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The past is not dead. It isn't even past.

.- Wiﬂiam Faulkner






ABSTRACT

This stucly reports on a survey of Civil War
fortifications in Beaufort, Berlzeley, Charleston,
Hampton, and Jasper counties, South Carolina. The
research was funded l)y a National Park Service Survey
and Planning grant administered by the S.C.
Department of Archives and History, the Office of
Ocean and Coastal Resources Management, the
Terence L. Mills Preservation Services Fund of the
National Trust for Historic Preservation administered
l’Jy tl'le Southem O{'fice, the S.C. Sea Grant
Consortium, the Town of Mount Pleasant, the City of
Charleston, Beaufort County, and the Town of Hilton
Head Island.

The research has resulted in the identification
of 161 resources, several of which were combined,
resulting in a total of 154 sites. Of these 106 were
located and assignecl S.C. Institute of A:chaeology and
Anthropology site numbers. The remaining 48 sites
could not be identified in the {ielcl, either because the
available information was insufficient or because the site
had been destroyecl.

For the identified sites this research provicles
detailed locational information, inclucling where
appropriate and possi]:)le tax map parcel numbers and
UTM coordinates based on DGPS (differentially
corrected glo])a] positioning system). Sketch maps were
preparecl showing site features.  Historical
documentation, primarily from the War of the Rebellion:
A Compi]ation o)[ the O]%':ial Records o)( the Union and
Confederate Armies (known as the OR), is included
where available, as are historic maps showing the site
location.

For those sites not iclentified, the research
compiled the available historic information and maps,
documents the search area, and offers our best
explanation wl'ly the site was not identified.

Qur research not only documents the sites
which are still extant in the search area, but also offers

some observations and recommendations.

One of greatest needs is continuing survey. We
make no pretense that the current work is exhaustive or
final. In addition to the 48 searched for, but not found,
sites, there are additional references which were too
am]aiguous to allow field investigations. Additional
documentary research may lmelp identify these resources.
Additional field survey may help locate more sites.

In adc].ition, previous wor}a {:uncled }Jy the
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources Management
identified sites on James and ]ol'ms islands which were
not included in this stucly — and which have not been
incorporated into the SCIAA site files. This should be
done.

Likewise, no survey specifica.ﬂy intended to
icLentify and record Civil War fortifications has been
conducted in Georgetown, Coﬂeton, and Horry
counties. While county-wicle surveys have been
conducte& Jtcor Coueton ancl Horry counties, these tencl
to focus on stancling architecture. This failure to
specifically seek out and iclentify Civil War fortifications
in these areas places them at risk of clamage or
destruction.

Our survey also revealed that simply because
an earthwork is “green spaced” or “avoided” does not
mean that it is preservecl. We found many such sites —
some actually on the National Register — which
evidence continuing clamage. Preservation requires
proactive planning — a practice which receives

regrettal:ly little attention or {:uncling.
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INTRODUCTION

The Project

“Civil War Fort to Be Destroyed by Road,”
“Fort Damaged by Developer,” “History Lost in
Construction” — these are all too frequent headlines in
South Carolina low country newspapers. They speak not
on.ly to the loss of our heritage, but also to our failure to
adequately plan for the impact of development. It's
clear]y impossi])le to “manage” our cultural resources if
we have no idea exactly what these resources are, or
where tl')ey are located. Moreover, decisions made in the
heat of media coverage and public emotion are not the
decisions which would be made with more reflection and
more forethought.

With this in mind, we devised a project which
would begin to identify, catalog, visit, and record Civil
War fortifications in the low country. We intended the
work to build from a previcus stucly, funded l)y the
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources in 1995 (and
referenced in this study as OCRM 1995, but also
known as the “Charleston Earthwork Survey”). That
si:ucly was conducted ]:>y the South Carolina
Battleground Trust for the Charleston Harbor Project
and recorded 105 fortifications, primarily on James and
Johns islands. A few sites beyond these islands were
identified, altl-nougl-l most were not field verified.

The current project covers Charleston County
{excluding James, Johns, Sullivans, Folly, and
associated islands), Berkeley County, Jasper County,
Beaufort County, and a very small portion of Hampton
County (Figure 1). All of Georgetown, Horry, and
Colleton (except Edisto Beach, part of Charleston
County unti] 1975) counties were excluded from the
stucly. We, along with the project sponsors, hope
recordation in these areas will be undertaken.

Funding was provided by a National Park
Service Survey and Pla.n.ning Grant administered Ly the
s.C. Department of Archives and History, with
additional E.mcl.i.ng pravicle& Ly the Office of Ocean and

Coastal Resource Maragement, the Sea Grant
Consortium, the City of Charleston, the Town of
Mount Pleasant, Beaufort County, the Town of Hilton
Head Island, the Natiomal Trust for Historic
Preservation, and other private donors. Background
research began in mid-1999. The field investigations
hegan intermittently in December 1999, with the more
intensive field work l)emg conducted in Fel'sruary
through May 2000. The methodology of our
Baelzgmm& research and field investigations is provi&ed

ina following section.

The Historical Setting

The election of Abraham Lincoln in 1860
precipitated the long-brewing crisis between the North
and the South. Seven Southemn states, led by South
Carolina, seceded before Lincoln's inauguration; four
more phus the Indian Territory joined them in early
1861, witl'l eleme‘n(‘s in Misgoun, Kenh.lclvy, Marylan&,
and Arizona also finding representation in the resulting
Confederate States of America. Irresolution marked the
initial Northern response to secession, but this was
quickly changed after the moming of April 12, 1861
when Confederate forces fired on Fort Sumter (see,
Rosen 1994:63-68 for an overview of the events leading
up to the attack on Sumter and the disagreements
among historians of bow these events transpired).

Federal response was galvanized by the South's
first hostile action and in less than a month the Union
blockade on Charleston and other Southern ports was
established. By November 1861 what Burton called
“the most formidable armada ever assembled under the
American flag" sailed into Port Royal and began to
metlioc].ically cleshoy the Confederate forts guar&ing the
entrance and protecting ]:oth Hilton Head and the town
of Beaufort (Burton 1970:68). The Confederate forces
ret‘reatea a&er only a few l'nours. leavi.ng the area to the
Federal troops.

The fall of Port Royal sent shock waves

1
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Figure 1. Survey area (basemap is USGS South Carolina 1:500,000).
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throug}l the Confeclexacy and slaortly afterward the
little-known General Robert E. Lee arrived in
Charleston to sssume command of the new military
department of South Carolina, Georgia, and East
Florida. Lee established his command at
Coosawhatchie, on the line of the Charleston and
Savannah Railroad. His strategy, in the words of Rosen

was:

to concede the immediate coast (a
move that did not sit well with the
planters of the area) except for the
forts guarc].ing Charleston and
Savannah, which he gteatly
'merovecl; to obstruct all the
waterways between the two cities not
alreacly occupiea l:vy the Union navy;
and to protect the railroad (Rosen
1994.83).

The defenses around Charleston werze cleatly
explainecl Lry General Robert E. Lee in his December
16, 1861 report, -regaxcling the mustering of State
regiments into the Confederate service and the
condition of Southern defenses,”

The land defenses around the city,
commencing on the coast side of
James [sland, ex‘tencling to Wappoo
Creeh, thence to AsHey R.iver, across
the neck between Ashley and Cooper,
and from the branch through Christ's
Parish to the sound, are in good state
of progress and will now give
steadiness and security to our troops
in any advance of the enemy from
any of those quarters and afford time
to move troops to meet them. The

works have been mos\‘.ly constructed
})y labot {'umislﬁe& ])y the plantets. I

hope tkey will be complete:l this
week. The batteries in the harbor are
in goocl condition, and if properly
served should arrest the appxoack by
the channel. Wappoo Creek is also
provided with batteries in addition to
those previously constructed at the

mouth o{. the Stono, which should

stop vessels by that direction. They
form part of the lines of land defense
and points of support where tl'ley
touch the creek (OR 6, pages 3465-
346)."

In eaxly 1862 Ieﬂerson Davis wrote Governor
Francis Pickens in South Cazoiina that both he ancl
General Lee “concur with you in opinion as to the

importance of the preservation of the Charleston end
Savannah Railroad” (OR 6, page 594).

As the war continued this focus on Charleston
and the critical land link to Savannah never wavered. In
October 1863, as Union troops hecame more
noticeable creeping up the coest, opinions were soug]mt

on how the Union forces migl\t attack from the Edisto

area, with this response:

The enemy's object in selecting this
line would be to obtain a point
d'appui from which a sap could be
pusl-xecl with decisive results against
the bocly 0{ the pla.ce, and at the
same time to effect a practical
investment of the town. Charleston
Neck would be the point aimed at. In
reacl-j.ing this point, he would
probal‘)ly aclopt the p]an of pu.sl'ning a
strong column of ligl-.t troops at once
fora point above Bee's Ferry, on the
AsHey, where the river may be
pontoonecl or is forclai)le, and
effecting the investment of the town,
while he would, for the purpose of
securing his  communications,
primarily direct his main operations
against our defenses in Saint
Andrew's Parish. Under the
difficulties he would have to

'As expiainecl in the follawing section on
methedology, we have abbreviated our citations to The War of

the Rebelhon: A Compilation of the Official Records of the Union
and Confederate Armies (usually known as the Official Records
or OR) as simply “OR,” followed by the volume number, and
the page num}:er.
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encounter in field transportation, [
take it that water transportation to a
point on tl'le main in Saint A.nclrew's

east of Rantowles would be of the
l’ligl')est consequence with hirm.

Unless he came in overwhe].rm'ng
force, the sa{ety of his
communications from this point to
the Neck, would require a reduction
of our works in Saint Andrew's--an
operation resulting in c].elay, but
which would be attended with the
advantage of giving him positions for
sheﬂing the city across the As]:\ley,
and, further, of seriously jeopa.rdizing
the sa.{e’l'y of our troops on James
Island.

Should his £orce, l'xowe’ver, 1:>e
su&icienﬂy la:ge to cover his lines of
communication with sufficient force,
he might neglect the Saint Andrew's
wor]?s, ancl proceea at once to siege
operations on the Neck.

The enemy's points of debarkation
would be Seabrook Isla.ncl, at the
mouth of the North Edisto, and
White Point, at the head of the inlet
on the main. The cl.isposition of our
troops to meet him should be an
advanced cavalry force of, say, 1,500
men, with six or eight pieces of horse
artiuezy, to clispute his march across

John's Island, falling back to Church
Flats in retreat, while the main body
of our forces should be stationed
along the line of the Wadmalaw and
Stono Rivers, from White Point to
Church Flats; the reserve at Adams
Run. The vight flank should be
secured Ly a company of cavalry
pushed well forward on Edisto Island,
to give due notice of the advance of a
column from that direction to turn
our position l)y crossing the Dawho
at Pinel:mry, and fielcl batteries ougl'lt

to be able to prevent the passage of
transports up the Dawho for the
same purpose. King's corn-field,
between Church Flats and
Rantowles, should be watched, with a
gun or two in position, and a small
infa.ntry support, 1o prevent a
crossing of the Stono there, and
John's Island Ferry should be held at
all hazards with an 'mclepen&ent force
from the garrison of CI‘;arleston; for
the cardinal idea in our defense
should be to compel the enemy, in
his efforts get on the Neck, to swing
round with as long a radius as
possible, Charleston Being the center.
White Point, Simmons' Landing,
and Church Flats are la.nc].ings on the
Stono and Wadmalaw. Church Flats
is a crossing ])y Ericlge and causeway;
Jol)n's Island Ferry s a difficult
crossing l:vy ferry; King's corn-field is
a plaw where a ml]lta.ry ])r'u:lge may
be thrown across. All these places are
more or less streng'tl'xened l:yy works.
Togodo Creek, between White Point
and Simmons Lancling, has never
been ol:)stnxctecl; is naviga]ale for
vessels of nglt cltaugl'kt, and should
be closely watched. There are no
works here. White Point is the key to
the position. The works carried here
give the enemy access to the
Willstown and Rantowles road,

running pa.rallel to and in rear of our

defenses, all of which are open works.

H the enemny effect a crossing east of
Rantowles, our troops should zapidly
take position behind the Aslmley
crossing at Bacon's and Slann's
Briclges, but lzeeping a2 strong
advanced guard on the west side. If,
however, he is compellecl to cross
west of Rantowles, our second line is
the Caw Caw Swamp. The left is at
Rantowles, a very strong position if

approacl\ecl ldy the road in front, but
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Labfeto})ebuneclbyapassage across
pce-fields from Petonneau's

Rutledge Island, which sbould b
streng'tbenecl and c]osely watcbed.

The center is the crossing at Caw

Caw Causeway. This is where the
New road crosses the swamp; also a
very strong position. Thence our line
follows the northwest branch of the
swamp toward Parker's Ferry. From
Rutledge Island to a point one-half
mile west of Caw Caw Causeway the
swamp is impractica.l:le for troops.
The rest of our second line is weak.
The swamp having been all cleared
anci c;.raineci in former years, it is now
nodﬂng more than a succession of
wet meadows, intersected with old
rice-field ditches. The points at
which roads cross these meadows
have slight field works. When the
enemy has carded our first line, he
will either move down the Willstown
and Parker's Femy roads to
Rantowles and endeavor to carry the
left of our second line, or he will
operate against our right, with a view
to tuming it. We must, if
practica]:le, compel him to the Jast,
swmgmg him off as far as poss:]ale
from Charleston. This line should be
l-lelcl, too, until any troops ordered
from the Third District should have
joinecl us By way of the crossings of

the Edisto River above Parker's
Ferry.

Qhur disposition of troops here should
be with the caval_ry and some bght
pieces in front of our riglat, along the
west branch of the swamp, su.l:serving
the purpose of an advanced guarcl to
the weak porticn of our lines, and to
operate on the enemy's flank and
rear. The reserve at the intersection
of the Parker's Ferry and Beech Hill
(or New) road. In a])wdoning this

line, our troops from Caw Caw

Causeur.:y to the rig]'nt, inclusive,
should go back direct upon Slann's
and Bacon's Bridges, on the Ashley.
Those of our left should cross
Rantowles Creek at Rantoodes Bridge
or at Lowncics', if the miiitary bnclge
here has been oompleted_ Tl’)ence,
either by Bee's Ferry or through the
city, to the eastern bank of the
Ashley, and take position for the
defense of that river. The Ashley
River takes its rise in an impassable

swamp, known as the Great Cy'prees,

which runs from near Ridgeville, on
the South Carolina Railroad, in a
southwesterly direction for 10 or 15
miles. From whete the river leaves
this swarnp (say a mile above Slann's
Bridge) to a mile below Bacon's
Bridge, the river runs ‘L]:\rougk a
limestone bed, is on an average not
30 va.rr]s wide, is fordable any'wluere,
and has a comparatively dry and
narrow Swamp, )ying c}\ieﬂy on the
west side. The eastern side is quite
précipitous for the low country, and
is strengthened by field works. The
distance between Slann's and Bacon's
Bridges is about 3 miles. From where

the river ceases to be fordable down
to Bee's Ferry, it may at different

points reacliiy be crossed ]:y pontoon
l'Jriclges.

Our third and last line of defense,
therefore, in the field is from Bee's
Ferry to Slann's Bridge. We should
fight a l'outrance on this line. A
disaster here would be ruin to our
adversary, and
unfortunate, our lines of retreat, are
open down the Neck into the city,
and any portion of our forces cut off
from this route l)y the enemy's
(orcing a passage low down the
As]:\ley, can make its way into the
city ]:y crossing the headwaters of
Cooper River and going down its east

i.{ we were
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bank (OR, vol. 47, pages 393-395).

A very similar account in 1862 to General
G.T. Beauregarcl describes how the fortifications in the
lower Jasper County area were intended to thwart Union

aclvances :

Briclge, on the old mail road, where
be has an embrasure Lattery to
protect the l)ndge If t}\ey land at
Red Bluff, which he does not think
pro]»alale, he has selected a position
near New River, where he has two

He [ Col. W.S. Walker, Commander
of the Third Military District of
South Carolina) designated the
%llowing piaces as points for
concentrating his troops, viz:
Pocotaligo, ~ Grahamville,  and
Hardeeville, at which places he now
has his encampments.

Should the enemy attempt to force
their way to the railroad at
Pocotaligo he calculated to hold

them in check in rear of Screven's
rice fields, protecting his command

behind a small woxlz, ditch and
heclge, with rice fields overflowed on
each flank. Should tliey attempt to
advance to the lbriclge across the
Combahee River at Salkehatchie Ly
the road paxa.“el to the rver and
another small road known as Seller’s
road, he would then hold them in
check at the junction of two roads
near the ])riclge, the country at that
point laei.ng swampy and clensely
wooded. Both these roads of
approacl-l he  intends lmav’mg
obstructed and the Bﬁdgee taken up.
In case of a la.m:ling laeing made at
Huguenin's, on Broacl R_iver, ]:\e
would ]:lolcl them in check at the
causeway and bridge across Bee's
Creeﬁ, on the old mail roacl, at the
junction of the E_u]-mw and
Grahamville  roads. For the
protection of the apptoac]nes to
Grahamville works have been erected
on the different roac]s, the nearest
lanc].i.ng place Being on Boyc{'s Neck.

Should tl‘ney land at Bluf&on, he has
selected a position at New River

small works erected (OR 20, page
640-641).

In other words, the vast mejority of the
Confederate fortifications in the South Carolina low
country were intended to “work together™ and be part of
a much larger, and often all-consuming, plan. In
contrast, the Union Jargely built fortifications at places
where troops were stationed, ty'pl.cany cIuring {'orays or
advances on Charleston or the railroad.

The Place of Fortifications in the Civil War

The fortifications encounterecl, either in
research or c!u.ri.ng field survey, were ovezwl-nelmingly
traditional, and were based on the prevai.ling science of
military warfare. As Paddy Griffith explains, even before
the Civil War America's army had shown its tendency to
"dig in" (Guffith 1989:124). In fact, he comments
that, “it was perhaps significant that the Republic's only
official military acacle'rny had been built as a college of
engineering" (Griffith 1989:124). He explains that:

Their Professor of Engineering and
the Art of War, Dennis Hart Mahan,
was to all accounts a persuasive
teacher — and his favorite theme was
the pre-eminence of the spade in

combat (Griffith 1980:124).

Griffith realizes that Mahan, and his disciples —
especially General Wager Halleck (wlmo immortalized
himself for his curious habit of d.igging in every few
miles as he pursuecl a defeated enemy; he had earlier in
1856 written the text, E}ements oj Mi/itary Art and
Science) and General P.G.T. Beauregard — based their
faith not so much on a careful study of Napoleon's
tactics or even American hjsiory, l;ut taLl'\er on their
complete lack of fa.\th in militia armies to l'xolcl theit
own in battle. Any mgnlﬁcant war would require the use
of militias "and that meant it would have to be Jr‘ougl'nt
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by primitive tactics !
which sacrificed
mohility and !
ﬂexi]:i}ity in order to |
give a minimum
standard of
confidence and
security  to the
troops” (Griffith
1089:125). It was
only behind
earthworks that
Mahan felt
America's  militia
would be eapal)le of
ﬁghﬁng success{'ully.
The most powerful
of all Mahan's
writings, A Treatise
on Field

Fortifications, was so Figure 2. African American slaves u.secl to build the James lsland defenses (from Leshe's

signi{‘icant that it Hlustrated Newspaper).

o published during
the Civil War }')y
Confederate printers and was the standard work (Ma.l‘lan
1862).

Griffith deals at length with the psycl'lolog.'\aal
power of fortifications — noting that tl‘uoughout the
war both sides clug in and both sides were loath to attack
fortified entrenchments. The conventional wisdom was
that fortifications could multiply the soldier's combat
value Ly no less than six times — auowing, for example,
10,000 men to beat off 60,000 (Griffith 1989:130).
In spite of the almost mytlmica] attributes of earthworks,
all that most fortifications could provicle the defender,
according to Griffith, was extra time to pour fire on the
attacker from relative security with the lmope that this
directed fire would demoralize the opposing forces before
they reached the o]:jective. He goes on to point out that:

Actually the main physical strength
of a trench position was usua.uy to be
found nejther in the extra protection
it offered the defender nor in the
obstacles it put in the way of an
attacker. Paradoxically, it was the
cleared feld of fire in front of the

trench that made it most clangerous,
R gave them [tl1e cl.e{enclers] a
lzill'mg grouncl in which an attacker
could be ]:rougl-nt face to face with the
full dangers of his enterprise (G'n&lt}l
1989:129).

Griffsth notes that regardless, the vast majority
of earthworks’ act-ually taken fell to Hanlzing action
(perfected by General Sherman) not to frontal assaults.
He notes that:

the longer the war went on, the more
soldiers could be found who had
experiencecl a "slauglmter pen" at ﬁrst
hand. Such men had searing visions
of the human cost of such
enterprises, and quite nal'urauy found
it difficult to balance this ageinst the
’niglaly abstract benefits to be gaine&
by even a successhul assault (Griffith
1989:131).

By late in the war this resulted in numerous cases of

7
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combat refusal. Even when mutiny was avoided, there
were increasing numbers of abortive c.hzrgs whjc]n, in
Griffith's words, "went to ground" almost before they
]:egan (GnH)Lh 1989:131). Drury and Embleton also
note that more and more ditches were clug as the war

continued (Drury and Embleton 1993:21).

[n spite of this, Griffith points out that the
clih:hes o{ the wal War soldier weve no more pecessary
in the mid-nineteenth century than L‘Jey had been a
hundred or more years earlier.? He suggests the
Jepenclence on earthworks such as those seen along the
South Cawolina coast grew out of the combatants
themselves:

A more educated American
p0pu.iation was less ready to sk
death without at least a semblance of
persona] protection, a.nd a lug]a
oommand hﬂ.l:ued W'HL the
flannelling of the Vauban and
Mahan schools was blinded to the
inner character of mobile warfare.
Once this curious brew had been
mixed togetl‘ler and shaken up
daorougl'\ly in a few pitcl'lecl battles, it
settled out as the 1864 elixir. Lots of
cl.igging, lots of s]tirmishing, noise
and smoke, lots of respect {Ot tl'ae
enemy's line and an acute awareness
of the claims he had staked. But not
often very much real fighting. It was
a far cry indeed from the methods of
Napoleon! (Griffith 1989:135).

Although Mahan's A Treatise on  Field
Fortifications (Mahan 1862) is undoubtedly the
authority on the topic, David Wright (1982) has
provided an excellent overview which often helps to

an&LL d.\apules lhose, sur:}: as Dmry and
Embleton {1993:21), who still suggest that entrenchmeants
were the result of improved weapons. He ohserves that the
threats from snipers and dfled artillery, while per]:aps
psycl:o]ogicaﬂy terﬁfying, were Lactically ma.rgi.nal. Further,
the new weapons, in his words, “were less different from their
pref]ec@sors than bad been claimed™ (Gaffith 1989:134).

8

ex-p]ain some of the more obscure comments found in
Mahan. Figures 3 and 4 provide an overview of the
terms most com.man!y used to describe earthworks.

Mahan ]aegan his discourse by expla.i.ning that
the purpose of the earthwork is both to pmv-icle security
to its defenders and also to hinder the attack of those
aHempting to take it. Consequently, every earthwork

ad s parapet, “to intercept the enemy's missiles, to
enable the assailed to use their weapons with effect, and
to present an obstacle to the enemy's progress,” as well
as a ditch, which "serves the double purpose of increasing
the obstacles which the enemy must surmount before
reac]:ing the assailed, and of gumishj.ng the earth to
form the parapet” (Mahan 1862:2). Mahan then went
on 1o define the different features of an mrthwor}z, such
as the exterior and interior slopes, the B.mquette, crest,
and berm (see Figure 2).

Mahan also offered principles upon which all
earthworks should be constructed. For example, he
insisted that flanked positions were essential, since
"Qanks sweep with their fire the ground in front of the
faces; remove sectors without fire and dead angl&e; cross
their fire in front of the salients; and take the enemy's
column in flank” (Ma}xan 1862:6). Drawi_ng from this,
he went on to emphasize the importance of all angles
}oeing acute, since t]')ey prov-ic]e ﬂmking fire, while an
obtuse angle "leaves a portion of the ground in front of
the face undefended” (Mahan 1862:6). Salients should
never be at angles of less than 60°, since smaller angles
provitle interior spaces that are too confining and leaves
too ]arge an area in the front without &re.

Moreover, no line should be ]onger than 160
yards. This is based on Mahan's belief that it would be
the close fre of mu.s}zetry, not a.rb’]lery, tlnat woulcl Blunt
the trust of the attacker. Since the musket was thought
to be most accurate at distances of 160 yar&s or 1ess,
Mahan insisted that no line should be ]onget than could
be covered Ly musket fire.

Mahan also empl\asizecl the need for a “strong
pm{'ﬂe," explaining that deep ditches cause delays on the
part of tl'xe altaclzer, "during which the column is
exposed to a warm fire within short range” (Mahan
1862:7). Clawing up the parapet wall not only
continued this exposure, but "the enemy presents
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Figure 3. Tezminology of earthworks (aclapleJ from Mahan 1862).
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Figure 4. Fortification forms (adapted frorm Mahan 1862).
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thern make tl\is

determination. For
example, the shell

from  an 18-
pounclet at 110
yarcls would

penetrate 6y feet

into tl‘xe parapet,
while a 24-pouncler
at the same
distance would
penetrate only 3%%
feet (Mahan
1862:18). The
ditch must be at
least 6 feet in
depth, with a width
of less than 20
feet.

jgure 5. Battery of siege and garrison rifles on siege and garrison carriages firing “en T h e
barbette” over a quickly erected indented line (US Army Military History Institute). priest-cap was
"seldom used"”

himself in a fatiguecl
and exhausted state . = v -
to the La.yonets of y : - .
the assaile&, who / °

have mounted on the :

top of thei: parapet
to meet and drive

him back into the

ditch” (Mahan

1862:7).
Mahan

specified that

parapets mjgl'lt range
from 8 to 12 feet in
height, with their
width (at the interior

to exierior crests)

clepenclent on the 5 ; 4T ;

nature of the attack - e Gy = : _

anticipate&. Period : s \.\ : = :\‘,:..._o.:,.‘? : i TR

engineers had a igure 6. Confederate Lattery using a Navy seacoast gun, pro])a})ly a 32-poun<1er on a seacoast
variety of tables at carriage, ﬁring‘ embrasure. Note the sa.ncnmgs and barrels forming the interior slope of
their disposal to help the parapet and the wood gun platform (U.S. Army Military History Institute).

11
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according to Mahan (1862:12). This configuration
resemnbles the letter “M," consisting of ap indented
capi.ta.l that formed a 90° angle and was flanked Ly two
small redans or salients of 60° anglas.

A device which Mahon does not discuss in any
detail are rifle pits. These entrenchments were l:y'pica.lly
just 3eep and wide enougl'x to afford cover. Associated
with batteries they were intended to provic].e cover for
infantry troops.? In one account it is simply explained,
“I have caused rifle-pits to be made to protect the men”
(OR 4, page 680) while in another it is recommended,
“If no guns can be procurecl, then rlﬂe-pits should be
Jug, where goocl marksmen could drive off worlzing
parties of the enemy’ (OR 6, page 385). The
effectiveness of this field entrenchment is suggestec] I)y
the comment, "On arriving at the field of battle we
found certain zigzag rifle pits sheltering crowds of men”
(OR 12, page 838). While many rifle pits were ]:xasti]y
excavated and offered only limited protection, others
approax:l’x what mjglmt be described as breast-works. One

account speci{ies:

Rifle pits should also be provided (not
enfiladed from the river) for the
'u:J:a.rLtry support to the batteries. The
thickness of the paxapets . . . of the
rifle pits 12 or 186 feet (OR 20, page
673).

Other terms occasionally found in the OR
records include a tete-cle-pont, which was simply a
fortification guaxc{ing the head of a })riageA A revelin,
sometimes also called a l-nalf-moon, was an outwork, or
work constructed ]:eyoncl the main ditch, that consisted
of two parapets {orming a salient angleA A variation of
the parapet was the epaulemeut. This was simply a
parapet which lacked 2 l:anquette or tread. The
occasional references to “Battery" typical[y mean a
collection of several guns behind & parapet, epaulement,
or revelin, usually firing over it {barbette).

While in the feld soldiers on both sides would

2 A variation was the “cavereclway,” a form ofpit or
trench with segments set at ang]es to each other, the zigzags
provi&ing cover to the troops moving along them.
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be involved in erecting {ortifications, it was primarily
African Americans who were responsible for building
the vast majority of the larger, more permanent

fortifications. For the Confederates this pmvecl a
constant pro]:lem.

As early as March 1862 South Carolinians
were concerned that General Pemberton was impressing
slaves to construct the fortifications in the southerm
part of the state intended to protect the railroad from
Savannah to Charleston. In reply to the governor's
complaints, Pemberton pointed out that “lines of
defence which I consider important had been suspencl.ecl
.. . for want of hands; the engineer in charge . . .
informing me that all but nine negroes had been
withdrawn by their owners. As to voluntary labor being
fumished, experience has taught me that it is not to be
re]ied on at a.]l, eacl‘.\ owner of slaves juclgi_ng appanently
of the value of the work 1'>y what amount of protection
his individual interest may seem to derive from it” (OR
6, page 416).

South Carolina, however, was not the only
state where the acquisition of labor was pro]:lematic. In
1863 Georgi& the legis]ature acljoumec)‘, uleaving the
question of slave labor for the defense of the State still
undecided” (OR 20, page 904). Moreover, there were
some who felt that the Confederate soldier would
“cheerfully and promptly” build fortifications, if they
were paid the $30 a month that was routinely being
provided to slave owners (OR 20, page 915).

Nevertheless, problems continued and, in
1863 General Besuregard complained to the state that
for the first six months of 1863 he had received from
South Carolina on average 330 slaves a month, when
he “ought to have received 2,500" in spite of his
“constant appeals .. . to the Governor and Legislature
of South Carolina, and to eminent citizens” (OR 46,

page 70).

In late June 1864 the commander of the
Confederate forces in Charleston again appealed to the
South Carolina Governor, pointing out that "the chief
engineer of this district reports that he a.l)solute]y needs
2,000 negro men, and has but 9 furnished by the State
agent; he finds it impossible to hire . . . . Under these

circumstances, as | cannot order the impressment o{
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History Institute).

R.ipley (1084).
While these should
be explorea for
detailed expla-
nations, a  bref
overview is prov-iclecl
here to l-nelp readers
better understand
the often cryptic OR
references.

We apons
were categorizecl ]:>y
one of several
attributes. One is
the size of the hore,
which mig}ﬂ be
described in  two
ways: as inches (sucl-n
as a “10-inch

i g P

[Figure 7. Rodman columbiad mounte:c.l. oMn a. sea:oast ::amage, cenierh pintle, ﬁrlng “en barbette” COIumBis,cl") or in
located at Fort Wells (previously Fort Walker, 38BU80/1154) (U.S. Army Military] pounds (such as a

24-pounder). The

negroes in those States which have taken action on this
subject, I must urge that the necessary steps be at once
taken to supply Major Echols, the chief engineer, with
2,000 men" (OR 66, page 542-543) N

Uuderstancling the Armament of Batteries

There are several excellent books on the
artillery used during the Civil War. One is the booklet,
Artillery Through the Ages by Albert Manucy (1949),
while another is the much longer and more detailed,
Arii”ery and Ammunition of the Civil War Ly Warren

* One of the interesting political issues was that the
Confederate Congress determined it was a “state’s right” to
determine the conditions under which slave labor would be
providecl. Mxlxtaxy commanders could impress slave labor aniy
absent any state law on the su]:ject. South Carolina iniLiany
estahlished a State Agent mponsil:nle for acquiring slave labor.
This seems to have been a failure and it wasn't until the end
of December 1864 that South Carolina enacted a new law
requiring slave labor on fortifications similar to the one

providing for labor on road clul‘y (OR 92, page 981-982),

latter was a reference
to the weigl'xt of the
solid iron spl-nerical projectile the weapon fired.

Another attribute was the type of weapon.
Smoothbore (i.e., not rifled) cannon might be classified
as gurs, howitzers, mortars, or columbiads. Guns were
sirnply long-l:;arrelecl weapons designed to throw solid
shot with a l-xavy charge at long range using a low
elevation. These weapons were clesignecl to batter heavy
construction with solid shot at long or short ranges,
clestroy fort parapets, and dismount other Weapomns.
When tlney fired grape, canister, or explocli.ng shells they
were particu.lat]y effective against massed troops.
Howitzers had shorter barrels than guns and fired
ammunition with lower cl‘.\arge-rs and at a l'Aigl'xer
elevation than guns. They were lig}xter in weigl'xt than
guns of the same caliber. T]’)ﬁy were easier to move than
mortars but were still able to reach targets behind
obstructions using ]:\jgh angle fire. Mortars were very
shott barreled weapons intended to fire large shells at
l'xiglq trajectories, teachjng behind obstructions and
within the protectetl walls of fortifications. Columbiads
were relatively long barreled weapons capal:le of {iring
large shells with l‘.eavy chargs at l':iglm elevations,

13
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essentiaﬂy com-
l)ining characteristics
of all three types of

weapons.

Artillery
was also char-
acterized as field,
siege or garrison, and
seacoast. Field
arLiJlery inchuded
]igl-lt weapons which
were maneuverable
and able to lrzeep up
with the movements
of troops in the feld.
Field bhatteries
typica.lly accom-
pan.iecl the in.{‘antry
and were often set up
vith no protective
earthworks. Tlaey
migl-lt, l’xowever, be

Figur

Institute).

an-cl_Lattery" with
carriage firing embrasure. To the right is a “bomb proof” (U.S. Army Military History

%

seacoast columbiacl mounted on seacoast

p]acecl behind 2n
earthen l)al'tery. In
t}xeory the Union ]igl-d: Lattery had four 6-pou.nc1er guns
and two 12-pounder howitzers. A heavy battery
consisted of four 12-pounder guns and two 24-pounder
howitzers (Ripley 1984:195). Siege and garrison pieces
were heavier and more difficult to move. A weapon
mounted in a fortification would be considered a
garrison piece, while one used against a fortification
would be considered a siege weapon. Seacoast arl:iUery
was the heaviest used by the army. As Ripley comments,
“these were weapons of position, mounted with
considerable time and effort in the forts along the coast”
(Ripley 1984:15). Carriages were either wood or
wroug}lt iron and clesignecl to allow the weapon to swing
in a 180 or even 360° arc on traverse wheels that ran
on an iron track. A.lthougln sometimes used against land
targets, tl‘ney were more commonly used in defense
against naval attack.

Of course, these terms were usuaﬂy used in
combination, for exa.mple there might be a reference to
a 10-inch sescoast howitzer. This would tell us that the
bore diameter was 10-inches, that it was a short
cannon, and that it was well mounted, pro]:ably at a
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coastal fortification.

Previous Research

While Civil War earthworks are briefly
mentioned in a variety of architectural and
archaeological documents (e.g., Butler 1994; Harvey et
al. 1998; Roberts 1998), relatively few studies have
focused on these features in any detail.

One of the earliest efforts to document the
Civil War earthworks of the Charleston area is the
1982 multiple resources National Register nomination
“Civil  War Defenses of Charleston Thematic
Resources.” This document was written in a manner
that left unaddressed many questions concerning
location and condition of the earthworks. While perhaps
intended to help protect the batteries {rom looiing, the
apptoacl) has also caused considerable uncertainty

rega.rc].ing management issues.

In 1995 the Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Managernenl tluougl-. tl1e Cl‘.arleston Harbor
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The S.C
Institute of
A.rcl'aaeo]ogy and
Anthropology,
funded through the
American Battlefield
Protection Program
of the Natjonal Park
Service in 1998,
conducted a survey
of a number of the
Confederate
fortifications  built
for the defense of the
Charleston to
Savannah Railroad
in Beaufort and
Jasper comnties. This
project ultimately
investigated 21 sites

thu.re 9 Ftelcl Pano’tt pm]:a]:ly a 3. 67-mc11 nﬂe on a Ee}d cammage {J.nng. en Larl‘)ette No (17 separate Laﬂ:erla
the temporary wood gun platform (Library of Congress). tEI

].ine complexes)

Project, and the S.C. Department of Archives and
History through a Survey and Planning Grant, funded
a survey of Civil War fortifications prirnarily on James
and Johns islands. Undertaken by Ted Banta and Willis
J. (Skipper) Keith, this work identified 105 sites
(inclucling a small handful outside the primary survey
area). Most of the sites on James and ]ol'ms jslands
were field checked, although an effort to use GPS to
plot the locations was not successful. Nevertheless,
these sites have recently been added to the S.C.
Department of Archives and History GIS database as
the “Charleston Earthwork Survey” layer.

In 1996 Chicora Foundation conducted a
conservation assessment and preparecl 2 preservation
p}an for the Fort Howell earthworks on Hilton Head
Island (Tnnlzley et al. 1696). Funded L)y a state
preservation planning grant administered by the S.C.
Department of Archives and History, this is the only
formal conservation assessment and preservation plan
available for an earthwork in South Carolina. As such
it prov‘icles important information on preservation
lec]-miques which may be appliéa])le to other sites.

ancl included GPS
mapping (Clement et
al. 2000).

Most of the a:chaeological studies available
{e.g., Legg etal. 1991; hgg and Smith 1989; Trlnlaley
ancl Haclzer 1997) l'mve focusecl on camp life. W}ﬂle
these studies were conducted in the shadow of
eart]'lworlzs, the engineering, arclxitectural, ancl
industrial components of the fortifications were not the
focus of the research. The 1994 National Park Service
excavations at Battery Halleck at the Fort Pulaski
National Monument, Savannah, Georgia, stand as a

notable exception (Anderson 1995).
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METHODOLOGY

The methodology developed for this project was
determined ]:vy its primary o]:jective: to survey and
record Civil War fortifications in order to pxovic[e
planners with accurate locational information. The
immediate purpose is to ensure that such sites will be
considered in the early phases of cleveiopment planning
- if not cluring acquisition, then certainly cluring the
initial stages of compliance with local, state and federal
guiclelines for projects with impact on historic resources.
Information about site types, locations, surroundings,
and present condition will allow agencies chaxge& with
protecting historic cultural resources to assess
signiﬁcance and the potential impact of }roposecl
activities ap‘propﬁate]y. These site—]:vy-site decisions, at
least in the area covered }yy this project, can now ke
based on a genezal context for evaluation.

A secondary goal was to compile and
cross-reference existing information on file with State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPQ), S.C. Institute of
Axchaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA), and Office of
Coastal Resources and Management (OCRM). A
number of cultural resource surveys and other field
projects have generated data about Civil War
fortifications in a variety of formats. Tables and forms
for this project are arrangecl ])y project site number, but
also include site numbers assigned cluring previous

recordation projects. Locations are shown on county

maps and USGS topograpin'ca.l q‘uau:l s}:eets, and where

possible site forms and tables also provide street

addresses and the assessor's tax pamel numbers used Ly
local p]anning clepartments.

The peninsula.r city of Charleston and
Sullivan's Islanci, althoug]i both in Charleston Cou.nty,
were not suzveyecl for this project. O]:wiously, both
playecl important roles cluring the Civil War and both
were lneavily fortified. However, urban and suburban
growtl-l, and continuing military construction on
Sullivan's Island (through the World War 11 era), have
either .:lestroyecl or clramatica“y altered any
aL)ove-groun& elements of Civil War earthworks. The

fortifications that existed in the city and on the island

are &epictecl on the maps shown as Figures 22 and 23 ,
and discussed below in Findings.

RGE (] BZCLI

The research goal tl’u’ougl'mut this survey
project was to learn the historic locations of Civil War
earthworks and place them as closely as possii)]e on the
modern maps — county l')ig]:\way maps and tcpograpl'nic
q'uacl sheets - used in the field. Unlike the met]'noc].ology
of traditional a.n:l'xa.eological and a])ove-grou.nd resource
surveys, we were preparing to search for particular sites
rather than examining a prescri}:'ed geograplmic area for
its full spectrum of cultural resources.

The first step in determining earthwork
locations was to review site files at SCIAA and SHPO
for those a]xea&y recorded. Because SCIAA site forms
are not armngecl by amlneological resource type, we
examined every site form for each county in the project
area. Research at SHPO included reviewing site forms
for all earthworks previously recorded cluring
above-grouncl cultural resource surveys, a task that was
simplifie& l:wy the practice of cliscussing sites l)y historic
type in survey reports. We also obtained copies of the
site forms ptepare& for OCRM cluring the 1995 project
to i&entify earthworks on James and Jol‘ms islands in
Charleston County. These forms are different from
SCIAA or SHPO forms, but each includes site

locations on topograpluic quacl sheets as requirecl ]:»y
OCRM.

Timely information about earthworks in part
of our survey area was also proviclea tl\rougl'n & more
recent project. From the summer of 1008 to the winter
of 1999-2000, Christopher Olm Clement, Steven D.
Smitl'l, and Ramona M. Gru.nclen, all with the Cultural
Resources Consu.lhng Division of SCIAA, investigatecl
seventeen known batteries or line cmnplexes, mapping
them with GPS equipment. That project's site forms
and report, Mapping the Defense o/ the Charleston to
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Savannah Railroad: Civil War Earthworks in Beaufort
and Jasper Counties, South Carolina were l’)elpfu.l in
i&entifying sites and provicling context about earthworks

in Beaufort and Jasper counties.

The work done by OCRM and SCIAA proved
a valuable resource, and we found the respective project
personnel (Skipper Keith and Steve Smith) helpful and
interested in our progress. Another separate project was
being carried out on behalf of the Historic Beaufort
Foundation clu:ring the time we were worlzi_ng. As we
understand it, this survey was intended to record Union
defenses in the city of Beaufort. Unfortumtely it was
late in our work that we became aware of that project,

and both teams filed SCIAA forms for several sites.

We marked site numbers on topographic quad
sheets for all earthworks previously recorded with
SCI.AA, SHPO and OCRM , iuc]ucling sites that were
suspecte& but not cle[‘initely known to be fortifications.
Next, we consulted Civil War-era and early twentieth
century maps (Tables 1 and 2), and marked the named
{ortifications and apparent earthworks on the quacl
sheets.

With many earthworks now named and
mappecl, we ]:)egan fl]_]mg in the gaps. Tl‘.e source we
used most intensively for this project was The War of

the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of
the Union and Confederate Armies (ufmally referred to
as the Official Records or OR). Researchers have long
found it difficult to use the OR effectively, because of
their sheer volume - 127 books - and also their a.l:;ysmal
indexing (described by Civil War historians Bruce Caton
and Allen Nevins as "wretched” (Cx\n.l War Centennial
Commission 1966: v). While the National Archives
and Records Administration guj&e was a tremendous
improvement, the OR didnt become truly
“user-friendly" until it was commercially converted to
CD-ROM in the 1990s.

TLESC searcl‘ml:le CD'ROMS provecl an
invaluable tool. Usi.ng the known fortification and place
names as key words led us to armament indexes,
construction reports, and travelers' narratives that also
discussed nearl;-y earthworks. Such t]&scripﬁons and
locational information were added to our search files
and maps. As the project proceeded, we continued to
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consult the OR for references to sites located in the
field. Brief historical information with citations was

added to site forms. ’

In an effort to circumvent the errors that
migl-.t have been introduced in the process of text
conversion and in&e)dng, we used two different
CD-ROM versions of the OR, one from Guild Press of
Indiana and one from Broadfoot Publishing Company.
Ald-zouglm the formatting was different, and each
contains typograp}'dcal errors (some, especial]y proper
names, are accurate transcriptions of the odginal
&ocuments), we found no substantive omissions in
either version. We also examined The War of the
Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the
Union and Confederate Navies, which consists of tlmirty
text volumes. Again we relied on a8 CD-ROM, using
the Guild Press version.

We have sought to simplify citations to these
sources. All OR-Army citations are listed as "OR" and
the OR-Navy citations as "ORN." Further, this report
and accompanying site forms list only the OR volume
and page number, following the Guild Press citation
method. Thus, OR-Army Series I, Volume XLVIII,
Part 1, page 411 is cited as OR 48, page 411. This
saves space, and also simpli{'ies the citation to make it
more rea::my understandable to the non-specialist.

A very important aspect of the research was the
guidance of local informants. We routinely requested
assistance from people we encountered in the field when
tl‘:ey exptessecl interest in our work. When most
research and the preliminary feldwork were complete,
we also invited information from aH-inity groups such as
the Charleston Civil War Roundtable, asl?i.ng primarily
for ]:\elp with those sites we knew had once existed but
which were unmappecl or pl‘lysicany inaccessible. The
responses we received allowed us to f:ielcl-verify several

earthworks that had been considered clesttoye& ot
unlocatable.

A surprising finding was the number of sites
that were doctumented on maps or in the OR, and
therefote in our search {i.les, that furned out to have
related components not identified in the sources. For
example, Caw Caw Swamp (38CH1806 & 1807, Sites
42 and 43), Pineberry (38CH1785, 1786 & 1791;
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Table 1.
Maps for the Charleston County Area
Map Name Date Source
Bulk Liland, SC, War Department 1943 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Capers lslind, War Departrent 1919 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Chadeston, SC, Showing the Approaches by Land and Water, the Rebel 1863 Harper’s Weekly, March 23, 1863, pg. 198
Batteries and Lines of Fire
Charlexton, SC, USGS 1919 South Caroliniana Library
Coast of South Carolina from Charteston to Hilton Head 1862 NOAA, Office of Cosst Survey, Library
Defences of Charleston, Sowth Carolina, Skeet 7, Backe 1865 NOAA, Office of Coast Survey, Library
Edisto lsland, War Department 1919  Thomas Cooper Map Repcsitory
Fort Moultrie, War Department 1919 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
General Map of Charleston Hashor, South Carolins Showing Rebel Defences 1865 NOAA. Office of Coust Survey, Library
and Obstructions
James lslaod, War Department 1919  Thomas Cooper Map Repositary
Johns lsland, War Department 1619 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Kiawah Island, Wor Department 1918 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Ladson, War Department 1919 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Legareville, War Department 1919 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Map of Charleston and its Defences, Compiled from Surveys of Portions of 1863 South Carclina Historical Society
St. Aodrews and Christ Church Parishes, Johnson
Map of Portions of Sea Coast of South Carolina and Georgia in Possession of 1861 NOAA, Office of Cosst Survey, Library
The United States of America, Dec. 12*, 1861
Map of the Defenses of Charleston City and Harbor Showing also the Works  n.d. NA, RG 77, Map | 58-1
Erected by the US
Map of the Defenses of Charleston Harbor, 1863-65, Johnson 1890 Thomes Cooper Library
Mel¢rove, War Department 1919 Thomas Coopar Map Repository
Plans & Sections of Rebe) Works at and About Charlesion City, Plate VI, 1868 Thomas Cooper Library
Gillmore
Rsvenels, War Department 1620  Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Rebel battery in Cape Romain area [Charleston Co.} nd. NOAA, Office of Coast Sunvey, Library
Sewee Bay, War Department 1919 Thoras Cooper Map Repository
Sketch of Fort Johnron and its Vicinity nd. NA, RG 92, P&R File # 270.1
Wadmalaw Istand, SC, War Department 1619 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Wando, Wyr Depuctment 1919 Thormas Cooper Map Repesitory
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Table 2.

Maps for Beau{or’c, Hampton and Jasper Counties

Map Name Date Source
Bluffton, SC-GA, Wac Department 1945 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Fort Fremont, Corps of Engineers 1918 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Fort Howell [Hi]lan Head I.sla.na] 1864 NA, RG 77, Drawer 145, Sheet 18
Hardeeville, USGS 1946 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Hilton Hesd 1864 NA, RG 77, Map [ 33-1
Hilion Head, Corps of Engineers 1918 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Map of a part of Beauort and Calleton Districts, between Broad River and nd. NA, RG 77, Map 1 47
South Edisto River
Map of Beaufort and its Defences nd. NA, RG 77, Map I 55
Map of Portions of Sea Coast South Carolina and Georgia in Possession of 1861 NOAA, Office of Coast Survey, Library
The United States, Dec, 12", 1861
Map of the Country Susrounding Port Royal Compiled for Brigt. Genl. TW. 1861 NA, RC 77, Map 28-1
Skﬂm
Map of the Entrenchments of Hilton Head ls]ami, S.C. n.d. NA, RG 77, Drawer 146, Sheet 16
Map of the Rebel Lines of the Pocouligo, Combahee & As]:\epoo, South 1866 NA, RG 77, Map 1 53
Carolina
Olatie, Corps of Engineers 1918 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
Plan of Fort Walker [Hilton Head Island) 1861 Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper,
Nov.30, 1861, pg. 22
Plan of Intrenchmants & Vicinity west of & near Beaufort, 5.C. 1863 NA, RG 77, Map [ 44
Plan of Surveys for s Naval Cosl Depot, Bay Point, Port Royal Bay 1862 NOAA, Office of Coast Survey, Library
Plan of Works at Combahee Ferry nd. NA, RG 109, Map SC 7
Plans & Views of Rebel De(enc, Coast of South Cc\mlim, Bache 1863 NOAA, Office of Coast Survey, Libnry,
Map No. 2979
Reconnaissance of Upper Part of Broad River and its Tributaries and of 1865 NA, RG 77, Map 1-50
Whale Branch
Route o{ tl'te Expa:litiou, Oet. ZZ", 1862 vntl: tl‘ne Bat'tlegrou.nas o( 1862 NA, RG 77, Map [ 40
Pocotalige € Coosawhatchie
Sketch of the Sea Coast of South Carolina and Georgia from Bull's Bay to 1863 NA, RG 23, Special CW Charts, Bulls
Ossabaw Sound Lsland to Ossabaw Ls.
Smiths Plantation, 160 acres reserved to the US (Beaufort Co. 1864 NA, RG 77, Map 1 33-3
St. Helena Sound, Corps of Engineers 1918 Thomas Cooper Map Repository
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Sites 145 and 146), and Delta (38JA182, 252, 263 &
264; Sites 137, 138, 153 & 154) all proved to have
notable features in addition to those we were aware of.
It is clear that a]i]‘loug]\ this was a compml-lensive
survey, we must not assume that all Civil War
earthworks in the surveyecl counties have been located.
The writlen and carlograp]')ic records do not yet prOViAe

complete information.

This project was carried out for the purpose of
|ocating Civil War eartkworlzs, Confederal:e or Union,
that retain a]:ove-grouncl components. Alt}wug]-l camp
siles and piclzet posls can be significant arclueologica]
resources, we did not attemnpl to locate l|1em. We clicl.
]sowever, find some interesting references that suggest

the contexts that suc|\ siles can illustrate. For examp]e,

|December 5, 1863):

[n my Jivision I [uve t}mree camps,
two on the Mount Pleagant sic[e, in
which are encamped all the hands
working in Christ Church Parish...
At one of these camps there are
Fu&y[we batteries. The camp—grouncl
1s hig]'l and er. convenient to wood
and the bhest water in the
neig“:borl'loocl. The other camp in
said parish is near Kinloch's Landing.
[t is a very good one, and | have no
hesitation in saying that these two
will compare {avorably with the camp
of any regiment in the Confederacy

(OR 47, page 535).

Picket posts are more ephemeral sites
occasicma“y mentioned in the OR. In Clﬂrisl Church
Parish (Charleston County), in January 1863:

To patro] and guaxc] the coast there
are three cava|ry compariies. .. and
two in(ant'ry companies from the
Twenty-sixth Regt. . . . Pickets are
stationed al Porc}aer's, Toomer's,
Whiteside's, at Palmetto Point,
Andersonville (3BCH9, Site 49),
The Grove, Graham's Creek, at
Buck Hall (38CH194, Site 21),
Doe Hall, Colbrun's, Dupre’s, Blake's

and McClellanville . . . . A piclzet
should be stationed at Bennings
place (Venning's Lancling,
38CH1802, Site 26), a few miles
from Mount Pleasant. 1 recommend
that a company from Col. Wilson's
tegument of reserves be sent there. . .

(OR 20, page 744).

Underwater sites were also excluded.
Fortifications overloo]:ing nav-igal:'e waterways were
enhanced by obstructions designed to stop s|-|ips and
boats. Works such as those at Wiltown (38CH482);
Site 148) and Church Flats (38CH432, Site 41) were

thus made more effective:

Obstructions on Church Flats Ridge,

consisting of three schooners,
scutt[ed with La][asl, ancl a Larricacle
of the heaviest live oaks to the rear of
them. These obstructions are toppec[
at the lﬁigl'nes! tide Ly but 3 feet of
water (OR 47, page 550).

Field Worl:

Field recordation for each site that we were
able to inspect involved measurements (a combinalion
of pacing grouncl dimensions and measuring or
estimating l\eights and clepl]-m), compass-]:asecl
orientation, and narrative clescriplions that incorporate
fopog:apl')y, p[anl gm\vtl), surroundings, and land-use
conditions that aHect site integrity. Most fortifications
have lost features over time; therefore, each site is
described with respect to ita present state, with missing
components discussed as known or conjectural.

Photograp}ly can be useful in czocumenﬁng
earthwork features when the setting allows a clear line of

'sig}'ll. -Surviving fortifications in the Lowcountry are

C’)'pimu)’ set in thick gmwtl'n, and even in color
pl’\otogmp]‘s appear as undifferentiated gmunc! features

{Figure 10). Photos were taken in the field when it was
possil)]e to capture a meaningful image {Figure 11).

Site Locations
We used road maps as well as topographic
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Figure 10. Photograph of the Causeway rifle pits (38BU18

cm’f]lwnrl:s tend to &isappcnr into the Imcl«]mp oi‘ thick c(.msl-‘xl vegelation.

cultural or mnatural
topograplﬁc features,
UTMs! were
caleulated based on
111(: map IOCBHUI'I..
Al Limes it was not
posai':lc to .u:cumtcl_v
or rulial:!y locate a
site on the available
USGS tupug‘mph:c
maps. This could
result  from maps
l\uing outdated due
to cultural or natural
ulungcs in an area;
or a sile mighl be
located in an area
where there were no
distinctive features

e S el to allow a clear

80, Site 88) slwwing‘ that often location to be

plotted.  Whatever

qu.ui< as base maps in the field, and found it hc]pfu' to
attach p|u.\lm.‘opicd sections of historic maps fo each
(|ua&. When the exact location of a site was difficult to
pinpoini archivul]y, w|1ic|1 was common, topngrap'uic
maps were more useful than read maps in guiJEHg the

intuitive process of (;lccu.]ing where to look.

We carried copies of the forms for
previonsly-recon.}ec] sites but found that many were
difficult to locate. Sites in rural or waterfront areas are
often rnapptd unl_\' vagucl_v. and even precise mapping
can be rendered useless when roads are rerouted or new
subdivisions constructed. Ewnlun”y we revisited nenrly
all the sites that had been recon‘]ecl, and wrole

up—l.vdalc directions for [‘ir‘l(.iing them.

Site locations  were clclcrmined using a
combination of tcc'miqucs. Where accurate, relinmc
locations could be obtained using roads and other

ilw reason, in l|1ose
cases the site
location was determined using a gloi)al positioning
system (GPS).

The GPS posilions were laken with a Garmin
GPS 12XL rover and a Garmin GBR 21 Beacon
Recciver. The Garmin 12XL tracks up lo twelve
satu”ilcs, cacll witll a separate c]}anm:' tlml 15
conliuuousiy |:n=:ing read. The benefit of para”cl chanmel
receivers is Lheir imprm'etl sensitivity and abilily to
obtain and hold a satellite lock in difficult situations,
such as in {tmrcsts or urban environments where siglml
obstruction is a [rcquenl prul)lem. This was a vital

consitlcraliml for the slu(l)' area.

' The UTM reference is a set of coordinates
(casting and uorllﬁllg) that indicates a unique location
an.'cun]iug to the Universal Transmercator Grid appearing on
maps of the United States Gcolngical Survey. All UTM
references in South Carolina are in Zone 17.

*AUSGS maps use the NAD 27 datum and all
UTMs included in this study are based on the NAD 27

datum.
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! (-.n .F" ]

Ul e
Figure 1 1. Battery Middleton

rcintively free of vegetation, the plmlngmp]\ may prov-ic]e on|y limited information.

Garmin rover, Two
Coasl Guard beacons
were nsed:
Clmrlesl‘on, Soutll
Carolina (208.0
kiz) with a minimal
range of 200 miles
(provi(Jing comp]ete
coverage for
Clmarleston,
Berleeley, and
Hamp{'on, and most
of Beau{orl and
Jasper counties) and
Capc Canavem},
Florida {289.0 kHz)
with a minimal range
of 200 miles
(pmvicling coverage

{or seclions of

(38BUI1881, Site 91) reveals kal‘ even when an carthworl: was Beaufort and Jasper

counties). With this

GPS accuracy is genera“y affected |Jy a
number of sources of potenl'ial error, inc!uding errors
ml]\ sate]]itc c|ocl¢s, mu]tipal'liing, and se]eclive
availaioi.]ily. Satellite clock errors can occur when the
satellite’s clock is off l)y as little as a mi”isecontl, or
when a sliglliiy-a.size\v orbit results in a distance error.
Mullipat]ling oceurs when the signa] bounces off trees,
chainlink {.unccs, or hodies of water. Mullipal‘laing
pru])auy oceurred occasiona”y cluring this survey, but
we attumplml to reduce the prol)lem Ly talzing readings
in areas of minimal vegeltahion. The source of most
extreme GPS errors is selective availability (SA), the
deliberate mistiming of satellite signa's l)y the
Dcpartmcnl of Defense. This degmdal—ion results in
horizontal ervors of up to 100 m 93% of the time,

a]fln:nuglx the error may be as much as 300 m.

GPs rcading laken with SA aclive can be
corrected 1)_v comparing them to data collected
simultaneous]y al a known location or base station, a
process known as differential correction (DGPS). T|1e
Garmin OBR 21 Beacon Recciver made differential
correcticns using Coast Guard beacon stations and
rucorcling the corrected GPS UTM coordinates on the

differential

corveclion, SA was
eliminated and our expecte& potential liorizontal ervor

was reduced to 6 m or less.

Toward the end of the feld woriz, the
Department of Defense turned off selective availal)ilily.
We discovered that 3D and DGPS were identical.
Therefore, over the last few weeks of the field work we
reticd on 3D navigalion mode, again with expectec]

potentiu] ]wrizonl:a' errors of’ 6mor Iess.

Products and Reporting

We assigne(l a projecl site nuniber for each
iclenl‘il:iecl sile l]mt we searcl‘:ecl for, l)ul not lluose {:or
which we had a reference without a clear geographic
search zone. Those that were not locatable, or that were

cerl‘Ain'y cleslroyecl, are described on one-page sheets

' A basic requirement for GPS posilion accuracy is
|1.1V'ing a lock on al least four satellites, which pl.\cus the
receiver in 3D mode. This is cnlical — as an exmnplc,
posilions scalculaled with less than four salcllites can have
horizontal errors in excess of a mile, or over 1,600 m.
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inclicating tl1e nature of the historical re[‘erence, w}lere
we seatcl'\ecl, what we founcl, and our agsesgment
concerning the likelihood that the site still exists. For
extant a}Jove-grouan sites we completed new or revisit
SCIAA site forms as appropriate. These forms are
provided with Volume Two of this report, filed with the
SHPO, SCIAA, OCRM, ana appropriate lacal

p]anmng agencies.

Most of the site forms include attachments in
the form of sections of historic mapd, county maps, and
USGS topograpl-lic maps. These topo quaz] sections are
marked to show the site location and UTM coordinates
of their center points.

Site locations include UTM coordinates.
UTM (Universal Transverse Mercator} is a metric
coordinate system found on all USGS topographic
maps which has become the standard for arcl'xaeologica]
and National Register applicationa. All our coordinates
are based on the NAD 27 datum, which is also the
datum to which USGS topograpl'lic maps are tied. The
UTM coordinates in this study are within Zone 17,
Band S, so technically all coordinates begin with 178,
alt]mough this is not written on the forms or site tables.

We preparecl county—wid.e road maps marked
with site numbers to show the approximate area of each
site. Locations are marked with their SCIAA number
where one was assignecl, and with a project site number
otherwise. We transferred the site numbers assignecl to
the OCRM project for fortifications on James and
Johns Island to the Charleston County maps. These
county-wide maps are not intended to ptovicle specific
locational information but will enable the user to
identiFy the site number and review the relevant site

form if necessary.

A list of all sites was preparecl in a database
format using Microsoft Excel. Data fields include
project site numl)er, SCIAA site num]:er, county,
municipality (where applicable), topo quad, name and/or
type of site, UTM numhers, and Tax Parcel numbers
where available. The list of OCRM sites is incorporated
in the database. Those on James or Johns island carry
their OCRM number but we did not number them in
sequence with the sites recorded cluring this project.
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The Survey Fort Duane, Site 100, within the Beaufort City Limits.
Here the fort has been Lll.‘:;!rnycd l)_v Juvclopmunl —-

The field survey .}ssignud a total of

160 field numbers, cach representing what was

(]muglﬂ to be a discrete Civil War site. One Table 3.
(Site 149) received a/b dcsignations, i)ringing Number of Civil War Earthworks l)y County
the total of investigated site arcas to 161, Table
3 shows how these are hraken down l)y county. County Identified Not Identified Total
Two ol {lzc\:.c sites were Llclurminucl, uluring the Bmu[‘,ﬂ 38 16 3
fu-]d investigalion, nol to iu.- Cz\ri] War BcrL‘u'c\' 4 ) 3
carthworks (one, 38CH1649, Site 5 was | Charleston 42 20 62
identified as piwsp]mlc mining, the function of ['fa:‘nplun 0 1 1
the other, Site 99, is uncertain). As a result, Jasper 22 10 37
the number of investigated Civil War sites is
.1-.'![1-1”}‘ 159.
Iil{e!y within the past 10 years or so.

Of these 130 sites, 106 (68.8%) were located
Mh.I .1s$igncd a SCIAA site number. These represent Qllwr siles, wlu’ic cxl'lil'li{ing no al:-wc gmuml
drcl'.t.ll_‘ﬂlﬁglcdl sites with .1lwm.'.: gr.-uns.l remains. Th\: uw.-;lun\.‘u, are in areas where t]l.’\‘t.‘](.‘!p:‘nl:nl has heen I::-s-s

remaining 48 siles

{31.2%]) could not

be identified in the
field. All of the sites
are shown in Table 4
(armnguLl I.\_v sile
muntwr} and Table 3

{arranged by county).
x ) 2

S()n\L" l.‘f
these sites which
were not  identified
are ciu:lrj‘\' (Jt‘sin‘-‘\'\:n_l.
An L'N.]I‘HPIL‘ is the
snlq” L‘adl\\\'-.\rL'
situated  near  the
Bull's Island
L1g|1ll1uusc (Site
152). Because of

severe ecrosion this

sile 13 now over a

“a —'-"'. 3 E L ¥ ] ‘l{
!l'l.llt.' in the ocean. L & i

Another examplu is  [|Figure 12, View of Battery Ta_vlm‘ (38BU 1870, Site 123) |oolzing south.

b
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Figure 13. View of Battery Creek to the west from the cml:ling parapet of an

unnamed battery in the City of Beaufort (38BU1871, Site 108).| (38BU1871, Site 108; Figure 13).

sli” extant, Iaut wlﬁc]: we were una])lu lo
find with the information available to
us. Ohne uxamp]u may be Ballcr_v
Bulow, Site 38. :‘\Jll‘.ougl’: we  were
unable to find this earthwork in the
area imlia]ly suspeclcd, we suspecl that
additional Future work may be able to
resolve the issue and perlmps locate

some remains for this (orlifimtim'\.

We were also able to document
some site which are not unly well
documented in the OR, l)ul for which
there are pcriotj p])ot.(>grap|1s. Orie such
site are the fortifications at Ba_\' Point
(38BU1118, Site 137), where a major
Navy yard was also situated. Figures 14

and 15 offer an interesling comparison.

[:ina”’\n there are a few areas
where we were unable te obtain
permission to search for the suspeclm]
]:satlcrics; Eu.rtl'lcr rcsearcl'l in ll'lesu areas
18 ]il:t.'ly to yiv."cl well preservcd sites.
Examp]es are the batteries identified at
Sites 76 and 77.

One of the major
accomp]isl‘lmcnls of this stucly is the
identification of a variely of new sites.
For cxamp'u. in the City of Beaufort we
were able to icluntify three major Union
carthworks which were not known 1o
still  exist — Battery Burnside
(38BU1872, Site 103), Battery .]‘.]_\l']tll'
(38BUI1870, Site 123; Figurt‘- 12).

and an \1\111.3ch marsh ]mtlury

aggressive and there may still be Eeluw—gmuml
arclmea'ngica' remailns. Emmp]us include Fort Stevens,
Site 100, which may still remain just west o{ llu:
Beaufort National Historic Landmark District and Site

50, the Hog Island Balter}.', ()[‘[ Mount p'easanl, which

may be buried under ;lrcdge spru]_
It is likely that there are a few sites which are

20

That these sites are still so well
pn:scr\'cfl in an urban setting was
uncxpectecl and 111(-:_‘,- well illustrate how critical it is that
l}!usc resources be identified and recorded. There are
numerous other a.’xamp]cs of earthworks mentioned in
historical accounts, but which had never been field
identified — such as the line in St Andrews Parish
(38CH1787, Site 32) or the Haddrell Point Battery in
Mount Pleasant (38CH1788, Site 33).
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FFINDINGS

History [nstitute).

Tllere

were ;I]SO a FC\V

County. Yet, prior
to this stucly it had
not  been fu“y
recorded with
SCIAA. [n
adclilion, Cross
also  mentions a
secon(l site, w|1ic|1
for some reason
never attracled

local allention.

This additional
earthworl (38BK
1827, Site 156)
was also vecorded
By this stuc]y_

We JISO
found a [ew
examples of Civil
War carthworks in
areas where t!wy
were nol cxpeclci

For exmnple, il\c-re

siles which  had
been identified
during previous
countywvitle
architectural
surveys, Bul‘ For
which the locations
were vague or for
which the
recordation was
less than comp'elen
For examp'e,
Dennis” Fort in
Berlee'ey County
(38BK 1826, Site
143) is well known
b y many
avocational his-

torians, who poinl

lo Cross’ (1985}

book  on  the [|Figure 15. The Bay Point area (

]\isl'ory ol Berlzeley

38BU1118, Site 157) locL‘\y sl\owing exlensive resculpting of the
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of an ear|y lﬂ]}l)y
fort  which  was
reused }1_\.' the
Confederate forces
during the Civil

War.
This
e Sl = e ¥ research also
.“Lﬂ"?ﬁ;ﬁgﬁf "'.'.: ";.-: ':’.‘w & Rt 3 ]wlpcd resolve a
: g C very ]arge: number
of "prolchm siles”
— archauulngical
sites  for  which
there were
mu|tip]e. or
quuslinna!)]e,
locations. For
e : N example, Fort
kSt Lt 2 g . Drayton or the
Figure 16. Bull's Island l.:]:li:ly “Old Fort™ (38CH33, Site 142) reused l‘n Confederate forces. Red Bluff batteries
(38JA68, Site
133-13%) were

are some vague accounts of an earthwork at the Horse

Island s}w” ring
(38CH 14,

112), a site which

oite

|‘I|1S l'HZ'C’I‘l li'l‘lt‘l'-'\-'l"l
for years, but
which has only
been studied for its
Native

componenl.

American
Our
inveshigation found
that a Civil War
component
pra]}a[)'y exisls —
cxhihiling a lype of
“adaptive reuse” of
an  earlier  site
during the Civil
War. A

situation

similar
appears
to ]Jc the case at
the Bu”'s ]5|aml
"Old Fort,”
(38CH33, Site
142), an cxample
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Figun: 17. Portion of Fort Drayton (38JA6S, Site 133)on the New River :'-I'lowing almost total
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to the S(:Llllw.l:-ilj.

is a very well
documented site —
it has even been
incnr‘p;-r.:lcl] mto a
nature trail on the
]':r-:lnt_'ls 1\1.1”\’”
National Forest
— it has been
recorded at three
dish'nctl_v different
locations on  the
SCLAA site maps,
T'\is. u{ Course,
can cause extensive
managemenl
prol’:ir‘:ms —
pulu‘:niia“)' ]e.‘n’iug
LI]]DJJTGSSQL] the
af fect an

unc}eriai“'mg may

Figure 18. Battery Palmer (38CH1799, Site 3) with house built parlia”_\' on the parapel (view is have on the site.

Other uh‘dmp]us

LTI'I(‘“-"I'I t\ﬂ:_\’ {T\.\m a
very old umjcnmtu-r
survey site,
representing finds
of pm]:uiu‘:d Civil
War materials al
the erot.ling fort.
Cur stu;ly
identified a perinc]
map sln_wmg‘ the
extent  of  that
fortification,

documented the

extent of the
erosion, and
TCL‘(‘T(]I:J l]w

extensive batteries
and covered ways
which still exist at
this site. Another
ux.lmpL- 1s Battery
W arren
(38BK473, Site
24). ;\ll]mug!l this

are [(.!\ll'ltl on

Hilton Head

Figure 19. Battery Saxton (38BU1855, Site 102) has been largely destroyed by road

construclion, a fast food resturant, an auto repair sl'mp. Jlu] other 1Ir|::.1|1 ljevulupnwuls.
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Island, where sites such as Fort Walker
{38BU8D/1154, Site 127) and Fort Sherman
(3SBU78/1 [56, Site 128) had never ’Jeen accuxately

reco rdecl.

While we do not contend that this work is
exhaustive, we do believe that it represents an excellent
Boc]y of planning information {or the areas investigated.
Not only docs it identify, and accurately locate, known
sttes, but it also suggeslts areas where adcliﬁona] sites

may be found with further research and effort.
Site Conditions and Preservation

This research also Lregins to document the
condition of the Civil War earthworks remaining in the
study area. Altl'aougl-x we did not attempt to force
individual sites into narrow]y defined condition
assegsments (sce, for example, Lowe 1999:6), we did
make genem' ohservations at each site.

Most of the Civil War earthworks extant in the
Lowcountry are defensive ]i.nes, rifle tmnc)‘l&a, and
isolated fortifications. Relatively few battlefields are
found in the survey area. However, military earthworks,
whether lhey are part of a battlefield landscapc‘ or
individual constructions, genera”y have two structural
components: the parapet and the ditch.

The parapet is the mound of earth that
providecl protection from eénemy Fire, and the ditch is
the excavation from which earth for the parapet was
taken. Our method of evaluaﬁng the integrity of
parapets and ditches is equa"y usebul for other types of
eartl‘nworl?s, suc]1 as Covere(! ways, riﬂe t*renc"aes,
magazines, l:oml)proo{s, gun p]at{arms, ancl traverses.

Integrity, the aJ:l;)ty of a historic property to
convey ity signiﬁcanoe, is one of kl‘le q'ual.ities to be
defined when nominating properties to the National
Register of Historic Places. Integrity is also evaluated
when comp]eling the Statewide Survey Site Form used
by the SHPO and the Site Inventory Record used by
SCIAA. The arcl'naeo}ogical site forms filed for this
project provicle information about the integrity of cach
site recorded.

National Register gui&e]ines consider seven
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aspects of integrity: locah'on, c‘csign, setling, materia]s,
Workmansl'aip, {ee].ing, and association. A few of the
aspects are most important to evaluating mililary
earthworks. We considered integrity of design, setting,
materials, and workmanship for each property. While
the setting of many fortifications has clnangecl with
reforestation overcoming formerly open felds, this
natural progression is part of a continuum and not
destructive to integrity of setting or feeling. Tree growth
is not final — the setting could be restored to the open
appearance of the 1860s — and the protective cover
pro\nclec] to the earthwork may be more important than
this visual agpect.

An earthwork with good integrity retains deep
relief in the distance from the hcight of the parapet to
the bottom of the clitcln, s]-mrply defined ang]es, c]arity
of gurviving details, and little evidence of erosion or
dAmage. These were most often found in mature
woodlands, as the tree cover above and leaf litter on the
grouncl have protectecl them from erosion. A managecl
pine forest ia less protective, because the repeated loss of
grouncl cover clun'ng controlled burns speec}s erodion.

As an earthwork erodes, s0il washes down from
top and sides of the parapet, ]:lurring details,

ol:]iterating embrasures, and soﬁening the profi|e»

Gradua“y the ditch is flled. Besides the effects of
natural erosion, earthworks are clamagecl [:y roads and
pat]\s, animal and human c]igging, and tree falls.
Moderately eroded earthworks with a few breaks or

intrusions are in fair condition, and may be described as

disturbed, affected, or clamagecl.

Integrity is poor when a parapet and ditch are
visible, but advanced erosion is accompaniecl l:y evidence
of other damage. These sites are discussed as &amagcf.l,
l::eavi.ly unpﬂdet]. i.llegij:le, ot chaotic. When the parapet
is eroded nearly flat beside the shallow tmug]1 of the
trencl-», or extant only as &iscon(iguous mouncls, the site
retains no integrity. Even in ruined condition, such
remnant earthworks may be signi{'icant for their
association with important events or persons.

Erosion is a -critical factor aHecling the
integrity of earthworks, Rarely do earthworks retain
goo& p]‘lysica] condition in open areas without vegetative
cover. In fact, our field work identified on]y one
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fortification on open gruund that retains fair to goocl
integrity — the fort on Bulls Island (38CH33, Site
1472), which is of t.aljlj_\f, not earthen, construction.
Some ]nrgcr carthwork cr:mpiexes, such as the
J\"lac]ce_\' Point Lines (38JA254, Site 72), [Fort
Sherman and its lines (38BU78/11506, Site 128),
Hcmey Hill (38}1\1008, Site 58), or the Seal}roolz
Island Field Battery (38CH1798, Site 2),

magazine s Lac“y crucled at its center, \vl'uiclx may I'mve
IJegun with the co”apse Of the cavily I)unea{}x l)ul has
beer worsened L)y relic hunters. The parapet and ditch
are in goocl conclition, gun embrasures still visible a!ong
the wall. An unnamed lunette (38BU1862, Site 82) is
in gm)cl condiii:)n, with no l)reaclws in its walls and the
ditch still contiguous across the front and two sides.

The gun embrasures are uneroded and still |egil)|e.

present a mix of‘ crodecl, (lcmolis}}cd, an(J
near]y-in{'acl elements. All four have been
[.1rotectcnl l)y tree cover and their relative
inaccassii)i]il‘y on private islands  or
planlatinns. While Maclu—y Point  and
Hnney Hill have both had some damage in
the past from agriculturai and timi;ering
activities, tlwy do nol show recent increases
in erosion, and seem in stable con(}ition. Al
both the ul‘lmrs, bare soil is wvisible in
places, foot traffic is increasing, and the
components with gmx} integrily face mzely

damage in the near future.
&

Fort Hardee (38]/\1()9, Site
136}, is a im-ge (at least 10 acres) enclosure
that retains its integrily, Wil|\ the 01|]y
intrusion Eaeing several roads which bisect
the forti!'hiuations. ;’\Jt!mug[] visible from the
pu!jfic ]\igiz\vay, the parapel, ditches, and
sa”y port with protective interior parapet
show oniy moderate erosion and |little
Liamagf: f‘rom Itool traH:ic or ]r_.\oiing.

There are ot!wr, smaller,
earthworks that retain good integrity.
Typica“y t]\e_\; are in lmavy wooded cover on
private land and not well-known. Baltery
Hanckel (38BU 1289, Site 92) is a redan,
a parapet i two seclions, with ditch-in-
front and a gun p]at{orm al the corner of
the ang]ul flanks. Its widih suggests some
[o\vcring and erosion over Lime, bul the
ditch and the pr:)files of the details are still

C]c‘ar.

Figure 20. The remains of Fort Bull (38CH1801, Site 13), one of thel

Thc fOrl in Cawv Caw S\vamp
(38CH 1807, Site 43) is a redan with

clitciviwfn.;nt and magazine lo its rcar. The

|argesl: and most elaborate fortifications in the Charleston area,

]1as }aeen |arge|y clestmyec] 1))’ apartmenl comp]exes and ur})an

SPYEI\V}.
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Figure 21. Fort Howell (38BU79/1151,

1 ey = 1

been p]acml on the
National Register
of Historic Places.
In spite of that the
l?altt:ry 1 I!clng
used as a
canstruction ;Iump
and a retaining
wall alung the
Savannah | ligimf‘ly
is laeginning Lo
crack. Should this
wall fail it is ]i!\'u[y
that a sigmi-'ic.ml
porlion of the site
would be lost
oul:right. with
additional portions
Jost in an efort ta

RN e o . ~stahilize” the

Site 120) continues to U):l\iln'.l p—.‘:fjuslrian wear ;m-;l l]:c rcsu]lmg SI‘““F‘-'J

viewscape has been clmnmlica”_v altered 11}- ]':igh J-.-n:;il_v |musing 5urmuuclir1g the tract. bank. Battery

Pineberry Battery (38CH 1785, Site 145a) is
one ul‘ ll'n:: hcsl—r]ucumuntul r_)l- tlw .‘iln.'l.ﬂ(‘r [:ar{ificalions,
l|u.- planlalinn owner, In}m Hvrhui’v Grimha”, |1m-mg
followed its construction in his dia ry I’nw}wrr_\' is also
wu”Aprusurvecl IJ}‘ its lacation in Iwmr_v tree cover on
private land. It remains a |ong parapet wall with
traverses, and a wide ditch. A lunelte associated with
Piuciwrry (38CH 1786, Site H-S')), on the other lmnd,
has been flattened. A curving c]rive\vay cuts tlwrougtw the
lunette hvice and it is apparenl on]y as remnant mounds

around the |argc oak trees that stand in the _\'arq.l.

What became more noticeable to us as the
survey pmgrcsscd is how many of these earthworks had
been impnciucj b)- local ‘.Ic—n.-lupnu:nt pressures — often

with the full ll:n\_'-wlm_lgu of the local community.

For cxamp'u. Battery Bumnside (38BU1872,
=ite 103), insidf: tl'lc city |imils nl- Hcau[nrt. ..“:uulh
Carolina,) had been J.‘n‘lmgc:.l I\).‘ the construction of
Ribaut Plaza, as well as |'-y a lmusmg cjcvclopmcnl. The
remaining portion of it is curruni!_\- huing advertised for
sale. ]'idlter_v Wilkes or the Line of Inundation
(38CH429, Site 3), within the City of Charleston, has
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M a g wo o Ll
(38CH1678, Site
10), also in the Charleston city limits, is lat:ing used as
a community dump, with stoves and rcrrigcmh-r:i
Iilluring the ditch. The magazine is I?cing used 1)}.' local
individuals as a dirt bike ramp, causing extensive erosion

and loss of detail.

In other arcas the c]amage is not as c]ireclly
nl[rilmia}\lc to I‘nmmn actions. For examp'c, we foun(]
extensive erosion of the ditch into Batlery Creek al
Battery Taylor (38BU 1870, Site 123). While this
damagu may be classilied as "natural,” it is iiL\'i_\'
exacerbated Ly the wakes created l)y increased boal
traffic on the creck. Similar c]amagr: was found at Forl
Drayton (38]A68, Sites 133-135) where an entire 1.1rgu
earthwork has ncar'}' cnmp}r.-l-:l_\‘ eroded away, even with

minimal boat traffic.

Pc‘rl‘laps the most sl.]rlling_‘ Llif-\.‘o\.'nfr}.' is that site
protection 1= not \311])' cli”lcult. it is often i”ubwn.‘lry.
:‘_:impi_\f pul, green spacing is not a guarantee that a site
will  be preser\*cd. For u.\-amplc, Fort Howell
(38BL'79/1151, Site 126), while owned Ly a land trust
ami liaﬁng receivucl a preservaltion assessment [TrinHu_v

et al. 1996), eviderices more wear and erosion than
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cluring the i.njtia] assessment. Site use, coupiecl with a
failure to aggr&sive]y ensure long-term preservation, is

talzing a caleulable toll on the earthwork.

Even when public actions are altered to
“ensure” the preservation of a site, that preservation is
l'Jy Do means cedain. For m(ample, the S.C.
* Department of Transportation has taken special pains
to avoid the New River Batteries (38]A225, Site 139).
Yet the sites remain in private ownership with no long-
term guarantee of preservation. This Legs the question
of whether it is good public policy to “avoid™ and
“preserve” a site by reengineering undertakings, but
feaving the site vulnerable to other &evelopment
pressires. While it may satisfy the letter of the law that
a federally funded unc!ertahng did not Jeatroy the site,
what of the secondary impacts — the gas stations and
strip malls — which result from the road widening and

improvecl access?

We have no desire to single out any one
agency. The fact is that South Carolina exhibits no
cobesive, rational policy for the preservation of its Civil
War sites. We hope that this survey will be a first step
in tlevelaping such a program.

Sites in Non-Survev Areas

City of Charleston

These were not included in the field survey
since urban clevelopment has J.eslroyecl any above-
grouncl evidence of these batterjes. T]'\ey may, however,
exist as arckaeo]ogica] sites and therefore warrant at
least some brief attention. We have identified at least
11 batteries or positions in Charleston (Figure 22).
Many of these were recorded L) the Confederate artist
Conrad Wise Chapman, who was retained by General
Beauregard 1o document the defenses of Chardeston. At
]ust 35 painftings a.ncl £a.r more s}zet‘c]'ls were proclucecl,
rmany of which are held by such institutions as the
Gibbes Art Ga.uey (C]‘Aarlﬁbon, South Ca.mlina) or the
Museurmn of the Confederacy (Richmond, Virginia). The
various Charleston batteries are briefly listed below with
a few comments concerning their location and l\istory.

City Entrenchments

These were situated above the city across the
neck and were under construction by September 24,
1862 when they were examined by General G.T.

Beauxegaxcl, who commented:

1 inspected this day with Colonel
Gonzales the line of works on the
Neck to defend the «city of
Charleston from land attack from
the north. It is a continuous bastion
line of strong profile and elabomtely
constmctecl, but ])acuy locate&, I
believe, not Lemg well ulaptecl to the
ground. It is commanded to a certain
extent Ey woods in front, and can be
enfiladed and taken in reverse l>y
gunboats on the Cooper and Ashley
Rivers, particularly from the last. No
traverses have been constructed.
T]:e'y are a.])so]utely req'uirecl. Even
then this Line could lurtﬂy be held
succm‘uny against a fleet of
gunboats in each of said rivers (OR
20, page 612).

These works were still about two weeks from completion
in early October 1862. While designed for 25 guns,
there were only four in position at that time (OR 20,
page 627).

Half-Moon Batteries

These batteries were situated in the area of
East Bay between Blake and Columbus streets. General
Beauregard also reviewed their progress in September
1862, commenting:

The two batteries at the Half-Moon
Battery are not finished. They are
intended for five and three guns
each, to command the Cooper River
and Towm Creek. The distance to the
former is too great. . . . The prof-ile
of the parapet of those batteries is
too great, especially of the first one.

Adaptation of "means to an end” has
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not always been consulted in the
works around  this city and
Savannah. Much unnecessary work
has been bestowed upon many of

them (OR 20, page 612).

Still uncompletecl ]:>y early October 1862, an
" account at that time indicated they were designed for
seven guns, although none were in place (OR 20, page
627). There are two accounts of the naming of these
batteries in March 1864. Both agree that “Half-Moon
Battery No. 2" is the northern of the two and that it
was named Battery James. The otl'let, “Half-Moon
Battery No. 1" is directed to be kmown as “Battery
Augustus Smith” in one account (OR 20, page 84*3),
while in the other account it would be known as
“Battery Aiken” (OR 111, page 287). We have not
identified any additional information that would help
resolve this difference. In May 1864, however, a
tabulation for “Half-Moon Battery” lists two guns, a
10-inch columbiad and a 32-pou.ncler, pfled (OR 66,
page 463). The battery was not listed by Gillmore
(1868).

Calhoun Street Battery

This Baﬁery was situated at the east end of
Calhoun Street. The first mention we have found is in
late Septem]:»er 1863 when it was reportecl that the
worla. situated at the “foot o{ Cal}loun” was having its
p]at‘forrns pxep&red, but t}lat the earthwork itself had not
been constructed (OR 47, page 382). By May 1864 the
work was completed and apparently mounted one rifled
8-inch columbiad (OR 66, page 465), still in place at
the end of the war (Gillmore 1868:13).

Laurens Street Battery
(Battery neaxr Vernon Street)

This battery was situated at the end of Laurens
Street, east of Concord Street. The first mention of
this battery we have identified is in April 1863, when
the “battery at foot of Laurens street” was reported to
have had its gun mounded and the works were described
as “pretty well advanced” (OR 47, page 372). In the fall
of 1863 the Lat‘l:ery was l)eing “fitted up” with two 10-
inch guns, the first evidence we have found that it was
completed and armed (OR 47, page 350). In February
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1864 a Copfederate prisoner reported that the battery
“at the foot of Laurens Street” contained two 8-inch
columbiads and one 6-inch rifled gun (OR 65, page
467). Union troops in January 1865, based on
“intercepted accounts” thought the “Lawrence Street”
battery contained a single 10-inch columbiad (OR 99,
page 49). Gillmore reports that this gun was in place at
the fall of Charleston (Gillmore 1868:13).

Battery at Frazer's Wharf
(Custom House Battery, Blakely Gun Battery)

This Lattery was apparentiy situated on
Frazer's Wharf, adjacent to the Custorn House. We
have found it first mentioned in F‘ehruary 1864 when
a Confederate prisoner reported that “the ‘big gun’ is
mounted on Frazer's Wharf . . . . it is a 13-inch, is
rifled, and the projectile weighs 700 pounds. It was cast
in England” (OR 65, page 467). In Apzl 1864 a
Union account reported that the “]:ng gun” on Frazer's
Wharf fired a solid shot as far as Castle Pinckney, with
shells l)eing fired even further {OR 66, page 40). In
May 1864 the battery contained a single 13-inch
Blakely (OR 66, page 465; see also OR 99, page 49).
Gillmore reports that the battery contained a “13 in.
Blakely Rifle, burst by the enemy on the moming of the
evacuation” (Gillmore 1868:13).

Vanderhorst’s Wharf Battery

This Lattery, on Vanderhorst's Wharf, was
sit‘uatd Letween Tradd and Longitucle, east of Bast Bay
Street. The on]y account we have found of the Lattery
was when Union authorities identified it from
Confederate signal messages in January 1865. At that
time it was thought to contain a 42-pounder and a 10-
inch columbiad (OR 99, page 49). These were both
found at the Lattery when the city was under Union
control. Gillmore also reports that this Battery was
“never enti.rely finished” (Cn'nmore 1868:13).

Battery Ramsay
(Soutl:\ Battery “B")

This Ba!:tery was situated at the east end of
White Point Gardens. On Angust 29, 1863 the “works
at White Point” were officially designated Battery
Ramsay (OR 47, page 315). In May 1864 the battery
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Figure 22. Identified Charleston batteries (Lasemap is USGS Charleston 1.5.
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was reported to include one 11-inch Dahlgren, two 10-
inch columbiads, and one rifled and banded 42-pounder
(OR 66, page 465). Gillmore divided the battery into
two sections, with the “eastern portion” containing one
13-inch Bla}aely rifle, two 10-inch columbiads, and one
1l-inch Navy gun (Gillmore 1868:14). Ripley
reproduees a pi:xotognph of this l:attery s]:owing the
+ columbiads and Damgnm (Ripley 1984:Figure V-15).

South Battery
(King Street Battery, Battery at White Point)

This battery was situated at the west end of
White Point Gardens and was not always clearly
separsted from Battery Ramsay. A May 1865 account
identified “White Point Battery” as distmct from
“Battery Ramsay.” lt contained a single 10-inch
columbiad  Gillmore's “southern portion” of ~Battery
Ramsay™ contained one 10-inch columbiad and one

C]:isol.m's Mdl Bal‘tzry
{Battery Waring)

This Baftery was situated just north of the
intersection of Tradd Street and Murray Boulevard.
Period accounts mention that the battery was at the
“foot” of Tradd and “south of Chisolm's Mills.” Tt was
at least laid out by late August 1863 when the “battery
at Chisolm’s Mill” was designated Battery Waring (OR
47, page 315). A Septemmber 28, 1863 account
reported that the battery was “progressing well” with a
10-inch columbiad "mounted and covered by its
parapet” with “the second chamber about one-third
dove” (OR 47, page 382). By February 1864 the
second “chamber” or gun emplace—ment was apparently
complete since the l)al'tery contained two 10-inch
columbiads (OR 65, page 467). These two guns were
stil in place when Gillmore surveyed the city's
armament {Gillmore 1868:14).

Ashley River Bridge Battery
(Spring Street Battery, Battery Gadberry)
This Lal'tery gu:uclecl the AsHey River ]:;riclge

and was situated between SPﬁng and Cannon streets
east of Vaughan Street. We have found the first

42

mention of the battery in March 1863 when the
“battery on [the] city side of new bridge™ was designated
“Battery Gadberry” (OR 20, page 843; see also OR
111, page 283). The only other account we have found
is a January 1865 report that the "Spring Street
battery” contained a 10-inch columbiad mounted en
barbette (OR 99, page 1024).

Sullivans Island Batteries

Like Chatleston, Sullivans Island has seen
significant changes since the Civil War. Not only has
the island eeen erosion and c]zve.lopment, but much of
the area was dramatically altered by a sedes of World
War [T fortifications. As a result we have not atternpted
to survey any of the Civil War batteries, although their
general locations are shown in Figure 23. The island
contained a string of 11 batteries and forts. These are
briefly itemized below.

Cove Battery
(New Battery)

This battery was situated at the western tip of
Sullivans Island, overlooking the water area known as
“The Cove.” While shown on maps of the island we
have found only two references to the Lattery, both from
Septernber 1864. One account indicates that engineers
were working on the “West Point Battery at cove,”
perlups suggesting that the works were constructed
fairly late in the war (OR 65, page 253). Another
account specifies that work was still continuing several
weeks later (OR 65, page 254). Gillmore reported that
the "Cove Battery” contained four guns and that, “two
guns command the bridge leading to Mount Pleasant,
and two bear on Rebellion Roads and Hog Island
C}:la:l:me]; parapet 15 f. t]‘zic]z, faced on exterior with
pa}meH:o )ogs to resist action of tide; merlons and
traverses arranged for musketry defence” (Gillmore
1868:9). He also mentions that nearby was a “signal
bomb-proof” which was the location of the engineer's
offices on the island. A September 20, 1864 account
reported that there were “190 laborers, besides carters
and a few others, !obeep the campinorcleranclcany on
the business ip the department on this s]land”™ (OR 65,
page 254).
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Ba.ﬂery Bee

This fortification was situated south of the
Cove Battery and a March 1864 report explainecl that
the earthwork, “on the western extremity” of the island
“is not yet quite completecl, though a number of
laborers are engaged upon it” (OR 66, page 382). The
" battery was designed for 10 guns, although in April
1864 there were only six in place, an 11-inch Dahlgren,
three 10-inch columbiads, one 8-inch columbiad, and
one 10-inch rifled columbiad. The battery had one
magazine and another was under coustruction. There
were also bomb-proofs at the fortification {OR 66, page
421).

By May another 10-inch columbiad had been
moved to this Laﬂety (OR66, page 465) and Lythe end
of the war Gillmore reported 11 guns. He described the
fortification as “an open work with circular
emplace'me'nls for ten l'.\eavy guns, ancl p]atforms for
four mortars, all L&wdy traversed against Morris Lsland,
and provic!ed with five magazines and two boml)—proof
shelters. One of the magazines bad been blosn up and
the gun near it dismounted (Gillmore 1868:10). A
photograph of this battery reproduced in Ripley
(1984:Figure IV-5) shows not only the deteriorated gun
positions, but also the Sullivans [sland houses to the

rear.
Battery Marion

This battery, west of Fort Moultrie, was
designated Battery Marion on September 30, 1863
(OR 47, page 385). A March 1864 report describes it
as connected to Battery Bee and connected to Fort
Moultrie by a sally-port (OR 66, page 383).

A more detailed report the fouowing month
reported positions for nine guns, with the fort armed
with a Z-inch Brooke, three 10-inch columbiads, an 8-
inch columbiad, and two 10-inch sea-coast siege
mortars (OR 66, page 420). The battery was reported
to be in a mixed condition:

The 7-inch gun battery is in good
condition, well traversed, with
serviceable magazine in rear. The
parapet thence next to second gun

from the east is in fair order.
Traverses for columbiads next in
position are in proper condition.
Parapet extending west beyond large
bomb-preof is fair. The bomb-proof,
however, wants 5odd.i.ng and ﬁnishing
badly. It is capacious and serviceable
as quarters and siege hospital. A large
magazine in rear of fourth gun is in
fine order. The parapet thence west
to sixth chamber wants soclcling and
finjai'u'ngk The work around the
chambers next is serviceable. From
the seventh charmber the parapet west
is in bad order and requires
aftention. raverses, parapets, and
revetments of the mortar chambers
next west all want repair ]:acﬂy. A
Bomboptoo{ separating the mortar
chambers is in good condition. The
mortar chamber next is in the sarne
state as the one last namecl, and Ewm
thence to BaHery Bee the parapet is
not finished and requires labor and
repair (OR 66, page 421).

Gillmore reports that the open work had eig}ﬂ
guns at the end of the war. There were two magazines
and the one Lonx])—proo( mentioned in the eatlier report
(Gillmore 1868:10).

Fort Moultrie

This fort, part of the National Park Service
system, is preserved and recorded as 38CH50. The fort
included a mortar Lat‘tery on the east, which was
reported to be “only the remains of an old outwork™
which reqm:ed attention. There were additional mortar
batteries te the west described as ~dilapidated™ (OR 66,
page 420). At the end of the war Gillmore reported that
the fort contained nine guns, including four 10-inch
columbiads, two 8-inch columnbiads, two 24-pounders,
an& one ﬁM and Lmded 32-P°U.n&er. HE Doted t}lﬂt
the “scarp wall is banked up with sand on the exterior,
and l:bomlsproafs and magazines have been built inside
the work™ (Gillmore 1868:10). He also mentions that
the mortar battery to the west had three 10-inch sea-
coast mortars and two 6-pouncl.er Geld pieces. The
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mortar hettery to the east mounted two 10-inch sea
coast mortars (Gillmore 1868:10). A view from Fort
Mountrie shows the sand batteries, probably to the
nerth (R.\p]ey 1984:Fig\.u‘e 1.50).

Battery Rutledge

Situated east of Fort Moultrie, just beyond the
mortar  battery, this fortification was officially
designated Battery Rutledge on September 30, 1863
(OR 47, page 385). It was connected to Fort Moultrie
with a covered way (OR 47, page 495) and a March
1864 account reveals that all of the batteries from
Rutledge west to Bee were connected with a continuous
parapet (OR 66, page 383).

An April 1865 report reveals that the battery
was clﬁignecl for seven guns and all of the positions were
filled. The armament included four 10-inch columbiads
and three lo-inr_l'.\ sea coast saiege mortars (OR 66, page
419). The battery included a magazine that included, in
the rear, “a strong Lospital, l:omb-proo{, with room for
twenty or t}m“ty cots” as well as a second Bom})-prroo{
(OR 66, page 419). By the end of the war the battery
included six guns and Gilbmore observed that, “this
work is pmvic].ecl with a Lcmk—proo( and magazine.
Battery Rudec!ge is connected with the next Lai:l:e'ry to
the eastward [Fort Beauregard], mounting heavy guns,
]:)y a parapet, behind which is mounte& six field pieces
provided with one magazine” (Gillmore 1868:11).

Fort Beauregard

Also known as Battery Beauregard, this work
was first mentioned in early October 1862, at which
time jt contained six guns, but still required about 10
days of work (OR 20, page 627). By April 1864 the
Lmttety had appa.rently been en])u‘gecl for the mounting
of 11 guns — all of which were present. The condition
report makes it clear that this was a fa.\rly Iarge and
complex work. It is broken into east face (reported to be
in poor condition with much wear); redoubt, east face;
and southerp batteries. While not an enclosed work at
this time, it was observed, ~it is a question whether jt
would nat be well to make an inclosed work of this
I:aH.e.ry o{ less capacity than it is at present, requiring
fewer men and Le‘ing safe against a coup de main” (OR
66, page 418).

By the end of the war the proposed change bad
been made. Gillmore reports 13 guns and notes that the
work was enclosed. “The eastern front extends entine'y
across the island, thus closing the approacb from that
direction” (Gillmore 1868:11). The fort included
inclined palisading (described by the Confederate report
as chevaux-de-frise) and wire entanglements along the
beach front (Gillmore 1868:11).

Two-Gun Batteries

Situated between Fort Beauregard to the
southwest and Fort Marshall to the northeast there were
four detached battesies, each mounting two guns. They
were numbered 1 through 4, running southwest to
northeast. An initial report in March 1864 described
the batteries as:

ex‘tend.ing a]ong the south beach at
an average distance of about 500
yaxds apart, ocovering the space
between Forts Beau.regarcl and
Marshall and intended seemingly as
a protection against boat assaults. . .
. There ]:eing no rnagazine in this
cordon of works, the ammunition is
kep\‘. in chests, exposed to the weather
... The parapets of No. 1 could be
impxovetl, if it had more superior
slope, so as to admit of firing closer
under the ]:\at‘tery. The parapet of
No. 4 has, to some extent, been
blown away lyy the winds. These
works, l)eing built of sand, should be
sodded in order to preserve them
(OR 66, page 383).

A month later the parapets for No. 1 and No.
3 were described as “useless for defense™ although at
least one (No. 2) bad a magazine under construction
(OR 66, page 417). These batteries included 32 and
QA-pou.ncles at the end of the war (Gillmore 1868:11).

Fort Marshall
Anocther major fortification was constructed at

the northeastern tip of Sullivans Is]aru:l, on Breach
Inlet. The March 1864 inspection reports that “Battery
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OCRM sites on James and Jol'ms islands.
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Marshall . . . is as yet in incomplete condition,”
altl'xoug}m it included at least two Lomb-proofs. The
report notes that the powder was infested with roaches
which were cutting the cartridge l)ags (OR 66, page
383-384).

A report in April 1864 reported that the
]JaH:ery included 12 guns and contained two pﬁncipa.l
magazines, one in the eastern Baltery and one in the
western connected to the bomb-proof (OR 66, page
416). By the end of the war the l)a.hezy included 14

guns and Gillmore observed,

a portion of this armament is in an
enclosed work, of which the paxapets
are 25 feet in height and 15 feet
thick. It is provided with a bomb-
proaf of great capacity, and is entered
tluougl'\ a covered gateway in the rear
face. The outworks extend to the
extreme north end of the island, to
guard against assault from Long
Tsland (Gillmore 1868:12).

OCRM Survey of James and Iohns Yslands

As previously discussed, this survey did not
incorporate James or Johns islands — areas which had
been previously examined by Ted Banta and Willis J.
Keith (1995). Their study recorded 105 sites, primarily
on James Istand. While a specially designed survey form
was completed for each of these sites, SCIAA site forms
were not a part of their project clﬁign and, for the most
part, these sites will not be found in the SCIAA data
base (alt]wug]m they are included in the GIS data hase at
the S.C. Department of Archives and History). In
genem.l locations are accurate, althougl: some sites were
not actually identified in the Fielcl, so there is some
concern over their exact Placement on maps.

There is a great deal of historic documentation
available for these sites and interested readers should
explore such secondary works as Bremnan (1996),
Burton (1970), and Rosen (1964),2s well as such
primary works as Gillmore (1865, 1868) and Ripley
(1986).
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Conti.ngg' g Survey

Some fortifications on James and Johns istands
(Charleston County) have been recorded with SCIAA
and/or SHPO, and some of them have been listed in
the National Register. ~ However, as previously
mentioned, the earthworks surveyed by OCRM in 1995
were not recorded on SCIAA site forms. All the
OCRM sites, except those that were {iel&-surveyecl for
this project, should be revisited, plotted with UTM
num.l:ets, reportea on SCIAA forms, and assignecl
SCIAA site numbers. Although the SHPO and
OCRM have copies of the OCRM files and raay use
them in regu.latory reviews, most compliance studies
begin with a search of SCIAA's files; it is questionable
whether firms carrying out such projects will be aware of
the OCRM work unless it is made compati]:le with
SCIAA's procedures.

Likewise, there are known or suspectecl
earthworks in areas of the Lowcountry not included in
this project: Horry, Georgetown, Colleton, and most of
Hampton County. As on James and Johns islands,
some have been recorded with SCIAA and/or SHPO,
and some are listed in the National Register. There has
been no systematic recordation.  The goals and
methodology of this project should be extended to those

areas, with emphasis on comprehensive survey and

reporting to SCIAA's standards.

Along with the areas that should be researched
and sumyed, there are sites in the project ares for
which we found references,_ but could nejther access nor
locate.  Investigation should continue in order to
account for them.

In southern Charleston County, Simmons'
Landing on Yonges Island and White Point Landing,
on the South Edisto River at the tip of Slann's Island,
were fortiﬁed at least sporac]icaﬂy, but we could find no

remaining above-ground components. From the OR

[October 5, 1863):

White Point, Simmon's Landing,
and Church Flats are landings on the
Stono and Wadmalaw. . . . All these
places are more oz less strengthene&
by works. White Point is the key to
the position. The works carried here
give the enemy access to the
Willstown and Rantowles road,
mnningpamueltoanclinrea.rofour
defenses, all of which are open works
(OR 47, page 394).

There were also some pits or trenches on Slann's Istand
itself, which we were unable to locate alt]'loug,k we had
the co-operation of individuals who have known the
island for years. An April 12, 1862 comment in the
OR explains, “1 have deemed it essential to have a force
near my entrenchments on Slann's Island Creek" (OR
20, page 471), while on Januvary 12, 1864, "We are
also at work at the defile of Slann's Island, fortifying its
flanks and connecting them ]:y roads and riﬂe-pits with
Pineberry” (OR 20, page 523).

Additional research may also resolve some
elusive references to sites in Beaufort and Jasper
counties. "The enemy having landed at Port Royal
Ferry, | was moved with my command (Nintl'x Georgia
Cavalry) down toward that point, and placed in the
works at Horse Creek, near Garden's Cross-Roads . . .
. Slzirmishing at long range took place for most of the
day [January 14, 1865]" (OR 98, page 1134). The
works at Horse Creek do not seem to have been the ]ong
rifle pit recorded as 38BU1878 (Site 73) but we have

too little information to be certain.

Two more Beaufort County earthworks that
await further investigation were described January 17,
1865 (OR 99, page 76): "Seven miles from the [Port
Royal] ferry is a mud fort with two guns (app&!ently
samne capturecl }::y Capt. Gouraud December 5, 1864);
cannon broken and ly'ing 1>y road about a mile and a
quarter from ferry. From the cannon on a line toward
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the creek in open wooc]s, & negro says, there were
torpedoes, kind unknown, in August 1864." At the
same time, there was also reportecl a small work with
ane large iron gun at the near side of the {en‘y on
Williman's Island.

There are also Jocations in Jasper County that
we could not define, such as Izard's. On December 20,
1864, "The enemy [USA] fired upon us at various
times tor]ay until dark with a.rt:.nery from works near
[2ard's"; in response, "] [Taliaferro] am ordered . . . to
Hardeeville and to place mysel‘f in communication with
you. Please indicate the least force of infantry which
will be needed near Izard's” (OR 92, page 973).

We a].so found references to, but did not
locate, works on the road from Coosawhatchie to
. Gi]lisonvi].le, and further south near Ferebeeville
(today's Switzerland] and Grahamville:

The enemy two miles this side of
Gillsonville . . . . he had log
breastworks some Ex&y ynds on the
left of the road . . . began blockading
the road about thme-q‘ua.rters of a
mile this side of their breast-works .
... There is one gun of arh'ﬂery at
Glover's Pla.ce, four miles below
[Honey Hill). . . . On the road
1eading from Ferebeeville to the
Coosawhatc!ﬁe and Blu&ton zaazl,
are two worLs, one on each side of
the roa.cl, about three miles from
Ferebeeville . . . . The road lea.d.ing
from the cross-roads to Grahamuville
is disused and pa.rtly overgrown . . .
five miles from Grahamville is a
stout little battery (OR 99, page
76).

National Register of Historic Places

This project did not include review to
determine National Register eligibility for sites with
above-grou_ncl components, nor were investigations
carried out to determine ellgl.]blllty under Criterion D
(archaeology). The goal was to record and provide
baseline information about a large number of properties
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across a large geogmphic area. A.ltlnougb not all the
Lowcountry was included, we believe there is now
sufficient documentation to allow SHPO staff to
congider formulating statements of  context,
sigﬂﬁcance, and integrity that will facilitate eitl-zer a
mu.lh'ple resources nomination or a series of individual

listings.
Site Protection

The sites we encountered that were in the best
condition were those which had not been recorded and
are known on.ly to their owners. This is not to imply
that recordation itself encourages foot traffic and
vandalism — these are results of the fact that most sites
are recorded only when c].eveloprnent near]:y is
contemplatec]. Yet it is clear that agreements to avoid
direct site impact are not Ealﬁ.u.i.ng the goal of preserving
earthworks. Some are gree_nspaced and marked with
interpretive signs — to their detriment when visitation
causes increased erosion and vandalism. In other cases,
while cl.evelopment sucl:l as that near Fort Bull
(38CH1801; Site 13) may not affect the site, setting
it aside as a play area appears to have been as destructive
as it would have been to build upon it or pave {ootpat]'m
like those at Battery Mitchel (38BU1167; Site 129;
Figure 25).

Effective site preservation regquires an active
apptoa.cl'x, one that must Legi_n with the most difficult
decision: is a given earthwork or remnant wortl1y of
l:eing preservecl? if 50, greenspacing alone is not
sufficient. Site protection demands a preservation plan:
a professional evaluation of integrity and the existing
conditions that threaten the site, a.long with a detailed
plan for stabilization, maintenance, and the reduction
of ongoing cxamage. Such a Plan succeeds when it is a
c’cynarnjc document that is reconsidered perioclica.lly for
continuing relevance as well as effectiveness. For very
laxge and oomplex sites an important component may be
GPS mapping using a standardized data clictionary,
such as has been developed by the National Park
Service (Lowe 1399),

Earthworks are sul:iect to many kinds of
damage besides the obvious forces of vandals or
development. Recorded sites on private property, even
those that are listed in the National Register of Historic
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Steps Toward

Preservation
It is clear
from this stuc]y

that laws and green
spacing alone are
inade quate

preservation

measures. Laws
may be cir-
cumvented and

apply to a relatively
narrow range of
unclerta]zings.
Green spacing on|y
sets a site aside, it
does not plan or

proactive|y provicle

P|aces, may be consic}ered nuisances by their owners ancl

cle|ilaerate|y leveled; Iilzewise, no regulations prevent

comp 1 ete
destruction in the

search Eor "relics"

when this is
allowed by the
lanc]owner. More

graclua”y, erosion,
regarc“ess of cause
— { oot,
automobi'e,
Bicycle, and boat
tra{{ic; the impact
of hurricanes or
Eire; agricu|tura]

ancl

practices on nea rby

Eorestry

tracts —_— can
c]estroy a site
without ever

raising questions of
permits, licenses or

review.

uE ) A e 3 for the site’s
Figure 25. Battery Mitchel (38BU1167, Site 129) slxowing the effects of “interpretation.” preservation.
There are

many approaches to site preser-vation. A new National
Park Service web site (www2.cr.nps.gov/pad/strategies/)

] : = 2 Py g A S,
;@ﬁ}* SENEEIR R IR SR o 8

P e 12N =

Figure 26. Battery Warren (38BK4'73, Site 24) Showing erosion, tree throw, and looting cl;mage.
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offers strategies for the protection of arc'waeological sites
on privale lands. This site is parlicular'y valuable since
il provi(}cs cxamp]cs of a range of different l'ec|-miques
])eyom.l |uga! urc'.]innnces, incluc]ing ownerslmip, ginancial

incenlives, and (]cve'opmcnl rcgulation

vaeml ]ocal governments in our survey area,
such as Beaulorl County and the Town of Hilton Head
Jsland, are allempling to address preservalion issues
ll'nroug|1 arelxaeological OrAinances. In adclition, t[u:
Olfice of Ocean and Coaslal Resource Management
{OCRM) assures that projects that tequire state or
[cderal permils and are within the mandate of the
Coastal Zone Management Program comply with the
provisions of Section 106 of the National Hisloric

Preservation Act..

One of the most significanl proi’)lems with
historic preservation ordinances is that t]xey mandate
actions. Preservationists must spcncl more effort (inrling
ways to enmcourage preservation. Even wilthin the
framework  of  such regulatiuns a3 preservation
mdinanccsA cmnprel\unsivc pl.:ms, and zoning ]aws, l|1e
local jurisdiction has the option of using a broad range
of incentives Lo encourage preservalion, rather than reiy
excl\lsively on regulalory requirements. For cxample,
the opcn—cnclecl program of pro“ers — conditions
between the jurisdiclion and the developer which are
negotiatec‘ and which becone lJincling on both parlies —
can be used to sel a sile aside or establish a fund for the
site's |ung-lerm preservation. Another weapon n the
arsenal Lo slow the loss of Civil War sites is the range of
tax benehits which governmenl can offer for site
proteclion. With this approacl-n governmenls would not
be Jireclly paying for site preservation, but would be
rewarcling individuals and organizalions that chose
preservalion vo]unlarily. Approac]ws may include actual
use assessmenl or use-value assessment, assessment

{reczcs, and tax al:mlcmenl's.

These approac"les, I'lowever, require a cl-mnge n
wind-sel, {omsing on diverse ways to promote and
reward preservation, nol require it. T]’)ey must also be
cauplecl with an educational program that acquainls the
pu|:>]ic with the value of these sites and enlists the pu]nlic
in efforts to encourage the preservation and protection
of the resources. Several organizations, such as the
Mililary Heritage Project of the Palmetto Trust and the
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Figure 27. Reed-trench terracing cliagram far erosion
conlrol, aclaplec! from Gray and Leiser]
(1982:Figures 7.23 and 7.24)

South Carolina Ball]cground Preservalion Trusl are
altempting to encourage more diverse prescrvabion
options and are |’1av1'ng some success with ecasement and

acquwisition programs.

But once “protected” a Civil War site mav
actua“y be most vulnerable to looiing, erosion, over-use,
and mismanagerrient. As we have stal-ch l:n.‘(ure, it is nol
cnoug|1 to green spacc these sites. Tl‘.cy require very
specia' evaluation and recommendations in order Lo
ensure thal ll-.ey survive the process of Eeing green
sPacecl. For accessible sites issues such as parlzing,
pal‘hways, and accurate interpretation are critical. All
sites musl face issues of erosion and proper erosion
conttol, as well as c‘\oosing appropriate p]antingsA Trees
are an equ-‘x“y significanl issue for green spaced siles.
While t]'ley may l‘ne]p to hald the soil, l]'wy can also
result in lremendous Llamage if blown over. And mature
‘trees, wit]\ average canopy cliameters o{ 80 Feei, sl‘mde
oul unc]erlying grass and may acl.ua”y promole, not }\elp
control, evosion. All sites requirc maintenance. Deferred
or improper maintenance is the cause of many senous
pro)alems ranging from uncontrolled erosion to sericus
injury of a sile visitor. And fina”y, all green spacm.] siles
require a disaster p]an, Outlining both prevenlative and
recovery steps for foresceable concerns such as
foresUBrus]n fires, tornac]oes, anc] I'mrricancsA



RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

We started this project with the understanding
that Civil War {ortifications have a constituency that is
poorly served when a lack of information allows
earthworks to be destroyed By licensed and permittecl
activities. The past year has proven again the emotional
pull the Civil War exerts on many South Carolinians.
lssues such as the appropriate place for the battle flag to
be memorialized, the wisdom of developing Morris
Island as a residential enclave, the effort to raise the
Hunley, and the interpretation provided at historic sites
have all been debated in pu]:]lc and private forums. Yet
there is still Little discussion of preserving the pl}ymcal
remnants of the Civil War in South Carolina.

Qur strongest recommendation is that
preservationists and Civil War historians, avocational as
well as profeesiona.l, should concern themselves with this
matter. Which sites should be cl.esignated for
permanent protection? Is green spacing without
long-term oversight an adequate response? [f public
acquisition is a goal, how will these sites be protected
from their visitors? In the financing of the new
Confederate Memorial and the Hunley project, is there
enou.g]: money to divert some toward the p]acs in which
individua! soldiers prepamcl their armaments and saw
action? We commend these questions to those persons
and groups who are capa.l:le of mol:ilizing support for
the remaining Civil War earthworks in Lowcountry
South Carolina.
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APPENDIX

A copy of the South Carolina Institute of Archaeclogy and Anthropology (SCIAA)
site form is attached to ptovic]e readers with an idea of the types of information
collected for each recorded site.

New 8fce__
Revisit
SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA
SITE INVENTORY RECORD
{(68-1 Rev. 85)

STATE:__South Carolipna  COUNTY: SITE NUMBER-
Recorded By: Affiliation:_Chicora Foundation  Date:
A. GENERAL INFORMETIOR

1. Site MNape: Projece:

2. USGS Quadrarngle: Date: Scale:__ 7.9 or 1S miaute

3. UM: 20ne:__17  Eastiog Norching

4. Orther map reference:

5. Descriptive site type:

pPrehdstoric Bistoric

€. Axchaeological Investigation: Survey Testing Excavation

7. Property Owner: Phone number:

8. Address:

9. Other site designation:

10. Natiopal Register of Hiatoric Places status:

Poteptially eligible Probably not eligible Additional work
For Office Use Only
Derermined eligible Determined oot eligible Date
On NRHP Date :
11. Level of Justificarion: Matiomal Statce Local
12. Justificacicn (research questions, daca sets, integrity):

B. ENVIRONMENT AND LOCATION

C.

1.

V1A WN

1.

»

'S

. Cultural featuzes (type and number):

. General site degcription:

Genera) physiographic province:
Lower Coastal Plain Middle CoastAl) Plain Upper Coasgtal Plain
Piedmont, Blue Ridge Mountaine

Landform location: Site elevation (above MSL):__  {(in feert)
on aite soil type: Soil classification:

Major ziver system: Pee Dee___  Santee_ Ashley-Combaher-Bdisto_ = Savamnah_
Nearest river/scream:

Current vegecation: Pine/coniferous___ Hardwood____ Mixed pine/bardwood____
0id fileld_ Grasa/pasture__ RAgricultural/crops___ Wetlands/freshwater____
Wetlands/saltwater____ Other_ Comments:

Description of groundcover: Absent__ Light ____ Moderace__ Reavy_
Estimated site dimeneions: feer by feec

Site depth: {feet

Presence of: midden_ . floral remains__ faunal remains__ shell__ charcoal__
. Human skeletal remains: present_ preservation: good__
absent___ poor__

{Use in conjunction with handbook
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Sice Nuober
page 2

The following informarion should be provided on the map:

" gcale = agsociated gtreams «
® pnorth arrow s modern cultural features »
w sjre boundaries % collection loci =
e nearby topographic features ® test excavation loci .
Map Key Verbal descxiption of locatrion

archaeological features
means of access

land use types in site area
location of control poinats




APPENDIX

G.

Site Number

page 3
ARCHAROLOGICAL COMPONENTS
Paleo Indian Middle Wocdland 17th cencury
Barly Archaic Late Woodland 18th century
Middle Archaic Mississippian 19th cencury

Late Axchaic
Barly Woodland

Unknown prehistoric
16th cantury

20th cencury
Unknown historic

NERn
NRAN
Ny

E

List materials recovered: _______ Total number of artifacts

See catalog sbeets: attached__ in SCIAA curatorial files
DATA RECOVERY METEODRS
1. Ground surface vieibility: 0% 1-25%, 26-50%¢ 51-75% 76-100%

2. Number of person hours spenct collecting (total hours X total peopie):
3. “escription of surface collection methods:

Type grid collection Extenc complete
grab collection selective

controlled sampling no collection made
other (specify)

4. Description of testing wethods:
Systematic Type Test Units
Nonsystematic ___ Number Size/max. depth (ft.)

5. Description of axcavation unite:

MANAGEMENT INPORMATION

1. Present land use:
Agricultural Residential, high density
Forest Commercial
Fallow Industrial

Residential, low density Other (specify)
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Site Number

page 4
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION {Cont.)
2. Present condition/integrity of site:
Intact.___  Damaged__ BExtent ___ light Nature ____ exosion
of —__ moderate of ___ culcivation
damage ___ heavy damage __ logging
____ construction/
development
vandalism/looting
inundation

other (specify)

1. Potential impacts and threats to site:

Potencial threat Mature of threat
nona erosion
— low ___ cultivation
___ moderate logging
___ high ___ construction/ } ___ direct impact zone
development } indirect impact zone
) outside impact zone
} __ indeterminate
vandalism/looting
inundation
____ other (specify)
4. Recommendations for further work:
gurvey testing excavation archival none other
5. References: Ristoric/archival documentation ves no not known
References: Archaeoleogical documentation yes ___no not known
6. hdditional management information/comments:
7. Location of existing collections: Hilton Head Museum Charleston Museum
SCIAA Other:
8. Location of photographs: Hilcon Head Museum Charleston Museum ____ SCIRA
Other:
5. Location of special samples: Hilton Head Museum — Charleston Museum
SCIAA Ocher:
Type of special samples:
Signature of observer: Date:
Subsequent visits:
Observer: Dacte:
Observer: Date:

Obsexrver: Date:
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