Attorney General's Office to accept
contributions to rebuild the wall which appa.rently had
been clamagecl or clestroyecl by the British occupation.
Matero’s Center for Preservation Research study observes
that:

apparently not enougl'l funds were
collected, for in 1785, a list of
grievances was publishecl by the
citizens, including the need for a
fence to enclose the burial ground,
Later that same year, after reports
that clogs and wild animals were

cligging up corpses in the yard, a
group of men formed the Charitable
Society with the mission to raise
funds to build an enclosure wall ]Jy
putting on theatrical performances.
Their first attempt on Fe]aruary 17,
1786 raised £34, which was later
supplementecl with an additional
£600 ljy the City in 1790.
Contained  within the City's
allotment were £80 collected from
merchants by ladies of the City.
There is also an indication that
George Waslqington himself, while
on a visit to Savannah in May of
1791, may have contributed to the
fund for the construction of the brick
wall (Center for Preservation
Research 1991:4; see also the City
Council Minute Boolzs, 1790:24-
25).

The construction of the Wau, however, appears
to have taken nearly five years, beginning in 1791 with
the letting of a contract to James Meyer. Meyer died in
1793 and a new contract was let to Dennis Moriority,
Thomas Swinton, and Daniel Bacon (Gamble
1901:61). It appears that this was later modified to
include John Armour (1796 City Council Minute
Boolzs:34‘0). Gamble reports that apparently about
300,000 bricks were used to build the wall, which was
variously reported to be six feet high, with perioclic
piHars or columns,’ proba]aly to buttress the wall

(Gamble 1901 :62).

1f we assume a series of four walls, each 500
feet (154 m) on a side, and figure 6 feet above grade
and 2 feet below for a footer, for a total height of 8 feet
(2.5 m), a wall a single brick in width (perhaps set in
Flemish bond for strength), would require approximately
194,000 bricks (allowing about 5% for wastage) (Lynch
1994:205). O{ course, there would have been gates, but
there were also apparently columns, not {'igurecl into this
estimate. The difference between this estimate and the
number of bricks suggestecl L)y Gamble may reflect a
more substantial wan, perl’laps two brick in width, rather
than one.
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Figure 2. Posited evolution of Colonial Cemetery (aclaptecl from a plan in the Waring Map Collection, Georgial
Historical Society, prepared in 1968 by Shelby Myrick, Jr., County Ordinary).
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Regardless, Matero and his coHeagues note
that this new wall had its gate on the north waH,
“clirectly across from the intersection of South Broad
and Lincoln Streets” (Center for Preservation Research
1991:4). They also note that there was a brick pathway
through the graveyard (perluaps accounting for the extra
]:)ric]es?) running from the main entrance at South
Broad southerly to an exit at Perry Lane. Tl’xey also
report a second entrance gate at the north end of the
west wall, in the vicinity of the main entrance today.

By 1803 the Broad Street Burying Ground
had been in use for 53 years, but there never had been
any record maintained of those buried there (wl’xicl’x
seems odd, given that it was maintained by Christ
Church). Nevertheless, by the end of 1804 a burial
register was ]aegun and placecl in cl'xarg‘e of the City's
Board of Health (Gamble 1901:81). If we take the
years of 1794 and 1798-1799 as typical, and average
the 78 and 113 citizens from the two samples to yield
95 l)urials a year (Georgia Gazette April 9, 1795 ancl
Georgia Gazette Fe})ruary 6, 1800), then the cemetery
would already have held over 5,000 individuals. Little
wonder that by 1807 the City was already concerned
over the health aspects of the cemetery and urgecl
plantings along the eclges to remove “the impurities of

the surrounding atmosphere” (Gamble 1901:81).

By 1812 the city was already laid

More interesting are efforts to establish a
strangers’ burial grouncl, ]:)eginning as early as 1812,
when a committee was established to explore the
expansion of the existing Broad Street Burying
Grounds (Gam]:)le 1901:123). Gamble observes that
notl'xing must have been done, since another committee
was appointecl in 1819, In that year an ordinance was
passed establishing the strangers’ burial ground 565
yards south of the “present burying ground” (The
Co/umln'an Museum, Septeml)er 21, 1819). Thompson
notes that it was lilzely between Abercorn and Lincoln,
and Wayne and Caston streets (Sl’xaryn Thompson,
personal communication 1998). In spite of this, the
1813 Plan of the City ofSavanna]a in Chatham County
(Figure 3), shows that a “Stranger’s Burial [Ground]”
may have been established acljacent to, and immecliately
east of, the Broad Street “Church Cemetery.” It would
have fronted Habersham Street and measured about
100 feet east-west by 500 feet north-south.

The 1840 Map o]( the City o]( Savannah l)y
Stephens shows the site as “Old Cemetery”. It is still
500 feet square, but the Strangers' Bural Grouncls are
not shown to the east and Habersham Street, like Floycl
(now Abercorn) to the west, is shown as wiclening
acljacent to the cemetery. This view is essentially

unchanged on Vincent's 1853 Subdivision Map of the

out completely around the l)urying grouncls
and Houstoun's Map o]( the City 0](
Savannah reveals only one entrance, still
centered on the north wall, J:’acing Lincoln
Street. The cemetery is shown as a full 500

feet square, with no development or lots on

any side. This is odd, since Gamble
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Figure 3. Colonial Cemetery in 1813.

10



INTRODUCTION

City of Savannah (Figure 4), except that a row of
shallow lots has been added to the southern eclge of the
cemetery, extending into what had been a relatively wide
east-west street. By this time there were three separate
clusters of buﬂdings, one of which backed up to the

cemetery,

About this time there was increasing concern
over the cemetery. In 1846 trees were ordered plantecl
and there continued to be suggestions that the cemetery
should be moved outside of the city's limits. Gamble
notes that, “on April 11, 1850, citizens petitioned

close the old cemetery (along with the potter’s field and
the negro cemetery) to additional burials in 1853.
Gamble tells us that:

Early in 1855 all bodies in potter’s
field and the negro cemetery were
ordered exhumed and removed to
Laurel Grove. Many bodies were also
removed from the old South Broad
street burying ground (Gamble

1901:207%).

The exact number moved, the

SN —

to the south.

Figure 4. Colonial Cemetery in 1853, with developments in the alley

circumstances of the moves, the
tl'xorougl'mess of the removals, and how the
resulting holes were dealt with l)y the city
are not discussed in the historic records
and, of course, are at least partiaHy
questions additional archaeological research
at the cemetery intends to address.

During the Civil War there are a
variety of local legends concerning the
c].amage inflicted at the cemetery l)y Union
troops, who supposecﬂy even quartered their
horses in the graveyard. Yet it seems that
there is little or no evidence to support any
of these accounts. A fairly detailed a.nalysis
of Union military records and regimental
histories has failed to reveal that the
cemetery was used. In fact, the only
documentation found concerning Colonial
Cemetery was the observation l)y one
Union officer that the cemetery was in poor
condition (Shary‘n Tl’lompson, personal
communication 1999). After the Civil
War, during one of the perioclic clean-up

Council to establish a new cemetery, it Being impossible
to clig a grave without clistur]:)ing the remains of those
already interred” (Gamble 1901:199). This provided
the impetus for the purcl'xase of Spring{-ield Plantation
in 1850 and the establishment of Laurel Grove
Cemetery the following year (Gamble 1901:205-206).

By October 1852, 280 lots in the new Laurel
Grove cemetery had been sold and it was decided to

eHorts, there is an account of tree limbs
and other debris being thrown into open
vaults (or tom]:)s) as part of the “cleaning" eforts
(Sharyn Thompson, personal communication 1999).
The historic records are quiet concerning which vaults
— or even how many — may have been so clamaged

that tl'ley were open and available for trash clisposal.

The removal of bodies to Laurel Grove, L‘)egun
before the Civil War, appears to have caused some
considerable concern at Christ Church. Gamble

11
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suggests that it was the fear that the old cemetery might
}ae, in the encl, used for some other purpose, that pushecl
the Episcopal Church to put on record their claim to a
portion of the cemetery measuring 380 }ay 210 feet —
apparently representing the original cemetery and first
two additions (Gamble 1901:207). Christ Church
petitionecl the City to vest them the title to the property
and allow the construction of church on the cemetery.
The Catholics quiclzly piclzecl up on this and insisted
that tl'ley, too, had a riglqt to a portion of the tract since
their members were also buried there. Not surprisingly,
they also wished to build a church on the cemetery. The
city rejectecl both petitions ancl, in 1872, the care of the

cemetery was placecl under the committee on squares

(Gaml)le 1901:213).

A series of maps for the periocl from about
1868 through 1888 reveal that changes were modest.
In 1860 the City had established police barracks on lots
to the east of the cemetery, essentiaﬂy talzing the area
shown on the one 1813 map (Figure 3) to be a burial
grouncl for strangers (Gam]ole 1901:241-242). At the
south end of the cemetery was the City Pond (probably
“pouncl”). The cemetery itself, however, still measured
about 500 feet square. By the time the 1871 Birds Eye
View o][ the City o][ Savannah was pul)lis}lecl, there were
three builclings acljacent to the cemetery along
Habersham and four on the lots to the south. In 1888
the Map o][tlze City o][Savannalz and Vicinity reveals the
presence of the “Police Barracks” and “County Jail” to
the east and the “Street and Lanes Lot” and “City
Pound” to the south (Figure 5).

During this periocl it seems certain that the
“old cemetery,” as it was most often caHecl, continued to
deteriorate. Gamble refers to it as an “eyesore,”
“overgrown with weeds,” with graves “fallen down” and
“broken into” (Gamble 1901:387). He notes that,
“those laying claim to the grouncl were eviclently averse
to expencling any money in its care and the City, denied
the right of ownership, likewise refrained from the
expenditure of any money” Gamble 1901:388). In
1881 the City resolved to preserve the cemetery “for the
purposes for which it was originally designed” and it was
decided that the wall fronting Abercorn and South
Broad streets would be removed. This action appears to
have stalled and five years later, in 1886, the City

Council again determined that removing the walls and
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Figure 5. “Old Cemetery” in 1888.

(AT T o] teolm faaiao]
STREET

1|

1y
k2]
X
o
®Ll2 se
Qfen\ete c,;
To|eg

|
i
!
W
ul
44
IE
|
;
|
I
|

- . Y 3 ——

EEJLEJ‘I’ULH

County
Jail

El'_\' SINLK; t‘. Lanes

cleaning up the cemetery was a priority. This time,
however, Christ Church o]ojectecl to the proposecl
unclertalzing and an equity suit regarcling the ownership
of the cemetery (ﬁlecl years carlier, but placecl in
suspense) finally went to court (Gamble 1901:388).

Wl’lile court action was unclerway, it appears
that there was some interest on the part of the County
to use the old cemetery as the location for a new
courthouse. This suggests that all of the parties in the
suit — and even some outside — were far more
interested in the “aclaptive reuse” of the burying grouncls
then tl'ley were in preserving this sacred grouncl where,

as Gamble observecl, “the dust of the colonists and their
descendants 1ay" (Gamble 1901:388).

The Superior Court handed down a verdict in
favor of the City, but the case was immecliately appealecl
to Georgia’s Supreme Court, where the lower court’s
decision was reversed in 1889. This encouragecl the
City, once again, to do nothing to improve the
condition of the old cemetery, with the Mayor
complaining that:

the remains in the vaults therein are
in many cases exposecl to view ancl

the cliJapiclatecl condition of the

vaults and surrounclings are such as
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to impress one untavorataly in the
extreme. [t would be best to collect
those remaining into one receptacle
and place them in a portion of the
cemetery where tt1ey would  be
undisturbed or remove them to
another place of burial where ttmey
migtlt rest free from interference of
persons who often find their way into
the cemetery without permission and
desecrate it. In its present condition
the cemetery is an eye-sore and will
continue so as long as the question of
title or the right of the City to
improve it prevai]s. It would be much
better if the old cemetery could be
abandoned entirely as a relic, the wall
removed and the streets openect
ttlrougtl it (quoted in Gamble
1901:389-390).

[t may have been these sentiments that spurrect
the first effort to record the cemetery. Matero and his
colleagues report that in 1887 the Georgia Historical
Society t)egan copying epitaptls and matzing a map of
the cemetery. A.tttmougtm over 700 epitaptls were
reportectly gattlered, today all that can be identified are
about 100 and the others are assumed to be lost (Center
for Preservation Research 1991:7). Also generated by
this work was the Wey‘mo_uttm Plat — a sketch map of
the cemetery which includes some of the more
historicaﬂy important markers and tombs (Stlaryn
Ttlompson, personat communication 1999)

Alttmougtl the equity suit was settled, there were
yet matters of law before the court and the City Counil
pushed forward with those suits. In 1895 the Superior
Court determined that title to the property was vested in
the City. The judge's decision was based at least partiaﬂy
on the City's agreement that the cemetery would be
forever preservect (Gamble 1901:390-391). Moreover,
the City agreed to pay Christ Church $7,500. Upon
payment of this amount the City had the auttlority to
remove walls and make repairs on the property, creating
“Colonial Park” on the site.

The settlement also stipulated that alttlougtl
the City would have title in the property, it did not:

have the rigtlt to lay off, run or
project streets ttlrougtq the same, nor
shall it have the rigtlt to convey or
sell said tract, or any lot or portion of

the same, to any person or persons

whatsoever (Gamble 1901:391).

The settlement also stipulated that Abercorn Street
could never be widened and that the City would be
responsible tor the care ot ttle graves, tomt)stones,

monuments, and vaults in the cemetery.

The new parlz was placed under the control of
the Park and Tree Commission in 1895, which quickly
took action the tollowing year to remove the walls, lay
out waﬂ:zways, ptant trees and stlruljbery, and restore (or
in some cases remove) the tombs. The firm of PJ.
Berckmans of Augusta was employect to lay out and
lanctscape the cemetery. It seems that the City did
everyttming possitale to disguise the cemetery. Some
tombs were repairect, some were removed, and vines were
ttu'clzly plantect over others, converting them into masses

of toliage.

It was also during this period that broken
stones began to be gathered up and set in the eastern
wall of the cemetery, a practice which continued well
into the twentieth century (Center for Preservation

Research 1991:10).

The Park and Tree Department also created
the first detailed map of the cemetery, dated Fet)ruary
1896 (Figure 6). This map shows the cemetery as it was
after years of neglect. The walls are shown on four sides,
with an entrance opposite Lincoln Street on the north
sicte, a small entrance on the west sicte, and a much
larg'er opening on the south side. A series of pattlways
are shown in the northern third of the cemetery. Given
the date of the map these must have been the pattms
being used at the time (not planned additions), although
the way ttmey terminate suggests that the surveyors
simpty chose not to place all of them on the map.
Pertlaps some pattls were no longer recognizat)te, or

were too overgrown to map.
The plan also included topograptlic lines,

revealing that the cemetery had tligtm points in the
northwest and southeast corners, sloping to a low spot

13



AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONIAL CEMETERY

S o U T H B R 0 A D S T » E E T
L]
.
o
e o
rﬂ -
LY
(o]
a
3
m
B
|| [l .
] Q
E o
7L
-9
@
o
(o]
o
A ~
- -
e -
q S
=T
[&]

EXPLANATORY AN e Oltice,
pL or O g DU s v

—— s
- T3 Jumped A the Rids und Trwa Commisaion
wndder A direslion o

gt D> Eemetery o

*d 5 erounding®

Figure 6. “Plan of the Old Cemetery and Surroun&ings," produced by the City in 1896.

14



INTRODUCTION

in the southwest quarter of the tract. Trees are shown
scattered across the cemetery, with lines along both
Abercorn and South Broad. Abercorn is also shown as
narrowing at the cemetery, although the ’cypical rigl'xt-of-
way 1s shown cutting tl—xrougl'x the cemetery as a dashed
line. The orientation of the cemetery, based on the
brick wall, is sligl—xtly skewed from the alignment of the
city plan, most obvious along South Broad Street.
There is a pie—sl'xaped wedge of ground outside the wall,
adjacent to South Broad Street. Altl'xougl'x no graves are
shown in this area, our previous research (T rinl?_ley and
Hacker 1999) suggests that graves are present, prol)ably
rlating from the period prior to the erection of the brick
wa]_l, when the cemetery was only rouglﬂy defined.

Individual grave markers, what are proba]:)ly
box toml)s, and what are referred to as "family vaults,"
as well as fenced plots are all shown on the plan,
although only a few are given names. Altl'xougl'x the
graves form rougl'x north-south lines there is
considerable variation in the east-west axes. These
variations provide some indication of the very long, and
{:requently unplanned, use of the l)urying grounc].s. This
plan, produce& ]:)y the Clty as part of their restoration
efforts, would became the base map for virtually all
future work at the cemetery.

The City's efforts extended l)eyond simply
planting vines over the tombs. One of the first acts, it
seems, was to burn the weeds and grass off the property.
Altl'xougl'x no visible evidence of this “controlled burn”
remains toclay, it seems lilzely that it would have caused
at least some damage to the stones and brickwork.
A{'l:erwards, the City apparently plowed the cemetery,
turning under the burn and aﬂowing the grouncls to be
planted in grass (S l'laryn Thompson, personal
communication 1999; Park and Tree Commission
Minutes, vol. 1, PP- 13-14, Ianuary 20, 1896). At this
time it is almost certain that the plowing was done L)y
mule, so the depth of the plowing was ]jkely not greater
than about 0.5 foot.

There is also an account of the City purcl—xasing
several train car loads of gravel for use as “Hll" in the
cemetery (Sl’xaryn Tl’xompson, personal communication
1999; Parlz and Tree Commission Minutes, vol. 1, pP-
38-39, March 30, 1896). This is one of the more

problematical accounts, since the penetrometer survey

identified only a very few areas of gravel (typicaﬂy along
the edges of the extant pathways and in the north
central portion of the cemetery at the location of the old
patl'xways). It also seems odd that efforts to establish a
landscaped park would use “gravel" for £ll. Gravel might
have been appropriate for wall:zways, but it seems
unlil:zely that it would have been used to support
plantings.

In 1913 the Daughters of the American
Revolution (DAR) l)egan a second pl'xase of
“improvements” to the cemetery, erecting the current
granite memorial arcl'lway at the northwest corner of the
cemetery (Center for Preservation Research 1991:9).
This created the main entrance to the parlz, still in use
toclay. Other than this entrance and some l)riclzwork,
little seems to remain of their efforts.

In 1922 the City attempted to cut a road
tl'ucougl'x the cemetery, continuing Lincoln Street from
South Broad (by this time known as Oglethorpe) to
Perry Lane. The pul)lic outcry was apparently
signi{:icant and Matero and his coHeagues quote one

citizen who complained:

the very tl'xougl'xt of vehicles running
carefree  over the bodies of
Savannah's former citizens and
builders is abhorrent . . . . Most
certainly notl'xing is to be gained by
the idea that tourists might remain
in their automobiles and carriages

and view the cemetery (Center for

Preservation Research 1991 9)

The city chose to drop the plans for the street,
altl'lougl'l curiously, it appears from a variety of maps
that a central patl'lway (clating to perl’xaps the nineteenth
century) continued to be recognizecl and used.

The next pl'lase of “restoration” was conducted
by the Colonial Dames in 1924. Matero observes that
the work included the recordation of the epitaphs,
pul)lisl’led as Some Ear/y Epitaplzs in Georgia. Another
map was generated as a result of this work. Although
untitled, it includes a brief listing of the more
“signi{icemt" (i.e., wealthy and power{:ul) individuals in
the cemetery and the notation, “Harry A, Cl’xandler,
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Delin.” is likely a reference to the compiler of the plan.
Comparison of this map (see Triniziey and Hacker
1999:Figure 21) to Figure 6 reveals that the Colonial
Dames borrowed iieaviiy from the originai pian i)y the
City. By this time, i'lowever, the pariz wa].izways had been
installed and are shown as iieavy, dark lines. While most
of the pati'iways were ram}.)i'mg, there is a neariy straigi'it
cut from South Broad to Perry Lane — iiizeiy a
remnant of a reiativeiy eariy access road ti'irougi'i the
graveyarcl.

It was also in 1924 that Samuel Elbert and his
wife, who had been buried on their piantation, Rae's
Hall, were removed and piaceci in Colonial Park. Matero
expiains that the move was made because the remains
‘were threatened i:)y cieveiopment," aitiiougi'i it seems
iiieeiy that this move was at least partiaiiy inspireci i)y a
desire to promote the restoration efforts. Elbert's new
grave was marked i:)y a iarge granite box tomb, which
Matero oi:)serves, “bears witness to his historical

importance to the state of Georgia" (Center for
Preservation Research 1991:11).

The fourth “restoration” pi'lase was conducted
under the Federal Emergency Relief Act (FERA) in
1935. The Savannah Historical Research Association
surveyeci and indexed the burials and markers. The
resulting list was pui)iisi'ieci in serial form in the

Satura/ay Evening Press in that year and a third map was
produced (Trinkley and Hacker 1999:Figure 22).

Pati'iways have ciianged somewhat, with
peri‘iaps the most obvious difference i)eing the
“softening” of the major north-south artery through the
cemetery shown on the Colonial Dames pian. The
sidewalk aiong Ogietiiorpe now abuts the cemetery, with
the open space previousiy noted now incorporated into
the street scape. Likewise the street eclge aiong Abercom
is now unified, with the resulting loss of perhaps 20 feet
aiong the west ecige of the cemetery.

For reasons that have not been expioreci, it
appears that in the late 1930s and early 1940s the use
of the pariz as a promenade declined and vandalism
increased. Matero and his colleagues note that by 1945
the Park and Tree Department had removed 39
desecrated stones and 34 loose iegs of table tombs,
piacing them in storage for safe izeeping. It may be that
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the stone remains tiiougiit to be associated with Button
Gwinnett (see the discussion Leiow) were among those
fincling their way into storage. The City, ciiscovering
that ti'iey were facing the same proi)ierns observed i:)y
Gamble for the end of the nineteenth century, i)egan
expioring the idea of erecting another fence around the
cemetery. This came to fruition in 1956 when a
wrougi'it iron rai.iing around the north and west sides of
the cemetery and a chain link fence between the
cemetery and the children’s pariz (Center for
Preservation Research 1991:10).

Matero notes that a “special burial” in Colonial
Park was allowed for Private ]osepii Brown, who died in
1945. Yet he also observes, “very little specific
information was uncovered pertaining to this burial, and
it is possii)ie that this stone is another moved or
misplaced marker” (Center for Preservation Research
1991:12). This would seem to discount the earlier
conclusion that ]osepi'i Brown was a "speciai burial.”
This stone, a small modern granite lawn styie marker,
is found in the southeast quacirant of the cemetery, near
the east wall. Our stucly found a burial in this spot,
aitiiougi'l it is not possii)ie to determine if the burial is
associated with this particular stone.

By 1966 Colonial Park had again fallen into
clisrepair and the City Began iooizzing for someone to
care for the pari:z. The Trustee’s Garden Club agreed to
i)egin work on the project in 1968 and their work
continued over three years. Matero indicates that ti'iey
were responsiiaie for the installation of a sprinizier
system and new iamps, created new patiis, added
benches, and installed two new gates. Damaged sections
of the fence were repaireci and ironwork within the
cemetery was extensiveiy reworked. It was also cluring
this periocl that many stones were reset, often in
brickwork. Many of the tombs were apparentiy repointed
cluring this episocle (Si‘iaryn Tiiompson, personai
communication 1999). It is also ciuring these
renovation efforts that we have the oniy gooci evidence
that “fll dirt” was brougi‘it into the cemetery.

Nine stones were apparentiy reset in concrete,
with the assistance of Leggett Marble and Granite
Company. Matero also reports that all of the stones
i:)eing stored i:)y the Park and Tree Department were
returned to the pariz, aiti'iougi'i it seems uniiizeiy that all
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34 table tomb legs found their way back to the
cemetery. Some of the tombs were rebuilt, although
there is no real discussion of how this was accomplishecl
or which tombs were involved — there seems to be no
real record of the activities undertaken &uring this
periocl. Matero also reports that, “most probably at this
time additional stones, possil:)ly removed earlier from
Laurel Grove Cemetery, were installed on the east wall,”
although no documentation is provi&e& to support this
speculation (Center for Preservation Research
1991:10). Unlike earlier efforts, the Trustee's Garden
Club did not create a map &ocumenting their efforts.

During the Trustee's work, in May 1967,
excavation associated with the 1ay1'ng of a utility cable in
Abercomn Street a&jacent to the cemetery discovered at
least three burials about 3% feet below the street level.
Skulls were found on the west side of the trench, with
leg bones on the east, reﬂecting a traditional Christian
interment practice of ensuring that the deceased faced
the east. In addition, the three recognize& &uring the
work were apparently evenly spacecl, with the
construction foreman reporting, “that fragments of
many other skeletons probal:ly could be found in the
trench if further prol)ing were done” (Savannalz Evening
Press, May 2, 1967). The bones were in good condition
and apparently coffin wood was also recovered. The
newspaper reporte& that the remains would be reinterred
in Colonial Park and Matero reports that they were
located near the east waH, in the southeast corer,

marked toclay by a plain concrete post (Center for
Preservation Research 1991:12).

In 1990 “restoration” e{'forts were again
attempte&, with Columbia University's Center for
Preservation Research contracted to map the cemetery,
conduct some “archaeological" excavations, and prepare
condition reports for the stones. This work has been
previously discussed, but it is important to note that a
map of the cemetery was preparecl (Trin}?ley and Hacker
1999:Figure 23). This plan reveals that the pat}mways

were altered, albeit in relatively minor ways.

Previous Axchaeolog’ical Studies

Most of the archa.eological research conducted

at cemeteries has been associate& with burial removals

— often necessitated by cemetery relocation efforts.

Bell (1994), for example, lists 892 archaeological
reports associated with cemeteries. Many of these are
either not in the Southeast, involve Native American
graves, deal with cemeteries in rural rather than urban

areas, or have very limited distribution.

Investigations of Georgia cemeteries has
prirnarily included work in the Atlanta area. Garrow and
his coueagues (Garrow et al. 1985) explore& the Nancy
Creek Primitive Baptist Church Cemetery in Chamblee.
Georgia, just northeast of Atlanta. There t}ley examined
a cemetery in preparation for its removal because of
impencling MARTA construction. Dating from the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the artifacts
from this work were primarily associated with individual
graves and all of the interments were in coffins below
gra&e. Dickens and his coHeagues also examined a
portion of Atlanta’s historic Qakland Cemetery
(Dickens and Blakely 1979). The cemetery sought to
expancl into an area for which little historic
&ocumentation was available. What was present,
however, suggeste& that it was a potter’s field — a
conclusion borne out lay the identification of very closely
spacecl grave Sl‘la{‘ts.

Research in  Savannah is perhaps best
characterized by the efforts to iclentify — and recover —
the burial of General Nathanel Greene from Colonial
Cemetery (Rhode Island General Assembly 1903).
Durixig these efforts several family tombs were entered
and eventuaHy remains tl'zougl'xt to be Greene's were
found and removed. While a great deal of effort was
spent in the effort to iclentify Greene, given the
conditions of the remains and the sophistication
available at the time, it is difficult to determine if
Greene was, in fact, found. Although the accounts
provi&e considerable information on the efforts, they are
quiet on issues of tomb construction and entryways.

Later the process was repeate& in an effort to
locate the remains of Button Gwinnett, Georgia’s signer
of the Declaration of In&epenclence. Spearheacle& lay a
Savannah legislator, Arthur Funle, Dr. Lewis Larson
was sent in 1953 by the Georgia Historical
Commission (later merged into the Georgia Department
of Natural Resources) to excavate at the spot Funk felt
Gwinnett would be foun&. The location, as best as can
be reconstructecl now, was iclentifie& on the basis of a
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fragmentary stone found “lying in the city pul)lic works
property yarcl" and matcl'ling the stone to the “still-
embedded stump of a headstone in the cemetery” (Dr.

Lewis Larson, personal communication 1999).

The spoil was removed by city workers and
Larson then completecl the excavation of the skeletal
material. In the limited space thought to be Gwinnett's
grave, about nine individuals were actually encountered,
“more or less stacked on top of one another.” Funk
identified the lowest-most individual as Gwinnett, based
on the erosion of the proximal end of a tibia, since
Gwinnett's death was the result of a duel in which he
received a pistol ball in the knee.

Larson notes that a brief report was preparecl,
but that he was unwiﬂing to endorse the identification.
In fact it seems that at least some of the skeletal
material may have been sent to T. Dale Stewart at the
U.S. National Museum {now the Smitl'lsonia.n) and Dr.
Stewart identified the remains as female and “saw the
bone destruction as something other than a pistol ball”
(Dr. Lewis Larson, personal communication 1999). It
seems that Funk was unwiﬂing to accept this
professional opinion and was successful in getting the
City to accept his claim — leacling to the eventual
construction of the Gwinnett monument-at Colonial

Park.

We have thus far been unable to iclentify
Larson's report. It may still exist, perhaps being
misfilecl, or it may have been lost with the various
cl'langes that have taken place within the agency. The
Smithsonian was contacted in the hopes that some
record might still exist of the skeletal material. They
indicate that the materials were not curated into their
permanent collections and that Stewart lilzely examined
the items, returning them after he wrote his letter.

Perhaps the most important conclusion from
Larson's work is that the northern area of the cemetery
— that portion predating 1789 — seems to be densely
fiHecl, perhaps even with multiple individuals in the
same grave sha{;t or overlapping grave sha{;ts. Larson
also commented that at least the one individual had
been wrappecl in a shroud which was pinnecl in place.

The body was then placecl in a wood coﬁin, although the

only remains were some wood stains and corroded nails.
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The human skeletal material, however, seems to have
been in reasonalaly goocl condition.

In essence, there is very little comparative
information available for the research conducted at
Colonial Cemetery. The information generatecl by this
stucly offers some unique perspectives on the activities
not only at Colonial Cemetery, but perl’laps at urban

Southern city cemeteries in general.
Curation

The field notes, pl‘lotographic materials, and
artifacts resulting from Chicora Foundation's
investigations have been curated with the University of
Georgia, Athens, Georgia under arcl'laeolog‘ical site
number 9CHO06. The specimens have been cleaned,
although no consexvation treatments were undertaken

on any of the materials.

All original records and copies have been
proviclecl to the facility on pH neutral, alkaline buffered
paper. Black and white photograpl'lic materials have
been processecl to archival permanence. Color slicles,
consisting of Fujicl'lrome materials, are not considered
arcl'livaﬂy stable, nevertheless, they do possess generaﬂy
fair dark storage stability. There are also two rolls of
color print £ilm, taken of tomb interiors. These are also
not considered arcl'livally stable and have the shortest
lifespa.n of the pl’lotograpl'lic materials. Where
appropriate copies of these photograpl'ls are incorporatecl
into this report to ensure that the information tl'ley

contain is preservecl.



EXCAVATIONS

Strateév ancl Met}locls

Given the goals of this project, we needed to
ensure that we would be able to acquire arc}litecturaﬂy
related information, while still ensuring contro] over the
recovery of material culture remains. In this regard our

concerns were two-fold.

First, it seemed likely that the excavations
would be deep — so it was critical that the work be
conducted in a manner compliant with OSHA's
guiclance on trenching safety. We intended to lay units
out to ensure that at least one wall was a'gainst the brick
tomb in order to provide stal)ility. In addition, we
anticipated stepping the units in, to provide additional
s‘ca.lnllty We also realized that we would need to ensure
that screens and other equipment were maintained at
least four feet from the side walls of the unit.

‘We were fortunate that as the units were
openecl, we were often able to use the stair support waH,
in conjunction with the tomb wall, to provide two
support walls. Where this wasn't possilale, units were
s‘cepped in. Although this is not a perfect solution — at
least from an archaeological perspective — it was a safe
option and it still allowed us to achieve our goals at the
different units.

Seconcl, we needecl to ensure that we Woulcl be
able to recover materials helping us to round-out our
knowledge concerning the cemetery in a cost-effective
manner. We anticipated screening all soil from each
level, unless initial efforts revealed few or no artifacts.
Then we would simply sample the strata. This would
allow us to collect cultural remains where present, but
quiclzly excavate through deep strata with few or no

remains.

We were again fortunate that once below Level
1 or 2 (discussed below), artifact density droppecl
dramatically. This allowed us to move a very 1arge

quantity of soil — 530 cubic feet — in a very short

period of time — the excavations incorporated only
163.5 person hours (inclusive of backfilling and other
tasks).

Another concern  was public safety.
Recognizing that we would have deep units open, each
excavation area was enclosed by a safety fence and
appropriate signage. Moreover, we scheduled the work to
ensure that no unit was left open more than one
evening. As work was completecl at one unit, it was

backfilled prior to another lneing opened.

In spite of the need to make some changes in
normal strategy, most of the work followed very
standard procedures. Horizontal control was maintained
in relationship to the individual tombs — we did not
attempt to create a grid system for the cemetery. Our
approach, using architectural features to locate units, is
cost-effective and ties the individual units to the
structures they were intended to investigate. For the
salze of convenience and consistency, we identifiecl the
cemetery as being‘ oriented precisely magnetic north-
south (w:lth north toward Oglethorpe Avenue). In
practice, magnetic north is about 10° west of our grid
north.

Vertical control was maintained lny using an
arlnitrary datum, situated on the shell concrete wallzway
in the center of the southern gate to Colonial Cemetery.
The assumed elevation (AE) of this datum is 40 feet
AMSL. While not tied into any elevation control point,
this clatum, basecl on historic maps, is 1ike1y within one
or two feet of the actual or “real” elevation of the site.
Regardless, since all measurements are tied into this one

point, all of the elevations are comparable.

Excavations were conducted lny hand, using
mechanical sifters fitted with Va-inch inserts for
standardized recovery of artifacts. Units were excavated
by natural soil zones with all materials except brick and
mortar retained by provenience. Brick and mortar were

weighed and discarded on-site. Where the natural soil
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zones appeare&
thick or con{;using'
(sucl’l as  when
units consisted
largely — or
ent'u:ely —of grave
shaft £ill), we chose
to take out
relatively thick
zones, often a foot
in clepth. Our goal
was to quiclzly as
possible move
throug}l these &eep
zones in the effort
to identify the base
of the individual
tombs. A one-
quart soil sample
was retained from

eacl'l zone.

Units [Figure 7. Excavation in Units 2 and 3, Tomb 1-86, view to the north-northeast.

were troweled and

photographec{ using black and white negative and color
transparency film at the base of the excavations. Often
cleaning and photography also took place at the base of
levels which exposed significant features or provi&ec{
important clues to the construction of individual tombs.
Each unit was drawn at a scale of 1 inch to 2 feet, again
often at the base of several different levels.

Features were &esignatecl L)y consecutive
numbers, but were not excavated cluring the course of

this work, with one exception (cliscussec{ Lelow).

At the conclusion of the excavations, prior to
Laclz£illing, open weave red sa£ety fence was cut and
plac'ecl at the base of the excavations. Because of the
extensive mottling‘ of the site’s soils, we felt that this
would l'lelp any future arclqaeologists iclentify the
location of our excavations. It was used rather than
black plastic since it is thicker and allows water to pass

more easily.

Even our selection of tombs to investigate was

impacted l’Jy the unusual nature of the site. Stone Faces

and Sacred Spaces requestecl that we select tombs which
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were not associated with anyone of particular
significance (since these have attracted considerable
attention historicaﬂy and may have been altered) ; that
we not examine tombs which are known to have been
previously entered (sucl'x as [-68, investigated l'Jy Matero
or the series of tombs opened in the effort to recover
Nathanel Greene, identified as A-49, A-54, A-55, and
A-57); and that the tombs not be near main streets
(since excavations here might attract more attention
and potentia].ly vanclalism). In addition, it was necessary
to minimize the eHort associated with getting
equipment to and from the tomb (meaning tombs near
wauzways would be pre£errec1), as well as find tombs that
would allow us the needed space for excavations

(meaning that there be no other monuments in near

proximity).

The only tomb specifically requestecl by Stone
Faces and Sacred Spaces for investigation was C-65.
This was the only marked tomb, identified with the
Foley Family. The tomb suggests a date of 1849,
althoug‘h there may have been interments as early as
Daniel Foley (1836). Consequently, the precise date of
construction is not, at present, known (Sharyn
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Thom pson,
persomna ]
communication
1999). This tomb
was selected since
it is in the Catholic
section of  the
cemetery and also
exhibits a
sandstone slab at-
grade, thought to
perhaps cover the
tomb entrance. As
will be discussed in
more detail later,
the tomb measures
9 feet 11 inches in
width (north-
south) by 11 feet
in Iength (east-
west). It has a
steppecl parapet on AL
the west elevation Figure 8. Tomb C-65, west elevation.
and a barrel or

. Y

vaulted roof.

The other
tombs — J-4, 1-
83, and 1-86 —
are all situated in
the southeast
corner of the
cemetefy — in an
area  which s
accessible and
which receives
relatively little
public use. None
of these tombs are
marked or in any
way identified. No
construction dates

are known for any
of the tombs.

Tomb J-4

measures 9 {eet 1

i s - -

Figure 9. Tomb

J-4, west elevation.
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Figure 10. Tomb 1-83, west elevation.

inch in width by
11 feet 1 inch in
length. It has a
square parapet on
the west elevation
and a barrel roof.
No entryway -was
visible at this tomb
— malzing‘ it an
interesting choice

for stucly.

Tomb I-
83 measures 10
feet 9% inches in
width by 13 feet 8
inches in length.
It has a steppec],
parapet wall at the
west end of the
tomb and the roof
is a complex barrel.
A large rock or

concrete mass was
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observed Lutting
the base of the
westerm Jf'acacle, laut
no other
information
concerning the
entrance was

IZDOWTI.

Tomb I-
86 measures 8 feet
6 inches in width
by 11 feet 1%
inches in length. It
has a gal:le roof
and on the west
facade there is a
steppe& parapet. At
gracle there is also
evidence of a
bricked-in arcl'xway
measuring about 2
feet 6 inches in
width and at least

Figure 11. Tomb 1-86, west elevation.




EXCAVATIONS

1 foot 6 inches in height.

Excavation Results

This section is intended to provi&e some
general information concerning the excavations at each
of the tombs, although much of the analysis or
syntheses of this work is held for a later section where
the tombs are discussed in more detail. Consequently,
these discussions are intended primarily as an overview
of the work at each unit. The discussions are in the
order of the tomb &esignations (wl'li.le the unit
&esignations follow the order in which the units were

laid out and excavate&).

Tomb C-65, Unit 5

As previously mentioned, this is the Foley
tomb and it was 1ilzely constructed in the second third of
the nineteenth century, possibly between 1836 and
1848. Altl'lougl'l the marble plaque in the center of the
west facade indicates a date of 1849, this is m:zely the
date of the plaque’s erection, rather than tl'le date of the

, .
tomb'’s construction.

T h e

barrel roof {exterior) is at 44.20 feet.

Excavation in this unit consisted of the
removal of four 1eve].s. Level 1, about 0.7 foot in &epth,
consisted of a very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2)
humic sand , in some areas underlain ]:>y a brown (10YR
4/3) sand. This appears to represent the “orig‘inal" A
horizon of the cemetery — which of course has
&evelopecl only since the graveyar& was no 1onger used
for interments. All of Level 1 was screened through Y-

inch mesh.

Level 1 revealed that along the north, south,
and west sides of the sandstone slab there was a brick
foundation {at an elevation of 39.80 feet AE). We
interpretecl this to represent the stair supports, provi&ing
access into the tomb, with the sandstone slab sexving as
a cover. The brick were found to be randomly laid up, in
many cases with little or no mortar. The wall was one
brick in wythe. At gracle it extends out from the tomb
2.9 feet.

Below, Levels 2-4 consist of heavily mottled
soils, largely representing grave shaft £ill. These included
a mottled very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) sand and

southeast corner of
the unit, measuring
5 by 10 feet, was laid
at  the southwest
corner of the tomla,
so that the unit's
entire east wall is the
west elevation of the
tomb. Ground level
in this portion of the
cemetery ranges
from 40.04 to
39.86 feet AE along
the tomb. The top of
the sandstone slab
just visible above the
groun& level was at
an elevation of
40.04 feet. The top

o£ the tomb's parapet
is at 47.66 £eet,

while the top of the Figure 12. Tomb C-65, Unit 5, base of level 4, view to the east.
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pocizets, often
representing “shovel
ioacis,” oi iigiit
yeiiowisii brown
(10YR 6/4) sand and
pale brown (10YR
6/3) sands. As the
artifact content
appeareci to cieciine,
only 50% of Level 2
was screened and
20% of Levels 3 and
4  were screened.

Levels 2 and 3
- incorporated the
entire 5 by 10 foot
unit, while Level 4
was taken out oniy
in the southern third
of the unit, in an
effort to reach the

base of the tomb Figure 13. Unit 5, south side of stair support, view to the north.

foundation.

This ei:iiort, iiowever, was unsuccessful since at
the base of Level 4 we exposeci at least two coffins, both
i'iexagona.i in form and situated within 0.15 foot of each
other (Figure 12). One to the north (Feature 11)
appeareci to be the coffin of an infant, while the
southern exarnpie (Feature 10) appeareci to be full-sized.
~ Feature 11 £l consisted of ci.ariz‘gra.yisii brown (10YR
4/2) sand, while the £l of Feature 10 was a brown
(10YR 4/3) sand. Feature 10 also revealed coffin wood
stains — which prompteci us to cease excavation before
bone was encountered (severai bones were, in fact,
encountered in the fil, suggesting that Feature 10 may
have intruded on another coi‘iin, not identified in Unit
5. The top of the coffin associated with Feature 10 was
encountered at 36.04 feet AE — 3.8 feet below gra.cie.
Allowing an additional 1.5 feet for the coffin itself, the
grave would have been excavated about 5.3 feet below
the historic land surface.

As excavation continued we discovered that the
stair support was very pooriy constructed, uneveniy
stepping in toward the tomb (Figure 13). The stairs —
and the support walls — survived oniy because the

surrounciing soil i'ieipeci hold them in piace. Bricks were
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laid in a variety of fashions, both as stretchers and bull
headers. The appiication of mortar in the joints
increased with ciepti'i, but was nowhere very consistent.
The base of the stair support was encountered at 36.96
feet AE (ai)out at the elevation of the lowest stair treaci).

During the excavations a crack in the sandston e
slab covering these stairs gave way, a.uowing us to remove
several portions in order to examine the stair supports
from inside the stair well. The stairs were formed in
iarici?, with treads at 38.99, 37.9 4, and 36.94 feet. The
stairs themselves evicienceci mor tar, aitiiougii the mortar
joints of niether the interior nor exterior side walls had
been finished. Our investigation also revealed that the
stair supports were not tied into the tomb wall.

The stairs led rather precipitously to the tomb
opening 2.3 feet in width and 2.9 feet in height.
Piacing a coi‘iin in the tomi), using these stairs, must
have been someti'iing ofa ci'iaiienge. It seems iiizeiy that
witii one inciiviciuai in the tomi), anci anotiier outsicie,
the coffin would have been slid down the stairs, rather
than actuaiiy carried. In this sense the stairs are far
more symi)oiic than functional.
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Figure 14. Composite pl-lotograpl'x of the interior of Tomb C-65, view t}lrough the opening, ]oolzing east.
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Figure 15. Plan and profile views of Unit 5 at Tomb C-65.
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A_lthough the base of the tomb wall was not
encountered, our ability to see into the tomb itself (as
explained on page 24), allowed us to measure the
elevation of the tomb floor — 34.15 feet AE, or about
1.3 feet below the last step. We also determined that the
tomb wall was 1.1 feet in thickness — the equivalent of
a 13-inch wall.

The interior of the tomb was moclerately well
finished (Figure 14). Although the mortar joints appear
finished, it was not possible to determine the s’cyle, or
care used. There was, however no parging or whitewash
within the tomb. Just as the outer roof was vaulted or
barrel shapecl, so too was the inner roof. The inner walls
were laid up in American common bond (mth headers
every sixth courses) — typical in the nineteenth
century. There was a brick floor, although it was not
possil‘)le to determine how it was laid.

Within the tomb, on the ﬂoor, are the remains
of at least four (perhaps ﬁve) wood coffins. Determining
the exact number was impossilale cluring this
investigation since all of the coffins had been unevenly
burned. In some areas the wood had been reduced to
ash, while in other areas the wood was still intact and
appeared to have been paintecl. No hardware was
identifiable. Further con‘fusi_ng the individual coffin
definitions was the fact that it appearecl some “stirring”
or other disturbance had taken place in the coffin piles.

The amount of disturbance, however, was
uneven, since one co{‘fin, completely fallen away,
revealed a well articulated vertebral column and pelvis.
Skulls, however, appearecl to have been reclepositecl n
severa] areas. The bones also evidenced burning varying
from charring (leaving the bone blacked) to complete
calcination (resulting in white bone). Furthermore,

there is also evidence of asl'xing in some cases.

The interior walls of the tomb also bear
evidence of the fire. The bricks appear lighter in color,
suggesting they have been refired at a temperature
higher than the original brick clamp. Sooting on the
waHs, while present, is limitecl, suggesting that the fire
was hot and reaclily suppliecl with oxygen (in&icating that
the tomb may have been open at the time). The stirring
obseived in some bone piles may have resulted from
efforts to exting‘uish the flames.

None of the coffins appears on top of another,
suggesting that all were laid on the tomb floor and that
there were no interior supports or tiers for staclzing the
bodies. Tt is possible, of course, that some sort of wood

support was present and has been completely consumed

by the fire.

Returning to the exterior of the tomb, some
evidence of a builder’s trench was encountered along‘ the
east wall of the unit, acljacent to the tomb waH, south of
the stair supports (Figure 15). This trench, identified as
Feature 12, Legan close to the grouncl surface and
continued almost to the base of the excavations before
merging with the grave shaft fill of Feature 10 and
becoming indistinct. The feature, however, appears to be
0.5 to 1.0 foot in width. The soils of the feature were a
dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sand. The feature
contained no artifacts and only occasional brick rubble

or mortar.

[t seems likely that the tomb was excavated as
a large hole, with the wall laid up from the inside.
However, some effort was made to lzeep the outer wall
clean and the joints at least somewhat finished as the
side walls were put into place. The quali’cy of the stairs
continues to stand in contrast to the quality of the tomb
brickwork itself. It may be that the stairs were simply
not thougl'xt of as important (perhaps being largely
vestigial).

Tomb 1-83, Units 2 and 3

This tomb has no exterior marlzing and its
construction date is uncertain. Unit 2,a5 by 10 foot
trench, was placecl against the west wall of the tomb,
with its southeast corner 4.15 feet south of the tomb'’s
southwest corner. As excavation began to reveal a brick
wall supporting the south half of a slate cover, a second
unit, measuring 5 by 3 feet was added to the north of
Unit 2, aHowing the entire tomb entrance to be

examined.

Ground level acljacent to the tomb varied from
41.28 to 41.34 feet AE. Here, like elsewhere in the
cemetery, the grouncl level is relatively ﬂat, with very
little slope.

Level 1 consisted of a dark brown (IOYR 3/3)
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sand about 0.6 foot
in cleptl'l, overlying’ a
mottled brown
(I0YR 4/3) sand
also about 0.6 foot
in depth. With the
removal of these two
strata (]:)oth
identified as Level
1), we found a very
dark browvm (10YR
2/2) humic loam, at
a level of about
4040 feet AE.
Designate& Level 2,
this represents the
original A horizon
soils in this part of
the cemetery. We ] &
screened 100% of |, i \“"N e
Levels 1 and 2 for ‘ )

recovery of artifacts.

F‘igure 16. Toml) 1-83, Units 2 an& 3, l)a.se o£ Level 1, view to the east. Toml) entrance exposed.
Note also the £ailure at the corner of the toml).

Level 2
began grading into a dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4)
san&, at which time excavations were halted (at a &epth
of 39.88 feet AFE). At this level the base of the
excavation unit revealed heavily mottled dark yeHowish
brown (10YR 4/4) sands, with two grave shafts clearly
visible. Feature 4 represente& a grave shaft at the far
southern end of the excavation, l)eyon& the tomb. This
shaft had dark brown (10YR 3/3) sand fill. Feature 5,
a grave shaft about 2 feet to the north, had similar 1r'1H,
but was distinct only toward the west e&ge of the unit.

Work was halted at Level 2 not because the
excavation was intruding into graves, but because we
were able to gather considerable information from the
tomb opening, malzing additional excavations less

important.

As Level 1 was remove&, the slate cover over
the tomb entrance was {'uﬂy'expose& (Figure 16). The
cover, which measures 3.9 feet east-west l)y 3.2 feet
north-south, was surrounded to the north, south, and
west, by slate coping measuring 0.85 feet in width. All
of the slate was about 0.17 foot in thickness.
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At the east end of the cover, acljacent to the
tomb, there was a mass of slate ancl concrete —
appearing to represent a second slate slab with concrete
smeared over it. While the concrete was fairly well
adhered to the upper slate, it was not a&here& to either
the brick tomb or the un&erlying slate cover. The
concrete was care£'ully removed, revealing‘ the second
slate to be about 1.1 feet in width and the same length
(3.2 feet) as the slate tomb cover. It measures about 0.5
foot thick. When this second slate was remove&, it
revealed that the un&erlying slate tomb cover had been
clamage&, with the southeast corner broken off (aﬂowing
access into the tornl)). The upper slate was laid in place
to cover the &amage and then concrete was liberally

applie& in an effort to seal the two.

The excavation also revealed that the slate
surrounds were place& just on the e&ge of a brick wall
surroun&ing’ the tomb entrance and were largely
supportecl l)y soil. T hese surrounds, ancl the toml) cover,
would originally have been at the original grouncl Jevel.
They have been covered l)y the foot or more of fill soil
brought into this section of the cemetery (Figure 17).
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Figure 17. Units 2 and 3, view of slate cover with side slate removed and brick wall exposed.

is 1ilzely the builder's

trenches are either

not recognizable at
this level or have
been signi£icantly
disturbed ' by
sul)sequent grave

excavations.

This work

also revealed what
seems like a unique
system for “locking”
the slate cover in
place with two iron
bars (Figure 18).
One bar crosses over
the slate cover at the
west end of the
stairs, ben&ing at the
outer e&ges of the
stair well and being

Tomb entrance is also exposed with the removal of the slate slab an& concrete. set below the second

course of brick. The

Excavation also revealed the brick wall — other bar crosses under the slate, sli&ing tl'xrougl'x two

actuaﬂy the stair
support — to be laid
up in American or

stretcher bon&. Tl’xe

outer joints were not

finished, suggesting
that the étairs were
constructed from the
stair well, with the
bricks in close
proximity to the
earthen walls. In

£act, no builder's .

trench was visible
durin 8 the
excavations,
altl'xougl'x we did
encounter a quantity
of brick rubble and
large lumps of
mortar acljacent to
both the stair wall
and the tomb wall. It

Figure 18. View o£ slate tomb cover ancl iron bars sealing the entrnace. View to the north.
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large brass rings set into the underside of the slate cover
using lead. This bar was also set below the second course
of brick of the stair well support walls. Consequently,
removing the slate cover would have requirecl workers to
take out all, or at least a portion of the north and south
upper two courses of the stair supports, freeing the two
iron bars and a].lowing the slate to then be removed.
This would have exposed the stairs into the tomb.

Although the slab was not removed, we were able

to gather some information concerning the stairs. The
interior brick work was nicely finished and each stair tread
consisted of a 0.17 foot thick slab of slate set on two
courses of brick, making each of the five steps about a
foot in height. With the stairs beginning four feet from
the tomb entrance, this arrangement was far more
functional than the stairs found at tomb C-65.
Nevertheless, the nature of the opening would still have
requirecl one individual to be within the tomb, while
others lowered the coffin in. The opening of this tomb
was 3.2 feet in width and 2.5 feet in height.

Although the base of the tomb wall was not
encountered, our a.lnhty to see into the tomb ( because of
the broken cover, see page 28) allowed us to measure
the elevation of the tomb floor — 35.72 feet AE. We
also determined that the tomb wall was 1.1 feet in
thickness — the equivalent of a 13-inch wall.

The opening in the slate cover also allowed us
to examine the interior of the tomb, which appea red well
finished (Figure 19). Althoug h the mortar joints appear
ﬁnishecl, it was not possilale to determine the style, or
care used. There was no parging of the side walls,
although the vaulted or barrel roof wa s pargecl with what
appeared to be a gray material (por’clancl cement?).
Cracks were present and there was some evidence of
water lealzag'e. The in ner walls were laid up in American
common bond (wnth headers every sixth courses) -—
typical in the nineteenth century. There was a brick
floor, although it was not possible to determine how it
was laid. This floor was covered with about 0.3 foot of
del)ris, largely soil. Whi le some of this may have filtered
in from various roof cracks, we suspect that most came

from the &amagecl slate stair cover.

The tomb interior was clesigned with a vestibule
at the base of the stairs about 5 feet in depth. There was
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a center wall running from the vestibule to the back wall
of the tomb, about 8.7 feet in length. This provided
support for two tiers or shelves of slate. The shelves were
suppor’ced by brick tabs in the side walls.

The shelves supportecl at least seven identifiable
coffins and one bone pile. No remains were found on the
floor. The two tiers, with the center support, divide the
storage into four parts: upper n'ght (soutll) and left
(north), and lower right and left. In the upper left section
there was one wood coffin, co].laps'mg inward and exposing
bones. In the upper center there is one pile of bones. In
the upper right section there is one individual, in a wood
coffin which has coﬂapsecl, again exposing bones. On the
lower tier, left hand sicle, we found two adult metal
coffins. On the right side of the lower tier there were
three individuals, inclucling a very small metal coffin,
probably for an infant; a wood coffin, broken open with

bones exposecl; and a smaller wood coffin, probably sized
for a child.

At least two of the metal coffins clearly revealed
corroded brass name plates (neitl:\er of which could be
read from the vantage point of the tomb entrance). In
general these coffins were in good condition, although
corroded. Both rectangular and hexagonal shaped styles
are present and at least one has swing bale handles. The
wood coffins appear to be hexagonal in form, with several
also possessing: swing bale handles and white metal coffin
screws. At least one of the wood coffins appears to have a
black coating.

The bone pile may represent parts collected from
the tomb floor and stacked up on the shelf, although the
quantity of remains suggests an individual whose coffin
has either completely deteriorated or who was placecl in
the tomb only in a shroud.

The construction of this tomb in many
respects seems identical to that identified for C-65,
except that the tecnnique (based on this very small
sample) seems superior (Figure 20}. The roof is pargecl,
provicling somewhat drier conditions. The interior of the
tomb is far better appointed, with shelves built in to
support the coffins. The stairs, while not truly
{'unctional, are far better constructed and exhibit more
care with slate used for the treads. Even the closure was
clesignecl with more care, ensuring that l)realzing into
the tomb would be difficult and would be immecliately
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Figure 19. Composite photograph of the interior of tomb 1-83, view to the east.
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recognizalale. As a result, we are inclined to suggest that
tomb 1-83 is either earlier than C-65 or else that it

represents more elaborate (ancl expensive) construction.
Tomb 1-86, Unit 1

This is the only tomb we investigatecl with
evidence of an arched opening clearly visible at least
pa.rtiaHy above gracle. It is also the only tomb we
examined with a galole, rather than vaulted or karrel,
roof. Unfortunately it lacks any sort of family name or

plaque inclicating when interments took place.

AS 13y 10 foot unit was laid out a.long the west
facade of the tomlo, with the portheast corner of the
unit 4.0 feet north of the tomb's southwest corner.
Ground elevations acljacent to the tomb rangecl from
about 42.00 to 42.02 feet AE — again reflecting the
very level topography in this section of the cemetery.

Level 1 consisted of a very dark brown ( 10YR
2/2) sand about 0.3 foot in cleptl'l overlying a mottled
dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) sand with brick
rubble. These two zones appear to represent fill cleposits.
The brick in the lower zone is lilaely brick rubble from

the cemetery,

considerable variation in the on'ginal topograpl'ly. Some
of this variation was uncloul)teclly natural, while some

was perhaps the result of the cemetery's extensive use.

Penetrating into Level 2 along the west unit
prolcile was a pit which contained a hose bibb. It appears
that this water pipe was laid priox to the fill episocle (of
tl'le 19605) reﬂectecl 13y Level 1 a.ncl was completely
covered over (and lost) by this later activity.

Below the old humus four additional levels
(Levels 3-6) were excavated, primarily through very
mottled yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) sand with charcoal
{TangHtS that graclecl into yeﬂowisl'l brown (10YRS/8)
sands. Only 50% of Level 3 was screened, and only
20% of Levels 4-6 was screened — artifact density
declined clramatically with clepth.

Levels 3-6 appear to represent mixed grave
shafts and the excavation was carried to this cleptl'l only
in tl'le riorthern half of the unit, a.cljacent to the tornl)
wall. In the southern half of the unit excavation was
terminated at the base of Level 4. At that point
individual grave shafts could still not be clistinguishecl in

the plan view. This is a lesson to arcl’la.eologists worleing

proloalaly scattered
about and

incorporatecl with the
fill while it was keing
placed. All of Level 1
was screened tl'n:ougl'l
Y4-inch mesh.

Leve] 2
consisted of a black
(10YR 2/1) loa.my
sand which
represents the pre-
twentieth century
grouncl leve] at the
cemetery. It occurs
at an elevation of
41.5 feet, compared
to 40.3 feet at tomb
1-83 and about 39.9
feet at tomb C-65.

Clearly there was Figure 21. Tomb 1-86, Unit 1, base of level 6, view to the west showing Features 2 and 3.
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at extremely crowded cemeteries such as Colonial
Park — it may lileely be difficult or impossil)le to
clisting’uisl'l individual graves until considerable

excavation has taken place.

At the base of Level 6 in the north half of
the unit we identified two coffins. Excavation
terminated at the top of these wood boxes, atan AE
of 37.68 feet, or 3.5 feet from the top of the
original grouncl level (4.3 feet from the modern
ground surface). Allowing an additional 1.5 feet for
the coffin, the grave shaft would have had a clepth of
about 5 feet.

Feature 3 represents a hexagonal coffin
oriented east-west, with the eastern 4 feet exposecl lay
the unit. This orientation is typicaﬂy found in
Christian cemeteries, with the head oriented to the
west and feet to the east. The £ill of this feature was
a very mottled brown (10YR 4/3) sand (Figure 21).

Bisecting Feature 3 was Feature 2, a
second coffin stain oriented north-south. This stain
was also hexagonal, with the head oriented to the
south. The fill was slig’l'xtly darker, aﬂowing us to
recognize that Feature 2 post-datecl Feature 3. It
appears that in an effort to “squeeze” one more
burial into the cemetery, the coffin was placecl north-
south in Jf‘ront of the tomlj. This, however, resulted
in the clisplacement of the earlier burial.

The excavations iclen’ci{iecl the base of the

tomb foundation at 37.84 feet AE. The lowest

[Figure 23. Tomb 1-86 and excavation revealing base of wall and|
arched opening. View to the east.

course of brick was clry laid in the sand — we found

no evidence of mortar bed, nor could we discover any
evidence of mortar in the joints of the bricks at this
lowest level. Al)ove, mortar was founcl consistently and
in goocl condition, so it seems unlilzely that it would
have selectively eroded from only the lowest course. The
brick in the tomb wall below gracle were all “Savannah
Gray” and were laid in a mixed bond: two courses of
mixed headers and stretcl'xers, five courses of stretchers,
one course of headers, and then five to six courses of
stretchers to the old ground level. It is surprising that

no footers were founcl to help spreacl the weiglqt of the
tomb.

A very faint builder’s trench was found at the

tomb's southwest corner, about 0.5 foot in width and
extencling toa cleptl'x of nearly 3 feet before terminating
against the tomb wall. The £l of the trench was a
yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sand. It seems likely that
this represents the original construction trench as it

slightly flared outwards from the tomb (Figure 22).

The base of the arched opening was tentatively
identified at an elevation of 40.53 feet AE (Figure 23).
The actual base is somewhat uncertain since there is a
1arge mass of concrete, perhaps representing a repair, at
the base of the arch. Without extensive removal (ancl
serious potential clamage to the briclzs) it is difficult to
determine exactly where the base of the arch occurs.

35



AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONIAL CEMETERY

Qur estimate, however, would place the arched opening
2.6 feet in width and 3.0 feet in depth — similar to
,those encountered in tombs with stairs.

Assuming that the interior base of the tomb is
about 0.3 foot above the base of the foundation, there
would be a drop down of about 2.4 feet from the base
of the arched opening to the tomb floor. Consequently,
placing coffins in these tombs would be a little easier,
since they could be slid througlq the arched opening
1eve1, which would have been at grounc1 level, and then

placecl either on shelves or on the tomb floor.

Interior head room at the center of the gal)le
would have been about 8.3 feet, allowing relatively easy
movement both &uring construction and also when

placing bodies in the tomb.
Tomb J-4, Unit 4

This unit, measuring 5 l)y 10 feet, was also
place& a&jacent to the tomb's western wall. The
southeastern comer of the unit was located 1 foot south
of the tomb’s southwestern corner. This allowed us to

fuﬂy expose the tomb

The soil proﬁle at this tomb was somewhat
more complex than that found at the other tombs,
largely because of multiple £ill episocles, as explainecl
below. Level 1, about 0.5 foot in cleptl'l, consisted of a
black (10YR 2/1) sandy loam humus representing a
recent fill episocle — identical to that found at Tombs
1-83 and 1-86. At the base of Level 1 we found two
larg'e marble JIzl'agments. Tl’ley are not carve&, but the
size and shape suggests they were either tomb closures
(although not the correct size for J-4) or perhaps the
base to a table tomb. Brolzen, they were apparently
covered by recent fill. We left these stones beside the

tomb for eventual storage.

Below this we identified a brown (10YR4/3)
sand about 0.9 foot in clepth, &esignate& Level 2. At
first we associated this with the same twentieth century
fill episo&e, until we realized that at least one burial
penetratecl this level, suggesting that it was far earlier
than we anticipatecl. We eventuaHy concluded that this
brown sand is the fill from the excavation of this tomb
or others in the area. Unlike the other examples
excavated, where the soil must have been carted away (or
spreacl tl'xinly over a large area), the spoil from this tomb

opening, as well as
much of the tomb
wall. Ground level in
this  area rangec1
from 4092 to
4113 feet AE
against the tomb
waH, suggesting a
little more variabilit‘y

in this area than

elsewl'lere .

Like Tomb
1-83, this  tomb
evidenced no arch or
slate in front of the
tomb which migl'xt
indicate a series of
stairs. It has a barrel
or vaulted roof and a S A
simple straig‘ht
parapet wall.
the east.

Figure 24. Unit 4, sl'lowing brick repairs at the tomb corners, as well as the stair well. View to
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Figure 25. Unit 4, overhead view.

seems to have been spreacl arouncl tl'xe immecliate area,

resulting in a noticeable bui.lcl-up.

Within this
level we also
identified bricks clry
laid as pavers at both
corners of the tomb
(Figure 24). Above
them additional
brick appear to be
laid supporting the
ﬂaring corner
projections of the
tomb. Interminglecl
are variable
quantities of very
hard cement mortar.
Altl'xougl'x uncertain,
it appears that these
bricks represent an
effort to repair the
tomb.

FOI reasons

that are not entirely
clear, these corner
projections were
added only from just
]:)elow gracle up.
Below that the tomb
is essentia”y a
rectangular box.
Through time it
seems that these
corner  projections
began exbibiting
failure. In an effort
to “]:)race" tl'xem,
areas under them
were excavatecl,
bricks were laid in an
effort to distribute
the weigl'xt, and then
additional bricks
were built up to the
corner projections.

The whole mass was

then more or less smeared over with concrete. As migl'lt
be imaginecl, the process was not entirely successful and

Figure 26. Unit 4, south stair support wall, view to the north.

v
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there are stiH signs o£ corner failure.

Below is Level 3 — a black (10YR 2/1) loamy
sand at an elevation of 39.6 feet AE which appears to
represent an old humus or A horizon at the cemetery
(w1tl1 the tomb spoil built up over it). Some areas of this
zome exhibit dense lenses (1ayers) of charcoal, suggesting
that at some point the brush, stumps, or tree roots may
have been burned off the cemetery (the level of this
cleposit, however, suggests that it prec].ates any of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth century restoration
efforts).

Excavation in the north half of the unit stoppecl
at the base of Level 3, while in the southern portion of
the unit one additional level was removed. Level 4
consists of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sand — the same

mottled fill found elsewhere on site and representing grave

shafts (Figure 25).

At the base of Level 1 to just within the upper
0.1 foot of Level 2, we identified the brick stair support
walls centered on the west elevation of the tomb. These
walls were a brick and a half in width and revealed an
opening measuring 2.4 feet north-south by 2.0 feet east-
west. The stair area, however, was filled with black (1OYR
2/1) loamy sand and was designated Feature 6. This fill
was removed, revealing a series of three stair treads, each
about 0.88 foot in height, with the opening to the tomb
bricked closed (using hard portlancl cement mortar and
bricks distinct from those used elsewhere in the tomb
construction). Also revealed cluring the excavation of
Feature 6 was an intact marble Jr‘oots’cone, inscribed “MC
WC”. This stone was apparently tossed into the stair well
cluring bacla{'iﬂing. We erected it in front of the tomb
after the unit was backfilled.

The upper two stair treads were each 0.8 foot in
clepth and were slate covered brick. The third tread
supportecl the brick infill of the tomb entrance.

At first glance it is tempting to suggest that
the stair wall supports are poorly constructed, similar to
those found at Tomb C-65. This, however, is not
actuaﬂy the case. It is true that west support wall is
more shaﬂowly laid than the southern side wall, and that
the side wall appears to have been stoppe& in the midst
of construction. Yet, we believe that the builders had
intentions of creating very sound stairs and that they
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probably changecl their construction plans as a result of

cliscovering one or more burials.

The side stair support wall terminates at an
elevation of 36.46 feet AE where there is a footer a half
brick in width (Figure 26). The stair wall is also tied
into the tomb wall. The southern or back stair Waﬂ,
however, terminates at 38.64 feet AE, 1eaving the lower
several feet of the side walls with staggerecl courses
hanging free. In addition, the back stair wall was
constructed to provicle an opening only 2 feet from the
tomb wa]_l, while clearly the intent was to extend the wall
to the west at least one more foot.

As previously mentioned, we believe that these
plans were changed with the discovery of Feature 7 —
a grave shaft placecl within the stairway area. [t seems
lilzely that as the brick masons were excavating the
stairway and putting up the side walls, they encountered
something recognjzalvle — either bones or a coffin. This
resulted in them stopping their effort to create the
original stairs as plannecl and a much shorter (ancl

steeper) version were constructed instead.

Tl'lis, however, was not the first burdal into
which the tomb intruded. At the southwest corner of the
tomb, at the base of Level 4, we identified Feature 8 —
another clearly defined grave shaft. The orientation of
this bural seems to be north-south, with the tomb
clisturl)ing the northern quarter of the burial. A third
grave shaft is visible just west of the tomb, identified as

Feature 9. Additional graves may be present, but are
difficult to detect because of the very mottled soils.

The tomb wall extends to a depth of 35.96 feet
AE where there is a footer about two-thirds of a brick in
width to help spread the weight of the wall (Figure 27).
Again assuming that the floor of the tomb is pethaps 0.3
foot above this base (ancl that the roof is about a foot
thick), the center of the tomb would have a height of
about 7.5 feet.

The tomb opening is 2.4 feet in width ]Jy about
3.1 feet in height. While comparable to the other stairs,
these (1ilze those at C-65) are so steep that maneuvering
a coffin down them would have been problematical. In
fact, those hanclling the coffin would have had to tip it
up in the air in order to slid it down the stairs into the
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tomb. So, while well constructecl, these stairs seem to be

more for appearance than for function.

Summag of Tomb Openings

Since the nature of the tomb openings is a
sigru'{icant aspect of this research, we'll offer a very brief
summary of four tombs l'lere, recounting how they
originaﬂy functioned and how tl'ley were closed.

At Tomb C-65 we found that the west tomb
wall had an open rectangular hole, against which stair
supports had been cruclely built. The stairs were very
steep, ma}zing it impossiHe to do more than crawl
through the opening. Placing a coffin in the tomb
would have requirecl the coffin to be stood on end and
slid at an angle througl'l the opening, on the stair treads,
with someone in the tomb to receive the coffin and
maneuver it to its final location. As we observecl, in this
case the stairs no 1onger function as traditional stairs (in
the sense of provicling’ a means of ambulatory ingress
and egress). quey do, however, frame the tomb wall
opening. They also are essential for the closure of the
tomb, since this was achieved lay placing a stone slab
over the stair supports (WhiCl’l were at the original
grouncl 1eve1). Access to the tomb could be had Ly
simply removing this stone — allowing free access
through the stair well, into the tomb. During the use of
the cemetery this stone cover would have been an
integral visual aspect of the tomb — visitors would have
seen the tomb, as well as the stone pacl marking the
subterranean stairs into the tomb.

At Tomb 1-83 we found a similar rectangular
preparecl opening in the west wall of the tomls, around
which stairs had been very care‘fuuy constructed. These
stairs were the most functional we iclenti{iecl, aHowing
Waﬂzing (au)eit in a stoopecl position) access to the tomb.
The stairs were again covered with a stone slab,
altl'lougl'l in this case the slab was secured L)y metal
bands which were anchored in the side stair wall
supports. Entry into this tomb would have requirecl that
the top several courses of the stair walls to be removed
(which would also have requirecl some excavation around
the stair wall supports. A.lthougl'l this is a little more
elaborate, the tomb visitor would still have seen the
tomb, and the stone pacl in front of the tomb.
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Tomb 1-86 was distinctly different —
presenting an arched opening at grouncl level. Access to
this tomb was Ly removing the bricks, creating an access
port. A new coffin would be slid through this opening,
and positionecl Ly individual receiving it in the tomb.
Afterwards the opening would be again bricked over.
Tl’lrough time several things have happenecl to make
these openings more difficult to interpret. First, there
has been additional fill in the cemetery which, in some
cases, has partiaﬂy covered the arched opening, making
it appear far smaller than it actuaﬂy is. Second, the
most recent tomb closures, perhaps taking place at one
or more times of “restoration” have resulted in hard
cementitious mortar Leing smeared on the openings,
often obliterating their exact proportions and

climensions.

Tomb J-4 was found to be similar to the
openings at Tombs C-65 and 1-83, consisting of an
opening in the western tomb wall surrounded by stair
supports. At this opening, however, the stone cover had
been lost or clestroyecl. As a result, restoration efforts
included Lriclzing the tomb wall closed at the base of the
stairs and then fiﬂing the stair well with soil. The stair
supports at this tomb were, like those associated with
Tomb C-65, poorly constructed. These stairs also
appear to stylizecl — built because that was what was
expectecl, but never reaHy functioning as stairs. Here
again the coffin would have been slid on end through
the opening, to attendants waiting to receive it and place
it in the tomb. Afterwards the stone would have been
replacecl on the top of the stair supports — at the
historic grouncl level — sealing the tomb.

It is clear that there appear to be only two
forms of tomb openings — those with stairs which were
sealed using a stone cover and those with an arched
opening which were sealed using mortared bricks.
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Introduction

This section is intended to provicle an overview
of the material culture recovered from the excavations
at Colonial Cemetery. Since the excavations were
conducted l)y unit, with each excavation area associated
with a speci{'ic tom]o, these discussions are also
organizecl in this manner. At the conclusion we have
tried to combine the individual discussions to provicle
somet}ling of a synt}'lesis —_ alt}lough we are pain{'uuy
aware that this work represents a very small sarnple from
a single cemetery. A general overview of the recovered
artifacts, their contribution toward architectural or
feature reconstructions, and information on clating, are
proviclecl for each tomb area.

Laboratory Processing and Conservation

The cleaning of artifacts was conducted in
Columbia, after the conclusion of the excavations.
Cataloging and analysis of the specimens was conducted
at that time. The artifacts were evaluated for
conservation needs, but none of the materials warranted

any treatments.

As previously cliscussecl, the materials have
been acceptecl for curation by the Department of
Anthropology at the University of Georgia. The
collection has been catalogecl using this institution's
accessioning practices. Specimens were pacl:aecl in
plastic laags and boxed. Field notes were preparecl on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and p}‘lotograpl'n'c
materials were processecl to archival standards. All
original field notes, with archival copies, are also curated
with these facilities. All materials have been delivered to
the curatorial facility.

Analyses
A_nalysis of the collections followed

professiona].ly acceptecl standards with a level of
intensity suitable to the quantity and quali‘ty of the

remains. Lhe temporal, cultural, and ty‘pological
classifications of the historic remains follow such
authors as Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985),
Miller (1980, 1991), Noél Hume (1978), Norman-
Wilcox (1965), Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South
(1977), and Walton (1976). Class artifacts were
identified using sources such as Jones (1986), Jones and
Sullivan (1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972),
McNally (1982), Smith (1981), Vose (1975), and
Warren (1970).

The analysis system used South's (1977)
functional groups as an effort to subdivide historic
asseml:lages into groups which could reflect behavioral
categories. Initiaﬂy clevelopecl for eighteenth-century
British colonial assem]olages, this approacl'l appears to be
an accepta]ole choice for the Colonial Cemetery
collection. The functional categories of Kitcl'xen,
Arcl'xitec’cure, Fumiture, Personal, Clothing, Arms,
Tobacco, and Activities provicle not only the range
necessary for clescri‘bing and cl'xaracterizing most
collections, but also allow typicaﬂy consistent

cdmparison witl'x otl'xer coHections.

The observant reader will also note that both
metric and Englis}l units of measurement have been
used in the analysis. We recognize that this cleparture
from consistency may be troubling, and may require
some conversion back and forth. We have, however,
tried to ensure an internal consistency. Where the
artifact was lilzely described by its maker or user in
English measurements, they have been retained. The
only exception to this is when there has been extensive
research on the artifact class which uses metric
measures. When the maker or user of the ol:ject
prol:al:ly had no reason to refer to a speci{ic
measurement (sucl'x as the lengtl'l or diameter of a
pencil), we have used metric units.

In the fo“owing cliscussions, t}‘le first time a
particular artifact type, or class, is encounterecl, it mﬂ
be discussed in greater detail than it is when found in

g

41



AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONIAL CEMETERY

subsequent contexts. While this may cause some
&i{{iculty for those interested in on.ly one particular area
of the site, it will reduce the sheer volume of text and
will make these discussion flow in a more readable
fashion.

We have also attempted to reduce the “jargon”
in these &iscussions, although readers should be aware
that some &egree of technical discussions are
occasionaﬂy essential to ensure accuracy and

un&erstanding among other professional archaeologists.

Material Remains

Tomb C-65

Level 1 proclucecl a total of 203 artifacts,
itemize& in Table 1. Tl’lis 1evel, of course, is associate&
with the current A 1'10rizor1 soils at the cemetery, l)ut in
this area does not appear to represent fill or outside
&eposits.

The Kitchen Artifact Group is dominated I)y
container glass, altl'lougl'l a single ceramic was identified
in the assem_lalage. The {-ragment of white porcelain
with a blue tinted interior ]jlzely dates from the last half
of the nineteenth century or perl'laps from as late as the
early twentieth century.

Container glass, accounting for 184
specimens, includes a range of nineteenth and twentieth
materials. Barlier remains likely include the two
fragments of black glass, typical of nineteenth century
beer and ale bottles, as well as the glass “club sauce”
stopper, commonly used with small mouthed
commercial bottles &uring the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries (Jones and Sullivan 1985:152). 1t
was use& not only on various conc]jment bottles, but also

as closures for those containing alcohol.

The manganese glass was most common
&uring the last quarter of the nineteenth century and
first decade of the twentieth century (Jones and Sullivan
1985:12-13). Many of the glass specimens exhibit
crown finish. This finish and its associated crimpe&
metal cap were patented in 1892 (Jones and Sullivan

1985:163). Some of tl'le material may date from the
early twentieth century, althoug}) some is clearly much
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later, clearly being deposite& within the past several
decades. Also present were several examples of threaded
jar lips. In general these post-&ate 1850; those found at
Tomb C-65 all appear modem (ie., twentieth century).

Axchitectural remains are limited to three
fragments of window glass, one fragment of roofing
slate, five unidentifiable nail {Tagmen’cs, and one 12d
machine cut nail. None of these items offer much
assistance in &ating the assemlalage. A_ltl'lough machine
cut nails were first introduced about 1780, they became
common only &uring the nineteenth century and are
still manufactured toc].ay. The 12d size is most

commonly used in {Taming.

A single Clotl'ling Group artifact was recovered
from Level 1 — a clear glass “jewel.” The presence of
two holes in the glass indicates that it was prolaalaly
intended to be sewn onto cloth, perhaps as a button.
The specimen has a considerable date range, from at
least the last half of the nineteenth century through the
mid-twentieth century.

One only Personal Group artifact was
recovered — a 1979 US penny.

South’s Activities Artifact Group, which
essentiaﬂy represents miscellaneous materials that would
be difficult to place elsewhere, is represente(:l by five
specimens. Toys are most common, and include a
l)iSC_{‘L_le porcelain doll fragment and a white clay marble.
The doll part is rather generic and, like most of the
collection, may date from the late nineteenth or even
early twentieth century. Clay marbles were pro&uce&
from at least the eighteenth century and continued to be
made at least to 1928, although their popularity
declined as glass became more common and affordable.
Baumann (1991:138-147) brieﬂy reviews the various
games of chance which used marbles. Althoug}l we
commonly think of marbles as a child's game, it is
important to realize that they were just as often used by
adults in gaming. Games such as “ringer” and “spanner”
were 1ikely playe& for cash wagers and formed the
nucleus of urban backlot gaming.

Also included in the Activities Group_are two
screw fragments and the remains of an arc lamp
grapl'lite rod. This last item (also found at a variety of
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Table 1.

Artifacts Recovered from Unit 5, Tomb C-65
Material Level 1 Level 2 Level 4
Kitchen

white porc., tinted 1

“black” glass 2 5

brown glass 14

blue glass 4

kright green glass 2

light green glass 13

aqua glass ) 7

manganese glass 36

clear glass 105

clear glass stopper 1

crown cap 1
Axrchitectural

window glass 3

roo£ing’ slate {rag 1 1

UID nail frags 5

machine cut nail 1
'Clothing

clear glass “jewel" 1
Personal

US penny, 1979 1
Activities

L)isque porc. doll part 1

clay marble 1

screw frags 2 1

arc lamp graphite rod 1

other toml)s) is interesting since it 1ilzely provicles some
information concerning the lighting of Colonial Park.
The arc larnp was rather Complex, containing a variety
of parts allowing it to start and operate under various
voltages. The item recovered is one of the two graphite
electrodes present in the 1amp. These electrodes were
together When the lamp was OH, and when separated
created the arc or 1ig‘1’1t. The electrodes were gradually
consumed through use, but unlike modern 1amps the
arc-lamp could be easi]y repaired. One of the few
“disposable” parts were the electrodes. The lamp's most

popular use was for 1ighting streets and public areas in

the 1arger cities from about 1877 through about 1950
(Woodhead et al. 1984:75).

Level 2 included only five {ragments of black
glass, two unidentifiable nail fragments, and one screw
fragment. Level 4 proclucecl an additional four
unidentifiable nail fragments, as well as several
fragments of human bone.

The black glass {‘ragments, while certainly not
common, are somewhat unexpectecl in a cemetery.
T}xey represent alcohol bottles of both the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. Their origin cannot be
determined — they may represent trash, may represent
materials cleposits L)y grave cliggers, or may represent

items discarded L)y cemetery visitors.

On the other hand, the small quantity of
highly corroded nails and single screw are all lilzely
associated with the various coffins buried in the
cemetery. The “scatter” of nails in the grave shaft fill
suggests that a number of coffins, through time, have
been disturbed. As coffins were &ug through the
various parts became scattered and wiclely distributed in
the fill. This seems also to be the case with the several
bone fragments found in Level 4.

Tomb I-83

A total of 818 artifacts were recovered from
Level 1 in the combined Units 2 and 3 on the west
side of Tomb 1-83. This level represents fill soil
brought into the cemetery, possibly cluring several
different episocles. [t seems lilzely, however, that at least
some materials from the pre-existing A horizon were
incorporatecl into the fill — cluring lanclscaping, tomb
repairs, and just general activities in the cemetery.
Moreover, materials from activities taking place in the
cemetery would have been incorporate& into these
deposits.

The Kitchen Artifact Group is significantly
larger and more diverse than was found in Unit 5 at
Toml) C-65. We recovered 22 ceramics, including one
unclecorate& creamware, two unclecoratecl pearlware, four
undecorated whitewares, one green transfer printecl
whiteware, 13 white porcelains, and one industrial

stoneware with an aH)any interior glaze.

Develope& in the 1750s l)y Josiah Weclgewoocl,

tl’le cream COlOI’eC]. earthenwares lZI‘lOWH as creamware
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Table 2.

Artifacts Recovered from Units 2 and 3, Tomb [-83

Material Level 1 Level 2

Kitchen

white porc.

—

creamware, undec.
pearlware, undecorated
wl:iteware, undecorated
whiteware, green tp
stoneware

“black” glass

brown glass

[SARCN}
00O N N = =B N =W

green glass

milk glass

Mue glass

I)rigl:t green glass

aqua glass

N — W
O = D

manganese glass

>
e}
B>

clear glass

clear glass stopper
tumbler glass
crown cap

=W OoN

pop tabs
Architectural
window glass 19
linoleum frags 13
roofi.ng slate {'rag 6
UID nail frags 3
wire nails 3
lock hardware 2
Arms
peHet gun slugs
9 mm bullet
Clothing
buttons 1
Personal

beads

eye glass lens

— W

=N

ring or pin setting 1
Activities

I)isque porc. doll part

clay marbles

glass marbles

toy teapot

—_

misc. hardware

[\S]
O N~NWN

arc lamp grap]a.ite rod
other

was consiclerecl a revolution in ceramic production. Tt

provi&ed a fine glazecl ware at a relatively inexpensive
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cost, and came in sets with a wide variety of vessel

forms and styles. Creamwares are generally given a date
range of 1762 t}lrough 1820 and a mean date of
1791.

As potters continued to experiment with
creamware, in an effort to imitate the Chinese
porcelains,.pearlware was eventuaﬂy proclucecl. By 1779
Weclgwoocl had produced pearlware, what he called an
“improvement" on the creamware (Walton 1976:77;
see also Nogl Hume 1978:129-132). By 1790 the
ware was further “improved" }Jy Spode who added a
small trace of cobalt to the formula to serve a.s a “blue
whitener” (Feilcl 1987:54). Today pearlwares are
recognizecl }Jy the blue pudc]ling of the glaze and over-
all bluish cast. These ceramics span the periocl from
1780 to 1830 and have a mean date of 1805.

The whitewares represent  yet another
&evelopment or stage in the effort to procluce a truly
white ceramic. Whiteware is a fine bodied earthenware
developed by C.J. Mason in 1813. The date range
‘cypicaﬂy used is 1813 t}uougl'x 1900, with a mean date
of 1860, although in practice whitewares are still in
procluction. The green transfer printecl style dates from
1826 through 1875, with a mean date of 1851.

Container glass, however, was far more
abundant and is represented by 684 specimens. These
include a range of materials and altl'xougl'l some lilaely
date from the early to mid-nineteenth century, far
more exhibit threads or crown finisl'xes, characteristic
of the late nineteenth century tl'u-ougl'x the last decade
of the twentieth century. Alt}lougl'l there is a quantity
of glass, the bulk can be characterized as representing
either soda bottles (including a number of identifiable
}Jrancls) or alcohol bottles. Also present in the
collection were two examples of “club sauce” clear glass

stoppers.

This asseml)lage also producecl SIX examples of
ta})leglass — all tumbler fragments. Three of these
were identifiable as commercial containers with anchor
closures (Jones and Sullivan 1985:143). These were
tumblers sold filled with contents such as peanut butter
or jelly, but intended to be reused afterwards. These

are typically twentieth century items.
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Also present in the Kitchen Group collection

are three crown caps and one aluminum pop tab.

The Architectural Group artifacts include 19
Ji'icagments of window glass (incluc]ing seven Ji'icagments of
frosted “privacy” glass), 13 fragments of “linoleum”
iragments, six rooﬁng slate i:ragments, three
unidentifiable nail i:ragments, three wire nails (inciuding
two Od specimens and one 8ci), a small lock box

{ragment, and a latch arm.

At least some of these materials are suggestive
of trash or periiaps materials brougi'it in with the fill.
There is, for exampie, no source of privacy giass on the
cemetery. Nor is it iiizeiy that the lock box originateci on
site. Neverl:}ieless, these remains are all characteristic of

the late nineteenth or eariy to mid-twentieth century.

These two units procluced a small number of
materials that would be piaceci in the Arms Group.
Inciudecl are ti'iree ieacl siugs {or a peilet gun, eacii
measuring about 9.2 mm in <iiarneter and about 14.8
mm in length (before impact). Also present is a lead 9
mm bullet, also impacted. All are modern and their

presence in such an urban area is a little surprising.

The Personal Group artifacts include one
eyegiass lens and one ring or pin setting. The latter has
a golci surround with an amber colored stone iiaving an
octag‘onai step cut. Both of these items iiizeiy date from
the twentieth century. Also present in the area
immediately at the entrance of the tomb are two giass
beads. One is a transparent blue glass tube bead with a
iengtii oi 9.5 mm anci a ciiameter of 10.0 mm. Tiie
other is an opaque green giass tube bead with a iengti—i of
5.2 mm and a diameter of 5.6 mm. These beads are

also probabiy mid-nineteenth century exampies.

Cioti'iing Group artifacts include one metal
button which was originauy fabric covered. It is identical
to Soutii's Type 24 button anci i'ias a diameter of 18.9
mm. This specimen probabiy dates from the second half
of the nineteenth century.

There are 46 specimens which have been
piaceci into South's “miscellaneous” category of
Activities Group artifacts. Eigiit of these are ‘cypicaiiy
classified as toys, incluciing three ciay marbles, two g‘iass

marbles, a toy teapot fragment, and two white i)isque
porcelain doll parts (one is unidentifiable and the other
is a ieg with a molded and painteci si'ioe).

Other materials in the Activities Group
include an iron wrench head, a brass rivet fragment,
three machine screw i:ragment, two flower pot
i:ragments, a pi'ionograpi'i recorci {ragment, anut, a bolt
iragment, a Wasi'ier,' a staple, alink to a ci'iain, a brass
rod (possii)iy representing a rivet), a fragment of a
i)isque porcelain tube (proinabiy an electrical part), a
i:ragment clear lucite, one unidentifiable molded piastic
object, and 20 i:ragrnents of grapi'iite tubes from arc-
lamps. Also included in this category is a iarge mass of
lead with a brass attachment, representing a ciarnageci
and replacecl ring attachment similar to those found on
the slate tomb cover. This may represent one which

broke and was replaceci on site.

Level 2, in contrast, prociuceci on_iy a single
undecorated peariware ceramic and two frag‘ments of

clear giass -
Tomb 1-86

Unit 1 was located on the west elevation of this
tomb, with Level 1 representing fill brought in to level
the cemetery. The 364 items recovered from this ievei,
tiierefore, represent eitiier items incorporated witii the
§ll (which seems unlikely, based on the nature of the
recovered items) or artifacts clepositeci in the cemetery
ciuring the final decade of the nineteenth century and
the subsequent twentieth century.

The assemi:lag‘e is dominated by Kitchen
Group arti{acts, accounting for 317 specimens, or 87%
of the level 1 collection. Ceramics, iiowever, include
on_iy one undecorated whiteware, one hand painteci over
giazeci white porce]ain, and four Ji'icagments of bristol siip
stoneware with a blue sponge decoration. These are all
characteristic of the late nineteenth and eariy twentieth

centuries.

Container giass is again the most abundant
materiai, with a range of both modern (i-e., twentieth
century soda boi:ties, sucii as Coca Coia, aluminum puii
tabs, and even a piastic twist-top 11(:].) and older wares. As

elsewhere in the cemetery we recovered small quantities
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Table 3.
Artifacts Recovered from Unit 1, Tomb 1-86

Material Level 1 Jevel 2 Jevel 3

Kitchen
white porc., hpog
w}liteware, undecorated
stoneware

“black” glass

]:)rown glass

ﬁ(ﬂ){k»—l»—l
—

green glass

blue glass

bright green glass 2

light green glass 4

aqua glass 2

manganese glass

clear glass

gray glass

clear glass stopper

tumbler glass

crown cap

pop tabs

plastic twist top
Axchitectural

window glass 13 2

linoleum frags 18

UID nail frags 10 3

hand wrought nail frags 1

machine cut nail frags 1

wire nails 2

UID spike frag 1

iron leader hook 1

staple
Arms

pellet gun slug 1

.22 cal shell casing

.38 cal shell casing 1
Clotl’xing

buttons 1
Personal

beads 1
Tobacco

pipe stem frag 1
Activities

glass marbles

—
(&N

NP === O+~ o= NN
N
—

—

—
—

arc lamp graphite rod 3
UID brass stnip

of manganese glass, most common in the late
nine'teenfch and early twentieth centuries. Also present
in this assemlalage was another example of the “club
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sauce” clear glass stopper found at other tombs and
li]gely representing the consumption of alcoholic

Leve rages .

Some of the materials from Level 1 may have
functioned as containers for ﬂowers, but far more
appear to represent cither soda or alcohol bottles
Lrought into the parle and then discarded. One
specimen, otherwise uniclentiﬁe&, is of aqua glass with
“SAVANNAH" molded on the base and having the
city name also molded into the side of the bottle. Also
abundant are fragments of crown cap lip treatments.

The only tableware item recovered from this
collection is a stainless steel table knife blade. This is
an example of the type commonly used in commercial

restaurants and is lilzely modern (ie., post-clating
1950).

Architectural remains include 18 ﬁagments
of linoleum and 13 fragments of window glass. The
nails from level 1 represent considerable temporal
variation. There is one hand wroug]nt nail fragment,
one machine cut nail fragment, and two wire nails (9d
and 20d in length). Also present is a single spike
J1.:1'agment. Altl'lougl'l these remains span at least the late
eigluteenth tl'lrough twentieth centuries, it is impossible
to determine their function in the cemetery.

Tl’lere are three Arms Group azti£acts,
inclucling a J1.:ragmen‘c of a lead slug similar to those
identified at Tomb [-83. Also present are two brass
shell casings: one .22 caliber and one .38 caliber. Both

are 1i12e1y early twentieth century specimens.

These excavations also proclucecl one Tobacco
Group artifact — a ﬁagment of a kaolin pipestem

{Tagment.

Clotl'ling objects included two specimens of
white porcelain buttons (Soutl'l's Type 23; South
1964:122). The faces and backs are convex with a
central portion of the face clepressecl for the holes. The
buttons are 11.0 and 11.7 mm in diameter. The style
was common cluring the nineteenth century, pealzing‘ in

popularity between 1837 and 1865 according to South
(1964:122). This particular style, however, retained its
popularlty tl'xrougl'xout the second half of the nineteenth
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century and is therefore not particularly useful for
d_ating. These materials most lilzely represent items

clroppecl }ay cemetery visitors.

Included in the Personal Group is a single
yeHow translucent glass wire wound bead. The specimen
has a diameter of 8.8 mm and a length of 6.3 mm.

The Activity Group is represented ]:)y a
fragment of a blue and white swirled glass marble and

three fragments of carbon rods from arc lamps.

Not tabulated in any group are 16 small,
worked marble fragments and two worked sandstone
fragments which appear to be pieces of clamagecl or
clestroyecl grave monuments. None exhibit writing.

Level 2 in this unit consisted of the old humus
at the cemetery. Associated materials, therefore, Lave
the potential for some antiquity, althoug}l as the

specimens recovered reveal, there is mixing.

A total of 38 specimens were recovered from
the level, including 31 Kitchen Group artifacts, six
Axchitectural Group items, and a single toy from the
Activities Group category. In addition, there were two
additional {'ragments of worked marble.

The kitchen remains include a single fragment
of “black” glass, suggestive of at least the nineteenth
century, but it was associated with a variety of modern
glass, inclucling }aright green specimens and several
examples of crown cap lips. The architectural remains
also include several fragments of “privacy” glass,
pro}:)a]:)ly originating from the upper soil zone and
characteristic of the late nineteenth century. Also
present, however, were three uniclentiﬁecl nail {'ragments
which are consistent in form and condition with those
associated with coffin remains elsewhere on the site.
There is also an example of an iron leader hook. These
devices were driven into mortar or wood to support
gutters or down spouts. Although such items might
have been found on some tomlas, it seems far more
li]eely that this originatecl on one of the nearl)y
structures and found its way into the cemetery as trash.

The single toy recovered from level 2is a glass marble.

In level 3 we recovered 10 specimens, although

again it seems clear that there is some downward
movement of later materials. The recovered items
include, for example, one fragment of a crown lip. The
other items, however, are more suggestive of an early to
mid-nineteenth century deposit, although clearly there
was not a great deal of deposition in the cemetery based
on these jEinclings.

The nail fragments from level 3 are consistent
with coffin nails. The small strip of curved brass may
represent a coffin decoration. These items provicle
further evidence that the cemetery received heavy use,
with many graves ]:)eing intruded ]:)y later excavations.

Tomb J-4

Excavation of Unit 4 on the west edge of
Tomb ]-4 proclucecl a total of 950 specimens — far
more than any of the other tombs investigated. In spite
of the abundance, the Kitchen Artifact Group still
dominated the assem_blage, consisting of 787 specimens
or nearly 83% of the assem]alage. Like level 1 at tombs
[-83 and 1-86, this level consists of soil brought into
the cemetery and used for 1eveling. The artifacts,
however, seem to largely represent items cleposite&
during the cemetery's late nineteenth and early
twentieth century use, combined with later twentieth
century trash.

Ceramics include one specimen of pearlware
and three examples of whiteware. One of the
whitewares, a green transfer print, has a maker's mark
placing its manufacture between 1836 and 1842
(Godden 1964:535). Also present is a specimen of

bristol slip stoneware and a laisque porcelain.

Container glass is far more common and also
exhibits a greater temporal range. Altlwugh specimens
of “black” glass are present, so too are a number of
twist-top and crown 1ips. As at other tombs, another
consistent find is a “club sauce” stopper, as well as six
fragments of clear glass tumblers, at least four of which
exhibit evidence of anchor closures and were originaﬂy
filled with some procluct, such as jelly. There is also an
example ofa manganese glass tumbler, as well as two

fragments of footed vessels, prol‘)a}aly wine glasses.

Architectural remains include a number of
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Table 4.

Astifacts Recovered from Unit 4, Tomb J-4

Material

Leve] 1

Level 2

Fea 6

Kitchen

J:)isque porc.

pearlware, blue trans print

wl-;iteware, undecorated

wl‘ﬁteware, green tp
stoneware

“black” glass
J:)rown g[ass

green glass

milk glass

blue glass

J:)rigl'xt green glass
aqua glass
manganese glass
clear glass

].igl'xt green glass
clear glass stopper
tableware glass
<rown cap

pop tabs

metal twist top

Architectural

window glass
linoleum {'rags
roofing slate {'rag
UID nail {'rags
wire nails

machine cut nails

Arms

shell casings
bullets

iron shot

lead shot

TOJ.')ECCO

pipe stem

Furniture

iron tacks

Clotlming

buttons
other

PEI‘SOHEI

beads
coins

hair comb

Activities

doll parts
jaclas

clay marbles
glass marbles

misc. hardware

arc lamp grap}'ﬁte rod

coffin hardware
other

N
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nails and slate {:ragments. The latter are mzely remains
of tomb rooﬁng. More interesting are specimens of
linoleum and window glass (inclucling privacy g‘lass).
Similar materials found at other tombs were assumed
to represent items ]I)I‘Ougl’lt in with the fill dirt of level
1. Tl’lis, however, doesn’t seem to be the case since
they are found in these excavations and there is no fill
episocle in this area of the cemetery. We must assume,
therefore, that there was some other source of these
architectural components nearby — perl‘laps some of

the structures on the south eclge of the cemetery?

The Arms Group artifacts include three .22
caliber shell casings, one .32 caliber bullet, and one
.38 caliber bullet {Tagment. All of these items are
relatively moderm, probably clating from the twentieth
century. Also present, however, was one solid Sl’lOt, 1-
inch in diameter. This specimen may represent either
grape shot, used e)d;ensively during the American
Revolution (Sprouse 1988:3) and occasionaﬂy cluring
the Civil War (Dickey and George 1980:16-17), or
Union case shot characteristic of the Civil War
(Dickey and George 1980:15). This represents the
only specimen recovered from these excavations which
is suggestive of the activities which took place in this
area cluring these two conflicts.

Unit 4 also proclucecl one specimen typicaﬂy
identified as an iron furniture tack. These tacles,
however, are also known to have been used to attach
fabrics to both the interior and exterior of coffins
cluring the nineteenth century.

The Tobacco Group is representecl Ly a single
clay pipe stem, having a diameter of 5/64-inch. On the
stem is “[GLA]SGOW.” This is {Tequently associated
with McDougaﬂ pipes. The McDougall Company of
Glasgow was the largest export manufacturer of pipes

in the mid-nineteenth century. The firm openecl in
1846 and continued business until 1867 (Humphrey
1969:17-18).

Clothing Group artifacts include a two-hole
white porcelain button, a small iron buckle (perl—laps
associated with a belt, altl‘loug'l‘l it may also represent a
tack item), and a fragment of a brass cufflink with a
head diameter of 8.7 mm.
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Figure 28. Artifacts recovered from excavations at Colonial Cemetery. A, green transfer printecl whitewares; B, hand
paintecl overglazecl Chinese porcelain; C, blue transfer printecl pearlware; D, Bristol slip stoneware with cobalt
blue decoration; E, sauce-style glass stopper; F, aqua bottle &agment; G, porcelain 4-hole l)utton; H, clear glass
l)eacl; I, opaque green glass l)eacl; J, jewel in golcl setting; K, eye glass fragment; L, brass jaclz; M, toy saucer;
N, l)isque porcelain doll’s 1eg; O, arc—lamp graphite tubes; P, human bone from Unit 4 (molar and vertebral

fragment) .

49



AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONIAL CEMETERY

Personal Group artifacts include three USs
coins, al] one-cent pieces, Ciating from 1908, 1910, and
1918, Curiously, all were found in very close proximity
to one another. While this may be notiiing more than
a coincicience, it seems also possii)ie that these coins

were intentionaiiy ciepositeci at the tomb entrance.

Also recovered from immeciiateiy in front of
the tomb entrance were three beads — one translucent
clear wire wound bead with a diameter of 7.5 mm and a
iengtii of 8.0 mm, one opaque black giass wire wound
bead with a diameter of 8.8 mm and a iengtii of 9.7
mm, and one opaque black giass wire wound bead with

a diameter of 10.0 mm and a length of 9.8 mm.

The oniy other Personal Group artifact was a
irag’ment of a tortoiseshell hair comb.

The Activities Artifact Group is second oniy to
the Kitchen Group in terms of size, with 107 specimens
recovereci irom ieve] 1. Ti’iirteen of tiiese are toys,
inciuciing three giass marbles, three white ciay marbles,
and two red ciay marble. Also present were two"jacies,"
one iron and one brass. Two doll parts were recovered,
inciuciing one made of pinie plastic and one of i)isque
porce]ain tinted pinie. The final toy was a white

porceiain doll's saucer, with a diameter of 32 mm.

The most common artiiact, iiowever, were the
79 iragments of carbon or g‘rapi'iite rods for arc iamps.
The abundance of these items at this tomb suggests that

an arc iamp must have been situated neari:y.

This unit also prociuceci a number of
miscellaneous items that tend to wind up in the
Activities Group, inciuding two smaii cari)on cores that
proi)ai)iy represent ijattery cores, an iron ijoit, a wood
screw iragment, two lead seais, a iragmeni of brass wire,
a iragment of a brass rod, a iragment of a brass
i)usiiing, a iragment of asbestos, and two unidentified
iron objects which may be part of iamp fixtures.

The collection also includes three items which
are most iiieeiy coffin iiarciware, probai:iy decorative
screw caps. Like remains from other excavations, these
suggest that there has been considerable disturbance of

graves in the cemetery.
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Level 2 prociuceci oniy 15 artifacts. As with
several of the previous units, there is evidence of some
mixing — for exampie, this level included two arc iamp
grapiiite cores, indicative of the late nineteenth century
parie facilities. But the level also prociuceci a singie lead
shot measuring 16.7 mm or .658 inch in diameter.
Aitiiougii this is in the range of the solid shot used i)y
some musieets ciuring the American Revolution, it is
also within the range of .69 caliber round shot used in
smoothbore muskets both immeciiateiy prior to, and
ciuririg', the Civil War (Ti’iomas 1997). So, materials
are also found in level 2 which date at least from the

mid-nineteenth century.

Feature 6, the fill from within the stair we”,
included 13 iragments of clear container giass and an
iron horseshoe. Since the brick used to close the tomb
seem late (i.e., late nineteentii or eariy twentieth
century), the abundance of clear giass seems
appropriate. The horseshoe is not out of piace, even at
this time, since horses were a prominent mode of
transportation in Savannah into the eariy twentieth

century.
Feature 8, {lii irom one oi ti'ie grave siiai:ts,
prociuceci three nail iragments, all iiieeiy associated with

a wood coffin.

Human Remains

During the anaiysis of the material culture
remains a few bone fragments were encountered. When
examineci, all proveci to be human. Since none of the
identified graves were excavated ciuring this stuciy, all of
these remains represents skeletal material disturbed

ciuring the operation of the cemetery and incorporated

into the backfill.

The material from Tomb C—65, recovered
from level 4, includes a mandibular molar, either M1
or M2. Too much enamel is missing to determine the
sicie, but a smali carious lesion was observed on the side
(eitiier buccal or iinguai) of the tooth. Also recovered is
a proximai epipi'iysis of a tibia from a subadult.

A singie fragment of an unidentifiable iong‘ bone
was recovered from Tomb 1-86. Since this specimen was

found in Level 1, it may suggest that some tombs were
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“cleaned up” during the initial restoration efforts.

Material from Tomb J-4, level 1, includes a
left ma.xi]lary molar, most lilzely M2 based on crown and
root morpl'lology. Also recovered was a maxiﬂary incisor,
prol:)aloly the second or lateral incisor. Like the molar
from Tomb C—65, too much enamel is missing to
determine the side. The final item recovered from this
unit is a {Tagmentary first cervical vertebra. The contact
facet is the right inferior articular facet.

Althouglq the teeth are in generally good
conc].ition, the other bone was in mucl’l poorer
condition. This suggests that the preservation of skeletal
material in the cemetery is variable. Althougl'l the
materials reportecl historicaﬂy seemn to have been in
goocl condition, it is likely that other burials are in far

worse condition.

Ethnobotanical Remains

Altl'lougl'x ethnobotanical remains, such as
cl'larcoal, are typicaﬂy not considered artifacts, tl'ley are

brieﬂy cliscussec]. here £or convenience.

These ethnobotanical remains were recovered
entirely as handpicked materials from general unit
excavation. No features appropriate for flotation were
excavated and general unit fill was not selected for
flotation. A total of six sarnples were collected from the
four tomb excavations — two samples from Tomb C-65
(Unit 5, Lv. 2 and Lv. 4), one sample from Tomb 1-83
(Unit 2, Lv. 2), two samples from Tomb 1-86 (Unit 1,
Lv. 1 and Lv. 4), and one sample from Tomb J-4 (Unit
4, Lv. 3). Hanclpiclzed samples typically procluce little
information on subsistence since tl'ley often represent
primarily wood charcoal large enougl'l to be readily
collected during either excavation or screening. In the
case of this co]_lection, the materials were collected from
either the old humus at the cemetery or From underlying

zones representing spoil from grave excavations.

One of the most interesting questions — and
one Wl'liCl’l, unfortunately, cannot be adequately
adclressecl }Jy this study, is wl—lat these woods represent.
One sample (Tomla C-65, Unit 5, Lv. 41), for example,
was noncarl:)onized and collected from what appeared to
be wood associated with a coffin. The otl'lers, however,

are all carbonized. Do tl'ley represent woods found on
the cemetery property and perioclicaﬂy burned off loy the
cemetery caretakers? Do tl'ley simply represent wood
ashes that were thrown into the cemetery?

PIO ce(lure S

The samples were examined under low
magnification with the wood charcoal identified, where
possi]:)le, to the genus level, using comparative samples,
Panshin and de Zeeuw (1970), and Koehler (1917).
Wood charcoal samples were selected on the basis of
sufficient size to allow the {Tagment to be broken in
half, exposing a fresh transverse surface. A range of
different sizes were examined in order to minimize bias

resulting {Tom diHerential preservation.

Results

Table 5 illustrates the results of the hand
piclzecl charcoal analyses l)y percentage. The pro}aa}ale
coffin wood found in front of Tomb C-65 is pine (Pinus
spp.). That the wood was of local origin (as opposed to
a more expensive wood, such as mahogany or walnut,
both of which are documented coffin woods) suggests
that the burial from which this wood originated may

have been of an individual of mic],clling economic means.

It was surprising that only two woods (plus one
unidentifiable wood) were found in the samples. Of the
two woods, pine is clearly dominant in all units and all
levels. Small amounts of oak {Quercus sp.) are found in
on.ly two samples {one from the area of Tomb 1-86 and
one from the area of Tomb C-65).

It seems u_nlilzely that all of this burned wood
represents co&ins, and in fact much of the wood was
proba]aly unsuitable for structural use. The sample from
Tomb J-5, for example, is composed entirely of what
appears to be pine heartwood — dense wood that was
full of pitch and burned very hot, resulting in
deformation of the cell structure and characteristic rosin
remains. This wood may have been used to start another
JL:ire, or it may have been used as a torch for some nig‘l’lt
activity. Since pine heartwood is difficult to work it is
unli]eely that it was used in coffins. The woods used to
make coffins, however, has not been care{‘uﬂy
documented and does require additional study.
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Table 5.

Ethnobotanical Remains, ljy percent
Provenience Pine QOak. UID
Tomb C-65

Unit 5, Lv. 2 60 20 20
Unit 5, Lv. 4 100*
Tomb 1-83
Unit 2, Lv. 2 86 14
Tomb 1-86
Unit 1, Lv. 1 83 17
Unit 1, Lv. 4 100
Tomb J-4

Unit 4 Lv. 3 100*

* sample consists entirely of noncarbonized wood
** sample is pine heartwood

The remaining pine is not particularly
characteristic of any omne activity or function over
another. Some appears appropriately sized to represent
small second growtl'x that might have been burned off
the site, while other J1’—ragments are suggestive of much
1arger pieces of wood.

While it is tempting to suggest that the wood

simply represents debris clurnpecl in the cemetery, this
oes seem entirely plausilale. There is little evidence of
other nineteenth century trash clurnpecl around any of
the studied tombs. Ratl'xer, it seems more hleely that the
charcoal found in these excavations has its origins in
activities conducted in the cemetery — perl'xaps perioclic
clearing or perhaps even bonfires associated with some

grave side activity.
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An Above-Grade View

One of the more intriguing features of
Colonial Cemetery are the numerous brick tombs or
ia.miiy vaults found both more-or-less intact and also as
oniy foundation ruins. The previous historical
commentary reveals that at least some of these tombs
were moved to Laurel Grove — where in fact similar
types of structures are found. The historical
documentation also reveals that some tombs were torn
down once the city took ownersiiip of the cemetery in
1895. At least some of these tombs have been found as
at-grade foundations (Trinkley and Hacker 1999).
Some, periiaps many, of the tombs have gone ti'irougi'i
several periocis of repair. Itis reporteci that at least some
of the tombs have seen dramatic stylistic ciianges
resu_iting from these periods of “restoration.” One
example, the Scarborough tomb (A-33), was once
similar to the LeMoine vault (B-30), considered to be
an anornaiy and very different from the other tombs at
Colonial Cemetery (Siiaryn Tiiornpson, personai
communication 1999). As a consequence, these
comments concerning the a.i)ove-gra.cie stylistic
components of the tombs must be very cautiously
interpreteci.

There is surprisingiy little written on these
brick tombs. In fact, the oniy reference we have found
is the few pages devoted to them by Ruth Little (1998)
from her work in North Carolina. Aitiiougii she doesn't
provicie any detailed discussion — or offer any
typoiogica.i assessments — she comments that there are
a number of different styies. She notes that the term
“i)ricizing the grave” seems to be commoniy used from
the eigiiteenti'i tiirougi'i nineteenth centuries to describe
brick grave vaults, either for individuals for muitipie
interments (Little 1998:45). For those areas with high
water tables, she suggests that this sort of tomb would
protect the burials — a.itiiougi'i it seems uniiizeiy that
this is a universal expianation {at least for Colonial
Cemetery, where the site’s iiigii elevation preciucies this
concern). She illustrates both barrel vault and gai)ie

roofs connected i)y low end wa.iis, as well as both barrel
vault and gal)ie roofs on much ia.rger iamiiy tombs, with
and without end walls (Lit‘l:ie 1998: Figures 2.13, 2.15,
2.16, 2.17). She also notes that a variation on the
theme includes “sui)mergeci brick vaults with oniy the
top of the vaults visible” (Littie 1998:47). Similar
“sui)mergeci" tombs are found at Colonial Cemetery and
also in the Quaizer section of the Ca.mcien, South

Carolina cemetery.

Little, in tying togetiier the variety of brick
tombs encountered in North Caroiina, comments tiia.t,
“this variety of impressive vaulted structures, whose
masons are as unknown as most of the individuals
buried in the structures, reflects the continuation of an
age—oid tradition and an ingenuous use of local
materials to fashion permanent monuments” (Littie
1998:47). In fact, it seems that these tombs are far
more wiciespreaci than migiit at first be imagineci, with
variations occurring aiong not oniy the North Carolina
coast, but the South Carolina coast as well (at such
locations as Charleston and Georgetown). There does,
iiowever, seem to i)e a ciea.r concentration oi tiiese
tombs in Savannah and this suggests that we may be in
the “core area” of the tradition, with the other locations
reﬂecting either graciuai spreaci of the idea or a reduced
acceptance of the theme.

Regarciiess, it 1s worti'iviri'iiie to at least i)rieﬂy
discuss the different tomb styies still evident at Colonial
Cemetery and Table 6 provicies some information

concerning these tombs and their measurements.

In terms of styiistic ieatui:es, one of the most
immeciia.teiy noticeable differences is that some tombs
permit at-gracie access, while others involve some means
of access that is hidden i)eiow—grade (ti'iis stuciy has
revealed that this access is i)y way of stairs). For those
with at-gracie access there may be a further division
between tombs with squareci or rectanguiar openings
(usuaiiy with a sandstone iintei) and those with arched

openings. This difference, however, is seen more as a

y
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Tomb # N-S Dimenslons E-W DImenslons

A4
A4
A29
A32
A33
A42
A4Q
Ab4
A55
A57
AT4
AT6
AT7
ABS
A101
A134
B13
B30
B34
B46
B57
B99
B121
B122
B123
c16
C20
C65
ce7
F33
F37
F43
G40
H11
H12

112
118
123
126
128
131
168
183
186
J4

8.5
8.3
9.25
8.2
104
8.75

11.4
10.8
11.25
11.25
15
11.25
12.2
14.25
14.25
14.8
8
10.5
11.75

Parapet
stepped
stepped
square
square
square
square
arched
slepped
arched
stepped
square
square
square
stepped
stepped
stepped
stepped
none
square
square
arched
square
square
stepped
square
stepped
stepped
stepped
steppad
square
square
square
square
arched
square
square
stepped
damaged
square
square
square
stepped
slepped
stepped
stepped
square

Table 6. List of tombs at Colonial Cemetery.

Parapet Halght
6.25

Roof
gable
gable
gable
gable
complex barrel
barrel
barrel
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
barel
gable
gable
barel
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
gable
barrel
gable
barel
barrel
gable
gable
barel
barrel
gable
barret
complex barrel
gable
barrei
gable
gable
barrel
gable
gable
complex barrel
gable
barvel

Western Entrance Dimenslons

arch

unknown
arch

square
arch
unknown
unknown
unknown

arch
unknown
arch
unknown
arch

unknown
arch
arch
arch
square
arch
square
arch
unknown
arch

at grade
square
unknown

arch

arch
arch

square
arch
unknown
square

arch
at grade

arch
at grade

2.5x06

2.7x0.7

2.2x0.75
3x1.2

3x0.75
2.0x0.2
2.8x1.2
2.4x0.75
3.5x1.8
3.5x1.75
2.3x1.75
1.7x0.5
2.7x09
2.75x1.75
3x1.4

2.3x0.3

2.25x0.75

2.75x1.3
3x1.25

25x13
2.9x1.25

2.5x1.25

2.5x0.8

2.5x1.5

Eastern Side

police station wall

Date
1839
1812
1849

1827

1786

1843
1822
1775
1838
1807
1794

1857
1830

1837
1830

1831

1849
1849

1822
1817
1829

1847

1838

Brick Types

sg/ir
sgiir

sgfr
sgiir
sg/fr
sgic

Other

1808 & 1812
opening nol visible

much repair
much repair
much repair

opening not visible
opening not visible, 1763 & 1775
1821 & 1838

entrance poss behind plaque

1822 & 1830

opening not visible

sandslone slab 2.75' square

opening not visible

1846 & 1847

opening bricked

1837 & 1838
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THE TOMBS

variation on a theme, rather than two clistinctly

different styles .

We have thus far identified only 11 tombs
with ]:)elow-gracle entrances, while there are at least
24 with at-grac].e entrances. Of those 24, 18 (or
75%) have arched openings. The square openings
with sandstone lintels seem rather uncommon at

Colonial Cemetery.

When these opening styles are evaluated ]:)y
pro]:)a]:)le construction date, based solely on the
information contained on associatecl_ plaques, the
below gracle tombs have an average construction date
of 1827 (n="5, range of 1807 to 1849). The above
gracle tombs date slightly later. Those with arched
openings have a mean date of 1834 (n=18, range of
1817 to 1857) and those with square openings have
a mean construction date of 1843 (n=3, range of

1830 to 1849).

If this evidence can be taken at face value
(ancl there is some concern in this regar&), then it
appears that the tombs with stairs are perhaps the
first and oldest form, followed ]:)y more simply
constructed tombs with arched above gracle
entrances. These were Ffurther simplifiecl ]:)y
converting the arched entrance to a square entrance

using a sandstone lintel.

Number of Tombs

25
L T LT LT L]
MagTn g Sy A
TN
20 k)
15
10
5
fons o
T
N\
\\ )
I
Arched Square Stepped
Parapets Parapets  Parapets
Figure 29. Tombs ]oy style of parapet wall.

Another seemingly signiﬁcant attribute are
the end walls — tl'xey can be a]:)sent, flat, steppecl, or
arched. However, of all the features, this one seems to
have been the most tamperecl with ]:)y various restoration
efforts. The arched parapets are very uncommon, while
the square and steppecl patterns occur in about equal
proportions (Figure 29).

The end wall forms can also be examined Ly
date of construction, although even greater caution is
warranted here consiclering the likelihood that these
walls have been reworked. Regarclless, accepting the
current data at face value, the steppecl parapets are
among the oldest forms, dating from 1775 through
1849, with a mean date of 1828. Although the range
places the arched parapets as slightly later (originating
about 1786 and continuing in use through 1830), their
mean date of 1815 suggests that they may be

contemporary or perhaps even earlier than the steppecl
walls. The flat or straight walls seem to be the latest,
exhibiting a range from 1817 through 1857 and a
mean date of 1837. These data suggest that perhaps the
more complex arched parapets gracluaﬂy evolved into the
simpler steppecl Waﬂs, which in tum were further
simpliﬁecl, resulting in flat end walls. This would seem

to corresponcl to evolution of simpler access.

Curiously, this evolutionary sequence seems to
also be exhibited ]:)y the mean height of the various
parapet walls. The arched parapets have a mean height
above gracle of89 feet, followed ]Jy the steppecl parapets
with a mean height of 6.1 feet. The lowest are the flat
end Waﬂs, with a mean height of only 4.8 feet. In fact,
as Figure 30 reveals, the parapet walls tend to decline in
heiglﬁt t}n‘ough time when only those with dated plaques
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Figure 30. Trend analysis of parapet wall heigl'x’t through time, based on tombs with plaques.
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are considered.

Another potentiaﬂy significant difference is the
roof form — with either gable or barrel vault styles

found. The gable roofs
may be in brick or slate
slabs, while the barrel
(likzely as a
constraint of technolo )

are always brick. The

barrel vaults can also be

vaults

either simple or complex
in form, with the major
distinction laeing the
more complex having
gutters or other unusual
devices. Again, however,
it seems lilzzely that these
are only variations on
the theme and are not,
in themselves,
significant differences.
We should also point out
that there are several
tombs with what migl'lt
be considered a hybncl
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height is 5.9 feet.

roof style, seemingly a
cross between the gablecl
and barrel vaulted styles.

When parapet
styles are classified by
roof form (see Figure
31), there seem to be
very few differences. In
each case, gable roofs are
far

morxe comimon,

always accounting for
over 60% of the tombs.
Nor does there seem to
be a strong correlation
between roof style and
height of the associated
parapet wall. For barrel
vaulted roofs the mean
parapet roof height is
5.3 feet, while for gable

roofs tl'le mean parapet

f we look at the date ranges, again using only
the data available from the attached plaques, the gable
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Figure 31. Parapet types by roof form.
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roof forms seem older, exhibiting dates from 1775 to as
late as 1857 (with a mean date of 1828). The barrel
vaulted roofs, in contrast, date from only 1807 through
1849 (Wltl'l a mean date only two years later than the
eble form — 1830).

A final obvious feature of these tombs is the
brick with which they were constructed. Some seem to
have been constructed entirely of a brick which many
would probably describe as ty‘pical “Savannah Grays.”
Although not usuaﬂy gray, but rather red and brown,
these are generaﬂy larger and less well fired brick that
are 1i12ely of local origin. They are certainly found
throughout Savannah. Another brick seems to be called
Philaclelp}ﬂa'l)rick and is lnright red, slightly undersized,
and very hard. There seems to be even less known about
this type of brick (Sharyn Thompson, personal
communication 1999). Reganﬂess, there are some
indications that Savannah’s masons were very familiar
with northern brick — and that some brick may actua]ly
have been importe(l from the north. Lane comments
that:

- to a surprising extent never before
examine(l, New Englan& merchants
and builders were responsible for the
creation of Savannah's early 19th-
century architecture.

{Communications were prol:alaly

better between Savannah and

Northern ports than between the

coast and distant parts of interior

Georgia.) In 1804 construction of

Christ Church was (lelayecl when the

masons, who generaﬂy worked in

Savannah (luring the winter,

returned to their homes in the North

for the summer (Lane 1990:72).

A house to be built in Savannah in 1821 was to be of
“good Northern brick” (Lane 1990:82).

Many of the tombs with this so-called
philaclelphia brick also exhibit penciling — the practice
of ruling mortar joints with a narrow white line to
enhance the appearance of the masonrym (Bucher
1996:330; Lounsbury 1994:266). Lounsbury
(1994:2606) reports that this was most common in the

early nineteenth century. Careful inspection will also
frequently reveal that while the upper portions of the
tombs are laid up in this hard red Lrick, the foundations
are built using Savannah Grays. However, it seems
likely that with the extensive reworking of the tombs,
the type of brick used is among the least reliable
att-ril)utes. Therefore, we have chosen to ignore the type

of brick in our discussions.

Considering the three styles of end walls (which
we are here typicaﬂy ca]ling parapets), the two roof styles,
and the two forms of entrance, there are at most 12
different tomb variations. Yet examination of Table 6
reveals that there are only 10 — missing (or at least not
iclentifiecl) are tombs with arched parapets and below g‘racle
entrances (mth either gable or barrel vaulted roofs).

While all of the other styles are present, they
are not present in equal numbers. For example, the two
most common styles are tombs with flat or square
parapets, galyle roofs, and at-gra&e entrances
(accounting for 23% of the tombs) and those with
steppe& parapet end walls, galale roofs, and at-gracle
entrances (accounting for an additional 20% of the
known tombs). Together these two styles (whose only
major difference seems to be parapet wall form, which
may well have been altered through time) account for
43% of the tombs at Colonial Cemetery.

The next most common style is the tomb with
a flat or square parapet end wall, barre] vaulted roof, and
below-grade entrance — these tombs account for 14%
of the collection at Colonial Cemetery. Identical tombs
with steppe& parapet walls account for an additional 9%
of the tombs.

A last consideration is tomb size. North-south
dimensions (which may be considered width) range from
6 to 12.2 feet, while east-west dimensions (length)
range from 8 to 17.25 feet. So in each case the range
is over double the smallest exarnple.

We might expect that tomb size to be &irectly
related to number of individuals expecte(l to be interred,
altl'lough it seems lilzely that status, Wealth, prestige,
and other factors may also have playe(l roles. Regarclless,
Figure 32 reveals that there is a clustering of tomb sizes
between 7.5 to 10 feet north-south by 10 to 12.5 feet

57



AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXAMINATION OF FOUR FAMILY TOMBS AT COLONIAL CEMETERY

headers every sixth

E-W Dimansions
5

*
sse® o

course. There is little

evidence of a

functional builder’s

. trench, so virtuaHy

. all of the below—gra&e

work seems to have
¢ been accomplis}led
from within the
tomb. The exterior
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ground surface.

0 2 4 6 8

N-S Dimensions

‘e Size Range of Tombs *

Figure 32. Size range of tombs at Colonial Cemetery (in {eet).

12 14 It was
probably about this
point that the
builders put in the

stair  well, again

east-west. Three of the largest “outliers” are tombs with
square or ﬂat parapets, perhaps reﬂecting late additions
— perhaps at a time when money was flush.

Below Gracle

These investigations have given us an
indication of the below—gra&e construction tec}miques at
four of the 46 tombs. Although representing only an
8.7% sample, we feel confident that we have a fairly
goo& un&erstancling of how the tombs were, in general,

constructed (Figure 33).

In each case it seems lilzzely that the tomb was
excavated first, with the stair area (1{ that access style
was being usecl) excavated last. In three of the four cases

the spoil from the tomb was carried away from the tomb

location, while in the last case at least some of the fil]
was spreacl around the tomb, slightly buil&ing up the

elevation.

Excavations were typicaﬂy 5 to 5.5 feet below
gracle. At the base the workers appear to have laid a
brick floor, altl'xough we were was not able to determine
whether this floor was mortared or clry laid. Then the
walls were laid up in American common bond with
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constructing it from
within the tomb and finisl'ling only this inner surface.
In several cases we discovered that as the stairs were
]aeing constructed the builders discovered that they were
intru&ing into earlier graves. This seems to have
resulted in several stairs being made far less soli&ly than
was pro]:)ably originally intended. In these cases the
stairs take on more of a stylistic statement than any sort

of real J1:11.11ctiona,lity.

There is also considerable varia.l)ility in the
finish of the stairs. Several reveal that the stairs were
finished with slate treads — suggestive of considerable
expense, as well as care. Only one reveals treads
constructed of brick with no slate covering and these
stairs are among the more abbreviated of those found.

We were not able to determine how much of
the interior finish was applie& prior to rooﬂng the toml),
but it seems likely that as much as possible would be
done while the tomb was open. Certainly the placernent
of slate shelves would have been far easier while the
tomb roof was open.

T}le exarninecl toml:s also eviclence considerable
variation in terms of buil&ing features such as footers.
[t seems that often these were eliminated. This should
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not, however, be interpretecl to mean that the craftsmen
were unskilled or attempting to take “short-cuts.”
Although the purpose of footers is to l'xelp spreacl a
structure’s weigl'xt, especia].ly in sancly soil, the tombs
represent relatively 1igl'1t—weig11t construction. Walls were
never more than about 14 feet in height and they carry
relatively little weight. It seems almost that footers, in
the one tomb were they were founc]., are overkill.
Certainly none of the tombs seem to evidence any
problem resulting from the absence of footers.

What is clear, however, is that as the existing
ground surface was reached builcling techniques
changecl. For example, often Savannah Gray bricks
were replacec]. with Philadelphia bricks. And, in several
cases, the tomb walls (or at least side pi.Uars) were shifted
outward. In these cases there seems to have been no
support of the brick and there is, in {act, evidence of
failure on several tombs. This is an interesting design
flaw in what were otherwise very well constructed

structures.

Several devices (all at-grade) were identified for
the closure of the tombs with below gracle entrances. In
one case the closure was actuaﬂy rather elaborate,
consisting of a slate slab into which were set brass rings
through which a iron bar, set into the side stair well
waHs, was passecl. Another bar, over the slate, was founcl
at the opposite end of the covering. Acting together
these bars preventecl the slate cover from being moved
aside or taken up, without the effort of removing the
upper two courses of the side stair well walls. A more
simple sandstone covering was used on another tomb. In
that case it seems the cover's weight was felt to be
aclequate to Lzeep it from being clisplaced.

In no case where these at-grac].e stone covers
were used was there any evidence of a Le]ow-grade
barrier. There only bricked entrance identified was
clearly modern and had been put in place since the stone
cover was missing.

It was only tl'xrough time that these various
covers have either been buried L)y the fill added to the

cemetery or have had masses of concrete added to seal
them (and confuse modern observers).

Those tombs with a]:)ove-grade entrances relied
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on lariclszing the entrance after a laody was added and
removing the bricks in order to gain entrance. These
migl'xt be considered a little more labor intensive,
altl'xougl'x tl'xey were 1i12e1y simpler to maintain. Given the
variability in stair construction tl’xey may also have
actuaﬂy provic].ec]. easier access to the tombs. Of the
three tombs with stairs only one comes remotely closed
to being considered functional — and even at this tomb,
placing a coffin within the vault would have requirecl
careful negotiation. In the case of one set of stairs,
bodies had to be placed within the tomb by tipping the
coffin nearly on end and slic].ing it into the tomb —
requiring individuals both on the inside and outside of
the vault, as well as resulting in considerable jostling of
the corpse. Those tombs with above-grade access would
allow the coffins to be slid through the opening, into the
hands of waiting attendants.

There were two tombs where the stone closure
slab was broken. In these two cases it was possi})le to see
into the stairwell and through the tomb opening. In
neither case was there conclusive evidence that the
interiors received any routine maintenance. Patching
which was observed was inconclusive and might simply
represent late nineteenth or early twentieth century
restoration efforts. We did not see, for example, any
evidence that the roof parging had been renewed. This
suggests that the tombs were constructed and that there
was relatively little, if any, interior maintenance given to
them.

We also sought to date some of the features
identified cluring the archaeological investigations.
Radiocarbon c].ating was inappropriate, both because of
the features’ recent age. A new technique, however, has
been clevelopec]. which is claimed to have applicability to

more recent sites ancl £eatures.

For several years researchers have been
examining the charcoal and soil humic material found
in features and buried soil profiles tl'xrougl'xout the
castern United States. The studies suggest that the
recycling of carbon and organic matter follow a linear
progression tl'lrough time. In other words, charcoal and
soil humic material appear to be recyclecl at a slow, but

measurable rate.

The effect of this clegraclation of charcoal and
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soil humic material is measured by the ratio
of the total carbon tot he reaclily oxidizable
carbon in the sample. The ratio, called the
Oxidizable Carbon Ratio or OCR, also

gives the tecl'mique its name. To determine
an age fora sample, a systems formula was

clesigned to account for the influences of

oxygen, moisture, temperature, and pH o{

Tomb 1-83, under repair ~ ACT #4109
Tomb C-65, under stairs  ACT #4110 230 YBP =+ 6 years

Table 7.
Results of OCR Dating
Provenience Sample ID OCRDATE
Feature 3, grave shaft ACT #4108 40 YBP = 1 year

102 YBP = 3 years

the soil. Residual influences are included
tl'xrougl'x a statisticaﬂy derived constant.

The sample used for this clating tecl'mique is a
small quantity of soil. The smaller the sample and more
tightly constrained the sample within the vertical and
horizontal site plain, the more accurate the date. A
variety of tests seem to suggest that the standard error
for the OCR tecl—mique is 3% (see Frink 1992, 1994,
and 1995 for additional details).

Itis certainly fair to note that the tecl'mique is
not yet widely accepted, altl'xougl'x the major scl’xolarly
criticism appears to be that it is new and hasn't been
widely examined. In addition, there seem to be relatively
few blind tests on which sleeptics can evaluate the
tecl'mique's performance. From a logistical perspective
the major pro]olem is that soil samples are best collected
with this dating technique in mind, providing the

appropriately constrained sampling area.

A series of three samples were submitted for
OCR clating. These include the grave shaft (Feature 3)
in Unit 1 (hoped to yield the date of this grave), a
sample from under the coﬂapsed brick on the southwest
corner of Tomb I-83 in Unit 2 (l'lopecl to date the
construction of the tom})), and a sample from under the
brick stairs at Tomb C-65 in Unit 5 (l'loped to date the
construction of the tom})). The OCR dates are shown in
Table 7.

Un{or’cunately, none of the dates speciﬁcally
address the original concerns, altl’xough in each case
tl'xey do provide insight on the site and offer guidance
for the collection of future samples.

The sample of organic material from the grave
shaft identified as Feature 3, clating about 1720, is in
a seconclary context, having originated within the
pedogenically active surface soil prior to the excavation

of the grave. Consequently, the OCR sample actuaHy
dates the pre-existing undisturbed soil. The results tell
us that this grave post—clates 1720, but cannot tell us by
how many years. For a more specific date it would be
necessary to obtain a series of samples at 5 cm. intervals
from the surface down to a depth of about 30 to 50
cm., depending on the age.

The sample from under the tomb repair in
Unit 1, yielding a date of 1848, also comes from a
situation where the organic matter contained in the
sample is from a seconclary deposit. As a result, it
represents the age of the soils prior to the repair process.
In other words, the repair post-dates about 1848. Of
more interest, this sample may provide an approximate
date of tomb construction. More precisely, it tells us
that the soil cieveloped about 102 years prior to the

tomb repair; therefore, the tomb is at least 102 years
old and may be older.

The final clate, of 1910, from the area under
the stairs at Tomb C-65, is also a secondary context. In
this case, however, the date is teHing us that these soils
were deposited at Jeast 40 years before the event of the
tomb construction, so the 1910 calender date is actually
misleading. Regarcﬂess, of the three, this date is the
least useful, since it tells only that the tomb (or more
precisely, the stairs) were built 40 years after the soils in

front of the tomb were last disturbed — prol)al)ly by a
burial.

Although these dates are not all that we mig’ht
hope for, tlney do demonstrate the usefulness of OCR
clating in a cemetery context. Moreover, they also
provi&e important guiclance for future work at Colonial
Cemetery. Not only should grave shafts receive more
intensive investigation, but efforts should be made to
collect sarnples for clating of architectural features only
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from the builder's trench, which is more li]zely to
provicle reasonable accurate dates of initial construction.
Like the grave slua{:ts, these architectural features are
best sarnples at incremental levels in order to determine
the construction date (Douglas S. Frink, personal
communication 1999).

Another aspect of this stucly was to explore the
soil cl'lemistry of several burials. Pl’losphate, derived
both from bone and also from organic phosphorus-
containing compouncls in the ﬂeshy parts of the ]oocly,
is perhaps the best known indicator of animal (inclu&ing
human) matter. The pro}olem, of course, 1s that bases
are requirecl to fix the pl'losphoric acids as an insoluble;
otherwise, phosphates may reaclily leach from sancly soils
and chemical tests often fail to detect any appreciable
amounts. Cornwall observes that:

the critical pH is close to 5.6, well on
the acid side. Thus, if the pH of a
soil is below this Jr’igure, its

phosphate-content in the long run
will  be negligi}ole (Cornwall
1958:1998).

Asa result, we were slzeptical that the Colonial
Cemetery soils would provicle particularly sensitive
results. N evertheless, we chose to examine the soil
chemistry in order to better determine if this approacl'l
might be wused to help detect burials cluring
archaeological investigations. A series of three samples,
from known grave shafts or immecliately on top of
graves, were examined for pH, nitrogen, and phosphate.
In each case the results revealed acidic soils and levels of
phosphate and nitrogen so low as to be almost
undetectable.

While soil cluemistry has proven useful at other
graveyarcls, it seems unlilzely that it can provicle much
insight at Colonial Cemetery. The combination of soil
aciclity and sancl, which allows rapicl leaching, have
removed almost all of the chemicals that are typically
characteristic of human remains. Studies at Colonial
Cemetery will need to rely on other tecl'miques, such as
direct excavation or penetrometer studies, to iclentify

grave locations.
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The Interior

The tomb interiors were nicely, although not
necessarily ela.l)orately, finished. Mortar joints were
finished and there is evidence that an effort was made to
leave the tombs in a clean condition (i.e., there was no
evidence of spiﬂecl mortar). In the two tombs we were
able to investigate only the roof was pargecl, likely
thought necessary to create a.watertiglut enclosure. One
other tomb in Colonial Cemetery is reportecl to have
had only finished joints, but no parging (Lynette
Strangstad, personal communication 1999), suggesting
some variation in interior treatment. Regarclless, in each
case there was an effort to make the interior something
like a finished room or space.

Of the two we were able to see within, one
indicated no effort to create shelving or holders for the
coHins, which had been laid on the brick ﬂoor,
seemingly spreacl or spacecl out. In the other case the
tomb interior was constructed with something like a
vestibule in the front t}lircl, with the rear two-thirds
supporting slate shelves on which the coffins were
placecl. In this tomb a central support wall was found
running from the ceiling to the floor. Coffins were
arrangecl on these shelves.

Since in neither case was the tomb filled to the
point of crowcling, we can't speculate on what families
migl'lt have done when a tomb was “filled.” Our stucly
does reveal that wood coffins, even in the relatively clry
atmosphere of these tombs, clecayecl and collapsecl. It
may be that bone piles would have been pusluecl to the
back of the tomb, aﬂowing room for another coffin.

In the one interior still in goocl order we found
no evidence of flowers or other items placecl with the
coffins. However, the floor did have about 0.3 foot of
spoil which may have hidden or obscured evidence of
materials placecl in the tomb with the bodies.



CONCLUSIONS

The Cemeteg_

This research laegins to arcl'xaeologically
document some of the activities which have been
tl—xoug'lqt to have taken place based on the historic
accounts. Other aspects of the historic record are still

not well documented or unclerstoocl.

For example, n the southeastern qua.clra.nt o{
the cemetery there is evidence that a foot of fill soil was
spreacl out cluring the late nineteenth century. QOur work
found this fill to be generaﬂy clean loamy sand. It did
not have lauilcling demolition or other refuse
incorporatecl with it. Nor does it appear to have been
waste soil, perl'laps from clreclging or some other activity.
It seems to have been goocl £ill, albeit culturaﬂy sterile.
Not all areas of the cemetery, l'lowever, received this £ill.
Our investigations in the southwest corner of the
cemetery reveal that almost no change in the cemetery
grouncl surface has taken place in the past 100 years or

SO.

The arcl'laeological researcl'l, however, failed to
find any evidence of the gravel supposeclly brought into
the cemetery cluring the late nineteenth century. This
suggests that the gravel was used only for pa.thwa.ys
(which were not examined cluring this worlz) and not as

general fill.

The most abundant artifacts were encountered
in the post-1895 cleposits and may provicle a view of city
parlz activities. The one item speciﬁcaﬂy —and clearly
— related to the pa.rlz function are the number of arc
1amp carbon cores. As the cores burned down, tl—xey were
replacecl, with the old cores being tossed on the grouncl

near the lamps.

Container glass, much of which likely
represents either soda or alcohol, clominatecl the
remainder of the collections, althougl'l there were a
range of other materials — tobacco pipes, ceramics,

personal belongs, and toys.

The collection of toys, comsisting largely of
marbles, but also inclucling doll parts and jaclzs, suggest
the use of the parlz l'Jy children once the tombs were
camouﬂagecl l'Jy vines and plantings. There are
materials, however, which are curious and lead to
speculation regarcling other activities — such as the
collection of coins outside one toml:, as well as the
number of beads found at the entrance to several tombs.
It may be that even into the early twentieth century
there were activities talzing place in Colonial Cemetery

related to voodoo. This is certainly alluded to l'Jy authors
suclq as Pinc]zney (1998)

Another curious finding from this late periocl
are the numerous shell casings and bullets. If these
materials had been found in lower soil cleposits we migl'xt
expla.in_ them as evidence of shooting rats in the
overgrown and deserted cemetery. In the soil zone
representing parlz activities, we can only wonder how

often guns were being shot in the middle of the city.

Just as interesting is the failure to encounter
any significa.nt quantity of materials below the late
nineteenth century fll. Tn those soil zones representing
the clevelop'mg of an A horizon after the cessation of
burials (dating, in other words, from about 1860
througl'x 1900) there are very few archaeologica.l
remains. We failed to encounter any quantity of trash
or debris suggestive of the abandoned cemetery being
used as a convenient clump for household trash.

In JEa.ct, as we went lower into the soils
comprising the cemetery, the quantity of artifacts
declined precipitously. In other Worcls, there were even
fewer items being incorpora.tecl into the cemetery cluring
its use than there were added once it was abandoned. In
{a.ct, the most common materials from this early periocl
seem to be miscellaneous skeletal remains and
occasional coffin parts, both apparently representing
earlier graves disturbed by later additions. The absence
of clotl'ling items and elaborate coffin hardware suggests
(altl'lough far more work is requirecl) that most of the
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interments were individuals buried in shrouds inside

piain wood coffins.

This arc}iaeological study, ]:>eyond the recovery
of skeletal material in the mixed soils representing
various grave sl'ia£ts, also encountered a number of
burials immediately adjacent to the tombs. In several
cases these burials had been partially intruded t)y tomb
construction. In at least one instance two burials
intruded into each other. While most of the burials
assume a natural east-west orientation, there is at least
one (and possilniy two) oriented north-south. Whether
this was simply an effort to crowd one more burial into
a confined .and limited space, or whether it may
represent somet}iing more significant, is uncertain at
this point.

The investigations, however, do document the
exceptional number of burials present in the cemetery
and projected by our earlier penetrometer study
(Trinlzley and Hacker 1999). It also reveals that the
bulk of the burials (altl—iougl—i not aﬂ) are at least 4 feet
below the modern surface. This suggests that near
surface activities (such as utility lines) are not likely to
disturb intact burials (alt}iougl'i human remains may be
found in the spoil). Deeper excavations, l'iowever, should
clearly be avoided.

The Tombs

Perl—iaps one of the most useful results of this
work is that we are no 1onger confounded by Matero's
vague and confusing description of the one tomb he
excavated. We now much more cleariy realize that there
are essentially two varieties of tombs — those with
above grade entrances, either arched or square, and
those with at-grade (or today, because of £ill, below-

grade) entrance stairs.

Altl—iougl—i additional research will certainly iielp
clarify our understanding of tomb evolution (and lileely
correct some misconceptions), it seems that the tombs
may have i)egan with at-grade entrances and the above-
grade styles were added later. These later styles may have
i)egun with arched openings, t)eing replaced t)y squared
openings. In a similar fashion, we're tempted to suggest
that the arched parapet walls evolved into stepped waHs,
and that those were eventuaﬂy simplified, resulting in
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flat or straigl'it parapet end walls. At the same time the -
l'ieigl'it of the parapet walls seems to decline. Gable roofs
seem to be older than barrel vaulted roofs, suggesting
that as other elements of the tombs were simpiified, the
roof form became somewhat more elaborate. In sum, it
seems that the style cl'ianged from large parapets and
sl'iarp lines to lower walls and more gracei:ul roof forms.

We are certain.iy on more solid ground when we
consider the variation in tomb entrances — well
represented ]:>y our arcl—iaeoiogical studies — as well as
other below-grade construction features and attributes.
The tomi)s, n generai, were carei:ully constructed and
finished. Stairs, however, show considerable variai)iiity,
suggesting that tl'iey were considered separate from the
tomb itself. In general, however, the stairs seem to be
more for show than for JL:unction. It may, in fact, have
been the dxf{iculty in placing coffins in the tombs which
encouraged the cl—iange from at-grade stairs to above-
grade entrances. Hven with this cl'iange, however, the
placement of a new coffin in one of the tombs must
have required a strong baclz, as well as a strong
stomach.’

Future Researc}l

The investigations at these four tombs in
Colonial Cemetery have resulted in extraordinary
documentation of tomb styles and construction. This is
the first pul)lisl—ied description of tomb interiors or
construction features. Yet, we suspect there is still more

variation, especia“y among those with at-grade stairs.

As a result, we encourage the investigation
of at least several more similar tombs. This will l'ielp
us determine if the causal nature of stair construction
is actua]_ly ty‘pical of the cemetery, or was simply a result
of those we selected to examine. It will also heip us
document additional closure tecl—iniques. In particular,

we are curious if there are additional exampies of

! Altl'xougii none of the tombs at Colonial Cemetery

iiave vents, many of tl'xose at Laurel Grove do. Perhaps it was
t}le foul air encountered in the tombs during their opening,
combined with the number being removed from Colonial
Cemetery in mid-century, that encouraged the addition of
vents to the tombs at Laurel Grove.
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“locked” tombs or if most were sealed simply lay the
weigl'xt and mass of the cover.

We also think it would be worth the effort
to examine several of the tombs which have been
opened in the past — such as those exp]ored
J.uringf in the search for General Greene. If these
arched parapets are among the oldest of the tombs
present, further investigation of their construction
would be worthwhile. We would be especiaHy interested
in cletermining what sort of entrance was originaﬂy
present at these tombs. This stucly migl'xt also better
help to understand how the tombs had been entered
during this search and the amount of disturbance
caused by this early work.

There are also a number of unusual tombs
that are in critical need for additional research.
Among them are the LeMoine tomL, as well as
another tomb which appears almost entirely
“submerged,” with only a small portion of the
barrel vaulted roof al;ove-grade. At present these
represent unusual or rare toml:w types, but we must
understand their construction and arcl’xaeological
Jr’ootprint in order to evaluate tomb ruins. It may be, in
Jfa.ct, that these tombs are more common than we
suppose. Azcl'xaeological attention should be tumned to
these more unusual tombs in an effort to understand

their construction and function.

All of this work should seek to document

internal tomb conditions. Just as architectural sites
require not only exterior, but also interior
documentation, so should tomb investigations. Such an
effort provicle us with critical information concerning
tomb construction and use. In addition, ]:)y cletermining
if tombs are still occupied, we can laegin to evaluate the
historical accounts which suggest that many individuals
were removed from the cemetery. Thus £a1‘, both of the
tombs J[’ouncl to be opened, were occupiecl _— there was
no evidence that anyone had been removed.
Documentation of interior conditions can also l'xelp us
address other historical accounts — including the
suggestion that tombs had been desecrated and that
trash was being thrown into open vaults. In fact, this
research is so significant that we recommend that if at
all possﬂ)le, tombs be opened. The opening need not be

large; for example, borescopes require an opening only

0.32 inch in diameter and the more power{ul pipeline
viewers or “sewer cams” require an opening of only 2-
inches. The use of these devices would allow tomb
interiors to be documented with minimal disturbance to

the architecture.

There remain questions concerming the use
of the cemetery. For example, Ruger's 1871 Bird's
Eye View of Savannah (shown on the cover of this
report), reveals several builclings which appear to be
constructed within the southern boundaries of the
cemetery. No evidence of them remains toclay. Were
they actually built within the cemetery (which might
explain the absence of tombs or monuments in these
areas), or is this just an exror on the plan? We have also
no resolved the issue of whether burials exist under the
current police barracks to the east. Nor have we
examined whether burials extend northward into the
sidewalk area of Ogletl'xorpe Street (formerly South
Broacl). And it still isn't possible to ascertain the extent
to which burials were actuaHy removed from this
cemetery (much less the care that was used). All of these
questions are amenable to arcl’xaeological investigation
and are worthy of the effort necessary to offer some
resolution of the prolalem.

F‘inauy, these tombs
extraor&inary forensic laboratories. Careful

t]'xouglht should be given to aHowingf osteo]ogical
examinations of the remains in these tombs. There

represent

is almost no information available on the clietary
pattemns, physical conditions, health, and disease of
early nineteenth century urban southern populations.
There is even less information of this nature available
for documented populations. Colonial Cemetery, where
many of the tombs (ancl probably many more of the
coHins) are marlzecl, provicling either family or
individual names, offers an even more unusual
oppertunity for this sort of stucly. The number of well
preservecl coffins also offers an exceptional opportunity
to examine changing patterns of mortuary behavior,
such as the use of wood ancl metal coHins, the use of
different hardware styles, the use of shrouds as opposecl
to clotl'xing, and the association between these different
forms of burial and both status and wealth. Although I
realize, and respect, the concern over disturbing the
dead, such studies can be done with dignity and care.
Coffins and tombs can be replacecl as originally found

y
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afterwards. In this way the dead can teach the living far
more about the past than could be learned in any other

manner.
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