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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The following report presents the results of a Phase I intensive archaeological survey, inventory and

assessment of an approximately 73 ha (181 ac) survey tract along a portion of U.S. Highway 17 in Jasper

County, South Carolina (Figures 1.01 and 1.02). Slated for the construction of a community of single-family

homes, the property became subject

to intensive archaeological study

because of its potential need for

compliance with state permit

procedures administered through the

State Historic Preservation Office

(Section 106 of the National Historic

Preservation Act, as amended [P.L.

89-665 et seq.]), the United States

Corps of Engineers (Charleston

District) and the office of Ocean and

Coastal Resource Management

(OCRM).

Phase I fieldwork was initially

conducted by Barr & Associates for

Point South Investments, LLC of

Greenpond, South Carolina during

June and July 2005. Live Oak Group,

LLC of Savannah, Georgia contracted

for the completion of the formal

report of findings in January 2006.

Fieldwork was designed to

identify, record and assess all

potential prehistoric and historic

period cultural resources within the

Area of Potential Effect (APE).

Discussions with the South Carolina

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) defined the APE for this survey as consistent with the current

Figure 1.02 Location of Jasper County in South Carolina.

Figure 1.01 Project vicinity in South Carolina.
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Figure 1.03 Plan drawing of LOG-1 project area (courtesy TGS Surveying).

property boundaries. According to Matt Green, Live Oak Group, LLC, the project area will be used for the

construction of single-family homes.

 The field methodologies used for evaluating the classification and location of cultural resource materials

were conducted pursuant to the South Carolina SHPO publication South Carolina Standards and Guidelines

for Archaeological Investigations (2000). The survey was also conducted in accordance with the National

Park Service’s National Register Bulletin 15 entitled How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation

and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines and Standards (48 FR 44716-42). The Advisory Council on

Historic Preservation’s handbook entitled Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) also provided a

basis for the findings and recommendations that resulted from this investigation. This report will provide a

basis for the South Carolina SHPO to assess the significance of this tract in relation to our current knowledge

of the prehistory and history of the state. Live Oak Group, LLC may use this information for the application of

appropriate heritage conservation

measures.

PROJECT AREA

The LOG-1 project area is

situated south of U.S. Highway 17,

approximately 951 m (3,120 ft) east

of the U.S. Highway 17 and U.S.

Interstate 95 interchange near Point

South, South Carolina. The survey

tract is bounded to the east and south

by private properties and to the west

by Campground Road (SC-27-276).

The tract measures approximately

1,402 m by 671 m (4,600 ft by 2,200

ft) and contains 73 ha (181 ac), more

or less (Figure 1.03). Exhibiting very

little relief, the project area contained

planted pine, hardwoods with scrub oak

understory, fallow fields and marsh

(Figures 1.04 and 1.05).
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Figure 1.06 Location of Lowcountry Visitor’s Center and
Museum.

Figure 1.05 Typical vegetation, TR 27E, ST #7 (view to
east).

Figure 1.04 Typical vegetation, TR 9E, ST #15 (view to
east).

PROJECT RESULTS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The project area is situated near lands associated with the October, 1862 Civil War Battle of Pocotaligo, yet

only one Civil War related feature was identified during survey on lands that formerly contained portions of the

Frampton family’s “The Hill” antebellum era

plantation. The survey tract is situated on highlands

which once fronted the old Charleston to Savannah

Road (now U.S. Highway 17). The Lowcountry

Visitor’s Center and Museum, owned by the

Lowcountry Tourism Commission, is housed in the

rebuilt “John Edward Frampton” house (ca. 1910),

located just northwest of the LOG-1 project area

(Figures 1.06 and 1.07). Remnants of the Civil War

earthworks designated as the Frampton House Line

(38JA1017) are found on museum property just

behind the house (Figure 1.08). Drainage ditches

Figure 1.07 Frampton House, Lowcountry Visitor’s Center
and Museum (ca. 1910, view to southeast).

Figure 1.08 Overview of Frampton House Line,
38JA1017 (view to northeast).
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found throughout the LOG-1 project area suggest that water run off was a concern very early in the tract’s

agricultural history.

As a result of the Phase I cultural resources archaeological survey, inventory and assessment, six potential

site locations were identified within the LOG-1 project area. These included a multicomponent prehistoric/

historic site (38JA1017a), two historic sites (38JA1017b and 38JA1017c), an historic above-ground feature

(38JA1017d) and two prehistoric isolated finds (IF-1 and IF-2). Site 38JA1017a is considered potentially

eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) under criteria established by 36

CFR 60.4 (a-d). Phase II investigations are considered warranted for this site. The remaining three sites

(38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 381017d) and two isolated finds (IF-1 and IF-2) are considered not eligible for

inclusion on the NRHP. No further work is recommended for these sites under 36 CFR 60.4 (a-d). The locations

of these sites were recorded with the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) on

March 27, 2006.

PROJECT PERSONNEL

William B. Barr, M.A., RPA served as Project Director and Principal Investigator for the archaeological

investigations of the LOG-1 project area. During fieldwork Mr. Barr was assisted by Field Director Ian J.

Hamer and Archaeological Technicians Tyler Cremeens, Dr. Elizabeth Farkas, Roger Furby, Hillary Doggert

Greer, John D. Hamer, Ben Hammond, Erik Long, Michael L. Provost and Dustin Walker. Data analysis,

artifact conservation and report production was conducted at the offices of Barr & Associates in Leesville,

South Carolina during February and March 2006 with the assistance of Carole Bastian, Kathy Tillman and

Shane M. Barr. Additional research assistance was provided by Grace Morris Cordial, South Carolina Resources

Coordinator, Beaufort County Public Library. Computer enhancement of historic maps and overlays were

produced by Gypsy Soul Productions.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

An environmental setting for the project area is presented in Chapter 2. It includes a brief review of the

geology and geomorphology of the survey area, a description of the floral and faunal communities characteristic

of the region and discussions pertaining to the climate. Chapter 3 summarizes a prehistoric settlement context

for the project area. Historical documentation about the project area is presented in Chapter 4, while Chapter

5 provides the land tenure for the area. Chapter 6 covers field methods and the research design governing this

investigation. Phase I survey results, including a description of the cultural resources identified during the

survey, are presented in Chapter 7. Finally, Chapter 8 presents conclusions and management recommendations

for 38JA1017a, 38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d.
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Appendix A presents the shovel test log from Phase I testing of the project area. Appendix B contains

artifact logs from close interval testing of defined sites within the project area. The artifact log from metal

detection survey of 38JA1017d may also be found in this appendix. A family tree for the Frampton family is

presented in Appendix C.
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ABSTRACT

This report presents the results of a Phase I intensive archaeological survey, inventory and assessment of

a survey tract along a portion of the U.S. Highway 17 and U.S. Interstate 95 near Point South, Jasper County,

South Carolina. Slated for the construction of single-family homes, the project area footprint measures

approximately 1,402 m by 671 m (4,600 ft by 2,200 ft) and contains approximately 73 ha (181 ac). Barr &

Associates conducted fieldwork for Point South Investments, LLC of Greenpond, South Carolina during May

2005 and report production for Live Oak Group, LLC of Savannah, Georgia during February and March of

2006.

The Phase I survey, inventory and assessment of the project area resulted in the identification of six

potential site locations. Three sites (38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d) and two isolated finds (IF-1 and

IF-2) are considered not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). No further

work is recommended for these sites. Site 38JA1017a is considered potentially eligible for inclusion on the

NRHP under criteria established by 36 CFR 60.4 (a-d). Based upon the results of intensive, close interval

testing, Phase II investigations are considered warranted and recommended for 38JA1017a.
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Our women and children for four years were absolutely at the mercy of the
slave, who, fully aware that the white man, his owner, was away fighting to keep
him enslaved, yet provided for them, protected them, laid down his life for them,
and never, never once insulted them or in any way took advantage of the situation.
All honor to the negro race! The South should, by concerted action of the States,
raise such a monument to him to show our gratitude forever and set forth his
loyalty, integrity and faithfulness. I have no sympathy, rather abhorrence, for
the mob who lynches a negro for the slightest infraction of law - often imaginary.
Ah! If these lynchers could only have seen those times, as the writer did, when
our women  and children and old men were as babes in their hands. Our
helplessness, our utter dependence on their mercy was most apparent, most
pitiable, most tragic, and they were loyal through it all. And lynching is the
return the Twentieth Century civilization is making for all that we have received
from them in the past!

— Isaac Jenkins Mikell, 1923
Rumbling of the Chariot Wheels
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The Phase I archaeological survey, inventory and assessment of the LOG-1 project area identified and

tested a total of six locations for potential eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places

(NRHP). Two of these site locations are considered isolated finds (IF-1 and IF-2) containing fewer than three

artifacts and no further work is recommended for these sites.

Four primary sites (38JA1017a, 38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d) underwent close interval testing

during Phase I investigations. Phase I close interval testing of 38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d

determined these sites should be considered not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP and that no further work

is warranted or recommended. However, testing did determine that 38JA1017a should be considered potentially

eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and that Phase II investigations are

warranted.

The research design and methodology for Phase I archaeological testing of the LOG-1 project area was

organized to determine whether cultural resource materials were present within the project area and, if so, to

determine whether these sites are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The National Historic Preservation Act

of 1966 established a set of criteria (36 CFR 60.4 Criteria a - d) for determining eligibility for archaeological

sites. These criteria include:

a) Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history.

b) Association with the lives of persons significant in the past.

c) Distinctive characterization of a type, period, or method of construction, or
representative of the work of a master craftsman, possessions of high artistic values,
or representations of a significant and distinguishable entity whose individual
components may lack distinction.

d) Ability to yield information important to history.

Each of the four sites were analyzed to determine their conformity to these criteria.

CONCLUSIONS

The four primary sites (38JA1017a, 38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d) each exhibit aspects of

one or two of the criteria for inclusion on the NRHP. However, only one (38JA1017a) sufficiently meets the

criteria to qualify as “Potentially Eligible”.
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Site 38JA1017a

The prehistoric assemblage collected from 38JA1017a reflects seasonal occupation along a marsh.

Geographic and environmental settings such as low bluffs overlooking marshlands are well known for their

potential to contain prehistoric site locations. However, the lack of a substantial number of prehistoric lithics

and diagnostic earthenwares, as well as their lack of density across the site, must be viewed in the context of

previously recovered prehistoric archaeological sites within the Jasper County area. As such, presence within

38JA1017a reflects only prehistoric disposal patterns and does not exhibit significance for inclusion on the

NRHP.

The historic assemblage reflects a general domestic occupation, possibly that of an outbuilding or

outbuildings associated with “The Hill” plantation owned by John Frampton, Jr. (ca. 1810 - 1845) and his

son, John Edward Frampton (ca. 1845 - 1896). The primary range of functions represented by this sample is

limited to the Kitchen and Architecture groups (European ceramics, colonoware, container glass, brick and

tabby mortar). The presence of delftware, creamware and pearlware, as well as black and dark green container

glass are typically associated with 18th to 19th century domestic occupations. The presence of brick and tabby

mortar suggests the presence of structures which may have stood on brick piers or had brick chimneys.

The location of the site, in relation to the presumed location of the Frampton main house, and the presence

of concentrations of colonoware and domestic material culture items suggests this may have been the location

of the Frampton kitchen or slave village. Some artifacts exhibit aspects usually attributed to burning but, as

yet, it is impossible to tell whether buildings in this location were burned during the Union presence at the

plantation in 1865 or whether the burning is associated with 20th century agriculture and clearing of fields. It

is also possible that these structures were removed and redistributed as tenant structures at other locations on

the plantation during the postbellum period and that the presence of a small number of burned artifacts is

insignificant. Although the site exhibits an evolutionary history which would suggest that it has suffered a

considerable amount of damage due to agricultural activities over the past 100+ years, previous studies

suggest that heavily damaged sites may still yield information which may be significant to our knowledge of

slave related plantation infrastructure. Therefore, the potential for the recovery of slave related features at

38JA1017a is considered probable.

Analysis of this site for eligibility on the NRHP suggests that the potential kitchen/slave village may

qualify under three (b, c and d) of the stated criteria. Under Criterion A, the potential kitchen/slave village of

the Frampton’s The Hill plantation had no association with events which made a significant contribution to

the broad patterns of history. Therefore, 38JA1017a would not be considered significant for inclusion on the

National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A.

Association with John Edward Frampton, however, might qualify 38JA1017a for consideration under
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Criterion B, under the definition of association with significant persons. Frampton served as State Senator

representing Prince Williams Parish from 1842 to 1845. More importantly, he was one of two representatives

from the parish to serve in the South Carolina Secession Convention. There is no historic evidence suggesting

that he was a driving force for secession such as Robert Barnwell Rhett, but Frampton certainly participated

in the unanimous vote to secede from the Union and was a significant person at the local level. On the other

hand, it could be argued that one three-year term as State Senator and the act of casting one of 169 votes in a

convention in which the outcome was essentially a foregone conclusion does not make Frampton, in and of

himself, particularly significant at the state and national level.

Overall then, Frampton’s significance as a successful planter who was occasionally involved in political

issues is not sufficient to qualify 38JA1017a for inclusion on the NRHP if the site does not meet additional

criteria.

Site 38JA1017a may very well represent a significant and distinguishable entity as defined under Criterion

C. Phase II testing of a long-term slave village of one of the wealthiest planters in Prince Williams Parish may

assist in establishing a holistic picture of plantation infrastructure and/or slave settlement presently unavailable

to archaeologists and historians studying the development of Jasper County. Therefore, this site does contain

aspects which would support strong integrity of location and setting, as well as the potential for integrity of

design, materials, workmanship, feeling and/or association which would qualify the site for inclusion on the

National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C.

Under Criterion D (sites which have yielded, or may be likely to yield, significant information) 38JA1017a

must be viewed in the context of previously recovered archaeological sites related to the prehistoric era as

well as 19th century development within the Jasper County area. The prehistoric assemblage from the site

only reflects disposal patterns currently found in the archaeological record. Historically, this site may well

contain data which would refine our understanding of slave related infrastructure during the antebellum

period. Thus, 38JA1017a is considered potentially significant for inclusion on the National Register of Historic

Places under Criterion D.

Site 38JA1017b

The historic assemblage of 38JA1017b reflects a general domestic occupation, probably that of an

outbuilding associated with The Hill plantation owned by John Frampton, Jr. (ca. 1810 - 1845) and his son,

John Edward Frampton (ca. 1845 - 1896). The primary range of functions represented by this sample is

limited to the Kitchen and Architecture groups (i.e. European ceramics, container glass, brick and tabby

mortar). Sites containing delftware, creamware, pearlware and whiteware, as well as black and green container

glass are typically found in conjunction with late 18th to early 19th century domestic occupations. The presence

of brick and tabby mortar fragments suggests that some previous structure or structures may have stood on
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brick piers. The dearth of colonoware and the small number of European ceramics recovered at this site rules

out this location’s potential as either the Frampton kitchen or slave village.

The spatial location of the site in relation to the presumed location of the Frampton main house suggests

this assemblage may represent a barn structure which was probably burned by Union troops in 1865. Unlike

38JA1017a, however, the lack of intact architectural components, as well as evidence of intensive plowing of

the site for at least 100+ years, suggests that identifiable remains of this structure will not be present. The

small number of artifacts, their generally small size and the overall scatter across a fallow field suggest that

the site has been severely impacted by previous agricultural activities.

Analysis of this site for eligibility on the NRHP suggests that while 38JA1017b may qualify for the

NRHP under one of the stated criteria, it does not qualify under the remaining three. There is no historic or

archival evidence to suggest that the potential barn for the Frampton plantation is associated with any significant

events. Therefore 38JA1017b would not be considered significant under Criterion A.

As discussed previously, John Edward Frampton could be considered a person of local significance.

Frampton’s overall critical significance, however, is debatable due to his short, and apparently uneventful,

tenure as State Senator as well as a lack of reported leadership during the secession period. As with 38JA1017a,

association with John Edward Frampton’s life is not sufficient as a stand-alone qualification for inclusion in

the NRHP under Criterion B.

Under Criterion C, 38JA1017b does not represent a significant and distinguishable entity. The lack of

any in situ architectural remains does not assist in establishing a holistic picture of settlement presently

unavailable to archaeologists and historians studying the development of Jasper County. Even though

38JA1017b does contain aspects which would support strong integrity of location and setting, it lacks design,

materials, workmanship, feeling and/or association which would qualify the site for inclusion on the NRHP

under Criterion C.

Under Criterion D ( sites which have yielded, or may be likely to yield,  significant information), 38JA1017b

must be viewed in the context of previously recorded archaeological sties related to 19th century development

within the Jasper County area. Its location reflects only historic disposal/removal patterns found in non-urban

areas. Thus 38JA1017b does not exhibit significance for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion D.

Site 38JA1017c

The historic assemblage identified at 38JA1017c reflects a very small sample of colonial and antebellum

era artifacts. The range of functions is limited to the Kitchen, Architecture and Tobacco groups (i.e., a European

ceramic sherd, a container glass fragment, a pipe bowl fragment and a brick fragment). Although these items

are generally associated with early to mid-19th century domestic occupations, the lack of a substantial number
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of cultural resource materials within a low lying area of the property suggests that this is either a primary or

secondary trash deposit.

Other than the time frame in which it existed, extensive archival and historic research does not reveal any

significant association with events or the lives of significant persons who may have been present at 38JA1017c.

Therefore, 38JA1017c is considered not eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A or B. Under Criterion C,

38JA1017c does not represent a significant and distinguishable entity. The lack of any extant in situ architectural

remains means that 38JA1017c does not assist in establishing a holistic picture of settlement or antebellum

disposal patterns presently unavailable to archaeologists and historians studying the development of Jasper

County. Thus, 38JA1017c contains no aspects that would support strong integrity of location, setting, design,

materials, workmanship, feeling and/or association which would qualify the site for inclusion on the NRHP

under Criterion C.

Under Criterion D (sites which have yielded, or may be likely to yield, significant information), 38JA1017c

must be viewed in the context of previously recovered archaeological sites related to early to mid-19th century

development within Jasper County. Its location reflects historic disposal/removal patterns in rural portions of

the county. Thus, 38JA1017c does not exhibit significance for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion D.

Site 38JA1017d

The evolution of the historic assemblage of 38JA1017d spans an extended period of time. This portion of

the property has gone from family-owned plantation/farmland in the early to mid-19th century, to a Civil War

defensive line designed to protect the Charleston to Savannah Railroad, to a ditched and bermed windrow and

fenced hedgerow between agricultural fields during the late 19th century to the beginnings of the 21st century.

Although early assessments suggested that this line may have once been an oak allée associated with the

Frampton plantation, close inspection of the tree line and ditch discounted that possibility. Rather, the current

ditch, and the volunteer water oaks and sweet gums growing alongside it, appears to have been carved out of

a Civil War defensive line.

 In 1862, General Robert E. Lee designed a line of fortifications south and east of the presumed location

of the John Edward Frampton antebellum period main house. These fortifications included a previously located

battery directly south of the ca. 1910 Frampton house, as well as one on the east side of the main house. These

two batteries anchored the west side of the defensive line. Data recovered during these investigations strongly

supports the notion that this line was anchored on the east by an additional battery located on the Fletcher E.

and Paula Flowers tract just outside of the current property boundaries. By all indications, a rifle line spanned

the distance between these two batteries. Although this line was constructed for the protection of the Charleston

to Savannah Railroad, the line was never utilized in the actual defense of the rail line or the town of Pocotaligo.

In 1865, the line was abandoned by Confederate forces prior to the arrival of Sherman’s forward troops.
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Additional evidence suggests that the property, although retained by the Frampton family, became a non-

residential plantation following the war. Whether the property was let for agriculture in a tenancy arrangement

or rented outright is not known, but it is thought that John Edward Frampton and his family lived in Charleston

until his death in 1896. Following his death, one of John Edward’s sons (probably Charles Hay Frampton)

constructed a new home (ca. 1910) on or near the site of the old main house and the family returned to farming

the property.

It is not known precisely when the lands east of the main house were cleared for agricultural use, but it was

probably sometime during the 1870s or 1880s. Clearing an area for agricultural use usually results in the

formation of windrows and/or hedges similar to those found along the ditch line identified as 38JA1017d

during the current survey. Barbed wire fencing recovered along the hedgerow was first patented in the mid-

1870s and 38JA1017d contains both single and double-strand four-point barbed wire. Additional evidence of

long term intensive farming on either side of the hedgerow may be found in the 1918 Yemassee (15 minute)

topographic map as well as in aerial photos from 1939, 1951 and 1994.

Although it is probable that this agricultural ditch was constructed alongside, or in, the rifle line, the

majority of the line is highly degraded and virtually unrecognizable as anything other than a historic field fence

line and drainage ditch. Several additional drainage ditches are present in the northeast portion of the project

area, reflecting its low swampy nature. The presence of relatively modern ditches within this low-lying area

suggests that the former rifle line was excavated and re-excavated a number of times over the last 100+ years

to facilitate drainage within this section of the property.

The portion of the battery located within Site 38JA1017a is in relatively good shape and is considered to

be a contributing element to Site 38JA1017d; the remaining sections of the rifle line are severely disturbed

either from past agricultural activities or earthmoving activities associated with the widening of U.S. Highway

17. Specifically, those sections of the line between Transects 19S and 14S are no longer recognizable as any

thing other than an agricultural drainage ditch associated with a hedgerow. Push-piles along the line and planted

pine along the south boundary of the line, as well as the artifact collection, support the contention that this

unused defensive line was transformed into a standard agriculture-related drainage. Moreover, a farm road

running south from U.S. Highway 17 along Transect 15S has also severely impacted this portion of the site.

Analysis of this site for eligibility on the NRHP suggests that while 38JA1017d may qualify for the NRHP

under one of the stated criteria, it does not qualify under the remaining three criteria. Archival and historic

research reveals that 38JA1017d does have association with significant events (Criterion A). However, it is

just one of hundreds of earthworks along the South Carolina coast. By comparison, there are four other earthwork

lines on Mackay Point peninsula alone, with 17 nearby extant batteries related to the defense of the Charleston

to Savannah Railroad identified by SCIAA in recent studies. Moreover, the Frampton House Line was never
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used in the defense of the Charleston to Savannah Railroad and did not play a role in the October 1862 Battle

of Pocotaligo. As such, its significance as a common earthwork line under Criterion A is negligible.

Two factors were considered in assessing 38JA1017d for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion B,  fore

the association with lives of significant persons. It is true that this long line was located alongside the home of

John Edward Frampton, a signer of the Secession Ordinance. And it is true that Gen. Lee designed earthworks

across Prince Williams Parish, including this one.

However, this line was not among the primary defenses of the Charleston to Savannah Railroad. Lee’s

defensive plan called for funneling Union troops north along Mackay Point Road into a bottleneck at a series

of formidable earthworks on the narrow lane. The Frampton House Line was designed as a last-ditch defense,

to be used in the unlikely event that Union troops cut northwestward across the swampy peninsula in an effort

to circumvent the defenses on Mackay Point Road. As such, the choice of location probably was not based

upon the ownership of the nearby plantation, but upon a strategic geographic position. Therefore, 38JA1017d’s

association with the John Edward Frampton plantation is more circumstantial than significant.

Likewise, this line’s association with General Robert E. Lee is negligible. Lee’s coastal defensive line was

designed, as a whole, to negate a lack of troops and firepower to counter Union offenses along the coast. As

such, he designed a series of lines running from Georgetown to Savannah. The Frampton House Line is only

one of hundreds of individual earthworks in this long line. Therefore, this site’s association with Robert E. Lee

is not particularly significant. Based on this data, 38JA1017d does not meet the NRHP Criterion B for association

with the lives of significant persons.

Under Criterion C, 38JA1017d does not represent a significant and distinguishable entity today. The lack

of any definition in extant locations or the presence of any extant in situ engineered remains does not assist in

establishing a holistic picture of Confederate defensive lines unavailable to archaeologists and historians studying

the development of Jasper County. Thus, 38JA1017d contains no aspects that would support strong integrity of

location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling and/or association which would qualify the site for

inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion C.

Under Criterion D (sites which have yielded, or may be likely to yield, significant information), 38JA1017d

must be viewed in the context of Jasper County’s agricultural history. The move from intertidal-based agriculture

to dry-land agriculture resulted in the construction of drainage systems throughout the county. Drainage

operations within the county took advantage of previously constructed drainages as well as the excavation of

new ditches. The construction of a drainage ditch and fence line along the remnant rifle line of the Frampton

House Line reflects the evolutionary nature of agricultural land use within the county. Along with land use

adaptations, a concurrent  evolution of agricultural technology from a mule and plow to modern mechanized
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developments occurred, significantly damaging those aspects of the line related to Civil War events. Therefore,

due to its diminished physical representation of a Civil War era defensive line, 38JA1017d does not exhibit

significance for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion D.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Sites 38JA1017b, 38JA1017c and 38JA1017d all lack significant deposits or form which would be useful

for research or commemorative study. Consequently, their ability to yield a better understanding of 19th century

patterns within these settlements appear to be quite limited. Since these three sites fail to meet the primary

standards of NRHP criteria for significance (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]), they are considered ineligible for inclusion

on the NRHP. No additional testing or other cultural resource management is recommended.

Although the historic assemblage of 38JA1017a is disturbed stratigraphically and the range of functions

represented by this sample is limited to the Kitchen and Architecture groups, the presence of colonoware,

delftware, creamware and pearlware, black and dark green container glass, as well as wrought nails and other

architectural items area typically found to be associated with 18th to 19th century domestic occupations. The

presence of brick debris suggests that some previous structures may have stood on brick piers or had brick

chimneys. This architectural debris coupled with the large number of artifacts recovered from shovel tests and

the artifact density across the site suggest the potential presence of features within 38JA1017a and Phase II

investigations are recommended.
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