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GROUND-WATER RESOURCES OF SOUTH CAROLINA'’S COASTAL PLAIN -- 1988
AN OVERVIEW
by
Roy Newcome, Jr.

ABSTRACT

Two-thirds of South Carolina, comprising 28 counties, is in the Atlantic Coastal Plain. Sediments of Cretaceous age and younger thicken
from zero at the Fall Line to about 4,000 feet at the State’s southern extremity. These sediments, which lie on crystalline bedrock, contain
an abundance of ground water. About 200 million gallons per day currently is pumped from wells. Saline water, trapped in the sediments
when they were deposited, has been flushed out and replaced by freshwater to a maximum depth of 2,000 feet in an area about 40 miles
inland from the southern part of the coastline. Along the coast the base of freshwater is as shallow as sea level on the islands, but as
deep as 1,800 feet below sea level in Berkeley County.

Most of the freshwater is in the Cretaceous aquifers and the Floridan aquifer (Eocene). Both systems contain prolific aquifers that
support more than 200 wells yielding 1,000 gallons per minute or more. Much larger yields are available in many places, although not
all of the area has the same potential.

Many sand aquifers in the Cretaceous section yield water that is soft and remarkably low in mineral content; some of it approaches
rainwater in the concentration of dissolved solids. Water from the Floridan aquifer is mostly from limestone; consequently it is hard
and more mineralized than water in most of the older aquifers.

The southwestern part of South Carolina appears to have the greatest potential for development of large supplies o good water. The
eastern extremity of the State can support much additional development, but less than the other parts of the Coastal Plain. The greatest
use of ground water is in the Myrtle Beach and Beaufort areas, and they have been designated as capacity use areas for the purposes
of conservation and regulation.

INTRODUCTION ple of a resource that must be intelligently developed and

managed or the economic and social effects can be over-

The Coastal Plain of South Carolina occupies two-thirds whelming. With the foregoing in mind, it is the purpose of
of the State, and it probably possesses 95 percent of the this report to provide, under one cover, an overview of the
ground-water resources. About 200 mgd (million gallons per ground-water situation in South Carolina’s Coastal Plain,
day) is pumped from wells in the Coastal Plain; this water so that those having an interest in the subject can gain a
supplies 97-99 percent of South Carolina’s entire ground- basic insight into the occurrence, quantity, and quality of
water usage for public supply, industry, and irrigation. the resource. The data from which the discussion evolves
Because of the abundant water resources of the Coastal consist mainly of well records, electric logs, pumping tests,
Plain, South Carolina would be classified as a ““water-rich’’ and chemical analyses. Water-use and water-level records
state. This does not mean that the resource is unlimited, and geologic information from various references are also
however, nor that problems do not exist. Two regions of employed, the latter to be listed so that the reader may delve
heavy ground-water withdrawal on the coast have been more deeply into the rather complex sedimentary geology
designated by the South Carolina Water Resources Com- of the region as desired. It should be mentioned here that
mission as ‘‘Capacity Use Areas’” where water-supply many technical reports on ground water have been published
development is regulated and monitored. These are the Wac- for various parts of the Coastal Plain of South Carolina.
camaw and Low Country Capacity Use Areas, focused at Most of them deal with a few counties and have a deeper
Myrtle Beach and Beaufort, respectively (Fig. 1). It seems but narrower scope than this endeavor. Numerous reports
likely that the “Trident Area’’, between the two just men- were produced in the 1980’s by the U.S. Geological Survey’s
tioned and comprising Charleston, Berkeley, and Dorchester Regional Aquifer-System Analysis program. Each of these
Counties, would be the next Capacity Use Area. reports deals with the entire Coastal Plain area in South
Any regulation of resource development, in order to be Carolina or the part of the multistate region that contains
effective, must be based on an understanding of the nature the Southeastern Coastal Plain, and each report covers a
of the resource and an appreciation of the the effects of ex- specific aspect of the hydrology. Taken together their
isting and potential developments. Water is a classic exam- coverage is fairly comprehensive. The most comprehensive

single offering is one by Siple (1957), which it will be the
duty of the present author to update.
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LOCATION AND GENERAL FEATURES
OF THE COASTAL PLAIN

The Coastal Plain lies between the foothills of the Blue
Ridge Mountains (Piedmont Plateau) and the Atlantic
Ocean. The dividing line for the two physiographic provinces
is the Fall Line, an irregular line that marks the landward
extent of sedimentary strata (sand, clay, limestone, sand-
stone). This line, which would be straighter were it not for
differential erosion that has resulted in hills and valleys,
trends northeasterly across the State from southwestern
Edgefield County to northeastern Chesterfield County.
Northwest of the Fall Line the Piedmont rocks are igneous
(granite, gabbro, diorite) and metamorphic (slate, schist,
gneiss). Where the more erodible sedimentary formations
on the southeast pinch out, the first waterfalls or rapids oc-
cur; hence the term ‘‘Fall Line.”” Columbia is on the Fall
Line, as is Augusta, Ga.

The Coastal Plain in South Carolina has an area of about
22,500 square miles and embraces all or most of 28 coun-
ties, lying between latitude 32°02 1/2' and 34°48 1/2' and
between longitude 78°32 1/2' and 82°02’. Land forms in
the Coastal Plain are subdued in comparison with the Pied-
mont, but some long slopes are noticeable as one travels
toward the coast. These usually represent a descent across
the half dozen or so remnant terraces that indicate several
different levels of the sea during Pleistocene time. The ter-
raced deposits cover the Coastal Plain’s bedded formations
like a blanket and support the ‘‘pineywoods’’ that are so
important in the State’s economy.

Elevations in the Coastal Plain range from sea level to
600 ft (feet), the higher elevations being in the counties near
the Fall Line.

Extensive watersheds support the large rivers. Major river
basins are the Pee Dee, Santee, ACE (Ashley-Cooper,
Edisto, Combahee-Coosawhatchie system), and Savannah.
Total daily flow to the sea averages 33 billion gallons (South
Carolina Water Resources Commission, 1983, p. 1). A
substantial part of this flow originates as overland runoff
in the Piedmont and Blue Ridge physiographic provinces,
but much is picked up in the Coastal Plain from the aquifers
across which the streams travel in their routes to the sea.
Rainfall that is not required by the aquifers to maintain the
water table drains into the stream valleys and sustains the
base flow of the creeks and rivers. The two large lakes,
Marion and Moultrie, are a prominent feature in the center
of the Coastal Plain. They occupy a total of 171,000 acres.
Lake Marion, which is mainly in Clarendon County, is fed
by the Congaree and Wateree Rivers (through a short reach
of the Santee River). Lake Moultrie is in Berkeley County
and is fed by outflow from Lake Marion. Most outflow
from Moultrie is through the Rediversion Canal to the
Santee River, which debouches halfway between Charleston
and Myrtle Beach (Fig. 2) A minor outflow from Moultrie
is through Pinopolis Dam into the West Branch Cooper
River, which flows to the Charleston harbor. The water sur-
faces of the lakes are at an elevation of about 75 ft above
sea level.

CLIMATE

Long warm summers, short mild winters, and very pleas-
ant springs and autumns characterize the weather in the
Coastal Plain. Temperatures generally range from near zero
to a little more than 100°F, but both extremes are infre-
quent. Extremes of record are about -10° and 110°. Sum-
mer days in the low 90’s and winter nights in the high 30’s
are the rule. The growing season is April through October.
Average annual air temperature is 62° along the Fall Line
to 66° along the low-country coast, and this dictates the
temperature of shallow ground water and the upper end of
the thermal gradient (more later on this).

Rainfall averages 46 to 50 inches, being greatest near the
coast. The wettest month is July, the driest November; but
rainfall is well distributed through the year, with only oc-
casional extended dry or wet spells. Crop irrigation is less
extensive than in states farther west. The following historical
statement on the Coastal Plain climate in South Carolina
was supplied by John C. Purvis, State Climatologist. ‘‘Dur-
ing the past 100 years the average temperature in the Coastal
Plain has varied from unusually low in the late 1800’s to
unusually high in the mid-1920’s, early 1930’s, and the
1950’s. Temperature in the 1960’s and 1970’s averaged 1 to
2 degrees below normal, but in the 1980’s it has been 1 to
2 degrees above normal. Rainfall also has varied. It was con-
siderably below normal in the early 1920’s and again in the
1950’s. In the 1960’s and 1970’s, however, it averaged several
inches higher. Rainfall has been lighter since 1981. It is likely
that the weather in the Coastal Plain during the next decade
will be, on the average, warmer and drier than it was in the
past 30 years.”

GROUND-WATER SUPPLY DEVELOPMENT

The 200-mgd pumpage from wells in the Coastal Plain
counties, large as it may seem, represents only one-tenth of
the water used there for public supply, industry, and irriga-
tion. Abundant surface water of excellent quality is available
for the high-volume users for whom well supplies would be
inadequate. As water demands have grown, the larger cities
and some industries have had to shift to the more prolific
surface-water sources. Nevertheless, wells remain the prac-
tical source of supply for most towns, small communities,
and rural residents, as well as for many industrial plants and
irrigators.

A breakdown of ground- and surface-water use by pur-
pose and by county was published by the South Carolina
Water Resources Commission (SCWRC) as Report Number
148 (Harrigan, 1985). Data from that report have been up-
dated and plotted as the graph in Figure 3 to provide a ready
comparison of use among the counties. The heaviest
withdrawal of ground water has been in Horry County,
especially along the ‘“‘Grand Strand’’ tourist and commer-
cial district. This has led to the designation of the Waccamaw
Capacity Use Area. As of mid-1988 the city of Myrtle Beach
shifted from ground-water use to a system withdrawing from
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the Intracoastal Waterway. Another high-use area on the
coast is Hilton Head Island, and its withdrawals, in con-
junction with the heavy pumpage at nearby Savannah, Ga.,
have resulted in designation of the Low Country Capacity
Use Area. Orangeburg, Sumter, Florence, and Aiken Coun-
ties pump a large amount of ground water, but the
developments to date have not resulted in serious problems.

GROUND-WATER PROBLEMS

The Coastal Plain is not plagued with ground-water prob-
lems; potable water is available nearly everywhere. There
are, of course, natural limitations on the amount that can
be obtained, and they vary widely from place to place and
among the aquifers. Water-quality problems are generally
minor and treatable. A notable difference exists between the
hard water from the Floridan aquifer’s limestone and the
soft water from the other systems. On the coast, all the
aquifers have greater salinity (mineral content), and fluoride
concentrations are high in places in the northeastern coastal
counties.

Declining water level (artesian pressure) caused by heavy
or concentrated pumping is the principal ground-water prob-
lem. Some of the largest declines are in the Myrtle Beach,
Georgetown, and Charleston areas, and in these coastal loca-
tions a decline of freshwater artesian pressure is conducive
to the encroachment of seawater that resides in the downdip
reaches of all the bedded formations. The shift to a surface-
water supply at Myrtle Beach will permit, over time, a
recovery of ground-water levels. Substantial water-level
declines have also been recorded in other pumping centers,
such as Florence, Lexington, Conway, Sumter, and
Beaufort. The chief effect, so far, of declining water levels
has been economic (the cost of pumping), although in some
places near the sea there has been a slight increase in the
salinity. The city of Florence probably is the nearest in time
to serious problems related to water-level decline. Solutions
to water-level decline problems lie in redistribution of wells,
development of alternative aquifers, or conversion to a
surface-water supply source.

The most widely observed quality problem in the ground
water is excessive iron. Whether naturally occurring in the
aquifers or dissolved from well and pump fittings by cor-
rosive water, iron staining and ‘‘rusty taste’’ are common
complaints in the Coastal Plain. In many instances this prob-
lem can be avoided or remedied fairly simply. More difficult
to overcome is the problem of excessive fluoride that, for-
tunately, occurs in only a few locations. Usually the fluoride
can be reduced by mixing with water having a lower con-
centration. The high salinity of water from many of the deep
wells in the Charleston area can be ameliorated by mixing
it with better water from other sources or by use of reverse-
osmosis apparatus. Hydrogen sulfide gas, producer of a
“‘rotten-egg’’ odor, is noticeable in some wells in scattered
localities.

Lastly, a problem that is not yet widespread but has the
potential for serious consequences is that of contamination.

As our environment becomes more degraded by the wastes
we generate, it is inevitable that some of those wastes will
find their way into the ground-water system. We are already
hearing of known and potential contamination sites.
Aquifers will be even harder to clean than streams or lakes,
because all actions are so much slower under the ground,
and effects are not easily measured or monitored; indeed,
ground-water contamination is often far advanced before
it is discovered. There are, at present, several investigations
under way to determine the cause, severity, and correction
of ground-water contamination in the Coastal Plain. The
areas of concern generally are small -- probably the most
extensive is at the Savannah River Plant near Aiken, S.C.

CAPACITY USE AREAS

Two parts of the Coastal Plain of South Carolina have
been designated capacity use areas by the Water Resources
Commission. They are (1) the Waccamaw Capacity Use
Area, comprising Georgetown and Horry Counties and the
Brittons Neck portion of Marion County, and (2) the Low
Country Capacity Use Area, comprising Beaufort, Colleton,
and Jasper Counties (Fig. 1). In these areas, a ground-water
user must obtain a permit from the Water Resources Com-
mission to withdraw 100,000 gallons or more on any day.
The owner of such a supply is required to submit pumpage
information to the Commission.

The philosophy behind capacity use areas is, of course,
conservation of the State’s ground-water resources. Inten-
sive development of wells in the principal aquifer along the
Grand Strand, with an accompanying decline in artesian
pressure, and the proximity to the Beaufort area of the heavy
pumping at Savannah, Ga., provided the incentive for
designation of these first two capacity use areas.

PRINCIPAL REFERENCES USED FOR STUDY

This writer has made abundant use of the published
reports of many earlier authors and is indebted to them for
much of the detail used to flesh out this overview of a large
area. The files of the Water Resources Commission provided
the basic data that support the conclusions contained herein.
Below are listed the principal published references the writer
has used. Numerous other references are available, and
listings may be obtained from the South Carolina Water
Resources Commission and the U.S. Geological Survey.

Aucott, W.R., Davis, M.E., and Speiran, G.K., 1987,
Geohydrologic framework of the Coastal Plain aquifers of
South Carolina: U.S. Geological Survey Water-
Resources Investigations Report 85-4271, 7 sheets.
Aucott, W.R., and Newcome, Roy, Jr., 1986, Selected
aquifer-test information for the Coastal Plain aquifers
of South Carolina: U.S. Geological Survey Water-

Resources Investigations Report 86-4159, 30 p.
Aucott, W.R., and Speiran, G.K., 1985, Potentiometric sur-
faces of the Coastal Plain aquifers of South Carolina,
prior to development: U.S. Geological Survey Water-
Resources Investigations Report 84-4208, 5 sheets.
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SUMMARY OF THE GEOLOGY
STRATIGRAPHIC SETTING AND NOMENCLATURE

South Carolina’s Coastal Plain geology is complex, and
the complexity has engendered a multitude of stratigraphic
interpretations and counter-interpretations. A newcomer to
the region can quickly be overwhelmed by the name changes,
facies developments, and contact migrations, to say nothing
of the ongoing academic controversies concerning names
and age designations. Table 1 presents an attempt to relate
the best-established nomenclature with its geographic
distribution and hydrologic relevence.

The essential facts of the geology are that we have sand,
clay, and limestone in separate formations or as units within
formations. These materials represent, among them, the
Quaternary, Tertiary, and Cretaceous depositional periods
of Earth’s history and range in age from the recent past to
100 million years. They lie on Paleozoic and Mesozoic ig-
neous and metamorphic rocks, having accumulated as beds
of sedimentary material deposited by streams at the con-
tinental margin or chemically precipitated (in the case of
limestone) from water in the ocean. Fluctuation in sea level
over the ages, along with gradual sinking of the coastal area
from the weight of sediment, has resulted in a seaward
thickening of the sedimentary mass. Regional structural
movements, such as those which resulted in the Cape Fear
Arch and Southeast Georgia Embayment, greatly influenced
the type and thickness of the sedimentary deposits. Faulting
has played a lesser role, but one that is significant in the
hydrology of the region. Today, the sediments range in
thickness from zero at the Fall Line to about 4,000 ft at the
southern tip of South Carolina.

Distribution of the formations of the Coastal Plain can
be seen on the maps of Figures 4-6. These maps are gener-
alized and are based largely on information that appears on
the geologic sections and structure maps in the report by
Colquhoun and others (1983) and on geologic maps of South
Carolina published by the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service.



Table 1. Formations of the South Carolina Coastal Plain

FORMATION
SERIES
Southwest Northeast
Holocene Alluvium and
and terrace deposits
Pleistocene

Pliocene (?)

Waccamaw

Miocene Hawthorn §
-
Oligocene §
: Cooper 2
o v
| Barnwell (updip) o
2| Ocala Limestone (downdip) 9
ml
b
Eocene g o
3 3
Y| Huber, McBean, Aiken, and Congaree (updip) 3
i | Santee Limestone (downdip) H
Black Mingo
Paleocene
Peedee
0
M
)
Yt
o~
)
s
Upper o Black Creek
Cretaceous 3
o
m _=.
&
"
g Middendorf and Cape Fear
(formerly considered part of Tuscaloosa Group)

Crystalline rocks of the basement complex (Paleozoic and Mesozoic ages)

Note: Not all formations named by all workers are listed above. Only those
having hydrologic significance and commonly used in the literature are
included.
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HYDROLOGIC RELATIONSHIPS

The physical composition of the Coastal Plain formations
determines whether or not they are water yielding. Several
of them contain sufficient sand or permeable limestone to
constitute important aquifers. Other units are relatively im-
permeable because of their clayey or solid-rock nature. They
fulfill the function of confining beds, creating artesian con-
ditions in the aquifers.

Ground water derives its chemical character from the
materials through which it flows or in which it is trapped.
The longer the water is in contact with its container the more
opportunity it has to dissolve minerals from the container.
This activity is greatly influenced by the acidity of the water
and, to a lesser extent, by temperature and pressure. Aqui-
fers that contain an abundance of a specific mineral or ele-
ment are likely to produce water with elevated amounts of
that substance.

An important relationship between geology and hydrology
is that of permeability. Obviously, the larger and better con-
nected the openings are in aquifers, the easier it is for water
to move through them. The Coastal Plain aquifers are ex-
ceedingly varied in their permeability, thickness, and con-
tinuity; although certain formations are well known as ex-
tensive and prolific water producers, others have little or
only local importance as sources of water supplies.

FRESHWATER SECTION
DEFINITIONS

“Freshwater”’ is defined in several ways. Without describ-
ing them all here, it is necessary to explain the term for this
area and this report. Water has historically been designated
““fresh” or ‘‘saline’’ on the basis of the amount of dissolved
minerals contained in it. A widely accepted breakdown of
saline water is as follows:

Dissolved Solids

1,000-3,000 milligrams per liter
3,000-10,000

10,000-35,000

More than 35,000

It follows from the above that freshwater is that contain-
ing dissolved solids in concentrations below 1,000 mg/L
(milligrams per liter). Whether or not freshwater is potable,
from a chemical standpoint, depends on the constitution of
the dissolved solids. Many communities and individuals in
the United States routinely use water having dissolved-solids
concentrations greater than 1,000 mg/L. Federal drinking-
water standards, for many years, recommended that dis-
solved solids not exceed 500 mg/L but specifically approv-
ed up to 1,000 mg/L if the better water were not available.
In 1962 the standards deleted the alternative value and simp-
ly recommended a maximum of 500, but again the standards
permitted use of more mineralized water if no better water
were available. This applies also to the 250-mg/L maximum
each that is recommended for chloride and sulfate. Chemical
standards aside, people will drink the water that is available

Slightly saline
Moderately saline
Very saline

Brine
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and, ordinarily, if they can stand the taste the water will
not hurt them; however, some good-tasting water can con-
tain harmful substances. All this is in addition to the occa-
sional conclusions by medical science that what was thought
to be beneficial is instead harmful, and the reverse. The State
of South Carolina follows the standards set by the Federal
Government for water quality of public supplies.

Electrical conductivity is a property of water that is fre-
quently measured in water samples because it is a reflection
of mineralization (dissloved solids). Electric logs of wells
use the electrical resistance of water (an inverse reflection
of dissolved solids) in the formations to define the zones
of sand, clay, and limestone. Log traces opposite aquifers
have as their major influence the dissolved-solids content
of the water in the aquifers. Chloride, sulfate, sodium, and
bicarbonate are often the major constituents of the dissolved
solids, but individually they are just ions in the overall
chemical character of the water, along with fluoride,
potassium, calcium, magnesium, iron, manganese, nitrate,
and any rarer elements and compounds that may be pre-
sent. Any one of these may serve as an indicator of an ex-
isting or potential problem or merely as a characteristic of
a particular aquifer.

THICKNESS AND COMPOSTION

Fresh ground water occurs throughout the sedimentary
section in the northwestern half of the Coastal Plain. In the
southeastern half the lower sediments contain saline water.
Freshwater exists to unknown depths in the crystalline base-
ment rocks, at least where the overlying sediments are en-
tirely fresh. It is unlikely that the quantity of water available
from the latter is sufficient to make it an important resource,
given the large volume of water available from the younger
formations. Figure 7 shows the maximum depth of
freshwater in the Coastal Plain deposits, as interpreted from
a study of electric logs and chemical analyses. The map is
subject to modification as new data become available, but
it is believed by the author to be a reasonable picture of the
base of freshwater.

The deepest freshwater in each aquifer represents the far-
thest seaward extent to which saline water has been flushed.
Most of the sedimentary beds older than the Pleistocene ter-
race deposits originally contained saline or near-saline water,
as they were deposited in the sea, bays, and lagoons. As sea
level fell, or the land mass rose, freshwater from rainfall
and streams entered the permeable units in their upland out-
crop areas and, achieving hydrostatic pressure as a result
of confinement by overlying impermeable beds, the
freshwater forced the original saline water down the dip of
the aquifers toward the sea. This flushing proceeded until
the greater density of saline water was sufficient to counter-
balance the greater head of the lighter freshwater. In most
coastal regions, deep freshwater occurs in the aquifers
beyond the coastline and for some distance under the sea.
In South Carolina this is the case for part but not all of the
coastline (Fig. 8). Evidently there has never been sufficient
freshwater head to force all the saline water to the coastline.
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This may be a result of low elevations in the recharge areas
of the aquifers. It may, in part, be a result of lost head
caused by leakage upward--through poorly confining beds---
from the deep aquifers to shallower ones. There is no
evidence that pumping from wells has had a significant in-
fluence on the depth of freshwater, although such an effect
is a technical possibility. The greatest potential for this ex-
ists in the area near Savannah, Ga., where prolonged heavy
withdrawal from the Floridan aquifer has greatly lowered
the natural hydrostatic pressure.

The composition of the freshwater section in the Coastal
Plain sediments is basically sand, clay, and limestone, as
indicated earlier. Some formations are composed only of
sand, clay, and minor amounts of gravel; others are almost
entirely composed of clay; and still others have substantial
amounts of limestone. In the last, even the clay and sand
are likely to be intermixed with limy material. There are no
formations that are exclusively sand or exclusively limestone.

AQUIFER CONDITIONS

Each of the formations is recharged by rainfall and runoff
in its area of outcrop. Most of the water that infiltrates the
outcrop soon seeps into the beds of streams that traverse
the outcrop or is taken up by vegetation, but part of it--
probably no more than 10 percent of the annual rainfall--
remains in the ground. The amount retained is determined
by the relation between the water table and stream levels,
for these are water-table conditions in the outcrop area. No
pressure, other than atmospheric, is involved, and the water
table generally follows a subdued land contour, being
somewhat deeper under hills than under valleys. Under
water-table conditions, water does not rise in wells and is
likely to fluctuate seasonally with periods of rainfall and
dryness.

As the formations dip toward the coast the permeable
units become covered, and therefore confined, by relative-
ly impermeable beds, usually clay. Along the line where an
outcropping sand bed becomes covered by a clay or rock
bed, the aquifer conditions convert to confined (artesian).
Here, the water is under pressure, as in a full pipe, and will
rise when the aquifer is penetrated by a well. The level to
which water rises in the well is the elevation at which the
aquifer became confined, minus some head (pressure) loss
owing to friction between the water and the aquifer materials
as the water flows slowly down the dip of the aquifer.

Several aquifers in a formation, and even those in adja-
cent formations, may be hydraulically connected by discon-
tinuities in the confining beds or by leakage through con-
fining beds. Wherever there is a head difference there will
be a tendency for flow to occur. Typically the deeper
aquifers at a site will have the higher water levels, because
they received their recharge farther updip where land eleva-
tions are usually higher. This is not always the case, however,
and at many sites the deep aquifer has a lower water level
than a shallower one. Local pumping also can influence the
relative water-level situation. Stream valleys may penetrate
a confining bed and become incised in the aquifer, thereby
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creating local water-table conditions and tending to drain
the aquifer.

In summary then: The Coastal Plain aquifers are under
confined conditions except in their outcrop areas, and water
movement is generally coastward. Some water movement
very likely occurs upward through confining beds as a result
of head differential.

AQUIFER-BEARING FORMATIONS
Cretaceous Formations

The oldest (and deepest) aquifer-bearing units in the
freshwater section of the Coastal Plain are of Late
Cretaceous age and comprise sediments that have been sub-
divided into four formations: Cape Fear, Middendorf, Black
Creek, and Peedee, from older to younger. The Cape Fear
Formation probably correlates with part of the Tuscaloosa
Group, which is extensive in the Gulf Coastal Plain. The
Middendorf Formation was considered, until recent years,
to be a part of the Tuscaloosa Group but is now believed
to be younger. The Black Creek Formation very likely
represents the Selma Group, also extensive in the Gulf
Coastal Plain. The Peedee Formation, youngest of the
Cretaceous units, is a confining unit more often than an
aquifer, but it contains significant water-bearing sand beds
in a few localities. The top of Cretaceous rocks, as
represented by the top of the Peedee Formation, is con-
toured in Figure 9. The four units are not readily differen-
tiated in the subsurface, and the writer’s efforts to correlate
the contacts of previous workers on a large-area basis have
been singularly unrewarding. There are no diagnostic dif-
ferences in the ground-water types nor in the hydraulic prop-
erties of the aquifers. Consequently, there seems little
hydrologic reason to persist in differentiating the mass of
sediments, and they will be referred to herein simply as the
Cretaceous aquifers. These aquifers are the most extensively
developed source of water supplies in South Carolina. One
reason for this is the fact that they contain freshwater almost
throughout the Coastal Plain--from the Fall Line to the
coast. Only in small parts of the coastal area is all water
saline (dissolved-mineral concentration more than 1,000
milligrams per liter) in the Cretaceous aquifers.

The Cretaceous aquifers primarily are sand, usually fine
to medium in grain size, in beds of greatly varying thickness
and extent; many are lenticular. A notable feature of the
Cretaceous section is the wide diversity, from place to place,
in sandiness. Some deep wells penetrate few or no substan-
tial sand beds, whereas other wells seem to be sandy through
most of their depth. Clay, often mixed with silt, separates
the sand beds or lenses. Although it is difficult to verify,
it is generally held that a degree of hydraulic connection ex-
ists among the sand bodies in a locality, so that several san-
dy zones may respond as a unit when a well tapping them
is pumped. In favor of this is the similarity of water levels
and of water quality.

The thickness of the Cretaceous freshwater-bearing for-
mations ranges from zero at the Fall Line to about 1,500
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ft in Dorchester County. It would be greater but for the
shallowing of the base of freshwater near the coast (Figs.
7 and 8).

Black Mingo Formation

The Black Mingo Formation, of Paleocene and Eocene
age, is the equivalent of a portion of the Wilcox Group of
the states to the west as far as Texas. The Wilcox contains
oil reservoirs in its downdip reaches in the western Gulf
states, but it also has important aquifers in its freshwater
section in those states (Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas).

The Black Mingo, in South Carolina, is present south of
an irregular line trending from Aiken County to southern
Horry County (Fig. 4). The formation has been partly erod-
ed in a wedge that includes Georgetown, Williamsburg,
Clarendon, and much of Sumter and Calhoun Counties. Its
uneroded thickness is 450 to 650 ft, the general direction
of thickening being southwestward.

Several public water supplies are obtained from the Black
Mingo, but the unit is not a prolific aquifer in the class of
the Cretaceous formations. In places, such as Moncks Cor-
ner in Berkeley Countys; it is tapped along with the Santee
Limestone (Floridan aquifer) to provide adequate quantities
of water.

The formation is a mixture of limestone, sand, and clay,
the limestone usually being sandy or silty. It contains no
thick aquifers, but the water is fresh except in the southern
coastal area from Charleston to Savannah. There the base
of freshwater rises sharply just inland from the sea and all
but the shallow aquifers are saline.

Santee Limestone

A true limestone formation, the Santee corresponds in age
and position with a clayey formation of the Claiborne Group
farther to the west. The Santee and its clastic equivalents
(Table 1) occupy no more than half of the Coastal Plain
(Fig. 5). The equivalents, which are in the western part of
the area, bear the names Huber, McBean, Aiken, and Con-
garee Formations and contain significant aquifers in their
areas of occurrence. In thickness the Santee ranges from 200
to 400 ft, and it is an important aquifer in the Coastal Plain.
It contains freshwater throughout its area of occurrence on
the mainland, except in the vicinity of Charleston. Elsewhere
between Charleston and Savannah the freshwater-saltwater
contact in the formation appears to be immediately offshore.

The Santee Limestone constitutes, in South Carolina, the
lower part of the Floridan aquifer, the regional aquifer of
great importance to Florida, southeastern Georgia, and
southern South Carolina.

Cooper Formation

The Cooper Formation, with its equivalents, the Barn-
well Formation and Ocala Limestone (Table 1), has only
a little less area of occurrence (Fig. 5) than the Santee
Limestone and its equivalents. The Cooper correlates with
the Vicksburg and Jackson Groups of the eastern Gulf
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Coastal Plain (west to the Mississippi River) and is primarily
a formation of limy clay and sand. It is relatively unimpor-
tant as a source of water supplies. Only the Ocala limestone,
in the southern extremity of the State, is a good source of
water. It is the upper part of the Floridan aquifer in South
Carolina. The Ocala, in its Florida area of occurrence, is
one of the Nation’s best aquifers.

Terrace and Alluvial Deposits

Extremely important sources of rural domestic water
supply, the Quaternary terrace and alluvial materials blanket
most of the Coastal Plain (Fig. 6). Significant alluvial
deposits are confined to the large rivers and their major
tributaries. The terraces are everywhere else except the row
of counties just southeast of the Fall Line. All of these
deposits are thin, but parts of them are highly permeable
sand. The best aquifers are in the lower reaches of the large
streams but sufficiently inland to escape saltwater con-
tamination by the estuaries. The terrace deposits contain
highly permeable material in places; however, they are likely
to be subject to draining by the streams that traverse them,
so the available saturated thickness may vary greatly, depen-
ding on the drainage density.

RECHARGE AND DISCHARGE

Aquifers of the Coastal Plain are replenished by rainfall
on their outcrops, by seepage through overlying and underly-
ing formations, and, in a few places at certain times, by
seepage from streams and lakes. Rain, falling on porous soil,
percolates downward and then moves laterally toward
stream valleys. The ground retains the amount of water re-
quired to maintain the water table, some water is taken up
by plants, and the rest seeps into the streams. Probably only
6 inches or less of the annual rainfall goes to recharge the
ground-water reservoir.

When streams or lake levels are higher than the adjacent
water table there is movement of water into the ground; but
this ordinarily is a special situation, such as the large lakes,
Marion and Moultrie, or a short-duration effect after
periods of high rainfall. The usual condition in the Coastal
Plain is for the ground to lose water to the streams; this is
the way the base flow of the streams is maintained.

The blanket deposits of Pleistocene material that cover
most of the Coastal Plain are important in the recharge pro-
cess. In the broad interstream areas they can soak up a great
amount of rainfall and feed it slowly to the streams and
underlying less-permeable formations. Without the blanket
material, much more of the rain would run off rapidly to
the streams.

Coastal Plain aquifers commonly possess sufficient
hydrostatic head to force freshwater out past the shoreline
and beneath the sea for some distance. This applies to most
of South Carolina’s coastline but not to all formations. Sec-
tions A-A ' and B-B ' on Figure 8 show that in much of the
inland area the Cretaceous formations contain freshwater
throughout their thickness, but along the coast these for-



mations contain more saline water than freshwater. From
the Charleston area northeastward to the North Carolina
line, water is fresh in the Tertiary formations and the up-
per part of the Cretaceous beds. How far out under the sea
this freshwater extends is not known, nor are the mechanics
of discharge known. Unless the freshwater is able to
discharge into the ocean bed (which could occur if the
aquifer dip is reversed somewhere offshore, or if a fault pro-
vides a conduit), it is reasonable to believe that discharge
takes place by upward leakage, through imperfectly confin-
ing beds, into shallower aquifers. The more head difference
there is between aquifers, the more readily can leakage take
place.

The most familiar method of ground-water discharge is
by withdrawal from wells. As stated at the beginning of this
report, about 200 mgd is pumped from wells in the Coastal
Plain. If only half a foot of the annual rainfall of about
4 ft goes into the ground-water reservoir, it is more than
30 times the annual withdrawal from wells. It follows then
that there is no likelihood of discharge from wells exceeding
recharge in the Coastal Plain. This does not mean that there
are no local effects of pumping that require attention,
because it obviously is possible to withdraw water at a point
faster than it can be replenished.

WATER LEVELS AND MOVEMENT
NATURAL WATER LEVELS

The Pleistocene and younger deposits that blanket most
of the Coastal Plain have a water table a few feet below the
land surface. The water table is under only atmospheric
pressure, and the movement of ground water from higher
areas to lower ones is controlled by gravity only. Water does
not rise in wells.

The Tertiary and Cretaceous aquifers that dip toward the
coast have a water table in their outcrop areas and where
they are covered by permeable blanket deposits. As these
aquifers dip beneath relatively impermeable clay or rock
beds, however, the water in them becomes confined under
pressure, as in a pipe. It then becomes ‘‘artesian water’’
because it rises in wells that penetrate the aquifers. A con-
tour map that is constructed from the pressure levels for an
aquifer is termed a potentiometric (formerly piezometric)
map and can be used to determine the direction and gra-
dient of water movement in that aquifer.

Natural water movement in the Cretaceous aquifers is
toward the southeast in the upper part of the Coastal Plain,
where these aquifers crop out, but more toward the east in
the confined section. The gradient of the easterly movement
averages about 1'% ft per mile. Ordinarily, ground water
would be expected to flow down the dip of the aquifers. In
the South Carolina Coastal Plain a combination of cir-
cumstances has caused the flow to occur generally along the
strike to the east, or at a 90-degree angle to the dip. A
reasonable explanation was presented by Aucott and Speiran
(1985). In essence, they ascribed the eastward flow to (1)
less effective confining beds in the east, which results in the
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aquifers leaking upward into younger beds and losing head
in the process, and (2) shallower dip in the east, which puts
aquifers closer to the surface where some are drained by river
valleys, thereby losing head. A ready explanation also lies
in the difference in elevation of the recharge areas. Average
land elevations in the western counties are 100 to 200 ft
higher than in the eastern counties. Therefore it is natural
to assume that some component of water movement would
be easterly. It seems likely that all of the above, and possibly
some explanations that have not been proposed, are involved
in the eastward flow.

Water movement in the Floridan aquifer is down the dip
toward the south. The factors that account for the eastward
flow in the Cretaceous aquifers are not present in the
Floridan, because the latter does not exist in the eastern
counties. The southward flow gradient ranges from about
7 ft per mile in Barnwell County to 12 ft per mile near the
coast.

DECLINES CAUSED BY PUMPING

Pumping from wells in this century has lowered water
levels substantially in the Cretaceous aquifers in a large part
of eastern South Carolina. The counties involved are Darl-
ington, Dillon, Florence, Horry, Georgetown, Marion, and
Williamsburg. Declines have been as great as 190 ft, but an
average over the area of those counties is nearer 50 ft. In
a much smaller area around Charleston there has been as
much as 125 ft of decline for the Cretaceous aquifers.

The other heavily pumped aquifer, the Ocala Limestone
(part of the regional Floridan aquifer) has been drawn down
about 120 ft at the southern tip of South Carolina (adja-
cent to Savannah, Ga.) and 50 ft in the Charleston area.

Table 2 summarizes the major effects of pumping since
1900. From the table and the discussion above it can readi-
ly be seen why the Myrtle Beach (Waccamaw) and Beaufort
(Low Country) areas have been designated capacity use areas
and which other areas are candidates for that designation.

AQUIFER AND WELL HYDRAULICS
SUMMARY OF CONCEPTS

Practically all the water pumped from wells in the South
Carolina Coastal Plain is from confined aquifers. This is
mainly because the shallow water-table aquifers generally
are not thick enough to provide the available drawdown
necessary to support large well discharges. Consequently this
discussion will be restricted to the confined conditions found
throughout the study area.

Water in confined aquifers moves in response to dif-
ferences in hydrostatic pressure, or head. The rate of water
movement is determined by aquifer transmissivity and head.
Aquifers differ greatly in transmissivity, and even the same
aquifer may vary widely in transmissivity from place to
place, because this parameter is a function of aquifer
thickness and hydraulic conductivity. Transmissivity or-
dinarily is measured by means of a pumping test, in which



Table 2. Comparison of predevelopment and recent ground-water levels in the Coastal Plain

Water level, in feet,
above (+) or below (-) sea level

Locality Aquifer About 1900 1980-85 1988
Aiken Cretaceous +315 +315 +300
Beaufort Floridan + 15 + 5 + 5
Charleston Cretaceous +125 + 75 0
Conway Cretaceous + 40 - 15 - 15
Florence Cretaceous +105 - 25 - 60
Georgetown Cretaceous + 35 - 60 - 40
Moncks Corner Black Mingo and + 30 - 20 - 10
Floridan
Myrtle Beach Cretaceous + 30 - 85 -160
Savannah, Ga. Floridan + 30 - 90 -110
Sumter Cretaceous +160 +120 +115
Walterboro Cretaceous +155 +140 +135

Note: The city of Myrtle Beach ceased pumping from wells in July 1988 when its
surface-water pumping plant was put into operation.

a well is pumped and the resulting drawdown effects in the
well, and possibly in nearby wells, are observed.

Inasmuch as well discharge is traditionally stated in
“gallons per minute,”” and water use in ‘‘million gallons per
day,”’ it is reasonable to use the units ‘‘gallons per day per
foot” in speaking of transmissivity and ‘‘gallons per day
per square foot’’ in speaking of hydraulic conductivity.
Gallons per day per foot can be converted to cubic feet per
day per foot (or feet squared per day) by dividing by 7.48,
the number of gallons in a cubic foot. The same relation
applies in converting gallons per day per square foot to cubic
feet per day per square foot (or feet per day).

The practical applications of aquifer transmissivity are in
well production and pumping effects. A well’s specific
capacity is a direct reflection of the aquifer transmissivity.
As a rule of thumb, dividing the transmissivity, in gallons
per day per foot, by 2,000 will provide a good approxima-
tion of the specific capacity, in gallons per minute per foot
of drawdown. Specific capacity is commonly calculated or
projected for a 1-day period to provide comparative values.
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The specific capacity commensurate with a given
transmissivity is not always obtained, owing to well losses
(reduced well efficiency). In a fully efficient well, the water
level in the well while it is being pumped will be the same
as the water level in the aquifer outside the well. This means
that the water lost none of its head because of friction as
it passed through the screen (and possibly also through a
gravel envelope) and into the well. Most wells are less than
fully efficient, however, and the degree of efficiency is
reflected in the specific capacity. A 50-percent efficient well
will require twice the drawdown to produce a given discharge
as a fully (100-percent) efficient well, for example. This is
an important consideration in decisions involving cost of
pumping. It is important also in situations where the
available drawdown (distance between the static water level
and the well intake) is limited.

Well interference, or the effect that wells have on one
another, can be estimated when the transmissivity is known.
Variables of pumping rate, time, and distance can be selected
and effects predicted for purposes of cost control, efficien-



cy of operations, conservaton of the resource, and space use.

Hydrologic boundaries, which may be either sources of
recharge or barriers to flow, produce effects on water levels.
The size and importance of such effects depend on the prox-
imity and type of boundary. In contemplating the potential
effects of boundaries, it is helpful to bear in mind that most
of the drawdown a well undergoes takes place in the first
hour or so of pumping, since the drawdown curve is
logarithmic, and that any boundary condition will be
reflected only in the part of the drawdown after the bound-
ary is encountered by the spreading cone of pumping depres-
sion. Of course, a boundary that is encountered within a
short time after pumping begins can have a profound ef-
fect on water levels and must be considered in well-field
planning.

RELATIONSHIPS OF WELLS TO AQUIFERS

Wells in the Coastal Plain are of two basic types, screened
and open-hole. The screened type, used in sand aquifers,
involves a column of casing with a length of screen or per-
forated pipe attached to the bottom. The attachment may
be either screwed on as an extension of the casing or
telescoped through the casing and sealed to it. It is very
common in South Carolina to set screens opposite several
sand beds in order to obtain the maximum quantity of water
or to insure an acceptable mixture of water of differing
chemical quality. It is also common to install gravel around
the screen for the purpose of increasing the effective size
of the well.

Open-hole wells are used in rock aquifers (usually
limestone) and consist simply of casing set to a point above
the desired water zone and cemented in place. Water from
one or more intervals in the open part of the well below the
casing is then free to flow into the well whose rock wall re-
mains stable. This type of well is almost always used to tap
the prolific Floridan aquifer in the Low Country.

The proportion of an aquifer that is screened determines
the percentage of available water that is obtained. Nearly
all the production of an aquifer can be obtained by screen-
ing 80 percent or more of the sand interval. In a thick
aquifer, setting several short lengths of screen is usually cost
efficient. To be avoided is setting screen only in the top part
or only in the bottom part of an aquifer unless there is a
specific reason for doing so, such as water-quality considera-
tions or reduced permeability. Also to be avoided is setting
screen opposite nonproducing intervals such as clay or im-
permeable rock of significant thickness. An electric log,
when available, is useful in indicating the best intervals for
producing water.

PUMPING TESTS

Data from more than 300 pumping tests made at wells
in the Coastal Plain are available in the files of the Water
Resources Commission. These tests, made by public agen-
cies and private contractors, vary greatly in their length and
reliability. Most are one-well tests in which both discharge
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and water-level effects were measured in a single well, but
there are several multiple-well tests in which one well was
pumped and observation wells were measured. The two types
of tests are equally useful for determining aquifer
transmissivity, but observation wells are required for calcula-
tion of the storage coefficient. Generally, the latter can be
estimated reasonably for use in predicting pumping effects.

The great majority of pumping tests deemed by the author
to provide usable values for transmissivity were made at
wells screened in the Cretaceous aquifers. These tests (nearly
250) produced a range in transmissivity from 200 to 200,000
gpd/ft, with a median value of about 10,000 gpd/ft for the
upper part, known generally as the Black Creek Formation,
and about 20,000 gpd/ft for the lower part, or Middendorf
Formation (Fig. 10). Obviously the wide range in values
reflects the different thickness screened in the many wells
tested. It also reflects the differing hydraulic conductivity
among the Cretaceous beds and of the same bed from place
to place. Since transmissivity is equal to hydraulic conduc-
tivity, in gallons per day per square foot, times aquifer
thickness, in feet, it is apparent that with either or both of
these parameters varying widely a great range in transmissivi-
ty is to be expected.

Only about 30 pumping tests are available for the Floridan
aquifer, half of them in Beaufort County. The transmissivity
values obtained range from 3,700 to 600,000 gpd/ft. The
median of nearly 70,000 gpd/ft is skewed toward the upper
end of the range by the preponderance of tests in Beaufort
County where the aquifer is thickest (and probably most
permeable). It can be seen on Figure 10 that the maximum
and median values of transmissivity for the Floridan are
greater, by far, than for any other aquifer.

So few tests are available for the shallow deposits above
the Floridan aquifer and the Black Mingo Formation that
it probably is presumptuous to include the ranges and me-
dian values in Figure 10; however, the number of tests is
given for each aquifer and the reader can judge the worth
of the reported values. It is interesting to note that the me-
dian transmissivity values indicated for all aquifers but the
Floridan do not differ greatly.

Hydraulic conductivity was calculated for only one-third
of the pumping tests of aquifers younger than Cretaceous,
either because many of the wells are of the open-hole type
in rock aquifers--in which the water-producing intervals are
indeterminate--or because reliable logs were unavailable to
show sand thickness. For tests of Cretaceous aquifers, the
thickness figures are much more available. Hydraulic con-
ductivity can be calculated for nearly three-quarters (175)
of the tests. This permits a reasonable analysis of the
findings for the Cretaceous aquifers. The range in hydraulic
conductivity, in gallons per day per square foot, was from
about 50 to 2,500. Median values were 120 for the upper
part of the Cretaceous section and 300 for the lower part.

Median values are reported separately above for the up-
per and lower parts of the Cretaceous section because many
workers consider the section to comprise two or more for-
mations. Strangely enough, the only counties in which both
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parts are well represented by pumping tests, Florence and
Sumter, have the higher median hydraulic conductivity in
the upper part; in fact the numbers are not far from the
reverse of the overall median values. Admittedly, the coun-
ty values are less reliable as an indicator because the number
of tests is small (only 22). In summary, the picture that
emerges is one of a thick sequence of sand and clay in which
the proportions are extremely variable. Individual sand beds
are difficult to trace and vary greatly in thickness and
hydraulic conductivity. In general, sand beds in the lower
part of the Cretaceous section in the Coastal Plain are more
permeable than those in the upper part.

AREAL VARIATION IN TRANSMISSIVITY

The limited number of pumping tests of aquifers younger
than the Cretaceous formations makes an areal comparison
less than meaningful. A few general findings may be worth
reporting, but their reliability definitely is questionable.

Probably the most prolific aquifers in the surficial deposits
(materials younger than the Floridan aquifer) are in the
Beaufort-Jasper Counties area, where an average
transmissivity of 75,000 gpd/ft is indicated. This is an area
in which the deposits under discussion overlie the Floridan
aquifer and probably have some interchange of water with
that aquifer. Much lower but still respectable transmissivi-
ty values have been obtained for surficial aquifers in Ker-
shaw County (river alluvium) and Lexington County (ter-
race deposits). Along the coast from Charleston County to
Horry County the surficial material can be expected to pro-
vide moderate yields, the limiting factor being thickness.

The Floridan aquifer, whose most prolific components
are the Ocala Limestone and the Santee Limestone, is one
of the world’s great aquifers. South Carolina is fortunate
in having the Ocala and Santee represented in the Beaufort-
Jasper Counties area where little or no freshwater is available
from the deep aquifers. Transmissivity as great as 600,000
gpd/ft has been determined, and an average of nearly
300,000 gpd/ft is indicated for about a dozen pumping tests
in those two counties. Elsewhere in the southern part of the
State the transmissivity is much lower but still of significant
magnitude--in the range of 6,000 to 50,000 gpd/ft.

Aquifers in the Black Mingo Formation are locally im-
portant but represent a minor resource in the general pic-
ture. The highest transmissivity indicated by pumping tests
is 40,000 gpd/ft, in Calhoun County. Several tests in
Berkeley County indicate transmissivities ranging from less
than 1,000 to more than 30,000 gpd/ft. Black Mingo
aquifers often are screened in combination with other
aquifers. The Moncks Corner area is an example--Black
Mingo and Santee Limestone aquifers are screened in several
wells. The Black Mingo is also known to be screened along
with other parts of the Floridan aquifer and with the upper
part of the Cretaceous section. In pumping tests at wells pro-
ducing from two or more aquifers, it is almost impossible
to ascribe the proportionate parts of the yield.

Pumping tests of Cretaceous aquifers are available in suf-
ficient numbers to provide a credible pattern of transmissivi-
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ty, and this is illustrated in Figure 11. That map helps in
understanding a few ground-water facts of the Coastal Plain.
Note that the Grand Strand and the Florence area are in
the region of lowest transmissivity. This, in combination
with the heavy pumping in those areas, has produced the
greatest water-level drawdowns in the Coastal Plain, which
has resulted in designation of the Waccamaw Capacity Use
Area. On the other side of the State, the region of highest
transmissivity contains the Savannah River Plant, where
heavy pumping for many years has produced only minor
drawdown effects. The region labeled ‘‘Probable high
transmissivity’’ is one in which few large wells have been
installed and few pumping tests are available, but the
thickness of individual freshwater-bearing sand beds (as in-
dicated by electric logs) and the total thickness of the
Cretaceous freshwater section (1,000 ft in places) suggest
strongly that the composite transmissivity is high. Elsewhere
the transmissivity for the Cretaceous aquifers can generally
be expected to fall between the values of 20,000 and 50,000
gpd/ft. Bear in mind that in practically no place is every
water-bearing sand tapped. The transmissivity values record-
ed usually represent the best intervals, however, and prob-
ably are reliable indicators of the relative standings shown
on Figure 11.

PREDICTED EFFECTS OF PUMPING

Aquifer and well hydraulics dictate the effects of pump-
ing. The transmissivity and storage coefficient control the
effects on the aquifer, while well efficiency and degree of
aquifer penetration control the effects on the well.

The aquifer responds to the withdrawal of water by
feeding more water into the withdrawal point. This results
in drawdown of the water level (or artesian pressure)
elsewhere in the aquifer. If the transmissivity and storage
coefficient of the aquifer are known (or can be estimated),
the drawdown effects at various distances and times can be
calculated for selected withdrawal rates. The time- and
distance-drawdown graph of Figure 12 illustrates the
hydraulic relationships involved. Such a graph is of great
value in locating wells so as to insure tolerable interference.
A shortcoming of the graph is that it is based on the assump-
tion of no hydrologic boundaries (sources of recharge or
barriers to flow). For this reason, among others, it is
desirable to have information on the subsurface geology of
the locality.

Hydrologic boundaries can be identified and located by
pumping tests, and it is highly desirable to make pumping
tests of such duration that boundaries within a reasonable
distance have time enough to show up in the test data.
Drawdown rates are steepened by a discharging boundry
(barrier) and flattened by a recharging boundary (source);
however, it should be remembered that a boundary affects
only the drawdown that occurs after the boundary is en-
countered by the spreading cone of water-level depression.
Since the overwhelming proportion of the drawdown occurs
in the early hours (even minutes in many situations) of
pumping, the effects of boundries are often of little conse-
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quence from a practical viewpoint. A judgment has to made
in each situation, of course, and must consider total water
needs, pumping schedules, and pumping costs.

The storage coefficient used for the time- and distance-
drawdown graph (0.0003) is believed to be a reasonable one
for all the artesian aquifers of the Coastal Plain. Definitive
values are not available by area or by aquifer, and it is like-
ly that they never will be. A range between 0.0001 and 0.0006
probably would contain nearly all of the values that
sophisticated pumping tests could reveal for the artesian
aquifers. Examples of the effect of differing storage coeffi-
cients on drawdown are given in the following table.

MAJOR WELLS

Many wells in the South Carolina Coastal Plain yield more
than 1,000 gpm, and several yield more than 2,000 gpm. The
largest yield known to this writer is 3,000 gpm, from a well
owned by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation in Hamp-
ton County. Hundreds of wells in the Coastal Plain yield
more than 500 gpm, so it would be cumbersome to include
them all in a listing here, but it may be of some service to
the reader to describe the wells that yield, or have in the
past yielded, 1,000 gpm or more. Table 3 provides this
listing, by county, to include the pertinent data on location,

Stor_a'ge Transmissivity Time Distance Drawdown (feet) caused

coefficient (gpd/ft) (days) (feet) by pumping at 500 gpm
0.0001 [18.4
.0003 20,000 10 1,000 15.2
.0006 13.2
.0001 4.6
.0003 100,000 10 1,000 4,0
.0006 3.6

Predicting the drawdown in a pumping well can be done
if the well’s specific capacity is known. To repeat a little
of what has been said before--the specific capacity is the
yield, in gallons per minute, for each foot of drawdown;
it is usually calculated for a 24-hour period. If a well is ful-
ly efficient (no head loss as water enters the well), the specific
capacity, in gallons per minute per foot of drawdown, will
be about one two-thousandth of the transmissivity, in
gallons per day per foot of aquifer width., The degree to
which a well is less than fully efficient will produce a cor-
responding decrease in specific capacity. This is illustrated
in Figure 13, where the cost of pumping will be substantial-
ly higher for the inefficient well because the water must be
lifted nearly twice as far. The cause of well inefficiency
usually is head loss owing to friction as the water flows
through aquifer material that is partially plugged by dril-
ling mud and through inadequate-size well screen. Thorough
well development enhances efficiency.

Not all wells are constructed to tap the entire thickness
of the aquifer; however, the effective thickness tapped is
usually considerably more than the actual screen length. For
example, screening 60 percent of the aquifer might provide
80 percent of the water obtainable by screening the entire
thickness. This is a variable relation that depends on the
degree of homogeneity of the aquifer material and the dif-
ference between horizontal and vertical permeability. The
point to be made is that it is rarely necessary to screen an
entire aquifer in order to take nearly full advantage of the
resource. Where only a fraction of the aquifer is screened,
however, the specific capacity to be expected is less than the
full aquifer transmissivity would support. To obtain the
most water with the least expenditure for well screen, it is
worth considering the use of several short sections of screen
in a thick aquifer.
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producing interval, and yield as they are available in the files
of the Water Resources Commission.

More revealing of a well’s potential than the stated yield
is the specific capacity. Many of the wells are capable of
producing much more than the listed yield. To ascertain the
true potential yield, the specific capacity should be multiplied
by the available drawdown. The latter is the difference, in
feet, between the static (non-pumping) water level and the
deepest practical pump setting. The deep aquifers have a
great amount of available drawdown, and even with
moderate specific capacity the wells can have high yields.
For example, a well with a specific capacity of 10 gpm/ft
will yield 1,000 gpm when drawn down 100 ft.

GROUND-WATER QUALITY

GENERAL QUALITY FOR THE AQUIFERS

Freshwater--water containing less than 1,000 mg/L in
dissolved mineral solids.

Soft water--water having hardness of 60 mg/L or less (ex-
pressed as calcium carbonate).

Ground water used in the South Carolina Coastal Plain
ranges in chemical quality from near rainwater to slightly
saline. Representative chemical analyses are given in Table
4 (back of report). Water in all of the aquifer systems
becomes more mineralized with approach to the coastline.
Figures 14 and 15 illustrate this for the Cretaceous aquifers
and the Floridan aquifer. The very low mineralization and
extreme softness of water in much of the Cretaceous sec-
tion is a reflection of the chemical inertness of the aquifer
materials. In short, the water-bearing sand contains low con-
centrations of the major ions that make up the common
minerals in ground water; consequently they are sparsely
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available for dissolution by the water. In deep zones near
the coast, where the water has more storage time in the
aquifers and mingles with incompletely flushed connate
water (water trapped in the sediments at the time of their
deposition), the mineralization is more advanced. Saline
water is common in these aquifers in the coastal counties.

Water quality information for the Black Mingo Forma-
tion (Paleocene age) is inadequate for illustration by a map.
Scattered data suggest the same pattern as for the Cretaceous
aquifers and a general range in dissolved solids from nearly
100 to about 500 mg/L, except for the southernmost coun-
ties where it probably is greater than 1,000 mg/L. Hard-
ness ranges from near zero to nearly 200 mg/L.

Water in the Floridan aquifer has, in general, a narrower
range of mineralization than that in the older aquifers, but
near the estuaries brackish surface water contaminates the
aquifer in places, resulting in very high mineralization.
Dissolved-solids concentrations usually are less than 500
mg/L, but the water most often has a hardness between 100
and 200 mg/L.

TROUBLESOME CONSTITUENTS

Iron

Objectionable iron concentration probably is the most
common ground-water quality problem, here and elsewhere.
Iron is dissolved from various minerals that make up the
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aquifers and confining beds. Water that is naturally acidic
(pH below 7.0) may corrode the metal parts of water systems
and hold iron in solution or suspension, to later stain fix-
tures and clothing and impart its taste to drinking water.
It is often difficult to determine whether the source of iron
is minerals, water system parts, or even iron-fixing bacteria
which are common in some parts of the United States. Iron
is removed from water supplies by chemical treatment or
by aeration and filtration.

The most notable iron problems are in water from the
Cretaceous aquifers of Florence County and its vicinity.
Elsewhere the iron concentration is variable or consistently
low in all aquifer systems.

Fluoride

High fluoride concentrations are a concern in the aquifers,
especially but not exclusively Cretaceous, of the coastal
counties and, generally, the second tier of counties inland.
Water from many wells contains fluoride exceeding the 4.0
mg/L maximum contaminant level acceptable under the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, and many more wells ex-
ceed the 2.0 mg/L recommended maximum. Effects of a
high fluoride concentration in drinking water can be skeletal
or dental fluorosis, depending on the concentration of the
ion and the quantity ingested.

The source of the fluoride has not been established for
certain. The mineral fluorapatite, common in phosphate
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deposits, is frequently a source of fluoride in ground water.
Zack (1980) postulated a source in the abundant shark teeth
in a part of the Cretaceous section. The most economical
method for reducing the fluoride in a water supply is to mix
the sources of supply and thereby obtain a dilute composite.
Reverse osmosis can be used where a diluting supply is not
available.

WATER TYPES AND COMPARISONS

Chemical analyses of water can be reproduced in graph
form to provide comparisons of aquifers and areas and to
illustrate water types. The bar graphs of Figure 16 utilize
the equivalent combining weights of the ions to show how
the various constituents are combined in the water. For each
aquifer in each county, where sufficient data are available,
a median mineralization was selected for illustration. Thus,
for each analysis illustrated half the analyses available for
that county showed greater total mineralization and half
showed less. The median is a better indicator of conditions
than a simple average, as it is not distorted by extreme high
or low values.

It is apparent from Figure 16 that, although few water
types are represented, there is a great variation in degree of
mineralization among the aquifers and among the counties
of the Coastal Plain. As related earlier, the mineralization
increases coastward; this is strikingly evident on the figure.
Also notable on the graphs is the much greater hardness of
the water in the Floridan aquifer than that in the Cretaceous
aquifers. Hardness can be measured on the graphs by
multiplying the sum of the calcium and magnesium cations
by 50 (the result is in milligrams per liter).

Water from the Cretaceous aquifers is primarily a sodium
bicarbonate type in the inland counties and a combination
of sodium bicarbonate and sodium chloride types in the
coastal counties. It is good drinking water and suitable for
most industrial processes, except where the sodium chloride
is excessive. In places it would not be a desirable water for
irrigation uses, as the sodium would tend to replace calcium
and magnesium in the soil and thereby reduce the tilth,
especially in poorly drained soils.

Water from the Black Mingo Formation does not seem
to have a consistency in type, being calcium, magnesium
bicarbonate in some places and sodium bicarbonate in
others. Probably the water type reflects the part of the for-
mation yielding the water to a specific well. Limestone beds
would contain the harder (calcium, magnesium bicarbonate)
water. The sand beds would contain the sodium bicarbonate
type.

Water from the Floridan aquifer is almost exclusively of
the calcium, magnesium bicarbonate type. This implies hard
water. The water does not exhibit the extremes of total
mineralization of the Cretaceous aquifers and the Black
Mingo Formation.

SALTWATER ENCROACHMENT

Saltwater encroachment has not materially degraded the
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ground-water quality. In the coastal counties, saltwater con-
tamination is common, but it is probably a product of
unflushed seawater or estuarine water trapped in the
sediments during their deposition. The shallowest coastal
aquifers are contaminated as mentioned earlier, by inflow
from the estuaries. The potential for saltwater encroachment
is always there, of course. Heavy pumping of wells near the
coast or near the downdip limit of freshwater in any aquifer
could induce the inflow of saltwater by reducing the
hydrostatic head of the freshwater. Since Charleston and
Myrtle Beach have converted to surface-water sources of
supply, the most vulnerable site for saltwater intrusion is
Hilton Head Island.

GROUND-WATER TEMPERATURE

The temperature of shallow ground water is very near the
annual average air temperature, 62°F on the Fall Line to
66°F along the coast below Charleston. With increase in
depth, the temperature rises 1 degree every 60 to 70 ft. The
thermal gradient differs somewhat from place to place for
various reasons, some not understood; but probably the
largest variation is caused by differences in depth and/or
temperature of deeply buried igneous rocks, or plutons. As
examples, the temperature of ground water at 1,000 ft at
Myrtle Beach is near 85°F, and at 2,000 ft at Charleston
it is 100°F. See the graph in Figure 17.

Deep-well temperatures are difficult to measure in a
reliable manner. In pumping wells, even at high rates of
discharge the water cools significantly in its travel to the sur-
face through an increasingly cooler environment. Many of
the electronic measurements of temperature at depth are sub-
ject to question, by this writer at least, because he has seen
many unrealistic or contradictory readings made by
temperature probes in water wells and oil tests.

The practical effects of temperature are seldom of great
consequence; however, there are situations in which they
have to be considered. Some industrial processes have
temperature requirements, and public water supplies may
need to be cooled before treatment or distribution. It is not
pleasant to live with 90° tapwater, as has been the experience
of at least one major city in the southern United States.

AREAS OF MAJOR POTENTIAL
FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF GROUND-WATER SUPPLIES

Aquifers in the southwestern part of the Coastal Plain
of South Carolina offer the best prospect for major water
supply development. This is the area in which the Cretaceous
aquifers have the highest transmissivity (see Fig. 11) and
where the water has a low mineral content.

The high transmissivity results from a generally thick
freshwater section (500-2,000 ft) and the thick and numerous
individual beds of permeable sand within it.

About 40 percent of the large wells of the Coastal Plain
(vielding more than 1,000 gpm) are in the area being
discussed. Prominent among these are the wells supplying
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Cations Anions
0 Sodium and { Chloride, Fluoride,
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F — Ffloridan aquifer
B — Black Mingo Formation
C - Cretaceous aquifers

The bargraphs illustrate the median mineralization
in water from the vorious oquifers in counties
of the South Carolina Coastal Plain. To facilitate
plotting ond to show the likely combinotions of
cations and anions, the reacting constituents are
plotted in milliequivalents per liter.
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the Savannah River Plant (U.S. Department of Energy) in
Aiken and Barnwell Counties.

The area of Beaufort and southern Jasper Counties has
the potential for a great amount of additional development
in the Floridan aquifer. This aquifer has the highest
transmissivity of any in the State. It is limited by its smaller
area of occurrence, its restricted available drawdown (it is
not a deep aquifer), and its hard water (Fig. 15). Increased
pumping from the aquifer near the coast could increase the
potential for saltwater intrusion.

None of the above is meant to imply that large wells are
not obtainable elsewhere in the Coastal Plain; many exist
at present (Table 3). In fact, South Carolina’s Coastal Plain
is very rich in ground water. Between its ground-water and
surface-water resources, the region should be able to sup-
port the water needs of a great increase in industry and

population.
0

substantial freshwater aquifer intervals, according to the
writer’s interpretation of the logs. Above each well is given
its county number in the Commission files, its location, and
its elevation with respect to sea level. Screened intervals for
the wells described are shown, as well as the contacts be-
tween successive aquifer systems at the well sites. Only three
major aquifer designations are used: (1) Cretaceous aquifers;
(2) Black Mingo Formation; (3) Floridan aquifer. For each
well there are given the yield, which is the highest rate at
which the well has been pumped for a significant period,
if known; the aquifer transmissivity, if it is available from
a pumping test; and a statement on the water quality.
Finally, a written summary for the county tells the depth
to which freshwater occurs, which is an interpretation made
by the writer through study of electric logs and water-quality
analyses; the number of large-yield wells in the county; the
general chemical quality of the water; and, where warranted,
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Figure 17. Generalized thermal gradient in the South Carolina Coastal Plain.

COUNTY SUMMARIES
OF GROUND-WATER RESOURCES

The most revealing sources of information on aquifers
are (1) electric logs of wells, (2) pumping tests, and (3)
chemical analyses. An abundance of all three is available
in the files of the Water Resources Commission. This is not
to say that the specific kind of data needed at a given site
is always available, but commonly the required information
can be extrapolated from nearby data sources. The short
summaries in the following pages may be helpful in pro-
viding a general view of each county’s ground-water
resource. This would constitute a narrowing of the emphasis
that has been exercised in the report to this point.

For each county of the Coastal Plain, one or more
representative electric logs were used as the source of

an opinion on the potential of the ground-water resource
in the county.

For the purposes of this report, the writer has arbitrarily
defined mineralization according to the following scale:

Dissolved solids

0-50 mg/L Very low mineralization
50-150 mg/L Low mineralization
150-500 mg/L Moderate mineralization
500-1,000 mg/L  High mineralization
>1,000 mg/L Saline water

The county maps opposite the resource descriptions are

from the U.S. Geological Survey map of the State of South
Carolina, 1970.
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AIKEN COUNTY
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Water quality: Very low
Vertical scale is 200 ft to the inch mineralization and low pH.

The base of freshwater in the sedimentary formations of Aiken County
ranges from about +200 ft msl at the Fall Line to -600 ft msl at the
county's southwest corner. About 20 wells yield 1,000 gpm cr more in the
county; the greatest yield is 2,200 gpm. Nearly all of these are at the
Savannah River Plant. The water typically is very low in dissolved
solids, is soft, and has a2 low to neutral pH. Pumping tests indicate
transmissivities from 3,400 to 200,000 gpd/ft. A specific capacity of 60
gpm/ft was measured in one test.
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The base of freshwater in Allendale County ranges from about -1,000 ft
msl at the north tip of the county to nearly -2,000 ft at the south tip.
At least 15 wells are recorded with yields greater than 1,000 gpm; the
largest yield is 2,700 gpm. Water from the Cretaceous aquifers is of
excellent quality; that from the Floridan aquifer is of good quality but

generally is hard.

Pumping tests reveal transmissivity ranges of 1,400 to

50,000 gpd/ft for the Cretaceous and 3,700 to 38,000 for the Floridan.
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BAMBERG COUNTY
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Well yield: 1,500 gpm

Water quality: Very low mineralization. See
well 6 in Table 4 for chemical analysis
of nearby well at same depth

The base of freshwater in Bamberg County ranges from about -700 ft msl
at the northwest end of the county to -1,700 ft at the southeast corner.
Despite the thickness of the freshwater section and the multitude of
aquifers available for development, few large wells have been installed.
Only four are recorded as yielding more than 1,000 gpm, the largest 1,550
gpm. No pumping tests are available for the Cretaceous aquifers. A few
tests of wells screened in the Floridan aquifer and/or the Black Mingo Fm
indicate transmissivities from less than 500 to 5,500 gpd/ft. Water fiow
the Cretaceous aquifers is low in mineralization and soft. Nearly all
wells are in the Floridan aquifer or the Black Mingo Fm, or both, and the
water is low in mineralization but hard.
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BARNWELL COUNTY
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The base of freshwater in Barnwell County ranges from -500 ft msl st
the north extremity to -1,500 ft at the southeast extremity. Ten wells
are recorded as yielding 1,000 gpm or more. the largest, 2,330 gpm, is an
irrigation well at Kline. Half of the large wells are at the Savannah
River Plant. Nearly all the large wells produce from the Cretaceous
aquifers, but most wells in the county are completed in the Floridan
aquifer or its equivalents or in the Black Mingo Fm. All the ground water
is low in mineralization, and most of it is soft. Great thickness of
water-bearing sand are revealed by electric logs of deep wells.
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BEAUFORT COUNTY
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3,450 ft
Well not completed for use.
Water quality: All samples saline;
see Table 4 Vertical scale is 500 ft to the inch
The base of freshwater in Beaufort County rises from -1,750 ft msl at the north end of the county
to sea level at Fripp Island. At the city of Beaufort the deepest freshwater is a little above
-1,000 ft msl; on Hilton Head Island it is generally shallower then -500 ft. It is likely that
substantial freshwater aquifers are available in the Cretaceous section in northern Beaufort County.
These would be expected to contain soft water, probably of low mineralization. The Floridan aquifer
currently is the main sources of water supplies throughout the county. More than 40 wells currently
yield 1,000 gpm or more. The aquifer has a very large tramsmissivity, but in places the available
drawdown is limited. The water is hard, but mineralization is low to moderate.
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BERKELEY COUNTY
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The two are mixed; see Table 4

The base of freshwater in Berkeley County may be as deep as -2,000 ft
msl in the western part of the county; it is near -750 ft msl at the
eastern extremity. Only two wells yielding more than 1,000 gpm have been
recorded. One is completed in the Floridan aquifer and Black Mingo Fm,
the other in deep Cretaceous aquifers. Large well yields probably can be
obtained from the deep Cretaceous aquifers. Water from those aquifers is
soft and of moderate to high mineralization. That from the Black Mingo Fm
and Floridan aquifer is hard but of low mineralization.. Limestone beds of
the Floridan aquifer are present mainly in the southeastern half of the
county.
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CALHOUN COUNTY
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Well yield: 1,120 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: Pumping test
showed T of 42,000 gpd/ft, but interval
tested represents only a small portion of the sand interval

The base of freshwater ranges from near sea level at the northwest end
of the county to about -1,200 ft msl at the southeast end. Few wells
penetrate a large part of the freshwater section. Only two wells are
known to yield more than 1,000 gpm; both are screened in Cretaceous
aquifers. Aquifers are available in the just-named section, in the Black
Mingo Fm, and in the Floridan equivalents. Chemical analyses indicate
that all the ground water is very low in mineralization; no sample in the
files contained more than 100 mg/L. All analyses indicate soft water.

Although data are rather sparse from Calhoun County, the available
logs, pumping tests, and chemical analyses suggest that this is an area of
good potential for large ground-water developments.
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CHARLESTON COUNTY
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Water quality: Barely saline

Charleston County has the most irregular base of freshwater of any
county in the Coastal Plain. In most of the county, freshwater is
available to -1,000 ft or more, but along the southwest coastal islands
there is little or no freshwater. At the northeast end of the county,
freshwater extends to -500 ft. Refer to Figure 7 for a clearer picture.
There are few large wells wells in Charleston County, and those that yield
more than 1,000 gpm have large drawdowns. There is more potential for
large wells in the interior of the county, and the water quality is better
there. Many wells produce moderate yields of hard water from the Floridan
aquifer. Large supplies of soft water will have to come from the
Cretaceous aquifers some distance from the coast.
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CHESTERFIELD COUNTY
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Well yield: 600 gpm
Water quality: Nearby wells yield water of very low mineralization

All water above the crystalline rocks is fresh in Chesterfield
County. The deepest extent of the Cretaceous aquifers is sea level, along
the southern boundary of the county. The well shown here probably is the
largest one in the county, but there is the potential for wells yielding
more than 1,000 gpm. the water is of remarkably low mineralization, and
it is likely to be acidic.
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LARENDON COUNTY
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Well yield: 525 gpm
Water quality: Very soft and
moderately mineralized

Well yield: 754 gpm

Aquifer transmissivity: 40,000 gpd/ft

Water quality: Low mineralization and
very soft

The base of freshwater in Clarendon County ranges from about -750 ft
msl along the northwest border to 1,600 ft at the southern boundary. No
wells deeper than 950 ft have been recorded, but it is likely that
substantial aquifers are available at greater depths in the Cretaceous
section. At present, no wells yield as much as 1,000 gpm, although the
two illustrated above are capable of that yield. All chemical analyses
indicate excellent water, with very low mineralization and low hardness.
Clarendon County should have a good potential for moderate to large
ground-water supplies.
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COLLETON COUNTY
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A large part of Colleton County has freshwater to great depths. It
may be available as deep as -2,000 ft msl in much of the central part of
the county and to depths greater than -1,000 ft msl in most of the rest of
the county. Only at the south end, near St. Helena Sound, is the
freshwater section as thin as 500 ft.

Only two wells are known to yield more than 1,000 gpm, but significant
water—-bearing sand beds are present in the Cretaceous section, the Black
Mingo Formation, and the Floridan aquifer; the latter also contains
water-bearing limestone in places. Water quality in the Cretaceous
aquifers is excellent. That in the Black Mingo is variable but mostly
good. Floridan aquifer water is hard but of good quality.

Colleton County has good potential for the development of large
ground-water supplies, owing to the great thickness of the freshwater
section and the good quality of the water, especially in the Cretaceous
aquifers.,
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DARLINGTON COUNTY
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The base of freshwater in Darlington County ranges from sea level along the northern boundary to
=500 ft msl at the southern extremity. This generally defines the top of crystalline rocks also;
there may be freshwater in the older rocks, Although the freshwater section in the Coastal Plain
formations is not thick in this county, there are substantial sand beds that can support moderate to
large well yields. Records are available for eight wells yielding 1,000 gpm or more; all are at
Hartsville and Darlington. The water approaches rainwater in quality, its only problem likely to be
the low pH. Darlington County should be able to support a greatly increased development of its
ground-water resource, especially for those uses that require a minimum mineralization. Develop-—
ment in the southeastern part of the county may be limited by the pumping depression centered at
Florence.
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DILLON COUNTY

80 88
Dillon, 3.5mi NE Lake View, 1.5mi SW
El 125 El 110
Vertical scale is 100 ft to the inch
SAND
73
o
& e B
w o MOSTLY
> | ) SAND
o s SAND ! S ¢ *
® 58 & 3
2 |w£ w —_—lew
o) _ = ®>
w jus) -9 ;
2 < SE
- SAND ¥~
w (2]
[+ o 2 ES
(3] 8 e
3}
SAND <
-
s
o SAND
SAND
lasott
Well yield: 600 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: Nearby test —
indicated a T of 33,000 gpd/ft
Water quality: Slighty acidic and of low mineralization
MOSTLY
SAND
+604 ft

Well yield: 790 gpm
Water Quality: Low mineralization

and very soft for screened aquifers
and also for deeper zones shown

here, All aquifers may contain a
slight excess of iron

The base of freshwater ranges from -250 ft msl at the north tip of the
county to about -700 ft at the southeast border. Only two wells are known
to yield as much as 1,000 gpm, but the abundance of sandy zones indicated
by electric logs suggests that wells capable of large yields are
feasible. The water is of low mineralization and low to neutral pH. Iron
possibly will be excessive in some aquifers in some localities.
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DORCHESTER CQUNTY

88 211
Summerville, 4.5mi SSW St. George, 3.5mi ESE
El 32 Et 80
Z Zp
e <
3 w LIMESTONE o E
= 1 IS LIMESTONE
9¢ LIMESTONE 9¢
s pbmddil~ w <
N—— X O
[&] (Dz
X O <Zy
0.0 =
<z3Z SAND .
o3 — SAND
L —
i Vertical scale is 400 ft to the inch
)
= T
n w
= SAND e @
= 2
< o S
< @
3 ® E
o 2 SAND
w o =
(3] w A
< (&] [=%
- <« £
w = o
x 1 o @« -
o c g (&)
MOSTLY|S Z
SAND 58
»nE {
SAND
12,004 ft CRYggék'-lNE
Well yield: 900 gpm 2,060 ft
Aquifer transmissivity: 29,000 gpd/ft Test Well

Water quality: Very soft, sodium bicarbonate type.
Dissolved solids 550 mg/L. A water sample from
Y mg/L in 600-ft zone, 1,160 mg/L in
the 500-ft depth was saline, and one from a thin zone at 1,340 -ft zone, and 800 mg/L in

1,800 ft was barely saline (1,100 mg/L dissolved solids) 1,800-ft zone. Water is soft and
alkaline

Water quality: Dissolved solids were 180

The base of freshwater is at about -2,000 ft msl in the center of
Dorchester County and rises to -1,600 ft msl at the north and south ends
of the county. No wells in the county yield as much as 1,000 gpm, but
this probably is because the attempt to obtain large supplies has not been
made. Moderate to large supplies can be obtained from Cretaceous
aquifers, the Black Mingo Formation, and the Floridan aquifer. Water
quality is good but mineralization is higher in the deep zones. Test
drilling and sampling is called for before committing large expenditures
to installation of deep wells.
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FLORENCE COUNTY

140 155 247
Florence Johnsonvlile Lake City, 1.5mi SE
EI 95 El 78 El 75
SAND T
- m
=
2 S
C
w It - SAND
3 MOSTLY =
< D SAND w ®
) SAND o = ©
S w x 2z
(o] ) w —— " MOSTLY| g
o g > o SAND | E
< = c (&)
- L] < 12
w 15 » c
S 3 S ;8
c w SAND &
k ® (3 4 @
| s < SAND ] |
SAND A3 w 620 ft
| G Well yield: 751 gpm
X 712t i Aquifer transmissivity: 24,000 gpd/ft
Well yield: 2,100 gpm Water quality: Very soft and low in
Aquifer transmissivity: 38,000 gpd/ft °_ mineralization
Water quality: Low mineralization and T eg
soft, but high in iron SAND |3 &
G E
o
1936 ft

Well yleld: 620 gpm

Aquifer transmissivity: 18,000 gpd/ft

water quality: Soft and of moderate
mineralization; see Table 4

Vertical scale is 200 ft to the inch

The base of freshwater ranges from -400 ft msl at the northern
extremity of Florence County to -1,000 ft msl at the south boundary.
There are about 20 wells yielding at least 1,000 gpm in the county; most
are near Florence or Lake City. The abundance of thick aquifers in this
county should encourage the additional development of large wells. There
has been considerable artesian—pressure decline in the Florence area,
owing to long-time concentration of city pumping.

Water quality is good, except for excessive iron in many wells.
Mineralization is low and the water is consistently soft.
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GEORGETOWN COUNTY

36 73 90
Georgetown Murrelis Inlet, 2mt SSW Andrews, 2,25mi ESE
EI 5 El 15 El 26
i ]
»
i
T w SAND 2
2 3 i
w e ] I._L.
w < 2
2 T ® SAND >4
(o S
< o o
» 3 3
p=] < SAND|u¢ A
o - 3 o
o — S> <
O SAND | & o ®2 -
< > 3) °a w
- - o o
W 8 + SAND|w-~= o
=
o -
©
c
b F 4 T _
SAND § 704 ft I g
(3 Well erId: 370 apm SAND 0:
(72 [ Y
Aquifer transmissivity: 13,000 gpd/ft 5%
T Water quality: Soft and alkaline; (813 ft w=
dissolved solids about 700 mg/L
b 230,18 Well yield: 351 m
Well yleld: 472 gpm ell yield: 351 gp
Water quality: Soft, alkaline water; Aquifer transmissivity: 13,000 gpd/ft
dissolved solids about 400 mg/L Water quality: Soft and alkaline;

dissolved solids about 450 mg/L

Vertical scale Is 200 ft to the inch

The base of freshwater is Georgetown County rises from about -1,200 ft
msl along the northwest border to -500 ft msl or higher at the south
corner. No wells yield as much as 1,000 gpm.

Large and more enduring supplies of better water should be obtainable
in the inland part of the county. Water from the Cretaceous aquifers in
this county is a soft, sodium bicarbonate type with high pH. Fluoride is
higher in the coastal area than inland.
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HAMPTON COUNTY

46 92
Hampton Estiil
El 105 El 112
o
— w
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5 LIMESTONE z LIMESTONE
s < AND
< - SAND
z S
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w > .
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3"’ » c g
<L 2 SAND | S %
-3 2
wg MOSTLY L o c
@< o »
O d SAND E +T .
[1.030 ft L 1,015 ft
O well yield: 875 gpm

Well yleid: 3,000 gpm

Water quality: Soft, alkaline,
and moderately mineralized;

see Table 4
Vertical scale is 200 ft to the Inch

The base of freshwater ranges from -1,700 ft msl in the north to
~-2,000 ft or lower in the central part of Hampton County and then rises to
-1,750 at the south end. Electric logs of wells as deep as 1,460 ft
indicate substantial freshwater aquifers to that depth. About 10 wells
have yielded 1,000 gpm or more; one, at Hampton, probably is the highest
yielding well in South Carolina, at a reported 3,000 gpm.

All major aquifer systems are available, in good thickness, in Hampton
County. Mineralization of the water is low to moderate and the water is
soft except in the Floridan aquifer. It is likely that Hampton County has
the most, or near the most, abundant supply of good ground water in the
State.

67



P

10

Burgess

City,,

s
RS
4

N
.

&

g\"
Socastee /
{17]

= Eherry Grove Bey

s
~* Grestant Beacfit”” SGzean Drive
T ,’%

Ktlantic Beach
) Ocean Forest
398 A
7/Myrtle Beach

¥

rfside Beach

Eé'den City Beach

20 Miles

1

= = =g g == —

68




HORRY COUNTY

287 314 338
Conway Loris Myrtle Beach, 1.5mi NW
El 27 El 100 El 21
%) SAND
E 3 m L 2
w
w
8 —
-+ < + g +
SAND w @
= <
Ei =
4 T o ¢ SAND 'g - _
> sAND < € s
—— o« 2 8
o 1 b — T
T 2 SAND| o
o
+460 ft N
‘g i Well yleld: 400 gpm » g
w Aquifer transmissivity: 8,100 gpd/ft & 2]
= Water quality: Soft and alkaline. w
8 Dissolved solids between 400 =)
< M1 |-o°° and 500 mg/L; see Table 4 g
17 o
= €> [2}
o 82 8
g + SAND gs w ®
< < S
w E SALINE| &
a SAND | &
+ s o4 1
o (ol | €
—_ ®
SAND| ¢
4 Vertical scale is 200 ft to the inch 1 o
*
11,150 ft
Well vield: 517 gpm +
Aquifer transmissivity: 25,000 gpd/ft
Waterquality: Soft and alkaline. More
than 500 mg/L In dissolved solids 1
CRYSTALLINE L4, 447 ¢t
The base of freshwater in Horry County ranges from sea level at the ROCK
eastern extremity to -1,000 ft msl at the west—central border. Only three Wel .
wells are known to yield 1,000 gpm. In some wells saline-water aquifers ell yleld: 500 gpm
are screened along with freshwater aquifers to provide adequate yields and Water quality: Soft but highiy
a mixture of passable quality. Results of more than 60 pumping tests mineralized; see Table 4

indicate a median transmissivity of 11,000 gpd/ft for the Cretaceous
aquifers; the range in transmissivity values is 1,000 to 90,000 gpd/ft.

Water quality is marginal, with mineralization usually being between
500 and 1,000 mg/L. The water is soft and alkaline. Fluoride is
excessive in many wells.
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JASPER COUNTY

104 111
Jasper,3mi NE Hardeeville
El 22 El 18
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O o
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[T [}
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(@] o
w
4 w 1
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J (e ]
330 ft <
z
Well yield: 1,600 gpm <
LIMESTONE
Aquifer transmissivity: 360,000 gpd/ft 2 =
Water quality: Hard water of moderate 9 ;’
mineralization; see Table 4 w )
2
]
c
[
[«
(@]
Vertical scale is 100 ft to the inch
1 600 ft -+

Well yield: 1,040 gpm

The base of freshwater rises from -2,000 ft msl along the northwestern
boundary of the county to -500 ft at the coastline. Jasper County is in
the enviable position of being able to obtain all the water it needs from
the Floridan aquifer and at the same time having large undeveloped (and
unexplored) resources in the Cretaceous aquifers at greater depths. At
least 10 wells yield 1,000 gpm or more, all from the Floridan aquifer.

The water is hard and of moderate mineralization. The untapped supplies
in the deeper aquifer probably would be of better quality, softer at
least. Water levels in Floridan aquifer wells have been affected by
pumping at Savannah, Ga., and in the Beaufort area of South Carolina.
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KERSHAW COUNTY

140 148
Elgin, 2mi SE Bethune, 1mi SSW
El 255 El 290

0 »
& LN o«
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o ey 8 SAND
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7)) + SAND |§2 4 i
=) o8 =
8 oL (@] Vo
o n ] Im =
- P D w
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+ 188 ft o]

Well yield: 150 gpm a2 008t
Water quality: Nearby welis Well yield: 300 gpm
in this aquifer yleld water Aquifer transmissivity: 36,000 gpd/ft,
of very low mineralization but aquifer not fully screened

Water quality: Almost like rainwater

Vertical scale is 100 ft to the inch

Most of Kershaw County is in the Coastal Plain, but because the county
is in the upper reaches of the Cretaceous outcrop there is not much
thickness of sediments above the crystalline basement rock. The base of
freshwater in the Cretaceous beds is at sea level or above. Probably no
wells yield more than 300 gpm, and the lack of substantial sand beds has
resulted in unsuccessful attempts to construct public-supply wells in some
places. The water quality is unusually good, so far as mineralization is
considered; the water is acidic
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LEE COUNTY

18 20
Lynchburg Bishopville
El 140 El 207
n
o«
w
- v 1
SAND 8
L4
SAND = SAND
=0
® w0 °®
SAND | @ B SAND §E
1 s w T 5
L =e o« »
© lg3go ft

Well yield: 750 gpm
Water quality: Very low mineratlization

SAND

CRETACEOUS AQUIFERS

Screened

Vertical scale is 200 ft to the Inch

[

687 ft
Well yield: 805 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: 27,000 gpd/ft

indicated by pumping test, but
aquifers are not fully screened.
Water quality: Practically no mineralization,
but iron was excessive in sample analyzed.
Nearby well did not have excessive iron

The base of freshwater in Lee County ranges from sea level in the
north to about -700 ft msl in the south. Seven wells are recorded as
yielding more than 1,000 gpm; most of them are in the Bishopville area.
In quality the water seems to be as low in mineralization as anywhere in
the Coastal Plain; it is close to rainwater in dissolved solids and pH.
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LEXINGTON COUNTY

251
Swansea
El 390
X O
(.)(’J2
<zZi SAND
[+ ]
o
o
w
=
2
o ES
<
7
=
2 g
O
<
- k)
w o;
S SAND | §>
°g
Ge
ns
350 ft

Well yield: 432 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: 38,000 gpd/ft
Water quality: Very soft and of very low mineralization

Vertical scale is 100 ft to the inch

Only the south half of Lexington County is in the Coastal Plain. The
base of freshwater ranges from a little above sea level near the Fall Line
to about -400 ft msl at the county's southern boundary. Only two wells
are known to yield as much as 1,000 gpm. Considerable freshwater-section
thickness is available in the southern part, but it is generally
unexplored. Shallow aquifers in the Black Mingo Formation may support
moderate yields in the extreme south.

The water is extremely soft and very low in dissolved solids; it is
acidic. The combination of excellent water quality and probable
availability of substantial aquifers should encourage development of
ground-water supplies in southern Lexington County.
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MARION COUNTY

67 78 90
Mullins Britton Neck, 4mi SSE Marion, 8mi WNW
El 100 El 30 ElI 60
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gpd/ft © | =mp| & ' le
Water quality: Soft water of 35 o I
moderate mineralization o 2
i L g
» H T 610 ft
S 7]
8 Well yield: 1,500 gpm
'S} 1 Aquifer transmissivity: 18,000 gpd/ft
= Water quality: Well 1% mi distant
o« SAND o yields water of low mineralization
(&) I ]
b
(o]
g
- | &
Vertical scale is 200 ft to the inch ;’
o
b I c
©
[}
©
T D
| =
E
«©
——d - w
CRYSTALLINE |
ROCK 1,225 ft
Test Well

Waterquality: Soft and moderately
mineralized in freshwater zone;
see Table 4

The base of freshwater in Marion County ranges from about -500 ft msl
in the north to -1,000 ft msl in the south. Only a half-dozen wells
currently yield 1,000 gpm or more, but one yields nearly 2,400 gpm (Table
3). The water generally is low to moderate in mineralization and is soft.
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145 171
Blenheim, 7.5ml SSE Clio
El 125 El 190
SAND
]
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o
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— ] e Jou
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= g 8 SAND .g
< — | £ o 2
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2 x g
3] o [
< |
= T |
w —
o
(&
+420 ft
Well yield: 506 gpm
SAND Aquifer transmissivity: 42,000 gpd/ft
Water quality: Soft, with low mineralization
-: 511 ft

Well yield: 1,000 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: 59,000 gpd/ft
Waterquality: Soft, with very low minerallzation

Vertical scale Is 100 ft to the inch

The base of freshwater in the Coastal Plain sediments of Marlboro
County ranges from well above sea level in the north to about -400 ft at
the south end of the county. Only one well is known to yield as much as
1,000 gpm, but some others, well 171 (above) among them, could easily
provide that yield if equipped to do so. The water seems to be very low
to low in mineralization, although in the deeper zones it is likely to be
moderately mineralized. It usually is very soft. Iron may be excessive
in places.
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Well yield: 1,500 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: 130,000 gpd/ft
Indicated by test of nearby well 4
screened similarly AND
Water quality: Soft and low in QS
mineralization; iron may be excessive J SAND
- 1,200 ft T
Well yield: 1,100 gpm
Aquifer transmissivity: 140,000
gpd/ft T+
Water quality: Very soft water
Vertical scale Is 200 ft to the inch ofq|ow n):lneral¥zation
The base of freshwater in Orangeburg County dips from about -400 ft
msl in the north to -1,750 ft msl in the south. This great thickness, 1 4,496 ft

with many substantial aquifers in the Cretaceous section, places this
county at or near the top in ground-water development potential. At
present more than 20 wells yield 1,000 gpm or more, several of them more
than 2,000 gpm. The water from the deep aquifers is soft and low to
moderate in mineral content; that from the Black Mingo and Floridan
aquifers is variable, with water from limestone zones being harder and
more mineralized.

Well yield: 1,000 gpm
Waterquality: Soft and of
moderate mineralization
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RICHLAND COUNTY

450
Eastover, 3mi NE
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Well yield: 1,500 gpm

A quifer transmissivity: 77,000 god/ft

Water quality: Very low mineralization
with practically no hardness.
The water is acidic and iron may
be excessive

Vertical scale is 200 ft to the Inch

The northwestern part of Richland County is in the Piedmont. Below
the Fall Line the base of freshwater ranges from about +200 ft msl to -600
ft msl. The well illustrated above is near the southern tip of the
county, where the freshwater section is thickest. Massive sand beds
capable of yielding very large quantities of water are indicated by the
logs in the area. Four wells yield 1,000 gpm or more in Richland County,
all near Eastover. All of the water is very soft, and mineralization is
very low in most wells. The pH is nearly always on the acidic side.
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SUMTER COUNTY

132 156 230
Sumter Rembert 3mi SW Pinewood
El 145 El 170 El 184
@ -
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SAND | & @
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<+ O <+
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©
I { es
T 72011 SAND | &2
Well yield: 1,825 gpm “g.‘é
Aquifer transmissivity: 37,000 gpd/ft
Water quality: Soft and very low in 4 827 ft
mineralization; acidic Well yield: 500 gpm

Water quality: Soft and
low in mineralization

Vertical scale Is 200 ft to the inch

The base of freshwater in Sumter County ranges from -100 ft msl in the
north to -800 ft msl along the southeastern boundary. Within this
relatively modest freshwater section are some of the most massive sand
thicknesses in the Cretaceous beds of South Carolina. Approximately 40
wells yield over 1,000 gpm, several over 2,000 gpm. Nearly all of these
are screened in Cretaceous aquifers, and most are in or near the city of
Sumter. The water is soft and mineralization 3s very low to low. It
usually is acidic, and excessive iron can be a problem.
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WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY

38 73 176
Kingstree, 5mi NNE Warsaw, 2mi S Hemingway, 1.75mi SSW
El 60 El 20 El 40
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© Well yield: 361 gpm SAND ' © 2
€ Aquifer transmissivity: 17,000 1 12
® gpd/ft to20tt B=
SAND 8 Water quality: Soft and of Well yleld: 753 gpm
moderate mineralization
] TANT| Aquifer transmissivity:
38,000 gpd/ft
Water quality: Soft and of
1,092 ft moderate mineralization

Well yield: 1,500 gpm

Water quality: Soft and of
moderate mineralization in
upper screened interval; hard
and barely saline in lower
interval

Vertical scale is 200 ft to the inch

The base of freshwater ranges from about -1,000 ft msl along the
northeestern county boundary to -1,500 ft msl at théﬁﬁgét'ggaﬂzf the
county. The deepest wells do not penetrate the entire freshwater section,
and the available electric logs do not show as much sand as those in
counties to the north and west. Five wells, all at Kingstree, yield more
than 1,000 gpm. The water is soft and of moderate mineralization.

89



06

Table 3. Wells having a yield of 1,000 gpm or more

Location Producing Well Specific

Well No. Crow-flight distance from town center interval Aquiferl yield capacity Data available2
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
AIKEN COUNTY

446 Jackson, 7 mi ESE SRP 725-825 c 2,100 40
447 Jackson, 9 mi ESE SRP 695-850 c 1,000 24
452 Jackson, 4 mi E SRP 445-690 c 2,000 31 E,P
516 Jackson, 7 mi ESE SRP 600-850 c 1,400 14 E,P
518 Jackson, 41/2 mi SE SRP 615-725 c 1,500 30
531 Jackson, 3 mi E SRP 447-675 c 1,000 33
534 Jackson, 3 mi E SRP 560-680 c 1,000 29
539 Jackson, 71/2 mi SE SRP 455-680 c 1,000 42
540 Jackson, 3 mi E SRP 385-660 B,C 1,500 25
544 Jackson, 9 mi ESE SRP 660-854 c 1,000 42
552 Jackson, 71/2 mi ESE SRP -850 C 1,000
573 Jackson, 11/2 mi SW 160-260 C 2,100

1 Aquifer: P, Pleistocene terrace deposits; F, Floridan; B, Black Mingo; C, Cretaceous.

2 pata: C, chemical analysis by SCWRC or USGS; E, electric log; P, pumping test.

Wells may be located on county maps preceding this table.
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
ATKEN COUNTY (continued)
581 Salley 480-580 c 1,350
589 Jackson, 9 mi E SRP 540-840 c 1,000
686 Aiken, 91/2 mi E 230-400 c 1,400
811 Aiken 91/2 mi E 200-450 c 2,200 20
830 Aiken, 4 mi SSW 327-468 c 1,000 E,P
831 Aiken, 4 mi SSW 318-480 c 1,000 37
832 Aiken, 2 mi SE 212-440 c 1,500 33 E,P
SRP denotes the Savannah River Plant, U.S. Department of Energy
ALLENDALE COUNTY
19 Martin, 2 mi ESE 610-760 c 1,000 10 E,C
22 Fairfax 672-825 C 1,250 24 E,C
27 Martin, 2 mi S 550-794 c 2,260 20 E,P
33 Fairfax, 7 mi NW 592-777 C 2,700 E
40 NW edge of county 550-750 c 1,800 E
44 Allendale, 21/2 mi SE -856 C 1,750 13 E
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm) _ (gpm/ft)
ALLENDALE COUNTY (continued)
47 S end of county 850-990 c 1,750 28 C,E
49 Allendale, 4 mi SW -849 c 1,800 28 E
53 Allendale, 9 mi WNW 613-764 c 1,265
66 NW end of county. Creek Plantation 390-716 B,C 1,500 16 P
80 Fairfax, 11 mi SSW -190 F 1,500
81 Fairfax, 12 mi SSW -190 F 1,500
82 Fairfax, 11 mi SSW -190 F 1,500
298 Fairfax, 81/2 mi SSW 850-1,000 c 1,750 25+ E
313 Allendale, 9 mi NW 124-375 F 1,500
317 Fairfax, 7 mi SSW 85-224 F 1,740 26
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(£ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
BAMBERG COUNTY
27 Bamberg 448-539 c 1,500 18 E
28 Denmark, 3 mi W -340 c 1,550
49 Denmark, 41/2 mi NW 820-920 c 1,350
53 Denmark, 51/2 mi NW 440-590 C 1,200 24
BARNWELL COUNTY
71 Barnwell, 6 mi W SRP -931 c 2,000 E
72 Barnwell, 71/2 mi W SRP 662-945 C 2,000 32 E,P
76 Barnwell, 71/2 mi W SRP -932 c 2,000
79 Williston 490-680 c 1,400 11 C,E,P
236 Blackville, 3 mi N 220~-454 B,C 2,000 17
272 Jackson, 9 mi ESE SRP 414-824 c 1,090 19
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—-flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(£ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
BARNWELL COUNTY (continued)
274 Jackson, 9 mi ESE SRP 500-870 c 1,000 32
294 Kline, 2 mi E 250-500, F,B 1,000
297 Blackville, 2 mi SW 60 -180 F 1,100
298 Kline 247-487 c 2,330 30
BEAUFORT COUNTY
2 Parris Island, USMC Base 63-315 F 1,800
3 Parris Island, USMC Base 63-112 F 1,000
7 Parris Island, USMC Base 103-134 F 1,000
8 Parris Island, USMC Base - 90 F 1,000
9 Parris Island, USMC Base -100 F 2,000
22 Burton, 2 mi WNW 80- 84 F 1,400 50% C,P
315 Hilton Head Island, N end 150-483 F 1,100
371 Bluffton, 31/2 mi E 80-120 F 1,100
400 Bluffton, 4 mi WNW 151-242 F 1,000
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific

Well No. Crow-flight distance from town center interval yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
BEAUFORT COUNTY (continued)

443 Hilton Head Island, N end 138-213 1,000 C,E
499 Bluffton, 21/2 mi ENE 97-209 2,900 150 E,P
538 Beaufort, 8 mi SE 82-160 1,200
652 Hilton Head Island, N end 135-200 1,500 250 P
671 Hilton Head Island, central coast 145-221 2,255 80 P
676 Bluffton, 51/2 mi ESE 115-191 1,125 144
678 Hilton Head Island, SW part 150-195 1,500 188
698 Hilton Head Island, N end 138-213 1,000 c
701 Hilton Head Island, SW end 146-202 1,000
703 Hilton Head Island, SW part 147-176 1,000 E
720 Hilton Head Island, central coast 145-200 1,000 C
721 Hilton Head Island, central coast 145-200 1,000 c
736 Hilton Head Island, central coast 143-200 1,000
737 Bluffton, 9 mi SE 184-208 1,000 175 c
758 Hilton Head Island, central coast 145-200 1,230 123 P
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow-flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm) (gpm/ft)

BEAUFORT COUNTY (continued)

966 Beaufort, 5 mi SE - 91 F 1,200 C,E
969 Port Royal, 6 mi SE -105 F 1,300 c
970 Port Royal, 61/2 ESE 55 -159 F 1,200 c
976 Port Royal, 61/2 ESE -120 F 1,200

977 Port Royal, 4 mi E 60-120 F 1,200

985 Hilton Head Island, north part 542-630 F 1,015 39 C,E,P
1234 Beaufort, 71/2 mi SE -110 F 1,200

1298 Port Royal, 61/2 mi SE 90-130 F 1,100

1325 Bluffton, 3 mi E 140-200 F 1,000

1326 Bluffton, 3 mi E 145-230 F 1,500 P
1336 Hilton Head Island, center 145-230 F 1,500 165 E
1388 Hilton Head Island, NE corner 127-230 F 1,015 248 E
1389 Bluffton, 41/2 mi NE 110-192 F 1,200 120 E,P
1418 Bluffton, 3 mi NW 160-200 F 1,950 65 E

1589 Hilton Head Island, central part 126-198 F 1,215 145 P
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm) _ (gpm/ft)
BEAUFORT COUNTY (continued)
1630 Bluffton, S5 mi NE 115-200 F 1,500 138 P
1632 Hilton Head Island, NE part 110-200 F 1,210 270 E,P
1685 Hilton Head Island, center 118-200 F 1,500 170 P
1788 Beaufort, 6 mi SE 52— 70 F 1,200 55 P
BERKELEY COUNTY
56 Mt. Pleasant, 91/2 mi NNE 84-340 F,B 1,100 35 E
444 Mount Holly, 4 mi NE 1,530-1,642 C 1,250 18 P
CALHOUN COUNTY
41 St. Matthews, 3 mi NNE 510-770 C 1,120 14 E,P
95 Cameron, 41/2 mi E 220340 c 2,055 27 E
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—-flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(£ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
CHARLESTON COUNTY
163 Mount Pleasant 1,829-1,912 1,300 4,7 C,E,P
167 Mount Pleasant 1,800-1,986 2,000 7.8 C,E,P
173 Mount Pleasant 1,575-1,862 1,400 2.5 C,E,P
174 Seabrook Island 2,040-2,260 1,610 3.7 C,P
219 Isle of Palms 1,773-1,985 1,420 7.7 C,E,P
559 Mount Pleasant, 3 mi NE 1,754-1,955 1,300 6.5 E,P
603 Isle of Palms 1,796-2,025 1,500 15 C,E,P
604 Isle of Palms 1,850-2,190 1,000 3.8 C,E,P
COLLETON COUNTY
49 Walterboro, 3 mi NE 1,602-1,664 1,250 12
50 Walterboro, NE part 1,698-1,760 1,430 22 c
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
DARLINGTON COUNTY
69 Darlington 180-305 C 1,000 6 C,E
71 Hartsville, SW part 205-293 c 1,500 42 E
82 Hartsville, 3 mi SW 208-294 c 1,430 39 E
89 Darlington, 41/4 mi SE 530-624 C 1,000 3.9 E,P
92 Darlington, 41/2 mi SE 235-620 c 1,000 E
94 Hartsville 214-306 c 1,100 16 E,P
114 Hartsville, 21/2 mi WSW -147 Cc 1,200 13
123 Darlington, 8 mi NE 172-372 c 2,100 33
DILLON COUNTY
103 Dillon, 81/2 mi WW 140-215 c 1,000
104 Latta, 33/4 mi SW 164-447 c 1,250 20%



001

Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow-flight distance from town center  interval yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
FLORENCE COUNTY
2 Florence 200-728 1,080 39
3 Florence 208-724 1,120 14
4 Florence 261-726 1,180 11 c
33 Florence 325-718 1,150 14 C,E,P
105 Lake City 152-426 1,250 12 E
112 Florence 130-364 1,000 11 C,E,P
125 Florence, E edge 260-495 1,000 11 C,E,
127 Florence 309-495 1,000 10 c
140 Florence 344-680 2,100 21 C,E,P
146 Florence 354-660 1,400 11 E,P
154 Florence 303-706 1,570 14
161 Florence, 23/4 mi WSW 230-660 1,400 9.5 E,P
179 Florence, 41/2 mi W 306-578 1,400 E
208 Florence, 1 mi E 320-720 1,500 16 E
226 Florence, 91/2 mi E 152-392 1,100 4.5 E
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
FLORENCE COUNTY (continued)
243 Florence, 3 mi NNW 325-425 c 1,580 16 c
245 Lake City, 11/4 mi NW -582 o 1,400
250 Lake City, 11/4 mi NW 285-574 c 1,250 10 E,P
HAMPTON COUNTY
10 Varnville -630 c 1,200
41 Hampton -853 c 1,100 C,E
46 Hampton 640-841 c 3,000 18 E
136 Estill, 5 mi NW 92-190 F 1,250 40% P
152 Furman, 4 mi E 290-493 F,B 1,400 35
156 Furman, 4 mi WSW 96-497 F,B 1,250 60%
173 Estill, 6 mi SW 54-374 F,B 1,250 30%
174 Estill, 51/4 mi NNW 105-220 F 2,000
180 Estill, 2 mi W 120-300 F 2,055 40%
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Grow-flight distance from town center  interval yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
HORRY COUNTY
696 Conway, 5 mi SE 408-802 1,000 10 C,P
871 Socastee, 3 mi SW 387-710 1,400 9.0 C,E,P
934 Myrtle Beach, 4.5 mi NW 356-700 1,000 6.1 C,E,P
JASPER COUNTY
101 Ridgeland 190-450 1,010 140
104 Jasper, 3 mi NE 145-330 1,600 100 C,E,P
108 Ridgeland, 8 mi NW 70-340 1,865 120
109 Ridgeland, 71/2 mi SW 67-307 2,000+
111 Hardeeville 182-600 1,040 98 E
157 Ridgeland 170-453 1,250 125
158 Ridgeland, 12 mi NW 90-167 1,000 30
325 Ridgeland, 151/2 mi NW 160-228 1,590 128 E
328 Ridgeland, 81/2 mi SSW 147-250 2,000
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm) (gpm/£ft)
JASPER COUNTY (continued)
342 Hardeeville 100-208 F 1,140 80
LEE COUNTY
12 Bishopville 243-314 c 1,050 28 c
13 Bishopville 160-314 c 1,035 55 c
21 Bishopville 245-310 c 1,200 50 E
26 Bishopville 240-300 c 1,400 54 c
27 Bishopville, 3 mi ENE 138-330 c 1,100 13
50 Bishopville, 8l/4 mi SSW -572 c 2,000
53 Bishopville, 91/2 mi NNW 180-250 c 1,800
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
LEXINGTON COUNTY
191 Swansea, 3 mi SE 286-425 1,000 c
697 Steedman, 11/2 mi NNE -150 1,000 c
MARION COUNTY
62 Marion 190-735 1,000 5 C,E
70 Mullins, 21/2 mi WSW 145-464 1,500 17 E
73 Mullins, 21/2 mi WSW -235 1,500
82 Marion, 13 mi S 210-450 1,200
90 Marion, 8 mi WNW 240-532 1,500 14 E,P
94 Marion, 31/2 mi ESE 168-408 2,380 40
MARLBORO COUNTY
145 Blenheim, 71/2 mi SSE 150-240 1,000 33 E,P
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
ORANGEBURG COUNTY
49 Orangeburg, 21/4 mi SSE 764~912 c 1,010 37 C,E
79 Orangeburg, 5 mi S 843-974 c 1,500 26 C,E
80 Orangeburg, 5 mi S 790-965 c 1,500 28 C,E
81 Orangeburg, 5 mi S 890-970 c 1,500 19
108 Bowman 588-940 c 1,100 10 E,P
200 Orangeburg, 31/2 mi SSE 835-950 c 1,000 19 P
204 Norway, 41/2 mi SE 366-486 c 1,500 18
216 Eutawville 11/4 mi S 178-458 B,C 2,060 29
218 Eutawville, 3 mi NW 140-424 B,C 1,250 16
220 Elloree, 2 mi NW 117-400 B,C 1,250 25
221 Elloree, 7 mi SW 707-1,007 C 2,200 51
228 Norway, 53/4 mi SE 90-187 F,B 1,500 21
232 Eutawville, 41/2 mi ESE 260-380 C 1,100
233 Eutawville, 4 mi E 35-140 F 2,000 30* E
260 Elloree, 5 mi SW 700-1, 000 c 2,000
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—-flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
ORANGEBURG COUNTY (continued)
266 Holly Hill, 3 mi SSW 126-496 B,C 1,000
267 Holly Hill, 31/2 mi SsWw 276-458 B,C 1,000
268 Holly Hill, 3 mi SW 135-431 B,C 1,200
269 Holly Hill, 3 mi SW 135-431 B,C 1,200
271 Orangeburg, 4 mi SSW 843-944 c 1,500
281 Norway, 51/2 mi SE 500-620 Cc 1,500
294 Bowman, 6 mi N 240-380 B 2,360 21
357 Holly Hill, 3 mi SSW 400-500 c 1,065 9.4 P
358 Norway, 31/2 mi W 342-462 C 2,055 50
RICHLAND COUNTY
62 Wateree, 1 mi N 434-544 c 2,000 30 E,P
63 Wateree, 1 mi N 425-542 c 2,000 22 E,P
348 Wateree, 1 mi N 470-608 C 2,500 C,E
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—£flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
RICHLAND COUNTY (continued)
450 Eastover, 3 mi NE 357-590 c 1,500 24 E,P
SUMTER COUNTY
7 Sumter 415-625 c 1,270 29 c
8 Sumter 419-711 c 1,540 25
9 Sumter 415-625 c 1,400 17 c
10 Sumter 43- 55 P 1,300
11 Sumter 43- 55 P 1,300
12 Sumter 43— 55 P 1,300
13 Sumter 43—~ 55 P 1,300
14 Sumter 43- 55 P 1,300
15 Sumter 43- 55 P 1,300
56 Sumter 518-710 c 1,100 8 c
69 Sumter 525-605 C 1,500 13 E
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)

SUMTER COUNTY (continued)

71 Sumter 416-742 c 1,425 10 E,P
76 Sumter -63 P 1,000 143

80 Sumter, 31/2 mi NNE 109-422 c 1,200 15 E
84 Sumter 452-720 Cc 1, 400 9.7 E
104 Sumter 320-615 c 1,715 14 C,E
111 Sumter 336-608 c 2,475 26 C,E,P
119 Sumter 436-610 c 1, 400 10 E,P
132 Sumter 406-626 c 1,825 12 E,P
133 Sumter, 43/4 mi SW 296-682 c 1,800 8.8 E,P
134 Sumter, 43/4 mi SW 294-670 C 1,860 18 E,P
136 Sumter, 43/4 mi SW 292-663 c 1,750 23 E,P
140 Sumter 325-620 C 1,575 29 E
146 Sumter 394-545 c 1,500 | E
153 Sumter, 41/2 mi SW 533-633 c 1,400 14 E,P

155 Sumter, 5 mi SW 550-704 Cc 2,100 E,P
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific

Well No. Crow-flight distance from town center interval yield capacity Data available
(£t) (gpm)  (gpm/ft)
SUMTER COUNTY (continued)

156 Rembert, 3 mi SW 145-318 1,210 25 C,E,P
160 Rembert, 11/2 mi NW 110-330 2,000 30% C,E
161 Sumter, SE edge 446-604 1,500 15 P
163 Sumter, 23/4 mi SW 412-608 1,500
164 Sumter, 21/2 mi SW 300-630 1,500
165 Sumter, 21/2 mi sW 280-350 2,100 48 E
175 Sumter, 41/2 mi SSE 294-670 1,520 12 E,P
177 Sumter, 6 mi NNW 152-417 2,060 30 E,P
178 Sumter, 9 mi NW 145-440 1,200 E
179 Sumter, 9 mi NW 140-435 1,300 22 E,P
252 Sumter, 91/2 mi NW -450 1,200
280 Sumter, 6 mi NW 160-260 1,330
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Table 3. Continued

Location Producing Well Specific
Well No. Crow—-flight distance from town center interval Aquifer yield capacity Data available
(ft) (gpm) (gpm/£t)

WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY

3 Kingstree 400-630 o] 1,100 8 c
29 Kingstree, 4 mi NNE 690-1,050 c 1,500 5

38 Kingstree, 5 mi NNE 660-1,000 C 1,500 19 C,E
39 Kingstree, 4 mi NNE 658-963 c 1,550 15 E
66 Kingstree, 5 mi NNE 620-740 C 1,900 14 C,E
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Table 4. Representative chemical analyses of ground water in the Coastal Plain of South Carolina

Well No. — County well number in the files of the South Carolina Water Resources Commission.

Location - Crow—flight distance and direction from named community. Wells may be located on
county maps preceding Table 3.

Date - Month/year of analysis.

Depth and aquifer — Depth of well, in feet/Aquifer: A, alluvium; F, Floridan or equivalent;
B, Black Mingo; C. Cretaceous. Constituents and hardness are in milligrams
per liter; pH and color are in the standard units for those properties.

Analyst - All analyses were made by the South Carolina Water Resources Commission (W) or the U.S.
Geological Survey (U). The files of the former contain many analyses by other laboratories,
both public and commercial, but the format of reporting and the degree of completeness are
variable, and their inclusion here would require burdensome explanations and statements
of disclaimer. The laboratory of thw Water Resources Commission is under the direction of

Lawrence H. Lagman.

Remarks — Top of uppermost screen is given for wells in which a number of screens were installed
through a large depth interval. Open-hole construction is used for wells in limestone aquifers.



Table 4. Continued

| | 1 | Depth | | | Man- | | Mag- | | Po-
| Well | | Date | and | Sil~ | Iron | gan~ | Cal- | nes— | Soct | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | ciom | im | ijum | sium
ATKEN COUNTY
146 Jackson, 8 mi ENE 11/58  212/c 6.4 0.31 1.2 0.2 3.5 0.2
181 Jackson 8/54 155/c 10 .03 1.2 .5 1.4 .3
203 Beech Island, 1 mi NW 6/52 245/C 30 .75 20 1.7 | 39 )
266 Aiken, 2 md SSE 8/54 330/C 8.2 .02 .9 .3 1.7 1
274 Couchton, 1 1/2 mi NE 1/54 126/c 8.0 .01 .3 2 | 1.9 )
275 sSally, 6 1/2 mi SW 10/54  205/c 8.7 .00 .7 .0 .9 .0
290 New Ellenton 5/55 470/C 8.2 .00 .8 .5 1.3 .0
378 salley 8/60  323/C 8.9 .00 .8 .1 1.0 .4
396 Between Clearwater and Beech Island 11/62  200/c 28 .04 10 13 1 2.4
401  Aiken 5/65 195/ 31 .06 12 2.3 12 2,0
411 Aiken State Pk, 7 1/2 mi E of Couchton 9/63 115/c 8.9 .00 .8 .1 1.3 .4
415 Aiken 4/64 100/F 3.2 8.5 1.0 .0 1.1 .2
428 Bath, 1mi S 2/72 93/c 4.9 .00 .6 .5 2.6 3
441 Jackson, 4 1/2 mi SE at SRP 2/54  215/F 7.8 .28 2.0 7 4 )
551 Jackson, 8 mi SSE at SRP 8/84 359/c 12 1.5 .5 .8 2.7 4.9
ALIENDALE, COUNTY
1 Fairfax 11/55  750/C 0.24 3.6 05 25 3.2
2 Allendale 3/46  800/C <.22
4 Allendale 11/55 284/F .00 42 1.3 2.8 1.1
7 Fairfax 11/46  660/B .09 2.1 .5 26 )
8 Sycamore 3/55 600/C .00 17 2.0 2.5 5.5
10 Fairfax 11/55 635/B .41 4.4 2.0 22 3.7
12 Allendale 11/55 646/C .01 46 1.1 2.3 1.6
16 Martin 12/52  210/F .07 47 3.7 5.1 )
22 Fairfax /10 825/Cc 5.5 14 1.2 3.8 6.4
30 Allendale 11/55 1200/C .85 18 1.9 3.8 4.7
47 S end of county 4/80  990/C .02 2,5 .3 60 1.5
272 Martin, 1 1/2 mi NW 1/84  240/F .00 28 1.0 2.3 .8
274 BAllendale 7/84  200/F .00 33 .6 1.9 1.6
289 Martin, 2 1/2 mi. SE 7/84  290/F .04 39 .8 1.8 1.2
292  Sycamore 7/84  200/F .01 42 3.4 2.7 3.6
297 Allendale, 2 md NNW 7/84  200/F 02 45 .8 2.4 1.3
300 Between Allendale and Sycamore /84 250/F .05 46 2.0 2.3 1.4
301 PAppleton 1/84 340/F .00 45 1.3 2.7 2.2
304 Ippleton, 4 mi NNE, at Cave 7/84 350/F <.02 5.0 4 2.2 1.6
319 Sstate Weloame Center on U.S. 301 1/84 121/F .06 38 1.8 2.5 1.9
320 Allendale, N edge of town 7/84 360/F .04 7.8 .1 2,1 8.4
BAMBERG COUNTY
1 Denmark 1/55  240/F 0.03 41 1.7 3.1 1.0
6 Banberg 9/63 575/C .00 2.6 .3 1.3 9.3
9 Ehrhardt 3/46 596/B 1.6
17 Banberg 6/84 165/B .16 59 .9 6.3 1.3
23 Denmark 6/84 296/B .03 37 .9 2.9 1.1
26 Ehrhardt 7/84  225/F 1.2 54 1.7 3.6 3.3
34 Govan, 3mi E 7/84 175/F .00 25 .8 1.7 .6
37 Ehrhardt, 6 md N 7/84 140/F .02 52 1.5 3.0 1.0
45 Olar, 3mi SE 7/84 169/F .88 44 1.7 2.1 1.0
BRARNMELL, COUNTY
7 Blackville 10/56 300/8 39 1.2 1.4 1.2
9 Williston 4/58 150/F 44 1.2 .2 1.6 .3
13 Bamwell 11/50 165/F 04 24 .3 .9
54 Willisten 6/55 136/F 00 1.3 7 1.9 .0
58 Bamwell 6/84 345/B 00 14 .6 1.5 5
59 Barmrwell 6/84  252/F Ol 16 .6 1.6 7
60 Barmwell 6/84 327/B 16 .6 1.4 7
69 Hilda 10/71 330/B 00 .00 10 .2 1.3 .8
79 williston 7/84 680/C 04 A2 17 .5 1.7 .9
224 Elko /84 120/F 05 .00 31 3 2.0 .6

112
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Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | | | Man— | | Mag- | | Po-
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan~ | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance fram town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | cium | dum | ium | sium
BEAIJFCRT OOUNTY
10 Parris Island, USMC 9/81 2,972/C 19 0.05 0.00 1.5 1.4 480 3.9
11 Parris Island, USMC 9/81 2,786/C 19 .03 .00 1.2 1.2 420 3.4
22 Burton, 2 mi W 9/86 84/F 6.2 .76 .09 59 8.4 11 5.1
100 Rluffton, 3 mi W 10/53 235/F 45 .10 21 10 13
101 Hilton Head Island, central 6/54 200/F 33 .33 24 12 56 3.2
6/54 400/F 24 .41 26 26 84 8.0
6/54 600/F 29 1.2 26 33 30 18
6/54 740/F 26 3.8 38 36 375 18
102 Port Royal 4/55 300/F 12 .00 110 6.5 110 1.2
106 Beaufort 3/55 81/F 10 .01 38 2.5 13 7
114 Burton, 1 1/2 mi NW 4/55 100/F 13 .00 44 2.6 4.6 .8
131 Beaufort, 3 1/2 mi NW 3/56 113/F 40 .04 51 2.8 5.9 .7
133 Seabrook, 2 1/2 mi E 3/56 110/F 14 .18 32 11 19 3.7
146 Bluffton, 9 mi N 7/56 265/F 33 .01 34 9.7 18 2.9
345 Hilton Head I., SWend 10/80 200/F 36 .03 19 10 17 2.8
407 Hilton Head I., E comer 10/80 214/F 30 22 .00 44 9.6 91 6.6
436 Hilton Head I., Forest Beach 10/80 200/F 23 .02 .03 23 12 58 4.4
454 Hilton Head I., Hilton Head Plantation 7/74 3,034/C 21 .20 .01 1.8 .4 480 4.5
9/81 3,034/C 20 .05 .00 2.6 2.1 520 4.2
457 Fripp Island, golf course 9/81 2,730/C 19 .10 .00 2.1 1.9 560 4.9
458 Yemassee; Ruld Brass Plantation 10/74 61/F 43 23 7.8 26 6.2
472 st. Belena Island, NE end 3/84 99/F 55 2 .01 80 6.8 34 2.6
530 sSt. Helena Island, SW end 3/84 190/F 29 22 .03 100 8.1 49 2.6
563 Frogmore, 1 mi SE 3/84 81/F 22 .01 .00 18 1.3 10 1.3
566 Parris Island, USMC 9/84 5/F 25 .05 .02 40 18 200 12
613 Bluffton, 5 1/2 mi E. Jenkins I. 10/80 200/F 49 .11 .00 44 18 50 4.4
634 Hilton Head I., E comer 10/80 200/F 40 .13 .03 54 6.3 36 2.2
648 Hilton Head I., central 10/80 150/F 28 .04 .01 43 14 34 3.7
786 Hilton Head I., NE shore 1/77 S524/F 22 .08 .01 19 14 280 27
787 Hilton Head I., NE shore 3/83 185/F 20 22 05 78 4.9 18 1.2
788 Hilton Head I., NE shore 1/77 100/F 30 .05 .10 100 2.6 25 1.5
824 Hilton Head I., W side 10/80 221/F 21 .02 .0 20 11 25 2.9
970 Frogwre, 2 mi S 3/84 159/F 30 1.2 .05 80 3.8 14 1.1
1043 Grays Hill, 4 mi ENE 1/84 99/F 13 .06 .0 36 5.4 14 1.2
1459 Beaufort, 5 1/2 mi E. Datha I. 4/84 63/F 35 .02 02 42 2.4 16 23
1578 Beaufort, 2 mi E. Ladies I. 1/84 T0/F 17 .35 .01 64 3.1 6.3 .9
1584 Beaufort, 5 mi NE, Coosaw I. 1/84 130/F 10 .28 .02 50 2.6 7.3 1.0
BERKELEY CORNTY
3 St. Stephen 7/63 180/B 27 2.4 0.04 42 3.1 21 1.7
4 Moncks Comner 11/55 147/F 37 .52 .01 33 22 76 15
8 Moncks Comer 11/55 170/F 26 .27 .00 29 19 18 11
16 Jamestown, 1 1/2 mi W 1/54 362/B 18 2.0 .00 67 2.7 ( 3.9 )
23 Bethera, 8 mi SW of Jamestown 1/54 90/F 44 2.6 .00 84 4.5 ( 2.0 )
29 St. Stephen, N edge of town 12/56 1,223/C 15 .07 .01 1.6 1.0 118 2.2
47 W edge of ocounty, on State Hwy 27 2/82 372/B 42 .01 .00 10 2.8 50 8.1
65 St. Stephen, 4 mi NW 5/73 130/B 30 .07 40 1.3 3.9 1.7
84 Jamestown 6/79 894/C 18 .00 .00 1.5 .3 190 4.2
87 Moncks Corner /79 693/C 20 .02 .00 5.1 2.3 400 10
96 Moncks Commer 5/78 185/B,F 35 .01 .00 30 19 30 14
147 Huger, 2 mi N 12/82 122/F 40 .04 .00 41 12 11 7.9
165 Bonnean 1/82 327/B 28 .10 .02 40 2.4 5.0 3.8
175 Goose Creek, 6 mi E 1/82 302/F 36 .02 .00 3.4 2.2 280 15
204 Mount Holly, 4 mi N 1/82 265/B 42 .03 .00 5.3 4.2 346 16
238 Cross, 6 mi WSW 1/80 120/F 7.0 .73 .02 48 1.1 2.8 .6
312 Mount Bolly, 6 md NE 1/82 200/F 38 .01 .00 3.3 2.5 149 9.6
430 Mount Holly, 4 mi NNE 11/81 1,965/C 13 .20 .00 1.8 0 182 3.1
431 Moncks Cormner, 2 mi SW 1/82 1,607/C 22 2.2 .04 2.5 .4 336 4.9
435 Mount Holly, 4 mi NW 2/82 460/F 49 .03 .00 3.0 1.3 169 10
CATHOON QOINTY
4 st. Matthews 1/55 93/F 13 0.12 19 0.5 1.5 0.8
75 M end of county 3/84 60/C 6.1 .00 0,08 14 4.0 3.8 6.7
76 MW end of county 4/84 300/B 11 .37 .01 1.2 .3 .8 .4

114



} No significant change since
} 1954 or earlier.
07.6 degrees F
8;
5.

DPOEDDDDDDDDDDDEERDDDDEEREREREEDEDEREEEER

2438121126 55686922152961868 5 906276
8877888877 77777788888798777 7 787877

) @ vt DN m 0o A< r~ <r < 0 7
HIZHEIZENRIYBRE ANBRIRINEIFJIRFIAIRE

o w r~ 1wy 0 WO OO -t 9 [12] — N o
SeR8NE82 R85 88 38333380 38 83CEHINERYR
- — i L
88quvoouaovongmn 6893
Q(l VVoOo
VALNOENNAOSAAIMNINAOANVOEMMMOANINANNM N -
I < e TTO~O -t

mn 0w

(]
IANTEYIREICTRRAUERY"BRAGIBIZIIIALBEAN

N W WL oTr-N ] Ve sl B ] r~ [y - b4
RERAEEEgEISENERTINARREAIASRARARINEES
v = ot

Open hole below 42 ft.

DbbbPbEDDDDEREEEREERER

7587E

6465161 500097148 76
7777-’88 887978878 78

RELARLFRRT FEEELERE

SERERERER

273

&
~

161

&

910
168
427
450
857
580

oMV MO

NFOAOMITLTITLTNONIELTANOSHO-ON
s e o 6 s & o s o & & & 6 o s s e & 8
(= - N~ NV

o 580100 9 2

bEE

115



. Table 4. Continued

| ! | | Depth | | | Man- | | Mag- | | Po~
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan- | Cal- | nes~ | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | ciam | ium | ium | sium
CHRARLESTON COUNTY
9 cCharleston, at Marion Square 1/67 1,260/C 15 0.02 2.0 0.4 460 3.8
21 sullivans Island, E of Fort Moultrie 3/81 2,030/C 16 .02 0.00 3.1 1.1 463 8.3
49 U.S. Naval Base, Charleston 2/80 440/B,F 20 .04 .00 4.6 5.1 460 23
96 North Charleston, 4 mi NW 1/80 325/B 19 .18 .00 6.2 5.0 260 17
108 North Charleston 3/64 450/B,F 33 11 .00 9.9 9.9 830 25
115 Mount Pleasant, Hobcaw Point 4/82 350/B,F 38 .02 .00 8.5 13 660 36
163 Mount Pleasant 3/81 1,912/C 20 .00 .00 2.1 .3 360 4.5
167 Mount Pleasant 3/81 1,986/C 11 .02 .00 2.0 3 345 3.6
172 North Charleston, 3 mi SW 7/79 1,840/C 5.3 .30 .02 2.3 .2 340 2.9
182 McClellanville, 7 1/2 md NNE /76 761/C 14 .36 .00 4.2 2.3 400 13
183 whitehall Terrace /79 1,840/C 14 .03 .00 1.7 .4 530 3.8
187 1Isle of Palms, W part 8/81 2,000/C 18 .02 .00 1.5 .33 620 3.7
216 Yonges Island /19  551/C,F 41 .09 .00 6.9 6.1 560 18
224 MClellanville, 2 1/2 mi NW /79 105/F 33 .71 29 70 17 11 2.6
233 MXlellanville, at town hall /19 60/F 40 .67 A9 713 7.5 2 6.2
237 M<Clellanville, 4 1/2 rmd SW 2/80 4/F 16 .00 .00 0 0 130 .5
240 Rvendaw 6/80 97/F 26 .16 .03 60 4.8 9.9 3.1
253 ‘thitehall Terrace, 2 mi NNE 2/80 302/F 16 .00 .00 4.9 1 268 20
318 Ravenel, 1/2 mi N of Hwy 17 2/80 280/F 16 .08 .01 42 6.7 17 1.8
363 NW comer of county 2/80 406/B,F 12 .00 .00 2.0 1.2 144 6.2
369 Edisto Island 6/80 56/F 37 .18 .09 43 3.7 16 1.4
374 vhitehall Terrace, 3 1/2 mi NNE 6/80 425/B,F 22 2.0 .00 5.0 4.8 140 17
376 James Island 5/80 58/F 6.2 .27 .06 53 14 43 15
439 thitehall Terrace, 2 mi N 11/80 242/F 35 .07 .00 9.2 9.5 268 22
539 Edisto Island, 6 mi NW 6/80 561/B,F 21 .03 .02 5.3 5.9 540 15
CHESTERFIEID CONTY
1 Jefferson 1/55 205/C 24 0.00 11 4.6 4.6 0.5
2 MBee 1/54 188/C 6.4 .02 1.2 .1 1.8 2
34 Patrick, 1 mi SW 5/55 100/C 11 .00 .6 2 2.2 1.4
CILARENDCON COUNTY
2 Manning 1/55 480/C 27 0.00 4.6 1.1 38 3.6
3 Manning 1/55 600/C 11 .00 2.6 .6 33 2.0
15 Summerton 10/56 640/C 12 .01 3.7 .2 52 1.9
17 Sardinia, 4 mi W 9/57 350/C 36 .20 12 3.5 4.6 10
19 Tubeville 3/59 352/C 34 <.12 7.2 .5 20 4.8
QULIETON CONTY
16 Walterboro 1/55 528/B 24 0.00 3.0 1.4 80 8.2
27 Walterboro, 14 md W 1/62 843/C 14 .01 2.9 1.1 74 3.9
30 Walterboro 4/66 1,340/C 14 .45 0.00 3.5 1.2 209 5.7
33 Ritter, 4 mi NW of Green Pond 10/57 550/B,F 94 31 18 15 48 9.3
50 Walterboro, NE part 1/76 1,760/C 19 .02 .00 1.1 .2 74 .7
70 Iodge, 5 1/2 mi SSE 3/76 651/c 20 .00 4.5 4 3 3.0
86 Edisto Beach 1/79 562/8 11 <03 <.01 4.8 7.0 570 12
92 Green Pond, 5 mi SW 2/m 600/B,F .02 79 7.6 42 3.2
94 Bennetts Point, 6 mi W 2/77 600/B,F .0l .01 46 2.5 6. 2.3
DARLINGTON COUNTY
1 Society Hill 5/47 360/C 31 3.9 7.2 4.1 ( 32 )
7 Darlington 4/57 317/¢c 13 .89 2.4 1.0 3.9 1.6
9 Darlington 4/57 570/c 20 2.4 6.4 2.5 23 7.8
30 Lamar 1/55 285/C 11 <.0 15 1.4 1.6 1.4
49 Dovesville, 2 1/2 mi W 1/55 200/C 7.4 <.2 .6 .1 .9 .5
55 Oats 1/55 147/c 9.3 <.43 1.9 .3 1.8 .1
58 Darlington 4/57 450/c 18 .07 .7 .4 2.4 2.7
63 Darlington 4/57 285/C 12 d1 .6 .6 1.3 2.1
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Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | | | Man~ | | Mag~ | | Po~
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan—~ | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | ciom | ium | iom | sium
DARLINGTON COUNTY (cont.)
71 Hartsville, SW part 1/63 293/C 8.0 <.01 .5 .2 1.2 2
79 Hartsville, E side 1/84 155/C 10 .32 0,01 3.9 .6 4.1 .4
80 Hartsville, N side 1/84 236/C 8.5 .06 .00 .2 .2 2.0 .4
87 Lamar 1/84 486/C 10 .60 .01 .6 .4 2.0 .8
DITION COUNTY
7 latta 6/56 360/C 19 0.33 0.16 2.4 2.4 24 6.0
8 Dillon 4/54 282/C 18 <.0 .00 3.1 2.8 ( 22 )
58 Dillon, 3 1/2 mi NE 6/56 500/C 20 .73 .30 6.8 1.5 7.8 2.4
78 lake View 256/C .05 2.4 .2
DORCHESTER COUNTY
3 Harleyville, 2 mi NNE 3/60 482/c 15 0.06 0.02 1.9 0.5 50 2.9
4 St. George 3/60 559/C .00 3.6 .2
5 Ridgeville, 2 1/2mi E 4/63 280/B 23 .06 01 25 1.3 59 9.2
7 Sumerville 11/50 925/C 2.5 .00 2.5 1.2 ( 630 )
17 Dorchester, 1 1/2 mi VW 1/79 320/B,F 34 .02 .00 24 12 13 6.0
23 Jedurg 7/63 491/B 38 .02 .00 4.0 2.9 278 18
29 Sumerville, 4 1/2 mi W 2/82 543/B,F 42 .01 .00 3.8 2.2 77 12
51 Reevesville 1/82 370/B 38 .25 .00 20 4.7 44 12
52 Dorchester Estates 5/78 1,740/C 16 .06 .01 1.1 1 230 1.7
56 Dorchester 4/62 583/B 4.2 .13 .05 5.6 .2 90 5.7
70 St. George, 3 mi NE 3/80 447/B 3.0 .00 00 31 .8 20 1.9
76 Jedoury 1/82 400/B 43 .03 .00 3.6 1.3 198 9.2
203 Summerville 4/50 322/B 36 .07 .00 3.0 2.3 ( 192 )
FLORENCE COUNTY
10 Panplico 5/47 182/C 35 0.22 1.6 0.4 ( 443 )
17 ILake City 4/48 491/c 17 1.9 0.0 .8 3 30 )
72 Johnsonville 4/48 290/C 28 1.7 .0 2.0 .6 116 )
85 Timmonsville 2/54 535/C 15 4.3 .00 3.4 1.6 ( 4.1 )
88 Poston 5/51 175/c 28 .16 .00 1.5 .6 ( 115 )
97 Florence, E edge 4/54 429/c 17 3.4 1.8 13 ( 10 )
100 Florence, E edge 4/54 180/C 3 3.7 6.4 1.5 ( 4.3 )
114 Olanta 4/56 338/C 35 2.1 .02 9.0 2.7 3.4 10
116 Johnsonville, 1 mi N 4a/mn 405/C 30 .03 .00 .4 1.3 140 2.0
125 Florence, E edge 1/59 495/C 18 1.8 .03 2.2 1.3 6.4 4.0
126 Mars Bluff, 4 1/2 mi E 5/59 705/¢C 37 .10 .01 .3 .1 22 1.7
153 Timmonsville 1/84 480/C 15 1.7 .01 1.7 1.1 2.7 3.8
155 Johnsonville 4/77 876/C 30 .03 .00 .4 1.3 140 2.0
243 Florence, 3 mi NW 1/84 425/C 16 .52 .01 1.4 1.0 3.9 4.0
GECRGETORN COUNTY
15 Georgetown, 4 mi SW (Airport) 4/78  200/B 30  0.21 0.02 31 34 23 5.6
16 Georgetown 1/55 710/C 12 .02 .0 2.0 9 219
17 Georgetown 12/51 885/c 14 .01 2.4 .7 246
24 Georgetown 4/63 1,344/C 13 .10 .01 6.1 2.8 860 7.4
30 Georgetown 6/56 805/C 14 .04 .01 1.0 4 204 3.9
37 West comer of county (Santee River) 7/65 800/C .38 .01 1.6 2 127 4.8
38 West corner of county (Santee River) 8/65 S3/F 16 4.1 26 74 14 7.6 1.0
48 Marrells Inlet, 3 mi SW 4/83 110/B 4.5 .00 .00 48 1.8 22 1.2
51 Georgetown, 5 1/2 mi N 9/83 678/C 13 .04 .00 2.6 4 199 5.5
56 Pawleys Island 9/83 723/C 14 .03 .00 3.3 .9 283 7.5
65 Georgetown, 6 1/2 mi E 9/83 648/C 14 .03 .00 3.2 .9 260 7.0
69 Georgetown, 6 mi ESE 9/80 113/B 9.0 .02 01 16 4.5 35 9.0
70 Murells Inlet, 11/2miE 8/73 T715/C 19 .10 .02 2.4 .6 320 4.5
78 Olin, 1 1/2 mi ESE 4/78 585/C 14 .01 .01 2.1 5 210 4.8
84 Georgetown, 8 mi NE 1/m 620/C 13 .02 .01 2.1 .8 280 17
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Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | | | Man— | | Mag- | | Po-
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan~ | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | cium | dum | ium | sium
GECRGETORN COUNTY (cont.)
86 , 3 1/2 mi SSW 9/83 800/C 15 0.02 0.00 2.8 0.4 238 7.0
88 Maryville, 6 1/2 mi SSE 7/76 1,295/C 15 .20 .00 6.4 3.4 980 10
93 Litchfield 9/83 588/C 19 .03 .00 4.0 1.1 288 8.9
94 Plantersville 4/78 580/C 12 .17 .00 3.5 1.1 260 7.6
95 Georgetown, 5 mi SW 9/83 680/C 15 .04 .00 2.4 S5 222 6.3
102 Rhams, 3 mi SE 11/77 990/C 14 .15 .00 1.4 2 200 2.1
105 Murells Inlet, 1/2 mi W 11/77 T70/C 18 .06 .00 2.3 .6 33 4.0
107 Murells Inlet, 2 mi NE 3/78 650/C .11 .00 1.7 5 290 3.9
109 Marrells Inlet, 2 1/2 md S 4/78 706/C 23 .05 .00 2.3 .6 290 4.5
114 Catland 4/1 700/C 13 .01 .01 5.5 2.2 160 3.5
154 Georgetown, 6 mi ESE 9/83 594/C 13 .02 .00 2.6 .6 226 6.3
185 Outland, 3 3/4 mi SE 5/80 420/c 5.3 .01 .00 1.7 .3 140 6.3
173 FRhems, 5 mi ESE 9/80 682/c 3.2 02 .00 3.2 .4 150 4.3
179 Georgetown, 5 1/2 mi WSW 10/78 82/B 52 .09 .03 30 3.8 46 10
182 Georgetown, 5 1/2 mi WSW 9/78 110/B 40 .04 .00 16 12 390 35
185 Graves, 2mi S 9/83 800/C 16 .06 .01 3.3 T 229 6.2
191 Andrews Yaul 768/C 16 .13 .00 5.3 .4 160 5.1
213 North Santee 8/82 680/C 4.0 .03 36 5.0 478 44
HAMPTON COUNTY
12 Estill 11/55 844/c 16 0.24 4.4 0.6 54 3.6
14 Estill 11/55 165/F 23 .13 25 3.1 33 2.4
18 Vamville 10/56 673/B 17 .02 4.5 7 55 2.2
24 lena, 2mi E 11/52 750/B 15 .09 0.00 1.6 T« 108 )
27 Brunson 8/52 720/C 14 .38 4.9 9 ( 28 )
34 Estill, 7 1/2 mi WW, Bostic Plantation 2/77 822/c 14 .02 00 3.2 1 58 2.3
41 Hanpton 12/64 853/C .9 .56 .02 4.2 .2 51 4.5
80 Gifford, 2 mi N /77 60/F 3.2 .02 02 29 1.9 12 2.0
92 Estill 6/80 985/C 8.6 .00 .00 4.6 .3 56 3.9
HORRY OOUNTY
32 Myrtle Beach, nr U.S. 17 and U.S. 501 /58 548/C 15 0.04 0.00 3.4 0.6 314 6.1
33 Myrtle Beach, 2 1/2 mi NE of U.S. 501 6/58 551/c 16 .07 .00 3.2 .7 295 2.5
203 Myrtle Beach, nr U.S. 501 4/86 730/C 12 .05 .00 7.3 2.5 357 6.7
204 Corway, SW part 5/55 715/C 13 .01 .01 2.4 1.0 250 3.0
216 Myrtle Beach, 2 mi SW of U.S. 501 4/86 721/C 17 .05 .00 3.7 1.1 273 6.4
218 Myrtle Beach Air Force Base 1/74 789/C 15 .00 .00 2.3 .7 280 5.2
230 North Myrtle Beach, Sth Ave S 4/86 560/C 22 .02 .00 9.4 4.3 351 18
241 North Myrtle Beach, nr Cherry Grove 4/86 400/C 13 .03 .01 8.9 3.8 447 18
244 Myrtle Beach, 18th St and Oak Ave 4/86 807/C 12 .05 .00 3.3 1.5 355 7.1
246 Oocean Forest, 2 mi NE 5/86 T1/C 15 .05 .00 7.4 1.7 311 8.5
247 Myrtle Beach, 3 mi SW (Springmaid) 4/86 718/C 17 .03 .00 3.2 1.2 275 6.8
248 Myrtle Beach, Green Bay Park 5/86 714/C 21 .03 .00 4.5 2.4 303 8.6
261 North Myrtle Beach (Windy Hill) 10/85 695/C 15 .05 .00 11 2.7 439 8.5
274 Toddville 3/78 517/C 15 .03 .00 1.5 5 240 3.7
279 Myrtle Beach, 2 1/2 mi NW 4/78 416/c 16 .00 .00 2.1 1.1 260 8.0
280 North Myrtle Beach, 2nd Ave S 4/86 702/C 18 .06 .00 8.4 2.5 421 14
284 Surfside Beach 4/86 624/C 20 .03 .00 3.0 1.2 244 6.5
289 Myrtle Beach, 4 1/2 md NV 4/83 675/C 21 .03 .00 2.7 .9 345 6.9
291 Aynor 11/77 350/C 17 .02 .00 3.1 1.3 260 12
297 Corway, 2 mi SW 4/78 380/C 12 .06 .01 2.7 1.0 253 4.3
298 E end of county, on Hwy 17 12/73 506/C 16 .10 .03 9.6 6.3 600 52
308 Midway between Conway and Myrtle Beach 11/77 482/c 18 .02 .00 3.2 3 270 3.9
314 Iloris 4/83 325/c 14 .03 .00 2.6 1.2 165 8.6
333 Near Myrtle Beach State Park 4/86 746/C 18 .02 .00 3.9 1.3 291 7.0
338 Myrtle Beach, 1 1/2 mi NW 4/86 880/C 14 .04 .00 3.7 1.6 358 6.1
339 Windy Hill Beach, 2 1/2 mi SW 3/83 700/C 16 .05 .00 3.5 1.4 293 10
5/86 700/C 17 .03 .00 5.2 3.5 364 8.9
340 Myrtle Beach, 1 3/4 mi VW 4/86 712/C 14 .01 .00 3.4 1.0 261 5.6
343 Conway, 4 mi NN, at Mary 9/83 230/c 15 .01 .00 5.5 3.6 224 11
344 Near Garden City Beach 10/85 594/C 18 .05 .00 7.7 2.2 305 8.3
345 Conway, 2 1/2 mi SE 9/83 780/C 13 .01 .00 2.9 .6 268 3.1
380 Crescent Beach 11/76 380/C 14 .03 .00 6.8 2.8 360 15
386 Nixoowville, 4 1/2 mi W 11/76 390/Cc 18 .56 .00 9.1 4.2 280 16
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Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | ! | Man— | | Mag~ | | Po-
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan~ | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance fram town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | cium | jom | fum | sium
HERY COUNTY (cont.)
397 Surfside Beach, 1 3/4 mi SW 5/86 370/c 18 0.07 0.00 3.4 1.7 264 11
409 Myrtle Beach AFB 4/83 611/c 26 .00 .00 2.3 .9 326 7.3
412 Socastee 4a/77 560/C 14 .03 .00 2.1 2.1 220 6.3
416 Surfside Beach, 2 mi NE 5/86 690/C 16 .05 .00 3.4 1.0 259 5.6
428 Garden City Beach 5/86 703/C 19 .24 .01 5.9 1.0 296 6.2
429 Garden City Beach 2/79 535/c 16 .23 .00 3.4 1.1 250 9.4
430 Atlantic Beach 11/77 560/C 15 .05 .00 3.6 1.9 360 12
431 Ioris, 2 1/2 mi WA 3/78 300/c 15 .19 01 2.4 .8 130 7.0
435 Conway, 3 mi SSE 4/78 178/c 22 .10 .00 5.1 4.7 240 15
438 Ioris, 10 mi SE 6/78 200/c 12 .01 .00 15 12 520 24
441 North Myrtle Beach, 3 mi NW 5/86 565/C 17 .04 .00 4.3 4.6 318 13
463 Cherry Grove Beach 4/86  560/c 13 .03 .00 9.0 2.5 429 14
467 Atlantic Beach, 4 mi N 4/83  400/C 8.1 12 .01 52 2.4 8.0 .8
468 Crescent Beach 8/78 75/c 12 .53 .04 61 2.4 14 .6
475 ILongs, 1 1/2 mi SW 3/83 3N/c 12 .13 .00 5.1 2.5 368 16
495 1loris, 3mi S 8/78 185/c 34 .65 .05 30 7.7 40 7.9
513 Conway, 4 1/2 mi SW 9/83 605/c 13 .04 .00 2.9 .5 238 3.4
521 Green Sea, 2mi S 180/Cc 30 .03 .00 8.3 3.2 101 11
523 Conway, 3mi E 12/80 315/¢C 14 .78 .01 16 1.9 194 9.5
538 Conway, 5 1/4 mi SE 9/83 780/C 14 .05 .00 4.2 5 265 3.7
573 Comway, 1 1/2 mi NE 10/78 200/C 14 1.2 .02 30 9.8 165 25
596 Bucksport, 3 1/2 mi SE 4/83 Ts8/c 26 .00 .00 1.4 .4 288 4.3
609 Horry, 1 1/2 mi SW 9/78 80/C 62 1.2 .16 38 3.1 10 2.6
635 Aynor, W edge 9/78 90/C 46 A1 .08 28 27 13 3.0
646 Conway, 8 mi WW 8/78 80/C 38 3.2 10 44 4.2 17 2.8
666 Bucksport, 1 1/2 mi NWW 9/83 585/C 14 .02 .00 2.7 5 247 3.6
677 North Myrtle Beach 8/61 105/C 8 1.8 .06 73 6.1 220 2.6
861 North Myrtle Beach, Ocean Drive 4/86 627/C 14 .16 01 20 4.9 31 12
862 Crescent Beach 4/86 655/C 18 .04 .00 8.8 2.4 429 11
863 Ocean Forest 5/86 614/C 19 .02 .00 7.9 1.9 292 9.4
JASPER COUNTY
1 Limehouse, 3 1/2 mi SW 8/57 503/F 50 0.09 22 8.5 9.0 2.0
5 Limehouse, 5 mi SE 11/57 300/F 53 .10 26 6.3 22 5.8
37 Hardeeville 11/56 900/B 41 0.03 19 8.2 19 3.5
52 Limehouse, 3 1/2 mi SE 11/57 400/F 55 .09 26 6.3 11 2.7
101 Ridgeland 10/56 450/F 33 .01 43 7.7 10 2.2
102 Ridgeland 6/54 210/F 28 .01 46 7.8 ( 7.2 )
104 Jasper, 3 mi NE 5/57 330/F *26 28 9.0 ( *16 )
154 Old House, 4 1/2 mi NNE /85 198/F *15 .98 45 7.9 ( 12 )
KERSHRW OONTY
19 Bethime 9/53 194/c 7.9 0.05 1.5 0.8 ( 1.8 )
21 Iagoff, Dupont Plant 6/50 50/A 13 1.1 2.9 1.8 ( 7.9 )
IEE OOUNTY
1 Iynchburg 11/55 285/c 16 0.31 1.6 1.0 1.8 3.6
4 Bishopville 11/60 200/c 9.7 .07 0.01 .5 .5 1.5 .2
12 Bishopville 11/60 314/c 10 <.43 .3 2 1.5 .3
42 Bishopville, 4 mi SE 1/84 114/C 5.0 .42 .04 4.2 .5 1.8 .5
IEXTNGTON COUNTY
24 Swansea 6/58 180/c 11 0.14 0.00 0.8 0.2 1.4 04
75 Edwnd, 1 mi NE 5/61  285/C 6.8 .03 .01 1.1 .2 1.8 .1
76 Gaston, 2 mi WSW 3/61 216/C 10 27 .00 .6 5.9 1.1 .3

* Estimated from other data in analysis.
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Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | | | Man— | | Mag- | | Po-
| Well | Location | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan— | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aguifer | ica | | ese | cium | ium | ium | sium
LEXINGTCN COUNTY (cont.)
141 Gaston 11/78 269/C 6.6 0.04 0,01 0.9 1.0 4.6 0.8
163 Swansea 4/83 302/C 7.5 .07 .00 .1 .2 1.6 .4
182 Pineridge, 3 mi SE 4/83 137/c,A 5.3 .00 .00 .2 .1 .8 .5
191 Swansea, 3 mi SE 6/82 425/C 5 .05 .00 .4 .2 3.3 .1
192 Gilbert, 5 1/2 mi SSE 6/82 263/C 5 .01 .00 .6 .4 1.6 .1
249 South Congaree, 3 mi SE 4/83 388/C 4.7 .04 .00 .2 .4 3.1 .5
250 Gaston, 31/2mi W 4/83 288/C 5.3 .03 .00 .2 .3 2.2 .4
577 Iexington, 3 mi SSW 4/83  118/C 47 .01 .00 1 .2 3.0 .4
609 Steedman, 3 1/2 mi NE 6/82 230/C 5 12 03 9.0 3.6 4.2 3.3
645 Gilbert, 5 mi SE 6/82 130/c 5 .02 .00 .5 .5 3.2 .5
697 Steedman, 1 1/2 mi NNE 6/82 150/C 5 .04 .00 2.4 1.8 3.4 1.5
738 Gilbert 2/84 142/C 7.1 .00 .00 .6 .5 1.7 .4
791 Pelion, 2 1/2 mi E 5/85 240/C 5 .07 1.3 S5 ( 1.2 )
MARTION QOUNTY
1 Marion 11/60 150/C 47 0.39 0,08 23 2.0 6.1 3.5
37 Marion 2/50 3718/C 38 .26 .00 2.0 9 ( 443 )
38 Marion 3/84 450/C 35 A2 .01 9.2 1.2 53 2.8
42 Marion 8/81 580/C 45 .28 .02 2.5 .7 33 4.7
56 Millins 5/57 386/C 43 .65 .10 2.0 1.5 40 5.7
62 Marion 3/84 735/C 36 kN .01 10 1.7 66 2.8
69 Sellers, 2 mi SW 3/84 360/C 33 14 .00 5.9 1.3 38 4.9
77 Britton Neck, 4 mi SSE 5/82 355/C 14 .01 .00 1.4 2 120 4.1
78 Britton Neck, 4 mi SSE 4/82 537/Cc 17 .04 .00 2.3 5 19 3.7
4/82 768/C 24 12 .01 1.7 .4 180 2.2
4/82 831/Cc 34 2.2 09 12 3.4 580 6.1
4/82 1,030/C 32 5.5 .09 9.9 2.6 480 6.6
4/82 1,140/C 9.5 1.6 4 42 12 1,000 12
MARILBCRO COUNTY
1 Clio 5/47 150/¢c 12 0.50 2.6 0.5 3.3 3.3
5 MColl 5/47 120/C 6 2.0 1.9 1.0 ( 16 )
28 TWallace, 12 mi NW of Bermettsville 6/58 98/C 36 6.5 .08 5.7 2.4 14 3.1
30 MColl 6/58 190/C 12 .03 1.6 .7 12 1.6
109 Blenheim, 4 mi WSW 5/57 357/C 16 4.4 10 19 10 34 8.2
110 Blenheim, 4 mi WSW 4/58 115/c 16 01 1.6 .2 2.3 2.1
147 Clio, 2 3/4 rd WSW 5/84 1671/c 14 .89 .01 1.1 .3 2.2 2.4
156 Bermmettsville, 4 md S /84 124/Cc 11 .06 .03 .7 4 4.4 1.6
168 Blenheim, 2 mi SE 5/84 160/C 9 .26 .04 1.4 1.8 9.6 2.3
CRANGEBURG OOUNTY
3 sSpringfield 6/58 138/F 15 0.01 0.00 5.6 0.5 1.4 0.4
8 Holly Hill 11/55 278/B 17 .31 44 3.3 7.7 3.4
10 Elloree 10/56 135/F 31 .09 30 3.1 3.7 3.0
18 Orangeburg 11/60 320/B 19 1.5 22 2.7 | 5.5 )
24 North 6/54 200/F 10 .46 .9 .2 1.4 .7
26 Branchville 1/56 278/B 17 .02 02 57 3.2 3.0 2.8
36 North, 21/2mi E 2/63 174/F 5.2 .28 .6 2 4.6 .1
37 North 6/58 124/F 10 .0l .00 1.4 1.2 10 .6
48 Orangeburg, S edge 9/63 127/F 26 .11 02 47 2.3 5.0 3.2
49 Orangeburg, 2 1/4 mi SSE 1/65 912/C 16 .00 3.0 0.4 2.3 6.5
80 Orangeburg, Smi S 1/71 965/C 18 .80 O 10 4 18
RICHLAND COUNTY
4 Hopkins, 4 mi E 5/83 125/¢C 5.6 0.16 O 0.8 0.4 3.3 0.1
40 Colmbia (Dentsville area) 12/61 233/C 1.2 .31 04 11 Al 6.3 4.1
48 Horrell Hill, 5 1/2 mi ENE 5/83 164/Cc 5.5 01 o .3 3 1.9 1
52 Eastover 5/83 112/c 6.0 .09 O .8 .5 5.1 .2

124



I

DEEREREEEEREEEREER

FNMNMOWONRA- TN
® 5 o » 8 » 8 ¢ e & o &
W oI W T WYINININ LK

-

MANREIIER2KAS

2.7
.0

eeeeeeeereee

DO~ rO Y O
" s s o e o o o xRk

49 97 0 1
402200040030

dd
23
B4

i
g g8

DDEDDEREDDDDDD

3B m

OCNVOrOIHROVWHLINO
“ s e ® s s e s s & 8 o a
-~~~ OOS~®

§OROHNR T °IRY

REEREIRIESRRR
- -t ~

-
Q9 @§  Addna¥
o — VVVVVYV

NSO MMWOWONE™WW™S
s ¢ s & s s » 4 o o v e
o ~ Mo 0

50360 62
368352366

Top screen at 107 ft.
Top screen at 80 ft.

ODDODDDDDEER

6936334 9
6465655 4

99

05 360648
614 73574

0 r~
2“ ~ NN

PObbbbbDbDbDD

o m5504

OMNHAE=HDNNMN
s & & e @ ® o o s @

g GRS AG T Rt

-t LN
. —

R S

(=]

Qo

b it ie i e AR

3454254“924

729837888
058881 4un

L] 0 QLOY \-]
538 §vogAy

Top screen at 98 ft.

EbER

6720
5656

125



Table 4. Continued

| | | | Depth | | | Man— | | Mag- | | Po-
| Well | Iocation | Date | and | Sil- | Iron | gan- | Cal- | nes- | Sod- | tas-
| No. | Crow-flight distance from town center | | aquifer | ica | | ese | cium | dum | ium | sium
RICHLAND QOUNTY (cont.)
143 Hepkins, 2 1/2 mi N 11/56 294/C 8.3 0.00 0,03 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.1
196 Colunbia, nr V.A. Hospital 8/62 85/c 6.2 .14 .03 1.4 .5 1.4 .2
305 Horrell Hill, 3 1/2 mi NNE 5/83 306/C 5.5 2 0 3.4 .2 .8 .1
348 Wateree, 1 mi N 9/83 608/c 11 .62 .02 4.7 1.1 9.0 8.8
417 Horrell Hill, 3 1/2 mi NE 5/83 172/c 6.2 13 0 .7 2 .9 .1
458 Gadsden, 3 1/2 rd MW 1/84 60/C 7.9 .13 .01 1.3 9 3.5 .9
487 Weddell, 1/2 mi SW 9/85 150/Cc 6.9 .22 .01 1.4 .2 16 .3
502 Pontiac, 1 1/2 mi NW 9/85 135/C 5.6 O 0 .8 1 4.8 2
506 Weddell, 2 mi NE 7/86 130/c 5.1 .01 .00 .5 .8 2,2 .4
SUMIER COUNTY
25 Wedgefield, 4 1/2 mi NNE 2/72 200/C 8.1 0.07 0.4 0.3 ( 3.8 )
30 Mayesville 5/47 1s0/c 13 1.6 42 1.2 ( 3.0 )
50 Mayesville, 2 mi SW 4/49 250/Cc 29 .91 0.06 11 3.9 ( 4.5 )
70 Wedgefield, 1 1/2 mi SSE 3/56 261/c 11 .02 .04 2.4 .7 2.2 3.4
73  Sumter 9/57 55/B 5.7 .02 .02 7.6 3.0 8.4 2.0
86 chaw AFB 1/72 75/8 6.0 .30 .4 2 2.6 )
106 NW of Shaw AFB, Oakland Plant 1/63 299/C 11 .01 .06 2.4 .2 2.3 1.1
111  Surkter 5/65 608/c 11 1.5 .03 1.0 .6 2.0 1.4
137 shaw AFB 2/72 292/C 8.8 .18 .2 2 39 )
160 Rembert, 1 1/2 mi MW 1/83  330/c 9.6 .02 .04 1.4 1.4 7.0 1.4
229 shaw AFB 5/76 340/C 8.4 .17 .02 5 .1 9.0 .5
WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY
12 Kingstree 1/55 525/C 22 0.08 0,00 1.6 0.4 74 2.8
14 lane, 3mi W 4/69 600/C 13 .18 1.5 .3 91 3.2
18 Hemingway 3/59 500/C 24 .07 .01 2.8 5 101 4.2
25 Kingstree, 4 mi NNE 8/60 670/C 21 .48 .00 3.4 4 72 2.8
31 Lane, 5mi SE 5/69 972/C 1.5 .18 1.0 .1 75 1.5
34 Kingstree 8/69  716/c 19 .43 .03 5.0 3 84 3.9
37 Hemingway 10/70  898/C .8 .00 2.4 .0 151 2.7
54 Hemingway, 4 1/2 md SE 2/69  325/Cc 26 .06 .01 1.5 4 150 8.3
66 Kingstree, 5 mi NNE 1/70 740/c 15 4.6 01 2.3 3 60 2.9
115 Greeleyville, 4 md SSW 4/80 119/B 10 .02 .01 38 1.6 3.0 1.5
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