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Life in Maryland in the 17th Century
(continued from May 2023) 

by John S. Morris, III

J

Houses
Seventeenth century colonists lived on their home plantations 

which consisted of a modest house, gardens, orchards and other 
buildings needed to grow crops to feed their families and to sell to 
support their livelihood. The minimum farm size was about 50 acres 
when land for forest and pasture was included. If a man wanted 
to provide for more than one child, he would need more land. In 
1659, the median holding in Maryland for ordinary planters was 300 
acres.107 

Unlike New England, settlers in Maryland in the 17th century 
rarely had large houses.108 In 1638, four years after the initial settlers 
landed in Maryland, all inhabitants still lived in “cottages.” They 
were crude, one-story, wood framed enclosures with siding of split 
boards sometimes filled with a mixture of clay and twigs. At most, 
those structures had two rooms with a space above reached by a 
ladder. For the next hundred years, that was the typical home for a 
poor planter.109 These houses were about the size of dependencies on 
Virginia’s great plantations.110 

Robert Cole, a modest planter who was never an indentured 
servant, only had a two-room house. One room was called the hall 
and the other room was the kitchen. Their house also had a loft. The 
parents and youngest children probably slept in the hall. Their other 
children would have slept in the loft over the hall. The kitchen would 
have been used for dairying and most food preparation other than 
cooking. There was one chimney, probably between the two rooms. 
Had he lived longer, Cole likely would have added a room to his 
house. Poor planters and likely most freemen who had been servants 
lived in one-room houses for most of the 17th century.111

The very rich sometimes expanded by building a new house. 
Even then, the new house was relatively small and the old house likely 
became a separate kitchen or housing for servants.112 In virtually all 
houses in Maryland in the 17th century, the entrances came directly 
into living and sleeping areas.113 It would be rare for any home in 
Maryland in the 17th century to have a room reserved solely for social 
intercourse.114 Small houses were not the result of lack of adequate 
building materials. Ample timber was available. The virgin woods 
of cedars, poplars, oaks, elms, ashes, chestnuts and walnuts seemed 

inexhaustible. They were used for both building materials and fuel.115 
Consequently, households put their capital into the labor needed to 
raise tobacco and to build their farm, not to construct a mansion.116

Food
While settlers in Maryland may have lived in small and sparse 

quarters, having sufficient food was not a problem. Unlike the early 
days in Virginia, the settlers in Maryland never suffered through a 
“starving time”, even though famine in parts of England was still a 
problem until the middle of the 17th century.117 As stated before, 
dried Indian corn was the staple of the 17th century diet. Corn was 
eaten as bread. It was also boiled to make hominy or porridge. If it was 
mixed with peas or beans, it supplied adequate nutrients.118 Growing 
corn was considered so important that the Maryland legislature passed 
a law requiring that each farmhand working to plant and harvest 
tobacco had to also tend at least two acres of corn.119

Meat was also a basic element of the colonial Maryland diet. 
Planters generally used male cattle for meat. Cows were slaughtered 
once they were permanently barren. Hogs were killed when they 
were full grown. Most households also had ample supplies of food 
from wild animals.120 Bears, elk, deer, wildcats, wolves and beavers, 
as well as small game such as foxes, squirrels and rabbits, were 
abundant. Cranes, ducks, geese and wild pigeons flew in large flocks. 
Wild turkey was available and terrapins, crabs and oysters were 
plentiful.121

Archaeologists have found the bones of deer, squirrels, rabbits, 
muskrats, turkeys, geese, ducks and various fish, as well as turtles, 
oysters and crabs. Before 1650, at several archeological sites, as much 
as 40 percent of the meat diet consisted of such game. Thereafter, 
domestic animals began to dominate more heavily. Nevertheless, 
in the 1660s there was still considerable reliance on hunting and 
fishing.122 The trash pits that have been excavated indicated that 
colonists of all social levels quickly learned to fish and trap.123 

 Poultry and eggs were available, and fruits and vegetables would 
have been served in season. These included wild strawberries and 
raspberries in the spring and early summer and apples, peaches and 
perhaps pears in the late summer and fall. In addition, cabbages and 
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root crops could be stored for winter in a root cellar under the hearth. 
Sweet potatoes, which were indigenous to the New World, were 
especially nutritious.124 In addition to milk, which was probably not 
available year-round,125 families or settlers would have drunk apple 
cider, peach “mobby”, pear “perry”, a little beer and, if necessary, 
spring water.126 

For small settlers, their family and servants probably ate the 
same food unless there were temporary shortages of meat, fruits 
or vegetables. When cattle was slaughtered, there was plenty for 
everyone. The market for selling it was limited and the family was 
not likely to have wasted the food, so probably all members of the 
household, servants included, would have shared in the bounty.127

The very wealthy did not eat much differently than the small 
planters except that they consumed wines and other imported liquors 
which small planters could not afford. In addition, their servants likely 
ate separately and therefore probably did not eat as well.128

After the earliest days of settlement, most white Chesapeake Bay 
area colonists, whether free or servant, probably ate better than their 
counterparts in England. By the time of the American Revolution, 
the American soldiers were taller than the British, French or German 
soldiers. That is likely the result of a long run improvement in the diet 
of the Europeans who settled in America.129

Transportation
	 When Thomas of St. Mary’s arrived, roads were virtually 

nonexistent. The principal route of transportation was water. There 
were many rivers and creeks which provided convenient transportation 
of goods and services to the Chesapeake Bay. For tobacco to be 
profitable, easy access to navigable waterways was required because 
tobacco was too bulky and too delicate to travel well over land. 
The waterways also made it much easier to obtain manufactured 
goods and other products from England since ships could come 
up the waterways.130 Also, ship captains would sometimes go up 
the waterways “selling” the servants they had brought across the 
ocean.131 The use of the waterways as roads and highways was so 
important that in 1656 Lord Baltimore placed limits on the amount 
of land that could be taken up along rivers and streams to keep the 
waterfront land available for newcomers.132

Maryland did not pass its first road law until 1666. That law 
ordered county commissioners to make highways and paths passable 
for persons on horse and foot by 1668. Overseers were to be appointed 
in each county. Either tobacco or labor was to be assessed against 
county taxables.133 Accordingly, building roads became another 
burden on the residents. However, it was not until 1704 that another 
law required roads to not only be passable, but also to be grubbed 
and cleared to a width of 20 feet, substantial bridges to be built where 
needed and trees along roads to be notched to indicate if the road led 
to a ferry, courthouse, church or particular town. Even in the 18th 
century, few roads in Maryland had improved surfaces of any kind.134 

Women and Marriage
Women faced difficult times in the New World in the 17th 

century. They faced the same “seasoning” issues as men, whether they 
arrived as servants or free.135 Many of their experiences were similar 
to men’s experiences, but there were differences. 

Because 85 percent of immigrants at that time arrived as 
indentured servants,136 most of the women were subjected to 
great restrictions upon arrival. Although the consequences of many 
restrictions were more onerous for women than men, in certain 
circumstances they had it a bit easier. Their primary benefit was that 
significantly fewer women were required to work in the fields than 
men. Their jobs generally consisted of cooking, cleaning, weaving and 
mending.137 As stated before, one of the common tasks for female 
servants was pounding and grinding corn so that it could be used to 
make bread.138 

Indentured servants were prohibited from marrying without 
the permission of their master.139 The penalty for violating that 
restriction was generally one year’s extra service.140 The rationale 
for this restriction was to “protect” the wealth of the master. In other 
words, the master would be deemed to be deprived of the value of his 
property when a servant, male or female, got married.141 To obtain 
the permission of her master, a servant woman likely had to find a 
husband who was willing and able to pay her master for the term of 
service she had left.142 As a result of the restriction, most immigrant 
women who were single when they arrived did not marry until their 
middle twenties.143

Such late marriages reduced the number of children female 
servants could bear, particularly given the high mortality rates for both 
the mother and children. One partner to a 17th century marriage was 
likely to die within seven years. Only one in three marriages would 
last as long as ten years. 144

Twenty percent of the female servants who came to Charles 
County between 1685 and 1705 were charged in the county court with 
bearing a bastard.145 Cases involving bastard children were fairly 
numerous. In nearly all instances, the women involved were servants. 
The father was also usually a servant.146 The sin of having a bastard 
child generally involved a whipping, usually of twenty-one lashes. 
This was commonly applied to both the man and the woman.147 
Masters sometimes paid a fine for the female servant rather than 
having her subjected to the proscribed whipping. 148 

The female servant was generally required to serve one or two 
extra years for having a child to compensate the master for the loss 
of her time while she had the child and for the expense to the master 
involved in bringing up the child.149 When her master paid her fine 
to spare her the whipping, he was reimbursed by several months of 
extra service by the court. These penalties almost always exceeded the 
lost time the master could reasonable have suffered.150 In addition, 
the woman might lose the child after it was weaned unless she had by 
then become free, which was unlikely if she was given an extra year 
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or two of servitude. The courts bound out bastard children at a very 
young age.151

Some of the women who would have otherwise become servants 
were lucky enough to be “acquired” by single freeman to be their 
wives, which took them out of their servant status.152 There were 
three men in the colony for every woman.153 Therefore, a female 
servant had a good chance to be in demand as a marital partner to a 
free man, greatly increasing her chances of being “purchased” out of 
servitude.

When a woman completed a term of service and was freed, she 
was entitled to less than a man. A year’s supply of corn probably 
exceeded three barrels of corn, she was not entitled to receive land as a 
result of her service.154 The one clear advantage women had was the 
ability to find a spouse once they were free. Because many more men 
than women immigrated into Maryland, a freed woman was virtually 
certain to find a husband.155

Women were more restricted in their ability to travel because it 
was not safe or acceptable to be away from their homes unaccompanied. 
Therefore, they had less ability to socialize with other women and 
were more isolated than men.156

Almost all women who lost their husbands remarried. Given 
the gender imbalance, they were always in demand. Furthermore, 
the difficulties of running a plantation and the physical demands of 
tobacco farming probably made marriage a necessity for any woman 
with no children or only young children. Out of 1,735 people who left 
probate estates in the southern Maryland counties between 1650 and 
1700, only 60 were women, almost all of them widows. Most other 
women almost certainly died while married. Under Maryland law 
at the time, women were not deemed to own property if they were 
married; their husbands owned it.157 Needless to say, women had 
fewer rights than men.

Divorce was available to a married couple in Maryland during 
the 17th century. Both parties were required to appear in court and 
agree upon the terms of separation that were satisfactory to both the 
court and to themselves.158 

Women had an advantage over men in the event of the death of 
a spouse. Two-thirds of the surviving partners remarried within one 
year. However, widows were three times more likely to remarry than 
widowers,159 almost certainly because of the vastly larger supply of 
men than women.

These rules on marriage did not apply to daughters of immigrants. 
Because they were born in the colony, they were never servants. 
Therefore, they had no restrictions on marriage. The average age of 
marriage for girls who were born in another Maryland county before 
1670 was 16 ½ years.160 For the same reason, native born girls 
started childbearing sooner than immigrant women and had more 
children.161 

Children
Children born in 17th century Maryland fared much better than 

child immigrants. Because of their natural immunities at birth, they 
never had to go through the “seasoning” process.162 As a result, 
native born boys who reached the age of twenty were on average in 
their late forties or early fifties at death, whereas immigrants who 
were twenty on arrival and survived “seasoning” usually died in their 
early forties.163 Of course, native born children still faced the normal 
mortality issues faced by other children. One third of the children 
died during their first year and more than half before their twenty-
first birthday.164 Nevertheless, the ability to avoid the “seasoning” is 
likely an additional reason that native born women had more children 
than immigrant women. 

Children became seriously disadvantaged when they lost their 
parents. Because of the tendency for immigrants to come alone, few 
children who lost parents had kin to protect them.165

When a child lost a father, the administrator of the father’s estate 
assumed responsibility for managing the estate.166 The administrator 
would decide what and how much to pay for the care and benefit of 
the children. There was no benefit to the administrator paying for the 
needs of the children. Furthermore, the administrator was responsible 
for managing the farm, but without the incentives that an owner would 
have. The administrator ran a risk if he allowed the value of the farm to 
diminish. Therefore, the administrator’s incentive was most likely to 
avoid risk. Instead, the less risky choice would be to sacrifice income 
and growth for security and stability.167 The administrator was also 
likely to maintain the household at a lower standard of comfort than a 
father and owner would have.168 Additionally, the bereaved children 
would probably have to perform some labor that ordinarily would 
be done by servants.169 Nevertheless, the courts never removed 
the children from their homes if their mother was living, except to 
apprentice them at their mother’s request.170

Children of immigrants were generally taught to read at home.171 
However, an orphan was much more likely to be required to obtain his 
or her education through an apprenticeship.172

 Orphan’s Courts were created in Maryland to make sure 
orphans were treated fairly even though there was no such institution 
as an Orphan’s Court in England.173 That is an indication of how 
precarious being an orphan in 17th century Maryland was for a child 
who lost his or her parents.

Native Americans
Most immigrants into Maryland had frequent dealings with 

the Native Americans. Lord Baltimore wanted to avoid expensive 
wars and struggles with the native population and instructed settlers 
from the outset to make every effort to cooperate with them.174 
For that reason, Leonard Calvert chose a site for the first settlement 
in deference to the perceived wishes of the Native Americans. In 
addition, he created considerable distance between the English 
settlements and the Piscataway tribes further north along the Potomac 
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River. Because of these efforts, even though the native tribes and 
the English immigrants regularly interacted, they were separated by 
enough distance to minimize the chances of conflict.175 

Because of the peaceful relationship, trade flourished between 
the local tribes and the English immigrants. Archaeological evidence 
establishes that there was substantial trade between the settlers and the 
native population. The native population continued to make and use 
its customary tools and pots and eat their traditional foods, yet they 
incorporated materials of European or English manufacture into their 
established practices.176 

By the time Thomas came to Maryland in the late 1650s, the 
pressure of English settlers’ desire for access to more land began 
to strain the peaceful relationship.177 As a result, there were some 
“Indian wars” in the 1660s. 178 To prevent further violence, Articles 
of Peace and Amity were developed in 1666 between the English 
settlers and twelve Native American tribes, including the Piscataway 
and the Mattawoman. Like so many other treaties with the native 
population, the settlers agreed that the Native Americans would not 
be forced to leave the places set aside for them without their consent. 
The areas set aside for the native populations were most likely in the 
area north of the Wicomico River and Zekiah Swamp,179 which had 
become part of Charles County.180

The peace did not last very long. Before the end of the century, 
the pressure from land hungry settlers to move into the land of the 
Piscataway tribe continued to increase. Conflicts between the settlers 
and the Native Americans likewise increased. At the same time, the 
Piscataway tribe was under pressure from hostile tribes to the north 
and west. As a result, most of the Piscataway moved in 1697 to 
Northern Virginia.181

Slavery
The enslavement of African immigrants was in its infancy in 

Maryland when Thomas of St. Mary’s arrived. Unlike most English 
immigrants, the Africans did not come voluntarily. They only began 
to arrive in the Charles County area in the late 1650s or 1660s. In the 
1670s and 1680s, they comprised only about two to three percent of 
the total population.182 They were brought to the county for the same 
reason as most indentured servants: to provide the labor for tobacco 
cultivation. 

Some of the Africans arrived as indentured servants and were 
treated as such. However, most of their rights were taken away 
from them very quickly.183 In 1664, slavery was sanctioned by law, 
permanently enslaving the African population and their offspring for 
life.184 In the 1690s and early 18th century, the number of enslaved 
persons increased dramatically as a percentage of the population. That 
was coupled with the decline in the number of indentured servants 
coming into Maryland, as Maryland transitioned into a slave-based 
economy.185 

Life Expectancy
Life expectancy was not good in Maryland in the 17th century, 

particularly for those who were immigrants. As stated earlier, all 
immigrants, whether free or in servitude, entered an environment 
to which they had not previously been exposed. Maryland has 
a hotter and more humid climate than England.186 In addition, 
Maryland had a different disease environment than England and the 
immigrants had never built up an immunity to these diseases. Malaria, 
dysentery and typhoid claimed numerous lives among the immigrants. 
Unfortunately, no method of measuring deaths during the “seasoning” 
has been discovered.187 Many who managed to survive were left 
weakened and often chronically ill.188 Those who were so weakened 
had an increased vulnerability to death from other ailments.189 The 
“seasoning” process typically took about one year.190

Even those who survived the “seasoning” did not have a long-
life expectancy, whether freemen or servants. The average age of 
death for male immigrants was between 42 and 46 years old.191 
These statistics do not include men who died of the “seasoning”.192 
Seventeen percent of the immigrant men who reached the age of 22 
died before reaching age thirty, forty-one percent before age forty 
and seventy percent before the age of 50.193 Women probably had 
shorter lives.194 Women faced a special hazard because pregnant 
women were particularly vulnerable to malaria, likely leading to 
the exceptionally high death rate among young women. However, a 
woman who reached 50 years of age was likely to outlive a similarly 
aged man.195

As a result, a man who immigrated in his early 20s could only 
expect to live about 20 more years. Robert Cole, who came as a 
freeman, and his wife both died within 11 years of immigrating into 
Maryland.196 Because of these high death rates, Maryland did not 
grow by natural increase, that is, by more births than immigrants, until 
the first decade of the 18th century.197

Conclusion
Thomas of St. Mary’s arrived in Maryland in the mid-17th century 

to a land of great hardship, but also great opportunities. Indentured 
servants like Thomas had the chance to own land and the means to 
grow tobacco. A servant who lived long enough could join the ranks of 
small landowning planters. Such planters could accumulate additional 
property and wealth and create a comfortable life. This provided the 
opportunity to start a family and become a respected citizen and leader 
in the community. Thomas took advantage of that opportunity.
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W
Working to Finish Historic Rich Hill

  e are finally heading into the home stretch with the 
rehabilitation of Historic Rich Hill. SE Davis construction will 
be finishing up their part in the next few months, then we will 
be able to get into the house to install an alarm system, add 
electrical outlets, complete millwork, put up drywall, and finally 
paint, all funded with a matching grant from the Maryland 
Historical Trust. However, the monies from the state have run 
out and we are faced with raising more funds for the items 
attached. Flooring for the entire first floor is now necessary as 
this was rotten in its entirety and had to removed. This is our 
next priority as well as exterior shutters for the house.

This appeal to you is to help us fund these last items so 
that we can finally open Rich Hill. We are so very excited to do 
that. Since 2016, the Historical Society through the Friends of 
Rich Hill have been working hard to establish the furnishings 
and exhibits completed, and now, we are ready to showcase this 
historic venue. 

In the future, one of our major goals is to reconstruct a 
replica of the original front porch. We have received a bid for 
this, as well as a bid to replicate the two right-wing rooms that 
were originally in place in 1865. This wing would serve as our 
visitor center and restrooms.

Since we know Samuel Cox raised award winning horses 
at Rich Hill, and was famous for his horse, “Grey Metlock,” 
we have purchased five unique pieces of art in this regard. All 
the paintings need restoration and we have contacted Claire 
Gerhard, Smithsonian Institute, retired, to complete this project. 

The descendants of the Gray Family of Friendship House 
are donating an authentic c1855 piano that has been in their 

family for many years. They have already raised the funds for 
the restoration of the piano, but funding for the move from 
Friendship Farm to Schoenbauer’s in Charlotte Hall (for the 
restoration), and then the final move to Rich Hill has not been 
raised.

Your contribution will help realize our goals to open this 
historic site and preserve the history of Rich Hill. The timeless 
story reflects the story of all of us and will continue to enrich 
and enlighten us for generations. As the Historical Society of 
Charles County, Inc. is a 501c3 non-profit, your contributions 
are tax-deductible. Any amount of a donation, big or small, will 
be greatly appreciated. We are constantly pursuing other grants 
and sources as well, and if you know of any opportunities, 
please let us know!

Please make checks payable to: The Historical Society of 
Charles County, Inc or use this link to contribute to our PayPal 
account. 

https://www.paypal.com/donate/?hosted_button_
id=T999PPXQVDBHW

Your support and help throughout this journey have been 
what has sustained us to keep pushing ahead to realize our goal.

With our gratefully thanks and appreciation,

Sincerely,

The Friends of Rich Hill Steering Committee
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Friends of Rich Hill
Memberships

Philanthropist ($20,000+)
Frank R. Brown, IV, in honor of his 

father, Dr. Frank R. Brown, III

Benefactor ($10,000+)

Distinguished ($5,000+)
James G. Gibb, 

Gibb Archaeological Consulting

Legacy ($2,500+)
General Society of Colonial Wars
Lucy Beall Cox Neale Memorial

Carol & Dan Donohue
Edward B. Edelen, Jr.

Society of Colonial Wars
in the State of Maryland

Surratt Society

Visionary ($1,000+)
Charles County

Antique Arts Association
Charles County Genealogical Society 

Nelse L. Greenway 
Joseph H. Neale &

Marcy J. Oppenheimer

Ambassador ($500+)
John & Joyce Candland

Kate Neale & Matt Cooper
Tim Hutchins

Ann Neale
Ann Mudd Wills, in memory of
Thomas Albert and Mary Ida 

(Boarman) Simpson

Steward ($250+)
Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Bennett

Denise Cheseldine
Dr. & Mrs. Blaine Houmes
Lady Jane Sewell Chapter,

Colonial Dames of the XVII Century
Jane K. Linton
James Neale

Thomas M. Neale
Port Tobacco Chapter,

Daughters of the American Revolution
Susan Wegner Gilman

Innovator ($100+)
Warren & Jeanne Bowie

Lloyd S. Bowling
Dr. & Mrs. Frank R. Brown III

Ronald G. Brown
Nancy Burch
James Cobey
Dena M. Cruz

Marie deLozier
Lucy Neale Duke

Dale & Carol Flowers
John A. Gall

Brad Gottfried
Matthew & Madelyn Hinshaw

Sue Hodes
Candice Q. Kelly

Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.
Elizabeth A. Moreland

James F. Neale III 
Joan M. Neale
John R. Neale

Mr. & Mrs. Alan Norris
Port Tobacco Chapter,

Daughters of the American Revolution
G. Howard Post
Gregory Regelski

Dr. & Mrs. Howard Reich
James A. Simpson
James C. Simpson
Gan Rae Tarpey
James Tarrant

Schuster & Mary Vance
Laurie Verge

Mary Ann Wessel

Supporter ($50+)
Mr. & Mrs. Gene Ackerman

Jim & Mary Pat Berry
William P. Binzel

Margaret M. Brown
Michael Clark
Barry Doohan

Mr. & Mrs. Robert Ehrenstrom
Fr. Richard Frank

Sherri Marsh Johns
Michael Kanazawich

Mr. & Mrs. Ray Lepesqueur
Laura & Bryan Pahel

Esther Read
Lanny Rohrbaugh

Stephanie M. Smith
Cathy Hardy Thompson

Friend ($1-49+)
Marietta Arenberg

Sandra Bauer
Elizabeth Beardsley

Barbara Benfield
Bill Blandford

Amy Blessinger
Rebecca Cain

Robert K. Carson
Robert W. Cook

Mr. & Mrs. Thomas Damp
Kathleen Devilbiss

Paul Farley
Michael Fleming

Mary Forsht-Tucker
Sheila Geisert

Kathryn B. Giannetti
Jessica Goldsmith

Mr. & Mrs. Clifford Jenkins
Bill Kavran

Steven R. Koppelman
David Lassman

Dr. & Mrs. Charles Little
Ed Maher

Mrs. Chris H. Maskaleris
John Muranellia

Mr. & Mrs. Roger Norton
Matthew Petricoin 

Elsie Picyk
Tom Pike

Jason Posey
Francis & Rose Radcliff

William Richmond
Jan Marie Ritter

James Scarborough
Debra Scoggins

Christopher Shelton
Thomas Chapman Southerland, Jr.

Andrew Surratt
Leila Wassom

Direct Descendants of
Dr. Gustavus Brown

Frank R. Brown, III
Frank R. Brown, IV

Nancy Burch
Nelse L. Greenway

Karl Hense
Sue Hodes

Direct Descendants of
Samuel Cox, Jr.
Kate Neale Cooper
Lucy Neale Duke 

Lanny Hilgar
Ellen McGaughey

Ann Neale 
James F. Neale 

James F. Neale, III 
Joan M. Neale 

John Neale
John Cox Neale
John R. Neale 

Joseph H. Neale 
Mary C. Neale
Susan Neale

Thomas R. Neale 
Marcy J. Oppenheimer 

Debbie Radford
Lanny Rohrbaugh 

Laura Romig
Trissy Salois

Partners
African American Heritage 
Society of Charles County

Charles County 
Antique Arts Association

Charles County Archaeological Society

Charles County Garden Club

Charles County 
Historic Preservation Commission

Dr. Samuel Mudd Society

General Society of Colonial Wars

Lady Jane Sewell Chapter, 
Colonial Dames of the XVII Century

Maryland Veterans Museum 
 at Patriots Park

Port Tobacco Chapter, Daughters of 
the American Revolution

Society of Colonial Wars 
in the State of Maryland

Southern Maryland 
Civil War Roundtable

St. Mary’s County 
Historical Society

Surratt Society

The Society for the 
Restoration of Port Tobacco

Thomas Stone Chapter, 
Sons of the American Revolution

Wallace Bowling Camp, 
Sons of Confederate Veterans
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Foundation
Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr., Chair
Joyce Candland
Alex Cobey
Evelyn Karlsson Merritt
John S. Morris, III

Furnishings
Louise B. Turner

Cellar Museum & Shop
James H. Berry, Jr.
Mary Pat Berry

Ways & Means
Ruby Dyson
Sandra Mitchell

Friendship House Committees

OFFICERS
President  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                       Ronald G. Brown 
Vice-President . . . . . . . . . . . . . .               Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.
Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                      Debra R. Scoggins
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                         G. Howard Post

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Sandra Mitchell  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                            2023
Elsie Picyk  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                2023
Kate Zabriskie  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             2023
Carol Donohue  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             2024
Danielle Webber  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                            2024
Jessica Goldsmith  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                           2024
Anita B. Gordon  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                           2024
Carol Cowherd  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             2025
Edward B. Edelen, Jr.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                        2025
Jane K. Linton  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             2025
Mary Pat Berry  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             2025

PAST PRESIDENTS
Bennett Crain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1962-1963
Eugene A. Jenkins, Jr. . . . . . . . .         1963-1964, 1966-1967
H. Maxwell Mitchell, Jr. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                1964-1966
W. Preston Williams . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                   1967-1968
John H. Mitchell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                      1968-1970
Watson M. Perrygo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                    1970-1978
George C. Dyson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                      1978-1982
William E. Garvey, Jr.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                 1982-1985
Richard E. Heise, II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                    1985-1986
Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                 1986-1992
Dr. Lloyd Bowling  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                    1992-1998
Wayne Winkler . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                       1998-2004
Kaye O’Kelley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2004-2008
Joyce B.Candland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                     2008-2012
Mary Pat Berry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                       2012-2016

COMMITTEES
Charles County Heritage Committee:
	 Carol Donohue, Representative
Genealogy and Research:
	 Debra R. Scoggins, Chairperson
Louise Boone Turner Historic Sites Files:
	 G. Howard Post, Chairperson
Membership:
	 Edward B. Edelen, Jr., Chairperson
Programs:
		 Carol Donohue
		 Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.
		 Kate Zabriskie
Publications:
	 Mary Ann Scott, Editor, The Record
Publicity:
	 Jessica Goldsmith
Rich Hill Steering Committee:

	  

Friends of Stagg Hall Steering Committee
	 Mary Pat Berry
	 Denise deLozier Grote
	 Elaine Lawton
	 Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.
	 Elsie Picyk

Officers, Board of Directors, and Committee Members

EDITOR’S NOTE
If you would like future newsletters sent to you by e-mail, please send us your 
e-mail address. Articles of historic interest on Southern Maryland are requested 
for publication in future issues of The Record. Please send your articles and 
photographs to: The Historical Society of Charles County, Publications, The 
Record, P.O. Box 2806, La Plata, Maryland 20646. 

	 Mary Pat Berry
	 Ronald Brown
	 Joyce Candland
	 Carol Donohue

	 Michael J. Mazzeo, Jr.
	 Esther Read
	 Debra Scoggins
	 Cathy Thompson
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