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1.2  Methods of Investigation
1.2.1 Project Objective
The objective of the cultural resources investigations 
was to assess the potential for development of the Port 
Royal Harbour Redevelopment Tract to affect significant 
cultural resources within the tract boundaries. Tasks 
performed to accomplish this objective include 
background research, field investigations, laboratory 
analysis, and the assessment of the NRHP eligibility 
of identified resources. Methods employed for each of 
these tasks are described below.

1.2.2 Background Research
The purposes of the archival research were to identify 
potential Pre- or Post-Contact archaeological sites and 
buildings and to develop a historic context that would 
assist in evaluating cultural resources. The project 
historian conducted background research to reconstruct 
the history of occupation and land use in the project 
tract. He conducted primary research materials at the 
Beaufort and Charleston County Register of Mesne 
Conveyance and Probate Offices in Beaufort and 
Charleston, respectively. Additionally, he consulted 
primary sources at the South Carolina Historical 
Society and the South Carolina Room of the Charleston 
County Public Library, both in Charleston. He consulted 
several online resources that contained scanned copies 
of primary materials including newspapers, published 
journal articles, and other literature of the historical 
period of Port Royal. Some of the primary materials 
reviewed included Pearson (1969) and Scafidel (1978). 
He consulted secondary materials at the Charleston 
County Public Library, Beaufort County Library, 
and College of Charleston Library. The historian also 
consulted secondary materials including but not limited 
to Edgar (1998), Helsley (2005), Johnson (1930), Pollitzer 
(2006), Rose (1964), and Rowland et al. (1996).
  The authors also conducted research at the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
(SCIAA) and the South Carolina Department of 
Archives and History (SCDAH) to identify nearby 
areas of previous cultural resources investigations and 
the locations of known archaeological sites, historic 
architectural resources, and historic properties within 
one mile of the project tract. Previously recorded cultural 

resources within one mile of the Port Royal Harbour 
Redevelopment Tract are summarized in Chapter 2. 

1.2.3 Architectural Investigations
The project architectural historian, under the direction 
of the senior architectural historian, conducted an 
intensive architectural survey of all aboveground 
cultural resources within the project tract and a 300-foot 
area surrounding the project tract to take into account 
any possible visual effects of the proposed undertaking 
(see Figure 1.1). This area is the architectural survey 
universe. The survey was designed to identify, record, and 
evaluate all historic architectural resources (buildings, 
structures, objects, designed landscapes, and/or sites 
with aboveground components) in the project. Field 
survey methods complied with the Survey Manual: South 
Carolina Statewide Survey of Historic Places (SCDAH 
2007) and National Register Bulletin 24, Guidelines for 
Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation Planning (Parker 
1985). In accordance with the scope of work and standard 
SCDAH statewide survey practice, the architectural 
historian drove every street and road in the architectural 
survey universe and conducted a pedestrian inspection 
of all potential historic architectural resources. The 
architectural historian plotted on the USGS map any 
areas that were inaccessible. 
  The principal criterion used by SCDAH to define 
historic architectural resources is a 50‑year minimum 
age; however, that rule does not always allow for the 
recordation of all historically significance resources. 
This could include resources related to the civil rights 
movement, the Cold War, or the development of tourism 
in South Carolina. In addition, certain other classes 
of architectural resources may be recorded (SCDAH 
2007:9):

Architectural resources representative of •	
a particular style, form of craftsmanship, 
method of construction, or building type
Properties associated with significant events •	
or broad patterns in local, state, or national 
history
Properties that convey evidence of •	
the community’s historical patterns of 
development
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Historic cemeteries and burial grounds•	
Historic landscapes such as parks, gardens, •	
and agricultural fields
Properties that convey evidence of •	
significant “recent past” history (i.e., civil 
rights movement, Cold War, etc.)
Properties associated with the lives or •	
activities of persons significant in local, 
state, or national history
Sites where ruins, foundations, or remnants •	
of historically significant structures are 
present

  For a resource to be eligible for documentation, 
the architectural historian must determine that it 
retains some degree of integrity. According to SCDAH 
(2007:10), a resource that has integrity

retains its historic appearance and 
character… [and] conveys a strong 
feeling of the period in history during 
which it achieved significance. Integrity 
is the composite of seven qualities: 
location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
To have a reasonable degree of integrity, 
a property must possess at least several 
of these qualities.

Also, integrity is evaluated in the context of the local 
region.
  While in the field, the architectural historians evaluated 
the integrity of each identified historic architectural 
resource. Resources exhibiting poor integrity were not 
recorded. For the purpose of this project, four levels of 
architectural integrity were employed. These include:

Excellent -	 All original construction materials 
and design remain intact and 
unchanged.

Good -	 The majority of original 
construction materials remain 
intact and unchanged except 
for roofing and other renewable 
elements.

Fair -	 A substantial number of original 
architectural elements have been 
altered, such as the installation of 
aluminum, asbestos, or vinyl siding, 
the substitution of historic doors 
and windows with non-historic 
replacements, and the construction 
of non-historic additions.

Poor -	 Has been radically altered from 
its original design by non-historic 
renovations and/or additions.

  All historic architectural resources in the survey 
universe that retained sufficient integrity to be included 
in the South Carolina Statewide Survey (SCSS) were 
recorded on SCSS site forms in digital format using 
the Survey database in Microsoft Access©. At least one 
black-and-white photograph, preferably showing the 
main and side elevations, was taken of each resource. 
The location of each historic architectural resource was 
recorded on USGS topographic maps. The completed 
forms, including the various maps and photographs, 
were prepared for SCDAH for review. Photography 
for this project included digital images produced by 
methods demonstrated to meet the 75-year permanence 
standard required by the South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and the National Park 
Service (NPS 2005; SCDAH 2007:31).
  References consulted for architectural style and 
architectural type descriptions include Blumenson 
(1977), Longstreth (1987), McAlester and McAlester 
(1998), Poppeliers et al. (1983), and Whiffen (1981). 
Other works were consulted for assessing specialized 
historical architectural resources such as gas stations 
(Vieyra 1985), churches (Stanton 1985), cemeteries 
(Potter and Boland 1992), rural historical landscapes 
(McClelland et al. 1999), and tourist-related resources 
(Hollis 1999).

1.2.4 Archaeological Survey
Intensive survey entailed the systematic examination of 
the project tract following the South Carolina Standards 
and Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations 
(SCDAH 2005). Shovel tests were excavated at 30-meter 
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intervals along transects spaced 30 meters apart across 
the 77-acre tract. The project tract was divided into four 
areas (Areas A–D). This allowed project archaeologists 
to excavate and interpret the project tract as individual 
functional areas bordered by residential areas and 
Battery Creek. Only Areas A and B could be thoroughly 
excavated archaeologically. Area C contains one pocket 
of woods, adjacent to the railroad, where two shovel test 
transects were placed. The remainder of Area C contains 
warehouses, docks, a restaurant, and fenced industrial 
structures. The southernmost portion of Area C is a thin 
developed section (a railroad track changing station) 
that borders wetlands. Area D is comprised of Pier 21, 
the current port complex, a gravel lot, and low-lying 
wetlands. Visual pedestrian surveys were performed 
for most of Areas C and D. Investigators were not able 
to perform archaeological excavation for most of Area 
C and all of Area D due to standing structures and 
wetlands. When investigating closed urban contexts, 
such as those present in Areas C and D, visual evidence 
for archaeological deposits can be difficult to collect. In 
instances such as these, documentary research is of the 
highest importance. Our research stressed proximity to 
known Pre- and Post-Contact sites, the visual level of 
disturbance, and the likelihood that earlier construction 
destroyed or significantly disturbed preexisting sites 
or features. Figure 1.2 displays the location of shovel 
test transects within areas at the Port Royal Harbour 
Redevelopment Project Tract.
  Each shovel test measured approximately 30 cm in 
diameter and was excavated until reaching culturally 
sterile soil, the depth of which varied across the project 
tract. Soils were generally fine and well drained; sterile 
subsoil was usually reached by 80 cm below surface (bs). 
The maximum depth of sterile subsoil reached in several 
shovel tests was approximately 130 cm bs. The fill from 
these tests was sifted through ¼-inch mesh hardware 
cloth. Investigators recorded information relating to 
each shovel test and soil profile in field notebooks. 
This information included the content (e.g., presence 
or absence of cultural materials) and context (e.g., soil 
color, texture, stratification) of each test. Also noted was 
the environmental setting near each shovel test (e.g., 
hardwoods, marsh). Investigators excavated a total of 
212 shovel tests (19 shovel tests in Area A, 191 shovel 

tests in Area B, and 2 shovel tests in Area C) across the 
tract. Investigators also visually inspected the ground 
surface where possible. All shovel tests were backfilled 
upon completion. 
  Following initial survey of the Port Royal Harbour 
Redevelopment Tract, close-interval shovel testing 
at identified site 38BU2260 was proposed in order to 
gather additional data regarding Pre- and Post-Contact 
occupations at this location. Close-interval shovel testing 
(7.5-meter intervals) was conducted at 38BU2260 (Area 
B) on January 7–10, 2008. An additional 434 shovel tests 
were excavated, 126 of which contained archaeological 
materials. Shovel test excavation techniques, dimensions, 
and noted soils were as recorded during initial survey 
investigations at this site.
  An archaeological site is a locale yielding three or more 
Pre- or Post-Contact artifacts within a 30-meter radius. 
Locales that produce fewer than three contemporaneous 
artifacts are identified as isolated finds (SCDAH 
2005). Also, obviously redeposited artifacts (even if 
greater than three in number) are typically defined 
as an isolated find rather than a site unless there is a 
compelling reason for doing otherwise. Investigators 
identified one multicomponent site (38BU2260) and two 
isolated finds (Isolate 1 and Isolate 2) at the Port Royal 
Harbour Redevelopment Tract. Investigators defined 
the boundaries of Site 38BU2260 and Isolates 1 and 2 by 
excavating additional shovel tests at reduced intervals 
(15 and 7.5 meters) around the positive tests until two 
consecutive shovel tests failed to produce artifacts. The 
locations of 38BU2260, Isolate1, and Isolate 2 were 
recorded with a Garmin eTrex Legend© handheld unit. 
The GPS receiver was calibrated to the 1927 North 
American Datum to coordinate with the appropriate 
USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle. The UTM coordinates 
obtained from the GPS readings were entered in the 
ArcView© software program. These coordinates were 
plotted on the digital USGS quadrangle for the tract.

1.2.5 Archaeological Testing
Archaeologists returned to the site on January 21–25, 
2008, to excavate 10 square meters (m2) at 38BU2260. 
During these investigations, we used the grid established 
during survey. All references to the spatial relationships 
of units and cultural features encountered in the 
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excavations are made with respect to the site grid. We 
excavated 20, 50-by-50-cm test units and five 1-by-1-
meter test units (Test Units 201–205) across the site. 
The 50-by-50-cm units were placed within the areas 
of highest concentration of Pre-Contact artifacts. Ten 
50-by-50-cm units (including Proveniences 359–367) 
were located in the southwestern portion of the site 
and adjacent to Test Unit 201; five 50-by-50-cm units 
(including Proveniences 350–353) were located adjacent 
to a shell locus identified in the northwestern portion 
of the site, near Test Unit 204. The final five 50-by-50-
cm units (Proveniences 354–358) were located in a 
concentration of Pre-Contact artifacts near Edinburgh 
Avenue, in the northeastern portion of the site. 

1.2.6 Laboratory Analysis and Curation
All recovered artifacts were transported to the 
Brockington and Associates, Inc., Mt. Pleasant laboratory 
facility, where they were washed, cataloged, and analyzed. 
Laboratory personnel assigned distinct provenience 
numbers to artifacts from each supplemental shovel 
test. They separated artifacts from each provenience by 
class/type and assigned catalog numbers.
  In general, the basis of the Pre- and Post-Contact 
artifact analysis is observable stylistic and technological 
attributes. Artifacts were identified by material of 
manufacture (e.g., ceramics, glass, metal), color, 
function, and method of manufacture, when possible. 
Temporally diagnostic artifacts were compared to 
published analytical sources. Lab personnel utilized 
sources typically used for the types of artifacts recovered 
in the region. Pre-Contact ceramics measuring more 
than 2 cm in diameter are described by series name 
(if known), surface decoration, and temper. Sherds 
measuring less than 2 cm in diameter were routinely 
cataloged as residual sherds. Technicians described 
surface decoration using recognized terms (i.e., cord 
marked, simple stamped, plain) and identified sherds 
as body or rim. Occasionally, when easily identifiable as 
such, a neck or base sherd was noted. Sherd temper was 
determined by comparison with a set of standard clay 
briquettes with sand of known sizes added. As suggested 
by Shepard (1954:118), these aplastic size classes are 
based on the Wentworth geological scale (Table 1.1).

  Pre-Contact ceramics were compared to published 
type descriptions from available sources (Anderson et 
al. 1982; Blanton et al. 1986; DePratter 1979; Espenshade 
and Brockington 1989; Poplin et al. 1993; South 1976; 
Trinkley 1980, 1981a, 1981b, 1981c, 1989f, 1990a; 
Williams and Shapiro 1990). Lithics were compared 
to a variety of published sources, including Andrefsky 
(1998), Hall and Larson (2004), Hranicky (2003), Odell 
(2003), Oliver (1999), and Powell (1990). Historic 
artifact analysis was based on observable stylistic and 
technological attributes. For this process, technicians 
identified artifacts by color, material of manufacture 
(e.g., ceramics), type (e.g., pearlware), form (e.g., bowl, 
plate), method of manufacture (e.g., molded), temporal 
range (e.g., 1780–1820), and intended function (e.g., 
tableware), if possible. Published type descriptions were 
used for identification of all diagnostic historic artifacts 
(Albert 1977; Garrow 1982; Jones and Sullivan 1985; 
Lorraine 1968; Luscomb 1992; Miller and Hunter 1990; 
Nelson 1968; Phillips 1974, 1980).
  Artifacts and research materials associated with this 
project currently are stored at the Mt. Pleasant office of 
Brockington and Associates. Upon acceptance of the 
final report, Brockington and Associates will deliver the 
curation package to SCIAA.

1.2.7 Assessing NRHP Eligibility
All cultural resources encountered are assessed as to 
their significance based on the criteria of the NRHP. As 
per 36 CFR 60.4, there are four broad evaluative criteria 
for determining the significance of a particular resource 
and its eligibility for the NRHP. Any resource (building, 
structure, site, object, or district) may be eligible for the 
NRHP that:

Table 1.1 Wentworth’s Geological Scale.

Name Grade Limits
(Diam. in mm.)

granular 4 - 2
very coarse 2 - 1
coarse 1 – 0.5
fine/medium < 0.5



Brockington and Associates 8

A.	 is associated with events that have made 
a significant contribution to the broad 
pattern of history;

B.	 is associated with the lives of persons 
significant in the past;

C.	 embodies the distinctive characteristics of 
a type, period, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of a master, 
possesses high artistic value, or represents 
a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual 
distinction; or

D.	 has yielded, or is likely to yield, information 
important to history or prehistory.

  A resource may be eligible under one or more of 
these criteria. Criteria A, B, and C are most frequently 
applied to historic buildings, structures, objects, non-
archaeological sites (e.g., battlefields, natural features, 
designed landscapes, or cemeteries), or districts. The 
eligibility of archaeological sites is most frequently 
considered with respect to Criterion D. Also, a general 
guide of 50 years of age is employed to define “historic” 
in the NRHP evaluation process. That is, all resources 
greater than 50 years of age may be considered. However, 
more recent resources may be considered if they display 
“exceptional” significance (Sherfy and Luce n.d.).
  Following National Register Bulletin: How to Apply 
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (Savage 
and Pope 1998), evaluation of any resource requires a 
twofold process. First, the resource must be associated 
with an important historic context. If this association 
is demonstrated, the integrity of the resource must be 
evaluated to ensure that it conveys the significance of 
its context. The applications of both of these steps are 
discussed in more detail below.
 D etermining the association of a resource with a 
historic context involves five steps (Savage and Pope 
1998). First, the resource must be associated with a 
particular facet of local, regional (state), or national 
history. Secondly, one must determine the significance of 
the identified historical facet/context with respect to the 

resource under evaluation. A lack of Native American 
archaeological sites within a project area would preclude 
the use of contexts associated with the Pre-Contact use 
of a region.
  The third step is to demonstrate the ability of a 
particular resource to illustrate the context. A resource 
should be a component of the locales and features 
created or used during the historical period in question. 
For example, early-nineteenth-century farmhouses, the 
ruins of African American slave settlements from the 
1820s, and/or field systems associated with particular 
antebellum plantations in the region would illustrate 
various aspects of the agricultural development of the 
region prior to the Civil War. Conversely, contemporary 
churches or road networks may have been used during 
this time period but do not reflect the agricultural 
practices suggested by the other kinds of resources.
  The fourth step involves determining the specific 
association of a resource with aspects of the significant 
historic context. Savage and Pope (1998) define how 
one should consider a resource under each of the four 
criteria of significance. Under Criterion A, a property 
must have existed at the time that a particular event 
or pattern of events occurred, and activities associated 
with the event(s) must have occurred at the site. In 
addition, this association must be of a significant nature, 
not just a casual occurrence (Savage and Pope 1998). 
Under Criterion B, the resource must be associated 
with historically important individuals. Again, this 
association must relate to the period or events that 
convey historical significance to the individual, not just 
that this person was present at this locale (Savage and 
Pope 1998). Under Criterion C, a resource must possess 
physical features or traits that reflect a style, type, period, 
or method of construction; display high artistic value; 
or represent the work of a master (an individual whose 
work can be distinguished from others and possesses 
recognizable greatness) (Savage and Pope 1998). 
Under Criterion D, a resource must possess sources of 
information that can address specific important research 
questions (Savage and Pope 1998). These questions must 
generate information that is important in reconstructing 
or interpreting the past (Butler 1987; Townsend et al. 
1993). For archaeological sites, recoverable data must be 
able to address specific research questions.
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  After a resource is associated with a specific 
significant historic context, one must determine which 
physical features of the resource reflect its significance. 
One should consider the types of resources that may 
be associated with the context, how these resources 
represent the theme, and which aspects of integrity apply 
to the resource in question (Savage and Pope 1998). As 
in the antebellum agriculture example given above, a 
variety of resources may reflect this context (farmhouses, 
ruins of slave settlements, field systems, etc.). One must 
demonstrate how these resources reflect the context. 
The farmhouses represent the residences of the principal 
landowners who were responsible for implementing the 
agricultural practices that drove the economy of the 
South Carolina area during the antebellum period. The 
slave settlements housed the workers who conducted 
the vast majority of the daily activities necessary to 
plant, harvest, process, and market crops.
 O nce the above steps are completed and the association 
with a historically significant context is demonstrated, 
one must consider the aspects of integrity applicable 
to a resource. Integrity is defined in seven aspects of a 
resource; one or more may be applicable depending on 
the nature of the resource under evaluation. These aspects 
are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association (36 CFR 60.4; Savage and Pope 
1998). If a resource does not possess integrity with 
respect to these aspects, it cannot adequately reflect or 
represent its associated historically significant context. 
Therefore, it cannot be eligible for the NRHP. To be 
considered eligible under Criteria A and B, a resource 
must retain its essential physical characteristics that were 
present during the event(s) with which it is associated. 
Under Criterion C, a resource must retain enough of its 
physical characteristics to reflect the style, type, etc., or 
work of the artisan that it represents. Under Criterion 
D, a resource must be able to generate data that can 
address specific research questions that are important 
in reconstructing or interpreting the past.


