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ABSTRACT
Carolyn Joan Gimbal
Homestead communities were built during Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New
Deal (1933-1939) to house struggling families affected by the Great Depression, to
provide economic independence through subsistence and cooperative farming, and to
establish new towns in rural America. There were four New Deal Homestead
communities constructed in North Carolina: Penderlea Homesteads in Pender County,
Roanoke Farms in Halifax County, Scuppernong Farms in Washington County, and
Pembroke Farms in Robeson County. The purpose of this thesis is to examine the
feasibility of a county-wide Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program in the
North Carolina counties containing New Deal Homesteads. TDR is a mechanism
where a property may turn their severed rights to develop into a tradable commodity
that can then be sent to a different property, so that it may be developed beyond what
is ordinarily allowed by local zoning codes. North Carolina’s rural places are
threatened by an increasing population and therefore increased development
encroaching on rural places. In 2009, the North Carolina General Assembly passed
enabling legislation to allow counties and municipalities the option to create and
enforce their own TDR programs. TDR programs have yet to be established in the
state as of 2019. TDR has been effective in other states at protecting rural and historic
resources while allowing necessary development to occur in a controlled manner.
Open source Geographic Information System (GIS) data from the statewide data
clearinghouse NC OneMap was used to create maps of environmental, historical, and
political conditions of each county. This initial overview of existing data is one of the
i

earliest steps in determining how a TDR program might operate in each location.
Pender County was found to be the most likely to operate a successful TDR program,
primarily due to the rapid growth being experienced in southeastern North Carolina.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1930, one-third of American farm families were in poverty and living in
conditions comparable to families in the slums of major cities. 1 The Great Depression
was a time when national agricultural policy turned to alleviating the wealth disparity
created by the old economic order. Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal program
adopted a “progressive spirit of experimentation and altruism directed at the
impoverished of all races” through the establishment of rehabilitation and resettlement
programs aimed at rural populations.2 One of the New Deal’s more intriguing
programs was the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, which established 152 farming
communities in the United States that promoted forming cooperatives as a method of
financial resilience. 3 Four of them were constructed in North Carolina’s Eastern
Coastal Plain – Penderlea Homesteads in Pender County, Roanoke Farms in Halifax
County, Scuppernong Farms in Washington and Tyrrell Counties, and Pembroke
Farms in Robeson County.
Presently, North Carolina is the ninth most populous state with 10.3 million
residents in 2018.4 North Carolina is also the tenth fastest growing state, with the
population increasing at a rate of 1.1% between 2010 and 2018.5 In 2009, North

Sidney Baldwin, Poverty and Politics: The Rise and Decline of the Farm Security Administration
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1968), 38.
2
Malina Maynor Lowery, “Pembroke Farms: Gaining Economic Autonomy” in Lumbee Indians in the
Jim Crow South: Race, Identity, and the Making of a Nation (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 2010), 152.
3
Penderlea Homesteads Museum, “Penderlea Homestead Museum Facts,” Accessed March 4, 2018,
http://www.penderleahomesteadmuseum.org/facts.html.
4
US Census Bureau, “Quick Facts: North Carolina,” Accessed August 12, 2019,
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/NC.
5
“Nevada and Idaho Are the Nation’s Fastest-Growing States,” United States Census Bureau, Accessed
March 2, 2019, https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2018/estimates-national-state.html.
1
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Carolina passed enabling legislation to allow cities and counties to create Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR) programs, a mechanism where a property may turn
severed rights to develop their own property into a tradable commodity.6 The aim of
this thesis is to postulate whether a rurally-focused TDR program would be a viable
preservation mechanism in the four counties containing New Deal Homesteads.
When beginning to organize a TDR, a necessary first step is to collect
information on existing zoning, natural resources, and current land use and
ownership. 7 This thesis accomplishes this through downloading data and creating
maps from North Carolina’s Geographic Information System (GIS) public data
sharing portal, NC OneMap. GIS Administrators found in each county provided
access to localized zoning data that is generally unavailable through the NC OneMap
portal. This thesis synthesizes these sources of geospatial data to provide insight into
the initial conditions of each county to determine whether a TDR program would be
able to operate.
The first chapter provides context to the political and social history of the rural
South in the early 20th century, and how these conditions influenced the establishment
of agricultural homesteading programs during the New Deal. The second chapter
describes the four cooperative communities established in North Carolina – Penderlea
Homesteads in Pender County, Roanoke Farms in Halifax county, Scuppernong Farms
on the border of Washington and Tyrrell Counties, and Pembroke Farms in Robeson
County. The history of each community is covered, as well as the available social

Arthur C. Nelson, The TDR Handbook: Designing and Implementing Successful Transfer of
Development Rights Programs (Washington, DC: Island Press, 2012): 3.
7
Arthur C. Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 67-68.
6
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history and demographics, from their beginnings, to the privatization of those lands, to
their place and recognition in North Carolina today. The third chapter will briefly
describe changes in economic development in North Carolina and the history of the
practice of historic preservation in North Carolina, including the establishment of key
enabling legislation and prior efforts to prioritize preserving rural North Carolina
history. The fourth and final chapter explains primary considerations when
establishing a TDR, describes a comparable, county-wide program in San Luis Obispo
County in California, and compiles environmental, cultural resource, and planning
data from the four counties studied onto maps to assist in determining which counties
have the right environmental conditions for a TDR.
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CHAPTER ONE: CONTEXTUALIZING THE NEW DEAL HOMESTEADING
PROGRAM

This chapter provides context for the establishment of multiple Federally
funded farming cooperatives in the United States during Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s
New Deal (1933-1939). 8 New Deal programs chiefly wanted to relieve the economic
conditions brought on by the Great Depression. However, aid distributed during the
New Deal relieved economic inequalities that were in place well before the Black
Monday stock market crash of 1929. Federal intervention provided the resources to
put into action what reformers, social theorists, and idealists thought could challenge
American individualism, and therefore repair the economy. 9 Simultaneously, New
Deal programs also challenged long-standing economic, social, and cultural inequality
in the post-Civil War South.
First, this chapter describes the socio-political situation of the Reconstruction
South and the transition into a tenant and share cropping based agricultural system.
Second, agricultural and rural-based reform movements of the late 19th and early 20th
century are described, as the Back to the Land and Country Life helped influence the
relief programs that were to come during the Great Depression. Finally, the New Deal
is described, specifically how the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933 led to the
creation of the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, whose farming communities

“New Deal Timeline,” The Living New Deal, Accessed August 12, 2019,
https://livingnewdeal.org/what-was-the-new-deal/timeline/.
9
Paul Keith Conkin, Tomorrow a New World: The New Deal Community Program (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1959), 5-6.
8
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would later be operated by the Resettlement Administration and then the Farm
Security Administration until the New Deal was ended in 1939.
Creating the New South
The conclusion of the American Civil War and the beginning of
Reconstruction was a crucial turning point for economic, social, and political upheaval
in the former Confederate states. 10 Intentions to reform and rebuild the South during
Reconstruction left many white Southerners embittered and resentful of the Union. 11
Policy to establish African-American representation in local and state government by
Northern Republican party “carpetbaggers” only compelled an “abnormal, illogical,
and harmful political unity of whites” against racial harmony.12
Greater prosperity and financial independence for the South was sought
through diversifying the cash crop agriculture system, introducing more
manufacturing, and developing the rail roads. 13 The tobacco, cotton textile, and
furniture industries were particularly important to North Carolina’s manufacturing
economy moving into the 20th century.14 Industrial development, beginning in the
1870’s, was concentrated in the Piedmont region in the central North Carolina, which
began to prosper. Simultaneously, the eastern Coastal Plain region that was the
economic powerhouse of the plantation agriculture system in North Carolina began to
falter.15

Hugh Talmadge Lefler and Albert R. Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1973), 492-4.
11
Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State, 501-2.
12
Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State, 502.
13
Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State 504.
14
Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State, 508.
15
Brad Stuart, Making North Carolina Prosper: A Critique of Balanced Growth and Regional Planning
(Raleigh, NC: The North Carolina Center for Public Policy Research, Inc., 1979), 13.
10
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The Antebellum plantation system was only profitable given the exploitation
of human labor via slavery. 16 Even with crop diversification, plantation owners could
not expect to see the same level of profits and material excesses of the Antebellum era
without slavery. While some plantation owners sold their property, others turned to
leasing land to tenant farmers to maintain somewhat comparable levels of production.
Tenants either paid cash rent or surrendered a percentage of their harvest to the
landowner; those that returned a portion of their harvest to the landowner were called
sharecroppers. Poor white and black people were both likely to be tenant farmers or
sharecroppers, though formerly enslaved blacks had fewer pathways to work in
industries other than agriculture while remaining in the South. 17
Cycles of Poverty and the Tenant System
Tenant farmers were trapped in a cycle of poverty few were able to escape. In
December 1922, the News & Observer published a widely read exposé on the plight of
tenant farmers. The Tenancy Commission was established by the state of North
Carolina to address their subpar living conditions by surveying nearly 1000 tenant
farmers, both black and white.18 They found that a tenant farming family in North
Carolina lived on an average of 23 cents per person per day and rarely had access to
running water or sanitary waste facilities. Bootstrapping oneself from landless to
landowner was nigh impossible for the typical tenant farmer. 19

Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State, 503.
Lefler and Newsom, North Carolina: The History of a Southern State, 522.
18
Thomas Luke Manget, "Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City: Race, Class, and Conservation in
the New South, 1905–1935" (West Carolina University, 2012), 102.
19
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 103.
16
17
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Nearly a decade later, the New Deal would further document and expose rural poverty.
The living conditions of black and white sharecroppers would be documented by
Depression-Era photographers such as Dorothea Lange (Figure 1). These photographs
of families that were soon to be receiving aid from New Deal programs, were equal
parts the emergence of documentary photography as an artform and an important
record of tenant and sharecroppers’ lifestyles before receiving Federal aid. Oftentimes
white and black famers lived in material conditions that appear the same at surfacelevel, as shown by the unfinished wood cabins tenant farming families tended to live
in (Figure 2). White and black tenant farmers differed greatly in their social and
economic experiences, with white tenant farmers being offered better pathways out of
poverty, such as access to a wider variety of lending agencies and economic relief
programs, than black tenant farmers had available to them. 20
The “buckshot urbanization” of North Carolina encouraged a dispersed
industrial landscape that infiltrated rural agricultural communities. 21 Working in a
textile mill was frequently an additional income source for farming families and did
not function as a means of economic advancement in rural areas. On the contrary,
families that solely relied on industrial-based income sources were worse off than
those that owned a farm. 22 It wasn’t until 1910 that 10% of the state’s population
lived in cities.23 Patterns of development in North Carolina have historically favored
the decentralization of resources, for better or worse. 24 Industrialization had little
Amber Micole Koonce, “Aggressive: The Tillery Resettlement Farm and the Exclusion of Minority
Narrative from its Federal Documentation.” Honors Thesis. UNC Chapel Hill, 2012, 14-15.
21
Kathleen Pepi Southern and Ernest Wood, Historic Preservation in Rural North Carolina: Problems
and Potentials (Raleigh, NC: Historic Preservation Foundation of North Carolina, 1980), 62.
22
Stuart, Making North Carolina Prosper: A Critique of Balanced Growth and Regional Planning, 15.
23
Southern and Wood, Historic Preservation in Rural North Carolina: Problems and Potentials, 1.
24
Stuart, Making North Carolina Prosper: A Critique of Balanced Growth and Regional Planning, 9.
20
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Figure 1. A white tobacco sharecropping family from Person County, North Carolina. (Dorothea Lange. Tobacco
sharecropper ready to return to the field. Person County, North Carolina. Person County, North Carolina, United
States. July 1939. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017772131/.)

8

Figure 2. Rear façade of a house belonging to black sharecroppers in Person County, North Carolina. (Dorothea
Lange. Negro sharecropper house seen from rear. Note pine trees and light sandy soil. Person County, North
Carolina. Person County, North Carolina, United States. July 1939. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017772349/.)
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effect in alleviating the wealth disparity in the long run. The poverty of the plantation
system workers was preserved within a new industrial framework. 25
Most North Carolina farmers were in severe financial distress by the 1920s.
There was an overproduction of cash crops, which kept the Southern economy strong
in the years before the Civil War. Market prices for tobacco and cotton, the staple
cash crops of the region, were at a low, and farm operation costs were at a high. 26 The
sharp fall of the commodity price of tobacco in 1929 was yet another warning of the
instability of relying too heavily on cash crops.27
Nationwide, people were migrating to cities after World War I, creating a
shortage in labor and young people to keep rural communities economically viable.
The labor shortage in turn created a spike in farm wages, though industrial jobs in
cities were still more lucrative than remaining on the family farm. Farmers had a
difficult time paying their hands and injecting capital into their operations at the same
time.28
Twentieth Century Rural Reform
Early 20th century reformers nationwide were especially fixated on the
diminishing quality of rural life. Their goals can be broadly divided into two types
that occasionally converged; those that idealized the countryside as a respite from
cities, known as the Back to the Land Movement, and those that sought to better the

Stuart, Making North Carolina Prosper: A Critique of Balanced Growth and Regional Planning, 17.
National Register of Historic Places, Penderlea Homesteads Historic District, Willard vicinity,
Pender County, North Carolina, National Register #PD0318, 146.
27
Henry V. Taves, Allison Harris Black, David R. Black, Drucilla H. York, and J. Daniel Pezzoni, The
Historic Architecture of Halifax County, North Carolina (Halifax, N.C.: Halifax County Historical
Association, 2010), 97.
28
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 82.
25
26
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social conditions of rural workers, known as the Country Life Movement. 29 The
former type was concerned with people’s changing relationship with nature in an
industrializing landscape. The Southern experience of understanding man’s place in
nature ascribes to a different philosophy than studied by environmental historians, one
with an emphasis on agriculture as opposed to the wilderness as was espoused by
advocates like John Muir. 30 The “Back to the Land” and the Country Life Movement
in the early 20th century romanticized the agrarian lifestyle as a more honest way of
living.31
The Country Life Movement gained traction in all parts of the country.
Picking up themes of environmentalism, reformers that romanticized the life of a small
farmer were also outspoken against the destruction to soil and forests caused by large,
capitalist farming operations. 32 The Country Life Association, also known as the
Country Life Movement, were influenced by rural sociologists and the editors of
magazines such as World’s Work, Outlook, Independent, and Survey. Their movement
flourished through the early 20th century “progressive era,” with interest peaking at the
time of their first national conference in 1919.33 The Country Life Movement also
glorified the role of women in the farm-family unit, describing marriage in similar
terms as co-partnership businesses. 34 Ideas of “farm cities,” particularly in the South,
were a rejection of the New South rhetoric and restoration of the pre-industrial balance

L.H. Bailey, The country-life movement in the United States (New York: Macmillan, 1911), 1-2.
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 16.
31
Paul Keith Conkin, Tomorrow a New World: The New Deal Community Program (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1959), 11.
32
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 10.
33
Jack Temple Kirby, Darkness at the Dawning: Race and Reform in the Progressive South
(Philadelphia, PA: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1972), 134.
34
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 68.
29
30

11

between rural and urban. 35 Ironically, to support and implement these visions of
harmonious, idyllic farming communities would mean leaders taking on a role of
benevolent paternalism. 36
Reformers that placed a greater emphasis on alleviating rural poverty focused
on the absence of “true freedom” because of the poverty and suffering experienced by
people amidst widespread plenty.37 The Farmers’ Cooperative Demonstration Work
Program in the Department of Agriculture’s Bureau of Plant Industry assigned
“demonstration agents” to rural counties across the United States to demonstrate new
farming practices from 1903-1904. The goal was to help southern farmers break out
of the cycle of cash crop overproduction, which led to debt and price inflations that
contributed to the poor quality of life. 38
Theories of worker collectivism and back to the land rhetoric were combined
and expressed through the establishment of experimental cooperative farming colonies
that were privately operated on small acreages. 39 Cooperatives were thought to
address issues of insufficient capital and difficulties selling their product:
“Co-operation is the necessary remedy. The market problem cannot be sold by
the producers alone. The problem is to get the producers and consumers
together . . . If every town can have an organized ready-cash market, if only a

Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 14.
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 20.
37
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 44.
38
Kirby, Darkness at the Dawning, 138-9.
39
Timothy Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth Century America Vol 1 1900-1960 (Syracuse,
NY: Syracuse University Press, 1998), 111.
35
36
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small one, where the farmer is assured of prompt sale of their fresh products,
our farmers will look forward to their trips to town.” 40
In a 1913 issue of Progressive Farmer, Clarence Poe writes “we have come to
the time when we must either have corporation farming or cooperative farming. We
prefer the latter.”41 Poe makes no reference to race in his article but mention of
African American farmers are conspicuously absent in articles and periodicals at the
turn of the twentieth century about rural life despite the proportionally larger numbers
of African American operated farms recorded in the 1900 census in the former
Confederate states. The census recorded farms that were owned and farms that were
operated by cash or share tenants. In 1900 in North Carolina there were 169,773
farms operated by white farmers and 54,864 farms operated by black farmers.
Compare this to a comparable non-Southern state, such as Wisconsin, which had
169,275 white operated farms but only 520 black operated farms in 1900. 42
Though praised for being more picturesque and promoting “honest” lifestyles
in comparison to urban areas, the perceived lack of social structure in rural places was
a mode of unifying both types of rural reformist thought. Jack Temple Kirby best
explains the paradox of the city versus the country:
“The city was dependent upon the farm for salvation from inequity; yet,
paradoxically, farming had become for many an unreliable business and was

40
Sidney B. Allen and R. Stanford Travis, Halifax County: economic and social: a laboratory study in
the Rural Social Science Department of the University of North Carolina (Chapel Hill: Rural Social
Science Department of the University of North Carolina, 1920), 25.
41
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 66.
42
U.S. Census Bureau, Farms of White Farmers (1900), Prepared by Social Explorer. U.S. Census
Bureau, Farms of Colored Farmers (1900), Prepared by Social Explorer.
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losing both its bucolic charm and its young people. The city symbolized
progress and moral laxity; the farm was moral yet material retrogressive.” 43
Careful planning could undermine social forces creating poor quality of life
issues in urban and rural areas. Conklin identifies three early 20th century planning
trends aimed at remedying this: policies of planned land settlements that organize
rural communities with the advantages of urban communities, new town planning, and
a broad program of national economic planning.44
From Theory to Practice: The New Deal
The Federal government was the most powerful coordinating force of these
attempts at establishing cooperative farming, a direct challenge to the pervasive
American attitude of “rugged individualism”. 45 Though conversely, Gordon Van
Schaack, the resident landscape architect of the Penderlea Homesteads in Pender
County, North Carolina, once said that “Farmers are usually able to provide their own
subsistence . . . They enjoy in these times of stress a feeling of security that is not
found in urban districts.”46 The Great Depression would soon make massive national
reform a reality, where subsistence-based rural homesteads were established by the
federal government and managed by various agencies throughout the New Deal. 47
The first large New Deal legislation that had an impact on agricultural life was
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) of 1933. The AAA paid land-owning farmers
to limit their production of cash crops, namely cotton and tobacco. Land was taken

Kirby, Darkness at the Dawning, 132.
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 38.
45
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 44.
46
Gordon Van Schaack, “Penderlea Homesteads: The Development of a Subsistence Homesteads
Project.” Landscape Architecture 25, no. 2 (Jan 1935), 75.
47
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 133.
43
44
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out of production so the soil could recover. The payments to landowners were to
compensate for the loss of the crops production value, which had heavily decreased.
While large landowners did get paid, owners of smaller farms and the tenants and
sharecroppers tending to large farms were put out of work. 48
The National Industry Recovery Act (NIRA) was passed in 1933. 49 Drafted by
Alabama Senator John Bankhead, 50 Title II, Section 208 NIRA allocated $25 million
for the construction of self-sufficient homestead communities. 51 These funds were
used by committees specially appointed by the Secretary of the Interior “to locate
suitable land, secure title to it, and then supervise the construction of dwellings and the
purchase of livestock and equipment by the settler” who after a time would be
conferred the title and mortgage to the property, which they were expected to pay back
within twenty years.52
The first government loan toward a homestead community went to Ralph
Borsodi, a Back to the Land Movement proponent and author, 53 for the Liberty
Homesteads in Dayton, Ohio. Also known as the Dayton Homesteads, settlers were
selected from the City of Dayton’s relief rolls. Providing economic relief took
precedent over selecting settlers with the interest or skill to become subsistence
farmers.54 The second went to establish the town of Arthurdale, West Virginia. 55

Ryan K Anderson, “Lumbee Kinship, Community, and the Success of the Red Banks Mutual
Association” American Indian Quarterly Spring 1999, 42.
49
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 88.
50
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City”, 127.
51
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 88.
52
Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, 87.
53
“Ralph Borsodi,” Schumacher Center for a New Economics, Accessed March 23, 2019,
https://centerforneweconomics.org/people/ralph-borsodi/.
54
William H. Issel, "Ralph Borsodi and the Agrarian Response to Modern America," Agricultural
History 41, no. 2 (1967): 120.
55
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 134.
48
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Arthurdale was established in 1934 primarily to provide a new occupations in farming
and furniture manufacturing for West Virginia miners whose mines had shut down. 56
In less than a year since NIRA passed, 31 homesteading projects were authorized and
allocated funds. 57 The vast majority of projects were for white farmers, only 15
communities were for African Americans in the entire lifespan of the New Deal
Homesteads program. 58 Funding from NIRA was first monitored by the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads. The Division of Subsistence Homesteads was an agency
located within the Department of the Interior. Harold Ickles was selected to lead the
Division of Subsistence Homesteads. Milburn Wilson was the Division’s agricultural
economist 59 and Clarence E Pickett was the Assistant Administrator. 60
The Division of Subsistence Homesteads was concerned with a few types of
projects, with more emphasis and resources placed on economic relief for industrial
workers. These programs were “Working Men’s Garden Homesteads,” which moved
industrial workers to garden suburbs, and “Industrial Decentralization,” where funds
supported garden city development surrounding factories moving out of large
industrial cities. To a lesser extent, the Division of Subsistence Homesteads served
so-called “Stranded Industrial Groups” that were made up of people formerly in the
logging or coal mining industry until operations shut down, leaving workers
effectively stranded with no means of earning money. Finally, the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads assisted “Agricultural Communities” which was tasked to

https://arthurdaleheritage.org/history/
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 134.
58
“New Deal Homestead Communities,” Arthurdale Heritage, Accessed August 12, 2019,
https://arthurdaleheritage.org/history/new-deal-homestead-communities/.
59
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 134.
60
Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, 35.
56
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“encourage diversified farming, to assist in solving the tenant farmer problem, and
demonstrate that rural life may be as attractive and feasible as life in an urban area.”61
The Resettlement Administration was established through Section 4 of the
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935.62 Tasks begun by the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads transferred to the Resettlement Administration in May of
1935. 63 By the time the Resettlement Administration was established, the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads had 25 communities either under construction or in the
planning phase. 64 The Resettlement Administration was a small agency with a low
budget, only able to assist a fraction of the rural and urban poor across the country that
needed assistance. 65 President Franklin D. Roosevelt gave the Resettlement
Administration three duties: to administer approved projects to resettle low-income
families in rural and urban areas; to administer approved projects to address erosion,
pollution, and forestation; and to make loans to finance equipment and labor needed
by farmers.66 Rexford G, Tugwell was named the head of the Resettlement
Administration. 67
The Resettlement Administration was further divided into smaller divisions.
The Rural Resettlement Division controlled the organization’s rehabilitation and

Van Schaack, “Penderlea Homesteads,” 76.
United States Congress, Farm Security Administration: Hearings before the Select Committee of the
House Committee on Agriculture, to Investigate the Activities of the Farm Security Administration,
House of Representatives, Seventy-Eighth Congress, First Session, Pursuant to H.Res.119, a Resolution
Creating a Select Committee to Investigate the Activities of the Farm Security Administration, Adopted
by the House March 18, 1943 ... Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1943, 96.
63
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 135.
64
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 135.
65
Christopher Clark, Nancy A. Hewitt, and Bruce C. Levine, Who Built America ?: Working People
and the Nation's Economy, Politics, Culture, and Society (New York: Worth Publishers, 2000), 400.
66
Resettlement Administration, The Resettlement Administration and its Works (Washington, DC:
Department of Agriculture, 1935), 4.
67
Miller, The Quest for Utopia in Twentieth-Century America, 135.
61
62
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resettlement support functions. Rehabilitation involved providing farming families
with advances to afford necessary farming equipment, while resettlement involved
helping families work to purchase land, to help bring tenant farmers into the ranks of
land owners. 68 Though the intent was to create more private landowners, resettlement
properties were owned by the Federal government and rented self-sustaining
homesteads that included a home, outbuildings, gardens, yards, and fields to families
at below market prices with the intent that they would later be economically
empowered to purchase the property with their profits. Persons receiving relief were
expected to repay their accruing debts in the future as it was thought that as they
continued to farm, there would be profits made on truck crops and cash crops. 69 The
other interdepartmental divisions were the Suburban Division, Management Division,
and Land Utilization Division.70 By June of 1937, the Resettlement Administration
established 38 rural communities nation-wide with 84 still under construction. 71
In September of 1937, the Resettlement Administration activities were
absorbed into the larger and more complex Farm Security Administration (FSA). 72
The rapid growth period of establishing communities was over, and the challenge of
the nature of their ongoing management had begun. The earliest projects began
displaying problems only exacerbated by the continuing depression. Projects were
negatively affected by poor local management, unwillingness of residents to
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participate in a communal lifestyle, bureaucratic tangles, and continued opposition of
the program’s core values from members of Congress and the public. 73
Farming associations supported by FSA money were organized under the
cooperative statuses of the state in which they were operating. On every project, the
association was governed by a board of directors, elected annually among the
members. The board of directors employed an association manager to direct the
operation of the farm and select foremen based on their skillsets. Association
members are essentially employees of the association and received cash wages, in
addition to a farmhouse, outbuildings, and a garden plot to do as they wish. Most
association members were able to meet the subsistence needs for their family by
gardening, keeping chickens and dairy cows. Net earnings were shared at the end of
each fiscal year, divided in proportion to the number of hours worked. Members were
not bound to remain with the cooperative farming association and those that leave
received a cash settlement. Joining a cooperative only required approval from the
board of directors. The land farmed by every association in the country was on a
rental contract with the federal government. In addition to rent, operation loans from
the federal government were issued and repayable at 3% interest. Operation loans
were used to acquire fertilizer, seed, livestock, and machinery. A successful
association was one able to build up substantial equity while making all its necessary
payments on loans. 74
The original intent of farming homesteads operating cooperatively for the
benefit of the greater community was falling apart and losing popularity as the
73
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economy was slowly recovering. Cumulatively from 1936 to 1943, the state of North
Carolina had $24,893,981 in loans from the federal government for rural rehabilitation
purposes. 75 Loans of this size were common in other states as well and seen as
egregiously large spending for a humble profession such as farming. Opponents to
homesteading efforts framed the projects as “a misguided impulse of social workers
and do-gooders to pamper worthless white trash and run up taxes,” as quoted from
Russel Lord, author of The Care of the Earth. While the FSA did not exclusively
resettle whites, white Americans were the recipients of the most aid despite the
prevailing classism behind statements like Lord’s that demonized all people
participating in social programs. The Farm Security Administration’s programs were
formally investigated by Congress in 1943. 76 An important source of controversy for
the special committee designed to investigate the FSA was their use of 99-year leases
to individuals and cooperative associations, which many congressmen saw as a
subversion of fee-simple property ownership. 77 The lifespan of these cooperative
farming initiatives was short enough to not fully understand if more cooperative
farming associations than the twelve “successful operations” identified by the United
States Congress in 1943 would begin paying down the principals of their loans. None
of the successful operations were in North Carolina, despite being an early adopter of
federally operated cooperatives back during the Division of Subsistence Homesteads
leadership from 1933 to the Resettlement Administration’s takeover in 1935. 78
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Testimonies from federal employees and aid recipients were documented in the
Farm Security Administration Hearings and resulted in the sale of all holdings, most
frequently to individuals who had been living on the property, by 1946. 79 Property
sales were for much less than the building costs. A breakdown of the capital
investments of Penderlea Homesteads in the Farm Security Administration’s Hearing
documents cited that the average unit cost to build the necessary farm structures,
including a home, and prepare the land for productive agriculture was $7,990.80
The political climate from the beginning of World War II and into the postWar years would become increasingly hostile to idea of planned communities, and
more invested in the commercialization of North Carolina and the southeast’s
agricultural landscape via mechanization and agricultural enterprise. 81 This
effectively put an end to the idea of Federally-funded towns populated with truck
farmers. Simultaneously, the mechanization of farming put an end to the reliance on
tenant farmers.
The New Deal programs aimed to provide economic relief to people affected
by the Great Depression, though in the South they simultaneously addressed existing
social problems that had developed since Reconstruction. The Back to the Land and
Country Life Movements helped develop what would become the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads, which only one of many programs focused on rural and
agricultural-based relief during the New Deal. The resources brought by an initiative
with Federal government support and most states constructing at least one community
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means that the Homestead program left its mark on the built environment of rural
North Carolina, and rural America as a whole.
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CHAPTER TWO: NEW DEAL COOPERATIVE HOMESTEADS IN NORTH
CAROLINA

The Federal government constructed and populated a total of 152 resettlement
communities during the New Deal.82 Four communities were established in eastern
North Carolina: Penderlea Homesteads in Pender County, Roanoke Farms in Halifax
County, Scuppernong Farms on the border of Washington and Tyrrell Counties, and
Pembroke Farms in Robeson County (Figure 3)83. Although all were established and
planned under similar conditions as ascribed by the Federal government, each of the
four homesteading communities created in North Carolina are unique in their history
and the character of their residents. This chapter describes each of these communities,
covering the initial planning and construction stages, the administration during the
New Deal, the privatization process, and their organization and preservation up to the
present day.
Penderlea Homesteads, Pender County
Penderlea Homesteads was the first experimental resettlement and
homesteading operation to be constructed for the New Deal in the United States. It
was initiated by the Division of Subsistence Homesteads in 1933 as a program for
low-income industrial employees or part-time employees to live on subsistence farm
units. 84 The community of 142 homes was directed by various Federal agencies and
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Figure 3. Map of the locations of each county in North Carolina with a New Deal Homestead. (Map created by
author. Data from NC OneMap Geospatial Portal)

Federally appointed local managers from 1934 to 1943. 85 It is an unincorporated
community near Willard, North Carolina located eleven miles northwest of Burgaw,
the county seat. Today, Penderlea has the best architectural integrity among the four
communities established in North Carolina and was nominated to the National
Register of Historic Places as a district in 2013.86 It is the only New Deal community
of its type in North Carolina to be distinguished as a National Register Historic
District.
Pender County was originally the northern two-thirds of New Hanover county,
until New Hanover was split in 1875 along partisan lines (Figure 4). Pender county
was formed as the Republican area north of the Northeast branch of the Cape Fear
River, while New Hanover remained a Democratic stronghold post-1875 split.87
Pender county is composed on 557,261 acres, with 61,571 acres dedicated to farming
in 2011. 88 Three rivers flow through Pender County: the Cape Fear, the Northeast
Cape Fear, and the Black Rivers. 89
Typical of the eastern North Carolina coastal plain, the Pender county
landscape “large stretches of savannah and barren grasslands were interspersed with
swamp. Loblolly pine, longleaf pine, and a variety of hardwood trees as well and
softwood vegetation partially covered the acreage.” 90 In addition to agriculture,
timbering was an important part of the regional economy since the Colonial era.91
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Figure 4. An 1869 map of Pender County, formerly New Hanover County lands north of the Northeast Branch of
the Cape Fear River. (James & Brown, Civil Engineers. The Northern Portion of New Hanover, Now known as
Pender County. 1869. North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources,
Raleigh, NC.)
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Stands of pine, oak, and cedar were felled and processed for their turpentine and
lumber to serve the nearby ports.92
The Holly Shelter and Angola swampy bays form a unique habitat for regional
flora and fauna, including carnivorous pitcher plants and venus flytraps. A 1000-acre
plain of wildflowers north of Burgaw is called the Big Savannah and is the last true
savannah in North America.93 This biodiversity is supported by the 23 soil types
found in Pender County (Figure 5). The two most prevalent are the Norfolk series, a
loamy sand, and the Portsmouth series, a fine sandy loam. The soils are well-adapted
for crops such as wheat, tobacco, and soy despite the sandiness due to the third most
prevalent soil series, Parkwood. Parkwood soil contains limestone and marl, which
make an excellent fertilizer. 94
Pender County is in the USDA Hardiness Zone 8a, where average minimal
winter temperatures are between 10- and 15-degrees Fahrenheit. 95 The mild winters
allow for a long growing season, with some spring crops able to be planted as early as
late January and mid-February. 96 A greater emphasis on truck crops prevailed in the
20th century, in part due to interventions from the Resettlement Administration; by the
late 1990’s, Pender was the largest producer of blueberries and strawberries in the
southeast. 97
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Figure 5. Soils of Pender County. (US Bureau of Soils. Soil Map, North Carolina, Pender County Sheet. 1912.
North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)
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In 1933, Wilmington businessman Hugh MacRae submitted a proposal to build
the Penderlea Homesteads to the Division of Subsistence Homesteads. 98 Hugh
MacRae and his ancestors were influential entrepreneurs, first arriving to
Wilmington’s ports in the 1770’s. MacRae was born at the family’s up-country estate
in Chatham County, North Carolina during the Civil War. He was educated at the
prestigious Bingham School in Asheville, North Carolina, then entered the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology when he was sixteen, graduating in 1885. 99
MacRae returned home to Wilmington to establish the Carolina Trucking
Development Company in 1905. MacRae became a seasoned rural developer in
southeastern North Carolina and was involved in the operation of a cotton mill,
improving rural access to electricity, extending railroad lines, and other farming
operations. 100 Between 1905 and 1910, he established six colonies of European
immigrants on abandoned plantation lands.101 They were Castle Hayne and Marathon
in New Hanover County; New Berlin (now Delco) in Columbus County; Artesia in
Bladen County; and Van Eeden, and St. Helena in Pender County (Figure 5). 102
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Figure 6. Map of MacRae colonies surrounding Wilmington, strategically placed along Atlantic Coast Rail Lines.
(The Village of St. Helena, “4 – Hugh MacRae Colonies,” n.d., Accessed March 27, 2019,
http://www.villageofsthelena.com/historicphoto.)
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In all of MacRae’s subsistence farming ventures, residents would purchase
plots, receiving direction and advice for planting and cultivation of the plot, buying
and selling cooperatively with neighbors and to surrounding communities.103 These
communities were highly praised for their efficiency and quality of life by the
politicians and individuals that visited them.104 MacRae sent agents to Europe to
recruit farmers to cultivate the vast lands of the Cape Fear regions former plantations.
Families were chosen on their character, ability, and ethnicity.105 The European
immigrants of MacRae’s first communities were more willing to cooperate with each
other and had a stronger tradition in small-scale intensive farming than the white
southern population.106
MacRae’s first colony was established in 1908, named St. Helena in honor of
the mother of Roman Emperor Constantine, a nod to the colony dwellers’ Northern
Italian heritage. He settled them on land located between Rocky Point and Burgaw.
The town was sixteen blocks large and divided into one-eighth acre lots (Figure 6)
with board-and-batten cottages (Figure 7). The first seven families were settled in the
spring of 1908 and by 1909, the population of St. Helena was 150 people. They
primarily were subsistence farmers producing food for their families and to be sold as
truck crops. Being from a winemaking region in Italy, many also experimented with
cultivating the local Muscadine and Scuppernong grapes into something suitable for
wine. 107
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Figure 7. 1908 Plan of St. Helena, noting the Italian origins of North-South cross streets and Block A reserved for
the Carolina Trucking Development Company. (The Village of St. Helena, “5 – St. Helena Street Map,” 1908,
Accessed March 27, 2019, http://www.villageofsthelena.com/historicphoto.)
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Figure 8. Advertisement displaying the board-and-batten cottages built by MacRae for St. Helena and other
communities. (Village of St. Helena, “7 – St. Helena Advertisement,” n.d., Accessed March 27, 2019,
http://www.villageofsthelena.com/historicphoto.)
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The ethnic makeup of St. Helena did not remain static, though it continually
appeared to attract recent European immigrants to the United States. The initial Italian
families moved on to other towns by the teens, replaced with twelve Belgian families
who were not famers and later replaced by families from Central Europe and the
Balkans. They were soon replaced by Ukrainian and Russian families in 1924, and in
1932 they would construct the first Russian Orthodox church to be built in the
South.108 MacRae’s second farm colony was called Van Eeden and also located in
Pender county between Burgaw and Watha. The name was shortly anglicized to Van
Eden. It was established in 1909 with twelve Dutch families as the first settlers. The
settlement was found insufficient for farming and the settlers raised dairy cows
instead.
Hugh MacRae began championing the concept of “Farm City” in 1921, which
was a “demonstration in community planning, an experimental solution to what many
conservation-minded reformers saw as the problem of rural life.”109 MacRae was a
very idealistic individual, believing that “national development required the
establishment of a happy, stable, yeomanry that could effectively husband the nation’s
resources.” 110 MacRae’s visions were not apolitical but “skewed by southern
progressive notions of race and class, and he came to see Farm City as a way to
simultaneously strengthen the South’s racial and social order and pave the way for
more efficient resource development.”111 While Hugh MacRae did attempt to
reimagine southeastern North Carolina’s rural economy, only white people, whether
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immigrants or naturalized citizens, benefitted from his programs, and black people
were systematically and intentionally left out. 112
MacRae was a member of the Secret Nine, a group that conspired to enact the
Wilmington Race Riot of 1898. 113 The Secret Nine were a union of influential white
Democrat businessmen, whose campaign for white supremacy and black subjugation
in retaliation to the Republican-Fusionist governance of Wilmington, which included
black and white elected officials. Democrats took the city by force, removing elected
city officials from their spots and rioting through Wilmington’s known African
American neighborhoods. Most significantly, rioters burned down the most widely
read African American owned daily newspaper, the Daily Record. Sensationalism and
biased reporting of the event has made it so historians are unsure the number of
African American Wilmingtonians that lost their lives or were displaced as a result of
the events of 1898. 114
As a member of the Secret Nine, MacRae led these mobs of armed whites
through the city, later boasting of ninety dead.115 It is thus unsurprising that his
developments featured restrictive covenants that barred land sales to black people
should the original residents move.116 Despite MacRae’s racism and overt attempts to
keep residents in his communities from hiring or associating with black laborers,
hundreds of black farmers lived on the land surrounding his earlier colonies and

Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 44.
David S. Ceceleski and Timothy B Tyson, Democracy Betrayed: the Wilmington Race Riot of 1898
and Its Legacy (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1998), 20.
114
Ceceleski and Tyson, Democracy Betrayed, 4.
115
Ceceleski and Tyson, Democracy Betrayed, 5.
116
Manget, “Hugh MacRae and the Idea of Farm City,” 46.
112
113

35

Penderlea. Undercompensated black labor was a boon to the local economy well after
the end of slavery.117
Penderlea was designed as a farm city that could accommodate 300 families on
10-acre lots. The plan was designed by John Nolen in 1922, well before it became
known as the plan for Penderlea (Figure 5). 118 Nolen was trained as a landscape
architect but became known for designing subdivisions, master plans, and industrial
towns for private clients. He was one of the first individuals with his own private
planning practice in the United States. As one of America’s first private-practice
planners, his work can be found all over the country though is especially prolific in
places where new towns were being constructed, such as Florida. 119 Nolen began
teaching at the School of City Planning at Harvard University in 1929. 120 Nolen
would provide the plans for the first three communities built by the Division of
Subsistence Homesteads, which included Penderlea as well as two rural new towns in
West Virginia: Arthurdale and Reedsville. 121
Nolen and MacRae shared similar ideas and values related to rural reform,
especially advocating that rural places deserve the same attention to planning as more
populous places. Nolen’s plan had a network of romantically looping streets with a
centralized horseshoe-shaped block that contained the community buildings and is by
far the most attractive layout found among the New Deal cooperative farms in North
Carolina. The community was provided with a 23-acre school complex, a vegetable
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Figure 9. Nolen’s 1922 plan for the Proposed Farm City that would become Penderlea Homesteads. (John Nolen
and Philip W. Foster. Farm Cities Corporation Proposed Farm City. 1922. John Nolen Papers, Division of Rare
and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Ithaca, NY.)
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grading shed, a potato house, a cannery, a grist mill, a feed mill, a general store, a
social gathering building, and a furniture factory. 122
The 9,883 acres of Penderlea were purchased by the Federal government in
three parts, in 1934, 1936, and 1937. There were 186 individual family units taking up
4,834 acres of the purchased land.123 The site chosen for Penderlea contained “no
hills, rivers, or large bodies of water to influence the design” and “rather flat, changing
elevation only a few feet” in the northwestern part of Pender County (Figure 10).124
Large stands of trees provide a location for valuable drainage “runs.” Water was
directed north into Sills Creek, which feeds back into the Cape Fear River. Roads
were laid out after the water control system of drains and ditches were constructed
(Figure 11). The water follows a radial pattern, which was then mirrored on the
streets. 125 The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) cleared most of the land (Figure
12).
The house plans were drafted by Stearns and Stanton Architects and
constructed using CCC labor (Figure 13). 126 House plots were originally determined
to be ten acres each, bounded on the “front” by a road and on the back by a naturalistic
drainage run.127 The frame houses sat on brick piers and were decorated with
latticework on the porches (Figure 14). They had 4-8 rooms and often featured a
screened-in sleeping porch. The family farm unit typically contained a barn,
smokehouse, poultry house, and corncrib (Figure 15). 128
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Figure 10. Pender County in 1938, showing the boundary of Penderlea Homesteads. (North Carolina State Highway and Public
Works Commission. Pender County, North Carolina (State Highway and Public Works Commission). 1938. North Carolina Maps,
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)

Figure 10. Parcel plan for Penderlea Homesteads. (John Nolen. Penderla Homesteads (small). N.d. John Nolen
Papers, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell University Library, Ithaca, NY.)
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Figure 11. CCC laborers working to clear land for agricultural fields (Arthur Rothstein. Clearing land, North
Carolina, Penderlea Homesteads. North Carolina, United States. Sept. 1935. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017721312/.)
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Figure 12. A Penderlea home under construction. (Arthur Rothstein. House under construction, Penderlea
Homesteads, North Carolina. Pender County, North Carolina, United States. Mar. 1937. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017775740/.)
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Figure 13. Detail of a Penderlea house. (Arthur Rothstein. Penderlea Homesteads, North Carolina. Pender
County, North Carolina, United States. Mar. 1937. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017775741/.)
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Figure 14. A typical homestead complex in Penderlea. (Arthur Rothstein. Homestead of C.D. Grant. Penderlea,
North Carolina. Pender County, North Carolina, United States. Dec. 1936. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017761308/.)
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There were six different floorplans found in the community. They were
equipped with modern utilities – electricity, hot and cold-water taps, and indoor
plumbing (Figure 16). Most homestead families had never lived with indoor
plumbing so the modesty of the Penderlea community was luxurious.129 A backyard
pumphouse facilitated the flow of water into the main house (Figure 17).
MacRae acted as the director of Penderlea from its inception in late 1933 until
May of 1934.130 Initially hopeful for the impact the Division of Subsistence
Homesteads could make toward his Farm City efforts, MacRae found himself
consistently butting heads with federal officials, chiefly Harold Ickles, who had a
different vision for the program.131 The Division’s focus was less on giving rural
tenant farmers a path to homeownership and creating an economically strong farming
class, and more in resettling the unemployed masses in cities on unoccupied lands in
the country. 132 New Deal programs overwhelmingly encouraged industry in rural
communities, when MacRae and others were against industrial development. 133
After the first year, the Division of Subsistence Homesteads found that the
acreage of each property had to be increased from 10 to 20 acres to ensure
homesteaders could produce enough crops to make their lease payments. Penderlea’s
ideal occupancy was reduced to 150 families with 20-acres each. By May of 1935, the
Resettlement Administration had built 142 homesteads in Penderlea with the labor of
2,000 CCC relief workers.134
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Figure 15. A typical Penderlea kitchen – note the water access via tap. (Arthur Rothstein. Kitchen in a Penderlea
Homestead, North Carolina. Pender County, North Carolina, United States. Mar. 1937. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017775748/.)
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Figure 16. A Penderlea family inspects their new pumphouse. (Arthur Rothstein. W.R. Hubbard and family
inspecting pumphouse at their new home on the Penderlea Homesteads, North Carolina. Pender County, North
Carolina, United States. Dec. 1936. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017761295/.)
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The first residents would move in the Autumn of 1936. 135 Young married men
with families were the favored occupants (Figure 18). Potential homesteaders needed
to fill out an application with three references attesting to their character and need,
another reference from their minister, and undergo a physical fitness exam. All
physical fitness exams were performed by Dr. N.C. Wolfe in Burgaw. A year out
from resettlement, families would begin to record all their personal spending and sales
in a ledger book, including trivial personal expenses such as five-cent hairnets. 136
A government agent would check the book at the end of the year. L.H.
Duncan was the government representative that made the final screening of ledger
books, visiting their homes. Homesteader Juanita McGlohon recalls Duncan’s visit:
“He went all over my house, poking his nose everywhere…. We didn’t know whether
we would be approved or not, but about a week later, we received a letter stating when
we could move.”137 Once living on the project, Penderlea residents continued to keep
meticulous records on spending habits, creating annual budgets for supplies and
clothing. They were expected to grow nearly all the food they planned to eat. 138
In 1936, management of the subsistence homesteads was turned over to the
Farm Security Administration and Penderlea’s acreage was increased to 9,833 to make
way for more homesteads. One-hundred and twelve families were settled in Penderlea
by January of 1937 and the project began to fill. The Penderlea Mutual Association
was established in June of 1937 and given a Federal loan of $30,670.
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Figure 17. The typical Penderlea family. (Arthur Rothstein. Untitled photo, possibly related to: Young farmer
who has been resettled, Penderlea, North Carolina. Pender County, North Carolina, United States. Aug. 1935.
Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017721345/.)
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Residents formed a joint-stock company and operated the grist mill, cannery, store,
cane syrup mill, and a gas station.139
First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt visited Penderlea in August 1937 to tour the
community and meet the settlers. She was a vocal supporter of rural electrification
initiatives and improving rural utilities in general. Support for the Penderlea
Homesteads and the Division of Subsistence Homesteads was at a high from the
Federal government.140 On the surface, social life in Penderlea appeared to thrive,
with an active community newsletter, multiple church groups, a women’s club, and a
baseball team.
Feelings of distrust and suspicion between federal officials and aid recipients
existed but were not readily apparent or expressed freely in mixed company. The
schoolteachers lived apart from the families as they were not permitted to marry.
They and the surrounding communities had a prevailing prejudice that Penderlea
residents were “low brow welfare recipients.” Penderlea residents themselves viewed
the community as a place to stay until they could get back on their feet financially, not
a permanent home. 141 In Federal Writers Project Interviews, Penderlea settlers
expressed dissatisfaction with their increasing personal debt and a lack of active cooperatives and local markets.142
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Figure 18. A scene from an after-church Sunday picnic. (Ben Shahn. Sunday school picnic, Penderlea
Homesteads, North Carolina. North Carolina, United States. 1937. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017731093/.)
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Strawberries thrive in the sandy soils of the North Carolina coastal plain and
were the most important truck crop for Penderleans. The strawberries were harvested
by nearby black laborers then sold at market in Burgaw, the county seat of Pender
county. White Penderlea farmers sold their crop alongside black farmers but were
frequently passed on for sales in favor of the black farmers. This is because the
majority of the Burgaw market’s customers were middlemen buying produce for
grocery stores in Wilmington, the closest metropolitan area, and could get cheaper
produce from black farmers.143 Not only did Penderleans not adhere to MacRae’s
prejudiced vision by hiring black day laborers, the same racist attitudes ensured that
Penderleans would never get a fair value at market because their black neighbors were
undercompensated for their labor.
Only 50 more homes would be constructed, and by 1938 construction in
Penderlea is considered completed.144 Most Penderlea settlers still reported being
deeply in debt a few years after resettlement. 145 In a move to diversify the local
economy, a hosiery mill was constructed in September of 1938. Its construction was
financed by the Farm Security Administration and the property was collectively
owned by homesteaders. They hired Dexdale Hosiery Company to manage
operations. 146
Under pressure from the House Committee on Agriculture and Representative
Harold D. Cooley, the FSA was abolished and the Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA) was created. Penderleans and other homesteaders across the country were
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given the option to purchase their farms in 1943. 147 The initial purchase price set by
the government was economically out of reach for Penderleans to afford, around
$8,000. The price included expenses incurred by the government for clearing land,
maintaining roads, and buildings and did not provide any credit toward improvements
made by the occupants. Homesteaders Reece Lefler, Mac Parrish, Zeb Atkinson, and
J.L. Willoughby were selected by the community to go to Washington D.C. to discuss
new purchase terms with Dr. Will Alexander, head of the FHmA. They were financed
by everyone in the community pitching in $1 to drive up.148 They told Dr. Alexander
that properties were being sold based on the expense incurred by the Federal
government to build them, when it would be fairer to sell based on what the farm
could produce.149 They came to an agreement and the homesteaders, the State
Agriculture College, and the Federal government all appointed appraisers to determine
property values – Arthur Anderson, Payton Southerland, and Dean Futch,
respectively. 150
By March 31, 1943, 175 families were still living in Penderlea.151 In 1942,
these families had an average net income of $1,269. 152 Penderlea was reorganized
into 105 full-time farms around 1943.153 The federal government began liquidating
Penderlea properties in 1943, anticipating greater involvement in World War II. Some
residents were able to purchase the farms they lived on, though many chose to leave
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on their own accord.154 The Farmers Home Administration managed property sales of
Penderlea homesteads. Fifty of the homes were sold, often by removing the house
from the property and on to empty lots in more urban contexts in Wilmington,
Burgaw, Wallace, and Fayetteville. 155 An entire property including the land, house,
outbuildings, and fields, called consolidated farms, were sold for $3,020 each. 156
World War II brought better work to the region that took Penderleans away
from living and working within the community. By then, the federal government no
longer acted as the manager of the Penderlea Homesteads community and homes were
owned by private citizens. Extra buildings were leased to defense workers working
off the project, which was a departure from Penderlea’s original intent as a selfsustaining community. 157 Penderleans increased their canning and food production
from 1941 to 1942, likely in response to demands for foodstuffs for the oncoming
World War II effort.158 Lucrative and plentiful Wilmington shipyard jobs during
World War II pulled Penderlea citizens away from either farming or working in the
Dexdale Hosiery mill.159
The Penderlea Homestead Museum was founded in 1998 by Donald
Southerland. It was in the Administration Building until 2000, when they were able to
purchase and restore one of the homestead houses. The Museum became incorporated
in 2003 and gained non-profit 501(c)(3) status in 2004. In 2005, Penderlea Homestead
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Museum, Inc moved to the Grey and Sue Murphy House at 284 Garden Road,
intending to make it into a permanent headquarters and house museum depicting life
on a resettlement farm. The museum was able to purchase the property in 2008 and
continue to operate out of the Murphy House today. 160 Penderlea Homestead
Museum, Inc 2017 executives include President Pattye Marks Ebert, Vice President
David Hasse, Secretary/Treasurer Beverly Rivenbark, and Curator Ann S. Cottle.
There are five people on the 2017 Board of Directors. They are Carl Hardison, Randy
Rivenbark, Ricky Rivenbark, Harry Teachey, and Judith Teachey. 161
Penderlea was added to the National Register of Historic Places as a multiple
property designation in 2013. The Penderlea Homesteads Historic District includes
4,250 acres.162 The period of significance is from 1933 to 1945 and includes 197
contributing buildings and structures.163
Roanoke Farms, Halifax County
Roanoke Farms was initially created by the North Carolina Rural
Rehabilitation Corporation in 1936. The intent was to create a rehabilitation scheme
for white and black farmers, though they were housed on separate tracts of land,
segregated by race. 164 Roanoke Farms was in Halifax County, in northeastern North
Carolina. Roanoke Farms’ African American sections made up the largest
resettlement project of the fifteen communities developed for African Americans in
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the United States.165 Today, the African American sections of Roanoke Farms have
better architectural integrity than the white sections, though homes and farm buildings
survive on both.166
Topographically, Halifax county sits on the border of the North Carolina
piedmont and the coastal plain, with the Roanoke River marking the northern
boundary.167 Halifax County is bounded to the east by Bertie County and Martin
County and to the west by Warren and Franklin Counties. 168 Emporia-GoldsboroGritney soils are the most common in the county. These series are found in the
uplands of the coastal plain, found on well-drained level surfaces with a “loamy
surface layer and a loamy or clayey subsoil.” 169 Older soil surveys have identified the
Norfolk sandy loam as the most prominent in Halifax County (Figure 20). 170
Halifax County was formed in 1758 and the town of Halifax was declared the
county seat in the same year. 171 The town of Halifax served as the seat of the North
Carolina government in the late 18th century. 172 Riverine access allowed the county to
prosper as a supply and arms depot for the Confederacy during the Civil War and in its
fertile farmlands.173 In the 1920’s, agriculture was the dominant profession with the
most common crops being cotton, tobacco, corn, and peanuts. Cotton was processed
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Figure 19. Soils of Halifax County. (US Bureau of Soils. Soil Map, North Carolina, Halifax County Sheet. 1916.
North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)
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in locally operated mills. These mills were generally in the larger towns, such as
Roanoke Rapids, Rosemary, Scotland Neck, Halifax, Enfield, and Weldon. 174
Halifax was an agriculturally productive county before the Depression. In the
1920 census, 1/3 of farmland in Halifax county was dedicated to cotton production.
Another ¼ of farm acreage was used for corn production. Halifax ranked as the 4th in
peanut production in North Carolina. 175 The need for a centralized market for farmers
to sell their food and animal feed products for a fair price was of common concern. 176
Not all farmers were afforded the same experience. African Americans
outnumbered whites 2:1 in Halifax county, yet only 26% of black farmers owned the
land they tended. The rest were tenants or sharecroppers. 177 As in many other rural
counties, Halifax suffered from excessive farm tenancy and lack of property
ownership among black and white farmers. 178 In 1910, 64.2% of farmers in Halifax
county were tenants, most often farming on lands owned by absentee landlords. 179
Then-head of the Division of Subsistence Homesteads M.L. Wilson was eager
to see African American participation in the new community program. Racial bias at
the hands of community managers, such as Bushrod Grimes of the Arthurdale, West
Virginia community, systematically refused black applicants. Federal officials later
released a statement saying that no applicant may be rejected based on race, though
communities remained exclusive as the decision-makers were basing their selection of
families on the “existing sociological pattern of the community.” Segregated places
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stayed segregated. Wilson and his successor Charles E. Pynchon reviewed 30
proposed “Negro homesteads” but only approved half. Homesteads were met with
protest by white residents near potential project sites. The backlash was so bad that
Pynchon, as head of the Subsistence Homesteads in March of 1935 resolved to halt
construction on white homesteads until the number of homesteads for black
Americans was proportional to the population. His threat lacked any real power, but
Pynchon still oversaw the construction of the first African American rural-industrial
homestead in November of 1936, Aberdeen Gardens outside Newport News,
Virginia.180
The Division of Subsistence Homestead’s activities was transferred to the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA), which provided better assistance
to African Americans. The African American section of Roanoke Farms would
become known as Tillery, named for the nearby town. Tillery was the first FERA
rehabilitation project to be constructed. FERA operated through the North Carolina
Rehabilitation Corporation, which purchased nearly 10,000 acres of farmland on
behalf of FERA. The plan was to divide the land into 200 housing units, but only 40
were constructed by the time the Resettlement Administration inherited FERA’s
responsibilities. Rexford Tugwell united Tillery and Halifax Farms to create a
singular, though still segregated, Roanoke Farms. 181
Unlike the Penderlea Homesteads, the plan of Roanoke Farms lacks the
cohesion and unity that was encouraged by Nolen’s plan. Several settlements were
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Figure 21. Halifax County in 1938, showing multiple sections of Roanoke farms scattered in the northern portion of the county. (North
Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commission. Halifax County, North Carolina (State Highway and Public Works Commission).
1938. North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)

Figure 20. New construction at Roanoke Farms (left) next to a former sharecropper’s cabin (right). (John Vachon.
New and old farmhouse, Roanoke Farms, North Carolina. Enfield, Halifax County, North Carolina, United States.
Apr. 1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017762453/.)
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scattered about the northern part of Halifax County (Figure 21). Influenced by the
need for segregating races, the communities that make up Roanoke Farms are near
each other, but daily interactions are probably only with family or neighbors. The
federal government spent $2 million on the former plantation lands for Roanoke
Farms in 1935.182 The total area was 18,032 acres with 8,032 acres eventually being
used for 294 individual farm units that were replacing older farmsteads (Figure 22).
Units were constructed with prefabricated materials (Figure 23). Each unit
contained a three-, four-, or five-room house with outbuildings of a barn, poultry
house, smoke house, and tobacco barn (Figure 24, Figure 25). The Farm Security
Administration hearings later recorded that “the development and construction of
these homesteads was carried out largely through direct prosecution of the work by the
Government under which 234 entirely new farms were improved and two remodeled
farms completed. The remaining units were developed through direct loans to clients
for contract work.” There were two community buildings, one administration
building, and one pavilion for community use constructed. 183 Whites were settled in
the western tracts and African Americans to the east. The eastern tracts were largely
in the floodplain of the Roanoke River. 184
Black and white farmers were required to have a tobacco barn and keep
chickens and other animals on their plots.185 They were prefabricated kit houses with
“German-style” siding and exposed rafter ends. The most common façade had 4
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Figure 21. Workers unloading prefabricated walls for a house. (John Vachon. Unloading parts of prefabricated
house, preparatory to erecting, Roanoke Farms, North Carolina. Halifax County, North Carolina, United States.
Apr. 1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017716943/.)
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Figure 22. Roanoke Farms homestead near Enfield, therefore likely belonging to an African American family.
(John Vachon. Roanoke Farms, North Carolina. Enfield, Halifax County, North Carolina, United States. Apr.
1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017762456/.)
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Figure 23. Roanoke Farms barn. (John Vachon. Barn on Roanoke Farms Project, North Carolina. Halifax
County, North Carolina, United States. Apr. 1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017717017/.)
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bays in a window-window-door-window pattern. 186 Roanoke Farms homes cost
$2,172 per home to build.187 Plans for Roanoke Farms homes for African-Americans
were drafted by students from North Carolina Agriculture and Technical State
University (NC A&T), North Carolina’s largest Historically Black University. 188
Three cooperative farming associations operated within Roanoke Farms: the
Roanoke Mutual Association, the Tillery Mutual Association, and the Pollack Ferry
Mutual Association. All received loans from the federal government and engaged in
cooperative buying of farming supplies (Figure 26). The Roanoke Farms Mutual
Association rented 87 acres on a five-year lease with the federal government. They
operated storage facilities and a marketing enterprise. 189 The Tillery Mutual
Association was established in 1940.190 It was the only cooperative that would accept
African American members. The association rented 6 acres of land from the
government to build a general store, repair shop, potato-curing house, feed
and grist mill, syrup mill, and livestock improvements (Figure 27). 191 The Pollack
Ferry Mutual Association rented 1,950 acres from the federal government for crop
farming. Pollack Ferry was the only “true” cooperative farming organization. 192
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Figure 24. Long lines of farmers form while picking up their share of cooperatively purchased supplies. (John
Vachon. Farmer waiting for supplies which he is buying cooperatively at Roanoke Farms, North Carolina.
Enfield, Halifax County, North Carolina, United States. Apr. 1938. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017762423/.)
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Figure 25. Farmers outside the African American community warehouse. (John Vachon. Negro farmers at
community warehouse, Roanoke Farms, North Carolina. Enfield, Halifax County, North Carolina, United States.
Apr. 1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017762420/.)
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The town of Darlington was the main location for white settlers. Properties
were 40-65 acres each. 193 Another section of Roanoke Farms between Darlington and
the city of Halifax was designated whites-only. It contained 125 small farmsteads
made of prefabricated materials. 194 The community center was built at the intersection
of Ridgecrest and Oak roads (Figure 28). 195 When the resettlement programs ceased
operation and had to sell to private enterprise, most land was purchased by locals. 196
There were 93 farmsteads built north of Tillery.197 They were supported by a
commissary, a community center, a gristmill, and other community agricultural
structures built by the Tillery Mutual Association. There was also a community
woodlot and park.198 Tillery Chapel School was located at the intersection of
Caledonia Rd and NC Highway 561. 199
More areas for black settlers were established later. For example, the Colony
Unit added 16 more housing units. 200 Crowell’s Crossroads was previously a small
19th century rural crossroads town that later was developed into another section of
African-American East Halifax Roanoke Farms. 201 Thirty-seven units were developed
near Crowell’s Corners.202 The Joseph Batchelor House was built in 1938 in the
Crowell’s Crossroads section and still stands today. Named for the original occupant,
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Figure 26. Roanoke Farms community center for white residents while under construction. (John Vachon.
Community center in white settlement of Roanoke Farms, North Carolina. Halifax County, North Carolina, United
States. Apr. 1938. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/2017716945/.)
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Batchelor purchased the property during the liquidation of Roanoke Farms for
$3,500. 203 Many black families had the means to own their farms by the late 1940s. 204
Cooperative marketing and ownership, even if only initially, was an attractive
idea to African-Americans to escape predatory lenders and increase available capital
as a large group. 205 As many critics of the Resettlement Administration before them,
Tillery residents described the community as like a form of sharecropping, only with
the federal government acting as the landlord. 206 These stories remained woefully
undocumented by federal government workers involved with monitoring Roanoke
Farms.
The total capital investment in Roanoke Farms was $2,225,365, with
$1,743,104 of the investment for unit purchase and development. The average gross
income for families in Roanoke Farms was $1,981, with a net income of $1,063. A
total of $772,181 in rehabilitation loans were made to individuals by February 23,
1943, with an outstanding balance of $460,216.207 The Congressional special
committee assigned to investigate the Farm Security Administration did not explore
any disparities in income between white and black settlers, or if these numbers include
both races.
By the end of March in 1943, there were 217 families living on Roanoke
Farms. All three cooperatives on the property were in the process of liquidating their
assets. None of the cooperatives on Roanoke Farms chose to continue operation, so

Taves et al, The historic architecture of Halifax County, 338.
Taves et al, The historic architecture of Halifax County, 229.
205
Koonce, “Aggressive,” 60-61.
206
Koonce, “Aggressive,” 46.
207
United States Congress, Farm Security Administration, 1089.
203
204

71

cooperative farmers bought their homestead plots as individuals. Sixty-eight farm
units were sold to individuals for an average purchase price of $4,073 by March 31,
1943. The average unit investment was $5,929. Sales were initially made by purchase
contract, with deeds being given to families later.208
Black landowners who had accrued debt when purchasing their farms were
refused repayment schedules from banks in the decades following the end of the
homesteads program. 209 In Tillery, many black famers were losing their land due to
foreclosures, especially in the Post-World War II era. In 1997, three African
American farmers filed a class action lawsuit against the USDA, called Pigford v.
Glickman. 210 Prejudiced local banks and lending agencies, including the USDA,
caused delayed loan requests. Lawsuits, including Pigford v Glickman and those
pursued in local courts generally resulted in cash payouts and not a return of
property. 211
The outcome of the first Pigford v Glickman suit resulted in black farmers who
had lost land or become bankrupt due to racist lending practices filing claims to the
USDA to contest the debt and receive a payout or loan forgiveness. In an interview
from 2011, Mr. Gary Grant of Tillery remembered that around 35,000 people filed
claims with only 12,000 claims making it through the arduous process, none of which
were still actively farming anymore.212 The Reagan administration cut funding to the
USDA’s civil rights office in 1983, which further slowed the process for claim
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filing.213 The Pigford suit was reopened as a class action settlement in 2010. Mr.
Grant describes his own initial loan of $57,000 that had accrued interest to $200,000
by the time of the reopening of the Pigford suit. His debts, which were owed to the
federal government, were only able to get cut down to $100,000, which Mr. Grant still
felt was excessive. 214
A few examples of New Deal era architecture exist today on the former
Roanoke Farms lots. Many buildings were either left to decay or were modernized. 215
Much of the extant historic fabric of the Tillery farms is due to the advocacy of the
Concerned Citizens of Tillery (CCT). CCT was created in 1978 in reaction to the
attempt of the Halifax School Board to close the Tillery Chapel Elementary School.
CCT was able to keep the school operating until 1981 but also acquired the deed to a
different structure from the Resettlement era, the Tillery Community Center. The
same year the organization received non-profit tax-exempt status, which made it
eligible for a grant awarded by the Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation to restore the
Community Center.216 The Tillery community was listed on the North Carolina State
Study List as the “Tillery Resettlement District”, a designation granted to properties or
districts that warrant further study to determine their National Register eligibility, in
1988. 217
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The CCT has always called for social and environmental justice from an
African American perspective. Their purpose is “to promote and improve the social,
economic, and educational welfare of the citizens in the surrounding community
through the self-development of its members.”218 The CCT is the organizer of seven
member-organizations that address the needs of specific demographics of the Tillery
and Halifax county African-American community. The organizations include the
Open-Minded Seniors (OMS), Nubian Youth, Economic Development Committee
(EDC), Land Loss Fund (LLF), Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention (HELP),
Grown Folks Group, and the Area Wide Health Committee. 219
CCT operates a museum in a Resettlement era homesite formerly owned by
Louis and Glendora Thomas called the History House. The museum chronicles the
history of black agricultural labor in Halifax county, from enslavement through the
Resettlement Administration era. CCT has chronicled the history of the Tillery
Resettlement Farm in a project called “Remembering Tillery.”220 The CCT is
interesting as a preservation and history-aligned organization because it leverages
deep concern and pride for the community into social justice initiatives.
The Concerned Citizens of Tillery formed the Black Land Loss Fund in
response to the federal government’s attempts to take back land granted to them
during the New Deal. 221 The first conference on the decline of black-owned farms
was hosted at the Tillery Community Center and Franklinton Center in nearby Enfield.
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The conference was hosted and planned by the organization to provide practical
information for attendees who may be facing the foreclosure of their own farms. 222

Scuppernong Farms, Washington and Tyrrell Counties
Scuppernong Farms was created “to assist low income farm families to become
established on good land, and to provide greater security of tenure for these
families.” 223 It resettled white and black families on segregated tracts, though the
pattern of homes and development makes this more difficult to see in the plans than it
was at Roanoke Farms. Scuppernong Farms straddles the border of Washington and
Tyrell counties in northeastern North Carolina with most of the property in
Washington County. Independent of the Great Depression, the isolation, low density
of population, and poor transportation access slowed economic development in Tyrrell
and Washington counties for decades. 224
Tyrrell County is in the northeastern coastal plain of North Carolina, about 55
miles from the Atlantic Ocean. It is bounded on the north by the Albemarle Sound
and to the east by the Alligator River. Much of the soil is peat and most of the land
area in Tyrrell County is swamp (Figure 29). Washington County is to the immediate
west of Tyrrell.225 Washington County is bounded to the north by the Albemarle
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Sound and the Roanoke River. A 3.7-mile bridge in Washington county is the point
where people living in this region may cross the Albemarle Sound to larger cities, such
as Elizabeth City and Edenton, North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia. 226 The soil
makeup of Washington County is similar to Tyrrell County (Figure 30).
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Figure 27. Soils of Tyrrell County. (US Bureau of Soils. Soil Map, North Carolina, Tyrrell County Sheet. 1920.
North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)
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Figure 28. Soils of Washington County. (US Bureau of Soils. Soil Map, Washington County, North Carolina.
1932. North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)
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Washington and Tyrrell Counties were once heavily forested, though were
known to be managed by controlled burns by Algonquin-speaking Native Americans.
Burning was used to clear the forest for agriculture, create open spaces for hunting,
while simultaneously helping the stands of long-leaf pine propagate. 227 Cypress and
sweetgum stands were retained along the edge of Lake Phelps as an important
windbreak for residences and agricultural fields.228 The largest towns in both counties
are along the shores of Albemarle Sound. Scuppernong Farms was constructed on the
northeastern shore of Lake Phelps (Figure 31)229.
Most of Scuppernong Farms was built on plantation lands that had been long
abandoned by their previous owners, the Pettigrew Family and the Collins Family.
The Pettigrews’ owned Magnolia Plantation and Bonavara Plantation in Tyrrell
County. No structures remain on the lands Bonavara used to occupy.230 Less is
known about life on Magnolia or Bonavara, but the Pettigrew family would become
the namesake of Pettigrew State Park.231 In Washington County, the Collins’ operated
the Somerset Place Plantation.
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Figure 29. Road map of Washington County, with Scuppernong Farms along the northeastern shore of Lake
Phelps, crossing into Tyrrell County. (North Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commission. Washington
County, North Carolina (State Highway and Public Works Commission). 1938. North Carolina Maps, North
Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)
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The Collins family had presence in the lands surrounding Lake Phelps since
the 1780’s, when the Lake Company acquired 100,000 acres of swamp, mostly by
land grants. Josiah Collins Sr. was the chief member of the Lake Company and lived
in Edenton. African slaves were purchased to dig drainage canals, the longest of
which is six miles long and twenty feet wide. This main canal drained the swamp,
flooded the fields of Carolina rice, and expedited travel to and from the lake.232 The
Somerset Place mansion was constructed in 1830 at the head of this canal. 233
Josiah Collins Sr. bought out the land from his Lake Company partners and
converted it into a grand family estate, willing it to his grandson Josiah Collins III. He
would permanently move there in 1829.234 In 1860, Somerset Place had 328 slaves,
whose value for tax purposes was at $325,000. 235 Collins III effectively developed
Somerset Place into a little village of 20 buildings, plus slave cabins, mills, and barns.
Union troops marched through the area in 1862, resulting in the Collins’ fleeing the
property.236 In 1869, 4,428 acres of Somerset Place was sold to pay off a $10,000
debt. 237 Somerset Place continued operations as a plantation at the conclusion of the
Civil War, though then operated by tenant farmers. 238
FERA initially envisioned that Scuppernong Farms would house 300 families,
making it one of the larger and more ambitious planned communities in the country.
It would never reach full capacity. The housing units were cheaply built, and the
planned community center and library were never constructed. Farms were 40-60
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acres each and leased on a “trial” basis. Federal loans paid for seed, fertilizer,
livestock, and all necessary equipment.239 The government invested a total of
$796,019 into Scuppernong Farms, with $392,967 of that total being used for the
development of individual, non-cooperative farm units. 240 Families with successful
operations were given the option to purchase the land through a special, affordable
financing plan.241
An expansion of Scuppernong Farms to incorporate Somerset Place raised the
potential occupancy to 600 families in 1937.242 Scuppernong Farms grew to 11,309
acres, with 2,450 of that acreage being developed into 49 individual farms, 6,647 acres
leased to the Scuppernong Mutual Association and the Weston Mutual Association,
and 2,212 acres as “reserve land” for livestock pastures and timber. The Scuppernong
Mutual Association was developed for the white families of Scuppernong Farms.
They were on a 99-year lease and operates a “cooperative general farm.” The loan
obtained from the federal government was for the building of 42 houses and all
necessary farm buildings.243 It was for 4,943 acres with a land cost of $136,166. 244
The Weston Mutual Association was for black families and constructed 20 houses
with farm buildings for each with their loan from the federal government. By 1943,
the Weston Mutual Association was liquidated, and the property was divided into
individual family farms.245
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Only three project units were vacant by March 31, 1943. By March 31, 1943,
20 individual farms were sold at an average price of $5,909. An average unit cost
$8,019 to develop. Individual farmers (not belonging to either cooperative) had an
average gross income of $982 and an average net income of $815. In 1942, the
Scuppernong Mutual Association had 18 families residing on the cooperative farm.
The association had a gross income of $68,249 and a net income of $490. By chiefly
engaging in animal husbandry, the association produced 253,336 pounds of pork and
164,406 pounds of beef in 1942. A total of $104,805 in rehabilitation loans had been
paid to the individual farmers as of February 23, 1943, with an outstanding balance of
$62,428. 246
The State of North Carolina became the lessee on a 99-year lease from the
United States Department of Agriculture when they acquired Somerset Place
Plantation in 1937. The Collins’ 14-room mansion is still owned as a State Historic
Site today and much of their other lands along the shore of Lake Phelps became
Pettigrew State Park on April 6, 1939.247 Prior to this agreement North Carolina
owned only Lake Phelps itself, but none of the land surrounding it. This hampered
any attempts at developing the lake for public recreation. 248
Pettigrew State Park was operated jointly by the North Carolina Department of
Conservation and Development and the Farm Security Administration, the idea being
that most of the people using the state park would be the settlers at Scuppernong
Farms. The Superintendent of State Parks, Thomas W Morse, recognized the wealth
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of historic resources within the park, mostly Antebellum homes and outbuildings, and
preservation was made the top priority in Pettigrew’s development. An application to
the Works Project Administration (WPA) was submitted to restore the Collins’
mansion for use as an inn, construct a boat dock, and lay roads. The WPA began and
completed their work in 1941.249 The Collins’ mansion would never become an inn,
and instead became a North Carolina State Historic Site. Today it is known as
Somerset Place Historic Site, with its main attraction being the Collins’ house
museum which chiefly interprets Antebellum North Carolina life (Figure 33). 250
Scuppernong Farms was sold at auction in 1945. 251 The Scuppernong Farms
properties were described as “lacking architectural integrity” in the context statement
of the Penderlea Homesteads National Register Nomination paperwork, with no
further explanation.252 The post-World War II years saw a decline in population in
both Tyrrell and Washington Counties. In 1960, the population of Tyrrell County was
4,520, which was a 10% drop from 1950. Tyrrell County remains the least populous
county in North Carolina today.253
When the Smaller Communities Program reports were being written in the
1960’s, a drop in agricultural activity in Tyrrell County was noted. Twenty-five
percent of Tyrrellians were employed in the agricultural industries, a decline of 240%
from the previous decade due to strict crop controls and automation. The lumber
industry was the only major industry present in Tyrrell at the 1960 census, employing
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Figure 30. Somerset Place mansion. (Historic American Buildings Survey, Creator, U.S. Farm Security
Administration, Josiah Collins, and Thomas T Waterman, photographer. Somerset Place, Lake Phelps, Pettigrew
State Park, Creswell, Washington County, NC. Creswell, Washington County, North Carolina. Documentation
Compiled After 1933. Photograph. https://www.loc.gov/item/nc0336/.)
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50% of the eligible working population. Widespread unemployment was especially
evident in the winter months, when logging operations stop for the season. Those that
remain in Tyrrell during periods of unemployment are reluctant to move as it would
break family ties to the area.254
Washington County has fared slightly better than Tyrrell since the liquidation
of the Scuppernong Farms project. The 1960 census reported 13,488 individuals, up
2.3% from 1950. Most of the residents lived in rural places in the 1960 census, though
1/3 were reported urban, living in the county seat of Plymouth. Twenty-three percent
of civilian employed (3,050) in 1960 were employed in agriculture and 10% employed
in manufacturing. In 1960, over 1000 residents were working in jobs and industries
outside of Washington County. 255
The Tyrrell County Ecotourism Committee is a partnership of 66 individuals
belonging to 29 organizations that formed in 2000 to promote ecotourism in the
county. “The goal of this partnership was to ‘promote and protect the county’s natural
resources through tourism, in a manner that benefits the local economy and plays
tribute to the region’s rich cultural heritage.’” The committee ceased activity in
2009. 256
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Pembroke Farms, Robeson County
Pembroke Farms in Robeson County was the larger of two New Deal
communities in the United States built for Native Americans. 257 The other Native
American resettlement project housed eleven Stockbridge-Munsee Band families in
Wisconsin. 258 The Farm Security Administration invested $623,474 for purchasing
and developing 9,000 acres in Robeson County. 259 In hindsight, Pembroke Farms and
the cooperative farm that operated on it, the Red Banks Mutual Association, were
central in affirming the identity of the Indians of Robeson County in the decades
before they received state and a limited federal recognition as the Lumbee Tribe. The
Red Banks Mutual Association was also the longest running New Deal-era
cooperative in the United States. Again, their success and the enthusiasm of its
members can be attributed to the way the mutual association supported and affirmed
Lumbee views of kinship and community support.
Robeson County is in the southeastern coastal plain region and the second
largest county in North Carolina. 260 Robeson is landlocked, bounded by South
Carolina to the southwest and Bladen, Columbus, Cumberland, Hoke, and Scotland
counties from the southeast to the northwest. The Lumber River bisects the county
from west to east and is the most notable water body. 261 Robeson County’s
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Figure 33. Soils of Robeson County. (U.S. Bureau of Soils. Soil map, Robeson County, North Carolina. 1908. North
Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)

topography is flat and contains rich farmland.262 The most common soil type is
Norfolk loamy sand on 0-2 percent slopes (Figure 33). 263 The next most common soil
type is the Johnston series, which are located on the floodplains and have poor
drainage, making these areas susceptible to flooding. 264
Robeson, Cumberland, Hoke, and Scotland counties are the ancestral lands of
the Lumbee. There are approximately 55,000 registered tribal members today.265
Most Lumbee live in Robeson county. They are the largest tribal organization in
North Carolina but have not yet gained federal tribal recognition.266 This is largely
due to the circumstances of their organization, which has historically been poorly
understood by non-Lumbee leading to numerous “tribal origin stories.”
Archaeological evidence indicates that Robeson county has been consistently
populated since the early Paleo-Indian period (12,0000 BC). Beginning as early as the
nineteenth century it was speculated by historians that the Robeson County Indians
were descendants of the Croatans of Lost Colony fame. 267 More plausible is that the
Lumbee once contained the remnants of multiple southeastern tribes that chose to
conglomerate as one entity in the Robeson county vicinity. Reduced numbers from
brutal wars between colonial powers and disease would make gathering in the interior
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swamplands of North Carolina, the best option because the land there was of no
interest to Europeans and the waves of immigrants that followed. 268
The Lumbee and their descendants were often judged by government officials
for not appearing “native” enough. They spoke English, farmed using English
traditional methods, and went to church in a way that made them indistinguishable
from white and black residents. 269 Conversely, Jim Crow-era segregation policies
classified jobs as “white” or “colored” left Lumbee excluded because neither
categorization applied fully.270 This reduced their ability and opportunity to move into
an industry other than agriculture.271 The Lumbee mostly lived in rural places and
were often marginalized by organizations such as the FSA, who favored giving
assistance to other groups.272 Their status has meant that the Lumbee cannot directly
receive funds from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) or the Indian Health Service,
but their state recognition has enabled them to receive aid from other federal programs
for Indians. 273 John Collier, the Commissioner for the BIA during FDR’s presidency,
called on the Resettlement Administration to help native people in Robeson County,
who were then calling themselves Siouan.274 Collier brought an anthropological
background to his twelve-year tenure as commissioner of the BIA, which began in the
spring of 1933.275 Diverging from the BIA’s prior emphasis on assimilating Native
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Americans into mainstream white American culture, Collier placed greater emphasis
on restoring and supporting “traditional” Native American lifeways. 276 He developed
Native American relief efforts that paralleled the ones developed by the Roosevelt
administration, such as the Indian Civilian Conservation Corps and the Indian New
Deal. 277 Collier would remain Commissioner through the Great Depression, resigning
in 1945.278
The Senate failed to recognize the Indians of Robeson County as their thendesired name Siouan in 1934, on grounds that Siouan is the name of a language group
and cannot be the name of a people. 279 Though in the 1930s the Lumbee people were
calling themselves “Siouan,” until 1953 when they gained recognition by the State of
North Carolina as Lumbee. The Federal government recognized their title three years
later but refrained from allowing Lumbee to participate in assistance programs from
the Bureau of Indian Affairs.280
The Siouan Council was the decision-making body by which the Lumbee
operated at the time. 281 Siouan Council secretary James E. Chavis began planning for
Pembroke Farms in 1934.282 The Siouan Council had representatives from eighteen
districts in Robeson, Hoke, and Sampson Counties. Pembroke did not have its own
district and districts were not named after towns, but churches or landmarks.
Members of the Council represented their kin and were mostly men. Membership was
estimated to be 6,000 in 1935. Unlike patterns of tribal membership in the western
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states, the Siouan identity did not enumerate property, define rights, or give access to
benefits because they were not located on a reservation. Blood quantum and
demographic information was of no consequence to them. 283 John Brooks was the
acting chief of the Siouan Council at this time and took it upon himself to author
letters to the BIA and other Federal agencies that served Native American populations,
utilizing headlines that spoke to the Lumbee’s concern over keeping their property
during the Depression.284
Fred Baker, a Sisseton Indian agent of the BIA, visited the Town of Pembroke
in the summer of 1935 to conduct a needs assessment for establishing a resettlement
community near there.285 The Council initiated the Pembroke Farms project in 1935
with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which passed the idea of establishing a farming
community for Lumbee on to the FSA.286 The Lumbee “ultimately desired tribal land
where the Office of Indian Affairs could incorporate the group and bestow all benefits
due to them under the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934.”287 The FSA’s programs
were thought to be an appropriate vehicle to make this a reality. Indian department
solicitor Felix S. Cohen proposed a plan to create a resettlement project in Robeson
county aiming to purchase land to establish a reservation in April 1935.288 Members
would have been required to meet a one-half or more blood quantum. 289
The imposing of a blood quantum requirement is one of many displays of the
FSA being out of touch with the Lumbee. “If Robeson County Indians did not exhibit
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a stereotypically “Indian” culture, FSA officials apparently thought that their
community was culturally indistinguishable from whites or blacks. Resettlement
planners did not recognize an existing, coherent, and distinct social structure in the
Indian community” that was distinct, even only subtly, from non-native culture. 290
The successes and facts of the Pembroke Farms administration are not
prominent in the FSA’s recordkeeping activities of the project. The existing records
tell a story of “good intentions, bureaucratic mishaps, structural flaws, and mixed
results” that were common among all FSA homestead projects. 291 The FSA made
assumptions that created conflict amidst misunderstandings between Cherokee and
Lumbee populations in Robeson County. The Cherokee and Lumbee disagreed over
who would control Pembroke Farms, either feeling that the other would not treat them
fairly. Lumbee leaders attempted to divert resources to members of their own tribe
assuring resettled families would be politically loyal to the Siouan Council. The FSA
alleviated political factionalism among Cherokee and Lumbee leaders, but
“contributed to [rural Indians] distance from town Indians and intensified a set of
divisions that would shape Indians’ ways of affirming their identity.”292 Internal
fragmentation among Lumbee was taken advantage of by FSA officials to limit
assistance. Infighting was a simple rationale for the FSA’s “inability to address the
fundamental injustices of the economic system under which they lived.”293
L.B. Brandon was selected by the FSA as the first community manager of
Pembroke Farms. He was a white man and previously the superintendent of the
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McNair Corporation, where he would issue high interest loans to Indian families to
later foreclose on their farms.294 The Brandon appointment highlights the inability of
the FSA to make decisions in the interest of the Lumbee and their propensity to turn a
blind eye to injustices experienced before their intervention.
The Pembroke Farms project began in earnest in 1936. 295 Large parcels of
land were bought from white and native landowners, mainly from Red Banks, Brooks
Settlement, and Hopewell.296 By the end of the Farm Security Administration’s
resettlement work, 75 families were given loans with long-term payment schemes to
ensure they would eventually own their own property in a self-sustaining manner. 297
Pembroke Farms encompassed 9,297 acres with 4,804 acres developed into 65
individual farms.298 The Lumbee traditionally farmed on individual properties, not
unlike their white neighbors.299 The land was purchased in stages in 1936, 1937, and
1940. 300 The site is 12 miles west of Lumberton, the principal regional market for
cotton, tobacco, and farm produce. 301 Before other construction could begin,
Pembroke Farms was outfitted with three drainage canals, which connect to a network
of drainage ditches which were dug out on every property. 302
The FSA provided two options for settlement: the neighborhood plan or the
village plan, differing in the location of the fields in relation to the home. The
neighborhood-style plan had houses adjoining the field, and the village plan created a
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Figure 34. Robeson County, with Pembroke Farms property boundaries in the northwestern portion of the county. (North Carolina
State Highway and Public Works Commission. Robeson County, North Carolina (State Highway and Public Works Commission).
1938. North Carolina Maps, North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources, Raleigh, NC.)

nucleus of dense housing surrounded by agricultural fields that would radiate out from
the village. The neighborhood plan was chosen for being closer to the existing pattern
of rural development in Robeson County.303 The neighborhood plan was also seen as
having room for expanding and aging families, with the expectation that children
could build a house on the 40-acre property and continue farming the land with their
kin. 304
The FSA selected and settled 75 Lumbee families on Pembroke Farms.
Selection was based on the previous experience the families had with farming and
their need for assistance. 305 Pembroke Farms would remain predominantly Lumbee
though a group of white Robeson County residents petitioned to be included in the
project. The FSA decided to settle a group of white farmers on Pembroke Farms in
1936 despite protests from the Siouan Council and disapproval from Lumbee
Pembroke residents. Seven white families were settled on 450 acres of land on fiveyear leases. 306
The houses on the individual farm units had six or seven rooms and were given
outbuildings of stock barns, poultry houses, smokehouses, cow barns, hog houses, and
privies. Some outbuildings were multi-use, suitable for containing multiple animal
types. Each home unit had their own well and hand-pump for water. 307 Pembroke
Farms offered a substantial upgrade in the standard of living, compared to life as a
sharecropper or tenant. Resettlement homes were fully painted indoor and out, with
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Figure 31. Older homes in Robeson County were simple log structures. (Old house at Pembroke Farms, North
Carolina. Pembroke Farms, Robeson County, North Carolina, United States. 1939. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017769522/.)
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Figure 32. John Locklear’s family on the porch of their new home. (John Bunyan Locklear and family on porch of
new home, Pembroke Farms, North Carolina. North Carolina, Robeson County, United States. 1939. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017769523/.)
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finished interiors. Pembroke Farms brought the region widespread access to
electricity, outhouses, clean pump water, and mesh-screened windows. Each family
provided their own furnishings.308 All of this was a substantial upgrade from the
typical sharecropper or tenant cabin (Figure 35, Figure 36).
The projected incomes for residents of Pembroke Farms is unknown, but they
generally made less than was expected. 309 This was typical amongst all the farming
communities constructed in North Carolina. The average gross income of a family on
Pembroke farms in 1942 was $2,315, and an average net income of $1,585. The
average net worth of Pembroke families increased from $677 in 1941 to $1,857 in
1942. 310 The government initially rented farms to the Lumbee for a cash rent, which
was between $2.50 and $4.00 per acre, per year. The market rate cash rent for a
farmstead at that time was $5.00 per acre, per year. 311 The “homesteaders” were
recipients of low-interest, 40-year mortgages for the land and any improvements made
to it.312
Pembroke’s community center and grade school were in the same building.313
H.C. Green, the community manager, oversaw farm operations and encouraged
“balanced farming” over a heavy reliance on cash crops. A home management
specialist taught skills such as canning, gardening, and nutrition. A nurse cured and
eased the negative effects of disease while providing education on how to lessen the
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chances of contracting common diseases in the region, such as malaria, syphilis, and
tuberculosis. 314
An area with a cooperatively owned and operated farm was known as the Red
Banks tract. 315 The Red Banks Mutual Association was on a 99-year lease with the
federal government for 1,668 acres of land valued at $73,415. 316 The Red Banks
Mutual Association (RBMA) was incorporated into Pembroke Farms in 1938 and
provided 15 families with housing and the means to cooperatively market their crops.
Joseph Brooks and James Chavis, among other Siouans, believed RBMA would
enhance tribal life by emphasizing kinship and reciprocity. 317 RBMA included the
“big house” of the former Fletcher Plantation that was on the property in the
Antebellum era. It was occupied by Joseph Brooks and Shaw Deese. Brooks was
appointed by the FSA as the manager of RBMA though he only held the position for a
few months.318 Some Lumbee were willing to try farming as a cooperative despite
that the degree of communalism being proposed was unfamiliar. The RBMA was
thought to be a launchpad to greater prosperity for the Lumbee as a whole, while
tightening the bonds of their community and their kin. 319
In 1943, the RBMA had 16 families living and working on 1,720 acres of land
that was loaned on a 99-year lease from the government. 320 The cooperative operation
had a tobacco curing barns, mule sheds, machine sheds, grain bins, warehouses, and
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Figure 33. Tobacco fields at Pembroke Farms. (Mr. Locklear with community manager in tobacco field, Pembroke
Farms, North Carolina. Pembroke Farms, Robeson County, North Carolina, United States. 1939. Photograph.
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017769525/.)
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tool sheds, only for use by its members (Figure 37). 321 RBMA families “controlled
their own labor, set their own prices for crops, and operated heavy machinery.”322
Each RBMA farmer received a share of profits from the collective and had two acres
of their own land to garden and grow their own cash crops.323 The chief source of
income for RBMA was the sale of beef, pork, cotton, lespedeza seed, and “other
agricultural products” not specified in the Farm Security Hearing documentation. 324
The Red Banks Mutual Association had a gross income of $35,587 in 1942, and a net
income of $6,203. They paid $586 in dividends to members in 1942.325
The Red Banks Mutual Association members decided to continue operations
cooperatively by purchasing their lands from the government. 326 For many reasons,
the RBMA was what the Lumbee hoped all of Pembroke Farms would be and it was
one of the more successful mutual associations to come out of the resettlement
program. The RBMA would continue operations until 1968, making it the longest
lasting New Deal era farming cooperative association in the nation.327
Pembroke Farms was fully occupied by the time of the Farm Security
Administration Hearings in 1943.328 The government had invested a total of $623,474
into Pembroke by June 30, 1942.329 The liquidation process began by March 31,
1943, 64 farm units were sold at an average price of $4,974. RBMA lands were
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exclusively sold to the Association for continued cooperative farming use. 330 The
Federal government had invested an average of $6,428 on each unit. 331 Loans made to
individual families, as of February 2, 1943, totaled $173,238, with $70,393 of matured
principal, and $53,027 in repayments on loan principals. Loan interest collected
totaled $10,721, leaving $120,211 in outstanding loans. 332 Local merchants
commonly offered loans with interest rates of 20% or more; in contrast, loans from the
FSA distributed to Pembroke Farms settlers interest rates at 3-5%. 333
The government held liens against residents’ personal property and farm
equipment in exchange for a place in Pembroke Farms. Homesteaders long-term
mortgages included everything on the property. 334 “Government policy did not allow
project clients to choose how to allocate their debt.” 335 The FSA had a propensity to
believe housing was the most urgent demand in rural America, and while
sharecroppers housing was deplorable, many families on Pembroke Farms and other
projects, if ever given the choice, would have maybe chosen to deemphasize housing
in favor of farm equipment and other necessities. 336
Overall, Pembroke Farms residents were in less debt and healthier than when
they were sharecropping. Purchase of goods on credit was rare, while as a
sharecropper credit was a necessity. 337 Siouan churches and schools were flourishing
with culture and activity with increasing numbers.338 As a means of economic
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empowerment, the resettlement farm helped Lumbee affirm their identity as
Indigenous in a society where being neither black or white was inconceivable.339
“Identity isn’t something many Indians in Robeson County contemplate. Identity is
lived and shared and acted out so thoroughly that it rarely requires discussion in any
stable, long-lived community.”340
Robeson County is the most populous of the counties explored in this thesis,
and the population has been steadily increasing in each US Census (Table 1). The
county is one of the few in North Carolina still lacking a comprehensive county-wide
architectural survey in 2019. 341 Robeson is the largest agricultural county in the state
and in 1995 sold $182,144,310 in agricultural products that year. 342 In 1997, there
were 800 farming operations in Robeson County. 343
Legacy of the New Deal Cooperative Homesteads in North Carolina
The New Deal’s influence in North Carolina was not “too deep, too sweeping,
or too revolutionary” and “however popular Roosevelt may have been, there is no
evidence that North Carolinians abandoned traditional, conservative individualism.”344
Despite good intentions, the New Deal resettlement program barely made a dent in the
economic and social conditions which allowed farm tenancy to thrive. 345 Although
the subsistence homesteads program was unpopular by the time the Farm Security
Administration hearings greatly reduced the agency’s power and oversight, the
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communities built still exist today and are remembered fondly by those who lived in
them.
The activity of the FSA during the Depression saw the introduction of modern
home features like electricity and indoor plumbing to the rural South. These
interventions did little to address systemic poverty. In the mid-1970s, 65% of
substandard housing in the country was in the Southeastern United States. 346 People
from long lineages of farmers began to find insufficient reward in modern farming
practice, through increasingly complex mechanization and reduced profit at market in
relation to the labor required. 347 Between 1960 and 1970, 72 of North Carolina’s 100
counties experienced significant outmigration, mostly among African-Americans,
hired laborers, and heirs to farmland.348
Table 1 displays the total population by year since 1900 in Pender, Robeson,
Washington, Tyrrell, and Halifax Counties, as determined by the United States
Census. Washington, Tyrrell, and Halifax counties populations have remained
relatively stagnant through the 20th century and into the 21st century. Pender and
Robeson counties both experienced the beginnings of exponential growth in the 1970s,
with populations still rising to the present day.
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DECADE PENDER

ROBESON

WASHINGTON

TYRRELL

HALIFAX

1900

13,381

40,371

10,608

4,980

30,793

1910

15,471

51,945

11,062

5,219

37,646

1920

14,788

54,674

11,429

4,849

43,766

1930

15,686

66,512

11,603

5,164

53,246

1940

17,710

76,860

12,323

5,556

56,512

1950

18,423

87,769

13,180

5,048

58,377

1960

18,508

89,102

13,488

4,520

58,956

1970

18,149

84,842

14,038

3,806

53,884

1980

22,215

101,610

14,801

3,975

55,286

1990

28,855

105,179

13,997

3,856

55,516

2000

41,082

123,339

13,723

4,149

57,370

2010

52,217

134,168

13,228

4,407

54,691

Table 1. Total Population, Per Census Year, By County. Source: US Census Bureau. Total
Population (1900-2010). Prepared by Social Explorer. (Accessed March 4, 2019).
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This chapter has described the establishment of the four New Deal homestead
communities established in North Carolina – Penderlea Homesteads, Roanoke Farms,
Scuppernong Farms, and Pembroke Farms. Beginning with the Penderlea
Homesteads, the chronology of each of these communities together shows how rural
resettlement agendas changed throughout the administration of the New Deal. While
subsistence-based cooperative farming never persisted in these communities,
excepting the RBMA, each community was an ambitious building project that created
new communities in rural places. Today, these former homesteads present a unique
challenge to rural historic preservation in North Carolina.
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CHAPTER THREE: PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT IN NORTH
CAROLINA

In 1970, North Carolina was ranked 45th in the US in urbanization, with 45%
of North Carolinians living in urban places. The national average for urban residence
by state was 73.5%. 349 Patterns of urbanization in North Carolina have been
characterized as “buckshot urbanization,” that is decentralized development in
multiple small cities, as opposed to a sprawl of development emanating from a city
center. 350 As North Carolina advances into the 21st century, the traditional patterns of
development are being challenged. Municipalities, namely Charlotte and Raleigh, and
the areas surrounding them are continuing to grow while 46% of municipalities in the
state have experienced decline or zero-percent growth from 2010 to 2018. 351
This chapter first summarizes trends of state-wide development policies in
post-World War II to today in North Carolina, specifically as they relate to rural
places. The second section describes the statewide historic preservation advocacy that
developed in the state in the twentieth century, independently and as a result of the
passing of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
Historic Patterns of Development
Historically, the chief aim of policymaking in North Carolina was to encourage
a dispersed pattern of development.352 In 1979, then-Governor James B. Hunt was
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given full decision-making authority over $1.2 billion in federal development funding
granted by President Jimmy Carter. The authority for the Governor to have full
authority over funds allocated by the federal government in this manner was a new
power for the Governor to hold. The Balanced Growth Policy was adopted in order to
“increase growth in lagging rural regions of the state and to slow growth in the
metropolitan areas.”353
Cities are the traditional engines of wealth, and critics to the Balanced Growth
Policy predicted that such an initiative would shift growth from high-wage sectors to
low-wage sectors, which in turn hinders efforts to decrease the wage gap between
workers in North Carolina and the rest of the country. “State governments should
attempt to lead growth only on a fine scale, following planning and study of particular
projects, not through grand schemes to shift growth wholesale from one region to
another.” 354
Development policies drafted during the Robert W. Scott and James
Holshouser gubernatorial administrations in the late 1960s and early 1970s
emphasized the importance of North Carolina adopting a regional planning policy.
Many regional organizations had developed their own regional plans, but their ideas
remained disjointed.355 Comprehensive planning on a statewide scale in North
Carolina was seldom put into practice. 356 Planning on a smaller local scale was also
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lagging. In the 1980’s, over half of NC counties (57) had no county-wide zoning
laws. 357
As shown in the 1980 census, almost half of growth in NC was due to inmigration.358 Rural places in eastern and western North Carolina were growing,
experiencing a new influx of residents. 359 Prior to the 1980s, most North Carolina
residents born outside of the state were from other Southern states, most commonly
South Carolina.360 New residents are influenced by an improved “quality of life” to be
experienced in the rural South, unencumbered by employment factors with the rise of
tele-commuting from home offices and no intention of making a living off the land. 361
North Carolina’s population and urbanization has continued to increase, rising
10.4% from 1990 to 1997 to 7,322,318. The average annual wage in 1997 in the state
was $24,374.362 In general, the eastern counties in the 1990s were lagging compared
to state averages in wage and educational attainment despite modest increases in
population. Just as during the industrial era, the coastal region did not see the
prosperity developing in the piedmont counties.363
While the number of people moving to North Carolina has been on a steady
increase through the late 20th century, the characteristics of the people moving there
have been changing. Before 2000, the most common birthplace of people moving to
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North Carolina were South Carolina and Virginia. Beginning in 2000, New Yorkers
became the most common birthplace (other than North Carolina) of North Carolina
residents and New York remains the most common to this day. 364 What attracts
people to move to North Carolina depends on a case-by-case basis, but New York has
the highest percentage of outbound moves than any other state. 365
Today, the state of North Carolina still lacks a statewide comprehensive
development plan. The task of comprehensive planning is left to counties or
municipalities to create and enforce. Some state agencies, such as the State Historic
Preservation Office, which operates within the Department of Natural and Cultural
Resources, create and publish ten-year plans that help guide their priorities and
investments for that time period.
Historic Preservation in North Carolina
Nationally, the preservation movement was formed in the context of cities and
urban problems. Strategies and concerns used to revitalize downtowns and ignite
urban progress are often inapplicable to rural communities. 366 Rural places are often
caught in a Catch-22 of being land rich and cash poor, creating stagnation. 367 This is
true not only for places in North Carolina but rural places across the United States.
Nonetheless, historic preservation has been practiced and valued in North Carolina
prior to the passing of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
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The practice of historic preservation in North Carolina began with the North
Carolina Historical Commission, established 1903. It is the third oldest statewide
public history program in the United States. In 1907, the Historical Commission was
given power by the North Carolina General Assembly to oversee the “preservation of
battlefields, houses, and other places celebrated in the history of the state.”368 Power
and funding limitations left the North Carolina Historical Commission to doing little
more than offering guidance and expressing concern over neglected resources. 369
The State’s first preservation non-profit was the North Carolina Society for the
Preservation of Antiquities, which held their first meeting in December 1939. The
first president was Joseph Hyde Pratt. This organization would become Preservation
North Carolina, which remains the most influential preservation non-profit in the state
today. 370 The Antiquities Society was ahead of their time, calling for the North
Carolina legislature to fund a statewide historic resource survey in 1947. The first
statewide survey would be undertaken by the Department of Archives and History two
decades later in 1967, with the help of a grant from the Smith Richardson Foundation
in Greensboro. 371
Following the passing of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, North
Carolina developed its own state-level historic resource protections. Article 1,
Chapter 121 (GS 121) of the North Carolina General Statues is the most basic law
detailing the provisions of historic preservation in the state. 372 Historic Preservation,
North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Legacy – A Gift from the Past for a Better
Tomorrow (Raleigh NC: Department of Cultural Resources, 2013), 1.
369
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as defined by GS 121, is “any activity reasonably related to the identification,
research, conservation, protection, and restoration, maintenance, or operation of
buildings, structures, objects, districts, areas, and sites significant to the history,
architecture, archaeology, or culture of this State, its communities, or the nation.” 373
GS 121 overall describes historic preservation in broad terms that can be interpreted
very liberally to include nearly any type of historic resource.374
Unlike many other states, North Carolina does not keep a state register of
historic places. Instead, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) uses a system
called the Study List. The Study List is codified in the administrative code,
Subchapter 4R, Section .0304 and has been in operation since 1969. Its primary
function is to screen properties that are potentially eligible for the National Register by
indicating that they warrant further detailed study. The Study List is less formal than a
Determination of Eligibility (DOE) that is granted by the Environmental Review
department for projects that trigger the Section 106 process. 375 For example, the
Tillery Resettlement District has been entered onto the Study List and remained there
since 1988 but the boundary has not received a DOE. 376 Some properties are both on
the Study List and Determined Eligible, generally as a result of being within the Area
of Potential Effect (APE) of a project that triggers the Section 106 process. The Study
List has been highly effective; less than fifteen nominations to the National Register
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submitted by North Carolina have been outright rejected by the National Parks Service
since 1969. 377
“Early National Register nominations [from North Carolina] often focused on
the architectural qualities of the largest plantation houses, though in recent years more
attention has been paid to the associated landscapes and social history.”378 Kathleen
Pepi Southern wrote the definitive report Historic Preservation in Rural North
Carolina: Problems and Potentials in the early 1980s. Southern acknowledged the
many deterrents and challenges to the rehabilitation of historic homes in rural places,
and sought to identify federal, state, local, and private resources to make historic
preservation a more viable option to rural residents. The lack zoning codes or
preservation ordinances to dictate the historic character of their personal property
drove, and continues to drive, many rural historic buildings to decay.
More normative threats to historic structures, such as demolition and neglect,
happen on a slower timeline in rural places than in urban places. 379 When the timeline
is slowed, it becomes difficult for historic property owners and preservationists to act
accordingly. There are six main deterrents to the rehabilitation of historic structures in
rural North Carolina identified by Southern: the nature of the rehab process, general
rural ownership patterns, the lack of availability of housing credit, existing
government programs, the lack of effective code enforcement, and the unwillingness
of property owners to sell to buyers wishing to rehabilitate. 380
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Rural populations are disproportionally home to elderly and itinerant residents.
The itinerant residents are often seasonal farm workers, migrating to and from regions
with the seasons. Home improvements are of minimal concern to elderly residents
who lack heirs interested in inheriting the property. 381 Housing occupied by seasonal
labor is neglected or ignored in the off-season. 382 Beside the lack in financial
institution options in rural areas when compared to urban, rural economic
developments are often denied credit due to racial discrimination or credit rationing.
Conventional mortgage financing is difficult to obtain for an older rural property. 383
Southern emphasizes that the lack of rural preservation at the time of her writing is not
because residents don’t understand the historic significance of their property.
Conversely, they are unwilling to sell because the property has become a family
heirloom with strong emotional attachments, even if it remains unoccupied.384
The preservation of the historic character of buildings in urban and suburban
neighborhoods is accomplished through local building codes and preservation
ordinances. Code enforcement is lacking in rural settings, lacking the tax dollars and
the support of the conservative majority. 385 The 2013-2022 state historic preservation
plan, written by the North Carolina Historic Preservation Office (NCHPO), identifies
the lack of zoning and local preservation ordinance a major deterrent to registering
rural historic districts, which have been identified through systematic survey. 386
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The current state historic preservation plan is active from 2013 to 2022 and is
subtitled Legacy – A Gift from the Past for a Better Tomorrow. The plan was written
by the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office collaboratively and is funded
through federal appropriations by the National Parks Service, Department of the
Interior. 387 The vision statement calls for a unification of North Carolina citizens to
identify, protect, and enhance historic resources in the state. It goes on to describe
how historic resources “provide deep roots to support future development, help us
better understand ourselves and others, and offer a sustainable tool to ensure
stewardship of our State’s history, economic growth, and a better future.”388 The plan
was developed with the input of citizens, a mix of laypeople and professionals, though
respondents were not reported for every county - Robeson, Washington, and Tyrrell
counties were completely lacking in survey representation. 389
The state of North Carolina places value in historic preservation and has a
robust SHPO to support historic preservation activity in the state. North Carolina’s
history of establishing historic preservation protections and surveys earlier than many
other states makes it unusual that they would not embrace Transfer of Development
Rights as a newer way of protecting historic properties from redevelopment. A
general state statute enabling the transfer of severable development rights was
introduced and passed in 2009. Few municipalities or counties in North Carolina have
tried adopting a TDR program to supplement their current zoning. 390 Approval from
North Carolina’s General Assembly is needed before a county can develop and

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Legacy, ii.
North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Legacy, iv.
389
North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Legacy, 15.
390
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 105, 108.
387
388

116

implement a TDR program. Currently only Currituck county has created the
provisions for TDR in their 2017 Agricultural Development Plan. 391

391
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CHAPTER FOUR: TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS IN NORTH
CAROLINA

A Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is a mechanism where a property
may turn severed rights to develop their own property into a tradable commodity that
is then purchased by real estate developers so that they may increase the development
capacity of their property beyond what zoning and other local ordinances ordinarily
allow. Therefore, TDR can be a powerful mechanism for concentrating and
controlling development to the areas of a municipality or county where it is the most
appropriate.392 This chapter first provides a basic explanation of what a Transfer of
Development Rights program is and what its organization entails. Then, a comparable
TDR program in San Luis Obispo county in California is described as a good example
of a county-wide TDR that aims to preserve rural character. Finally, geospatial data
from Pender, Halifax, Robeson, and Washington counties are analyzed and interpreted
to determine if a TDR program could be established.
Transfer of Development Rights
TDR programs have the flexibility to be organized and governed in many
ways, depending on the needs of the community that wants to establish a TDR. TDR
programs are a commodification of property rights, specifically the right to develop
property.393 TDR can incentivize historic and open space preservation and provide
positives and negatives to communities that decide to use TDR to realize planning
goals. TDR has the potential to compensate landowners of sending areas to be
392
393
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compensated for downzoning of their property and to let communities grow while
preserving the natural and cultural resources that matter to them. Optimally, the
conditions need to be created in a community where TDR is the best option both to
those selling and receiving development rights.394 Organizers of TDRs need to
determine three things – where are the sending areas, where are the receiving areas,
and who or what organization is facilitating the transfer of rights from sending areas to
receiving areas.
TDR programs in principal do not require the strict designation of sending and
receiving areas; however, designating sending and receiving areas is necessary for
achieving the objective of preserving the historic sites, buildings, and landscapes
important to a community.395 Sending areas are properties looking to sell
development rights. There is a reason that sending area properties would want to
restrict development. Historic sites, endangered or unique habitats, or farmlands are
all commonly sending areas.396 Sending areas are more likely to be “saved” when not
in the path of near-term development because properties on the urban fringe of a
growing municipality would sooner develop for a high value than protect something
that would be incongruous with the surrounding uses in a few years. 397
Receiving areas are properties looking to purchase development rights and are
more complicated to design. The most important consideration when designing the
receiving areas of a TDR is to engage property owners and real estate professionals in
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the design process. 398 These are the people that will help determine which property
parcels in the geographic area the TDR operates in are the most appropriate for
development, most accepted by the community at-large for increased development,
and most advantageous to property developers.399
A TDR needs someone to facilitate the actual transfer of development rights.
Small programs will have planning staff at the city or county level administering and
monitoring the TDR program and its transactions. Other TDR programs will allow
approved non-profit agencies to manage the program, which reduces the
administrative burden on planning staff.400
When thoughtfully executed, TDR programs can be an elegant solution to
accommodating growth and development while preserving the natural and/or historic
resources that matter to a community. Another positive is that TDR’s enable this
preservation to occur without investing public dollars and the sale of development
rights is a way of compensating the sending area owner for placing a development
restriction on their property.401
The opt-in nature of TDR, though positive, can become disadvantageous –
there are no reliable ways to know which landowners will want to sell and which
developers will want to buy and that cannot be controlled in a free market
exchange. 402 There can be some regulations on which lots are preserved or not, but it
depends on how the TDR program’s legislation. For example, beginning in 1968 New
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York City allowed for the transfer of development rights between contiguous lots and
later between lots located across the street from one another. 403 This restriction on
where rights can be sold to work in a densely populated place like New York City, but
in a rural place that has a TDR chiefly for preserving farmlands and open space,
selling development rights to a neighboring property to over-develop would impact
wider concerns like rural viewsheds. Additionally, just because a developer
purchases the rights to build at a greater density on a receiving area than the current
zoning code allows, does not mean that residents in the receiving area will not
organize to oppose greater density.404
San Luis Obispo County – A Case Study in Rural TDR
TDR is most commonly used to preserve environmental areas of special
significance and maintain agricultural and woodlands in the United States. 405 There
are comparable examples nationwide of TDR programs with a county-wide reach.
San Luis Obispo County in California has adopted a Transfer of Development Credit
(TDC) program to preserve agricultural and rural character by calculating “the
transferable TDC’s from a site-specific appraisal of each conservation easement
proposed by a potential sending site owner.”406
The program, established in 1986, was “focused on retiring substandard lots”
into habitats for Monterey and Cambria pines in the small town of Cambria.407
Cambria’s program limits the allowable square footage of houses; developers can
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build larger when they purchase TDC’s. 408 It is a one-to-one transfer ratio with
receiving site owners purchasing floor area for a home or other development. In turn,
the same amount of floor area on a sending site is purchased and deed restricted from
development by the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo County, a non-profit
organization.409 The purchase and sale of development credits in San Luis Obispo
county can only be done by a public agency or non-profit organization, but only the
Land Conservancy has wanted and been approved to facilitate transfers. 410
The Land Conservancy utilizes a revolving fund in their management of the
program. 411 The revolving fund was initially funded by a $275,000 loan from the
California Coastal Conservancy, a non-regulatory state agency and grant-maker. 412
The revolving fund is used to purchase sending area lots that are then “retired” from
development and permanently kept as open space. 413 When enough lots are amassed,
maintenance of the forests on them is turned over to the Cambria Community Services
District, which oversees parks, recreation, and water utilities in Cambria.414
In 1996, San Luis Obispo began to encourage other cities and towns in the
county to follow Cambria’s TDC model, aiming to preserve more agricultural land and
natural resources. 415 For flexibility, San Luis Obispo County does not predesignate

Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 193.
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 195.
410
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 194.
411
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 194.
412
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 194; “About Us,” Coastal Conservancy, Accessed August 23, 2019,
https://scc.ca.gov/about/.
413
Christina Heinrichs, “Land Conservancy wants to restart TDC’s,” The Cambrian, January 7, 2016,
http://cambriaforestcommittee.org/buildout-reduction-committee/land-conservancy-wants-to-restarttdcs/.
414
Heinrichs, “Land Conservancy wants to restart TDC’s”; “Our Mission,” Cambria Community
Services, Accessed August 23, 2019, https://www.cambriacsd.org/our-mission.
415
Nelson, The TDR Handbook, 193.
408
409

122

sending areas. Instead, sending areas must meet criteria determined by the county and
owners of sending area properties must prepare documentation on why their property
complies. 416 This individual appraisal method is time consuming but has helped keep
the process fair in an area with a wide variety of land values. 417
The TDC program effectively ended in 2011 when the Cambria Community
Services District refused to take on the maintenance of any more lots. 418 The Cambria
program had preserved 450 lots from 1986 to 2010. 419 The county-wide equivalent
was able to permanently preserve 5,464 acres of land. 420 Though no longer in
increasing the number of acres of land preserved, the deed restrictions are such that
those acreages are permitted only for open space. This example program is an
appropriate inspiration for beginning to think about the use of TDR in rural North
Carolina counties, where many places wanting to be preserved, such as the New Deal
homesteads, are unincorporated.
TDR Planning in North Carolina
The TDR Handbook provides a seven-step process to establish a TDR
program. 421 The first step involves forming a citizens’ advisory committee with five
to nine members, each with differing backgrounds and sources of expertise.
Landowners of potential sending and receiving areas, developers, real estate
professionals, and community activists are all valuable members to a citizens’
advisory committee.422
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The next step in the process to gather all available information on the proposed
boundaries of the TDR. This chapter will simulate the information gathering stage for
four hypothetical TDR programs in Pender, Halifax, Washington, and Robeson
Counties. Tyrrell County cannot be included because there is no county-wide zoning
ordinance in place yet. The maps produced will help determine the potential receiving
areas if New Deal homesteads in these counties were to participate in a TDR. The
maps will be followed by a discussion of the potential impacts a TDR program could
have in these counties.
Data Sources
NC OneMap is the central source for geospatial data in North Carolina. It is a
data bank of files from local, state, and federal agencies that operate within North
Carolina, as well as some private sector and academic contributions. It is a
continually evolving initiative managed by the North Carolina Geographic
Information Coordinating Council. The Council is central to determining statewide
standards and best practices for users of geospatial data. NC OneMap’s primary
function is gathering and making searchable geospatial data from multiple sources to
be freely used by North Carolinians. 423
Most datasets used in the following maps were downloaded from NC OneMap.
Zoning-related data needed to be obtained from county-level planners from Pender,
Halifax, Washington, and Robeson Counties. Data from NC OneMap is usually
created by a person or organization unaffiliated with the repository. Often this is a
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state or federal agency, though NC OneMap creates some data often used for base
layers. 424
All data has been projected using the North Carolina State Plane and a Lambert
Conformal Conic projection. The State Plane Coordinate System is used and modified
for all fifty states and has a high level of accuracy (less than 1:10,000) compared to
other coordinate systems, such as the Universal Trans Mercator (UTM). 425 The North
Carolina State Plane Coordinate System is the default used by governmental and
nonprofit agencies engaging with geospatial data in the state.
Mapping Methodology
Each county has a set of eight maps displaying cultural, environmental,
infrastructural, governmental, and political data that would be relevant to determining
probable sending and receiving areas for a TDR in any given county. The general
content of each map will be described here, and then interpreted in each county’s
section of this chapter. Each map displays the location of the New Deal homestead
community in each county. Homestead boundaries were created through
georeferencing the 1938 North Carolina State Highway and Public Works
Commission maps to current county property boundary shapefiles from NC OneMap.
Georeferencing is a process where the pixels in a raster, in this case the scanned image
of the 1938 North Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commission maps, are
assigned to location coordinates.
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The first map in each series displays 2-foot elevation contours, major
hydrographic features, and the 100-year flood zones associated with that hydrography.
It also shows the locations of incorporated places in the county. North Carolina is
particularly vulnerable to storm surge flooding during hurricane events, and this map
assists in determining the flood vulnerability of counties.
The second map provides the names of the hydrographic features, whether
rivers, creeks, or intracoastal waterways. These features are important sources of
drainage and recreation to people living in the county.
The third map shows the township divisions of each county. Each township
has representatives at the county level of government. This map additionally shows
incorporated places, and property parcels within each township. Some townships
contain large parcels of rural area, such as a farm or woodlot, while others contain
smaller parcels of residential or commercial areas.
The fourth map displays broad patterns of settlement by converting the parcel
data from the third map into points associated with residentially zoned properties. The
residential property points were then categorized into containing a structure or not
containing a structure. These structures can be apartment buildings, single family
homes, duplexes, condos, or mobile homes. The clustering of “Yes” and “No” points
shows populated and unpopulated areas. Available data fails to control for abandoned
structures or the number of people living on each property. This would require
county-wide surveys that are beyond the scope of this analysis.
The fifth map shows individual points for historic properties in each county.
This includes properties on the national register, on the state Study List, determined
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eligible, and of local significance. It also indicates whether a previously listed
property has been since demolished or moved. This mode of categorization was
developed by the SHPO.
The sixth map displays historic districts within each county. These are mostly
National Register Historic Districts and are categorized to display those that have been
determined eligible and/or placed on a study list. Both the fifth and sixth map serve to
provide a big picture view of historic preservation activity in each county.
The seventh map displays the boundaries of Natural Areas in the Natural
Heritage Program. Natural Areas are biodiverse areas determined significant by the
North Carolina Department of Natural Resources.
The eighth and final map displays the boundaries of Managed Areas of the
Natural Heritage Program. Managed Areas are areas protected under fee simple
property easements and can be owned by the Federal government, state government,
or private. Managed Areas and Natural Areas often share boundaries, though many
areas are one or the other, or only a portion of a Natural Area may also be a Managed
Area. Both the seventh and eighth shows the environments North Carolina has
determined worthy of special protections.
Pender County
Pender County shows the greatest potential for TDR, especially if the
population of the county continues in an upward trend. The low-lying areas of Pender
County are especially flood prone. Isolated places in Pender County are still
recovering from September 2018’s Hurricane Florence due to lack of means to repair
and lack of debris pickup service in unincorporated towns. Areas of Pender County
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along the Atlantic Ocean are a reasonable commuting distance to Wilmington or
Jacksonville. This area has become an active and developing exurban places. This
can be shown in the fourth map by the clustering of green residential parcels,
indicating that there is building on the property. If development goes unchecked in
Pender County, it could negatively impact the rural and natural landscapes that are
important and historically significant to the county.
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Halifax County
Land-locked Halifax County also shows potential for TDR but lacks the
population drivers, and therefore development pressure, that make TDR work
effectively. The distribution of historic resources and residential parcels across the
state is even. The Roanoke River floodplain is wide, encompassing nearly all the
Tillery section of Roanoke Farms. Compared to the others, there are relatively few
Natural Areas or Managed Areas in Halifax County.
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Washington County
Washington County is the least likely to benefit from a TDR program. The
population is low and stagnating around 13,000 individuals. Likely due to a lack of
resources, geospatial data for Washington County is lacking in quality in comparison
to the other counties in this study. Most of Washington County is very low-lying,
though there is minimal flood risk data available where it seems logical, such as along
the creeks that drain into the Albemarle Sound. Residential structures are
concentrated along the west, north, and eastern parts of the county. The same pattern
is evident in the locations of historic properties and districts. Significant natural
landscapes are primarily managed by the state. Washington County is the furthest
from North Carolina’s growing urban areas, so it is not as threatened by rural-tosuburban development. It will likely remain rural unless a dramatic economic shift
occurs.
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Robeson County
Robeson County is highly populated, but more data is needed to determine the
success of a TDR program. As explained previously, Robeson County is still lacking
a comprehensive county-wide architectural survey. This is an important action item
for future work, as the eastern and interior portions of Robeson are very flood prone.
This has been evident in recent memory based on flood damage from Hurricane
Matthew in 2016 and Hurricane Florence in 2018. 426 There is a very even distribution
of residential parcels across Robeson County, though they are nearly equal whether
they contain structures or not. Historic resources and national register nominated
properties and districts are lacking in Robeson, and probably not precisely reflective of
reality due to the lack of a comprehensive survey. Managed and Natural Areas in the
county are also minimal.
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Available environmental, population, and development data compiled in this
chapter indicate that Pender County may be the best suited out of the four counties
studied to support a TDR program that encourages the preservation of open space and
the architectural heritage associated with it. Development pressure is needed to
sustain a TDR program. 427 Pender County experienced a 3.5% population growth rate
in the 2016-2017 year and was the second fastest growing county in the state, only
behind Brunswick County by 0.1%.428 Halifax, Robeson, and Washington Counties
do not exhibit the same growth as Pender, though it is difficult to predict what may
happen to these places as North Carolina’s population overall continues on positive
growth trends, which increases the need for development.
TDR, while underutilized in North Carolina, is an interesting mechanism to
monetarily reward property owners for preserving natural and cultural resources. It is
a unique preservation tool that can be used to concentrate development to the areas
where it is most appropriate. Precedent programs, such as the example presented from
San Luis Obispo County in California, are important in showing that TDR can be
viable in rural areas by being operated at a county-wide level, with development right
values being determined on a case-by-case basis so that properties are fairly appraised.
While more organized effort is needed to establish TDR programs in North Carolina,
the development pressure in North Carolina will increase with the population, creating
a situation where TDR programs could thrive.
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CONCLUSION

The New Deal Homesteads were intended to be planned, self-sufficient rural
towns, unlike what was typical in rural North Carolina at the time. Their preservation
is challenging because it also concerns sustaining the integrity of each community’s
rural character. While there are many other effective ways to encourage the
preservation of rural resources, TDR was examined here because of its lack of
prominence in North Carolina’s preservation community. This preliminary study of
the applicability of TDR in rural North Carolina counties was done by assessing the
population change, historic fabric, environmental conditions, and population
dispersion in each county.
A comparison between the four counties studied in this thesis determined that
Pender County would benefit the greatest from establishing a county-wide TDR
program. Pender County seeks to benefit the most because it is experiencing the most
development pressure due to proximity to rapidly growing New Hanover County to
the south. The biggest barrier to implementing TDR anywhere is public and
governmental perception of what TDR entails and providing the support for
communities to start and continue a successful TDR program.429
This thesis represents only one step in the TDR program establishment
process, using limited resources. While the Penderlea Homesteads have been
intensively surveyed in the past, the same attention has not been given to Roanoke
Farms, Scuppernong Farms, and Pembroke Farms. While the other three communities
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may not display the same integrity that was retained at Penderlea to allow it to become
a National Register Historic District, there is no way to know without a survey.
If any of the studied counties become interested in using TDR, the next step
would be to assemble a variety of professionals from the fields of environmental
conservation, real estate, historic preservation, economics, human geography,
government, and other related fields. Additionally, TDR usage in North Carolina may
be more active in urban areas, which requires further study. More advocacy work
needs to be done to explain the advantages of TDR to urban and rural communities in
North Carolina. North Carolina values and encourages historic preservation even
without the widespread adopting of TDR programs. If implemented correctly, TDR
could assist North Carolinians in adopting development practices that allow for growth
while maintaining a rural character where appropriate.
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