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ABSTRACT 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC), with the assistance of New South Associates, Inc. (NSA), 
performed Phase I archaeological survey of areas within the Limits of Disturbance (LOD) of four proposed 
stream mitigation sites, one in Anne Arundel (RFP-4 Cabin Branch), one in Charles (RFP-6 Mill Swamp), 
and two in Prince George’s (AN-6 and AN-7 Paint Branch) counties, in association with the I-495/I-270 
Managed Lanes Study (MLS) for the Maryland Department of Transportation’s State Highway 
Administration (MDOT SHA). Archaeology survey areas were delineated within the LOD for each of the 
four sites by MDOT SHA based on project plans available at the time of this survey; these areas were 
considered to have a high potential for containing archaeological sites based on the results of the 
background research. Fieldwork was performed during five field sessions between August 24, 2020 and 
January 8, 2021 under the direction of Tracy Millis, Jeff Johnson, and Bruce Idol, Field Directors, and 
Heather Millis, Principal Investigator. 

The archaeology survey area for the Cabin Branch site (RFP-4) involved areas along Owens Wilson Branch 
and Cabin Branch as well as several proposed access roads for a total of 70.1 acres. Archaeological survey 
was conducted in well-drained, level and gently sloping locations within 50 feet (ft) of the areas that are 
likely to experience construction disturbance. The archaeological survey for this site included a surface 
inspection of the entire archaeology survey area and the excavation of a total of 359 shovel tests. The survey 
identified seven new archaeological resources—five pre-contact isolated find locations, an area containing 
redeposited historic artifacts, and a historic period site (Table A.1). The isolated pre-contact period finds 
indicate ephemeral use of the area during the Late Archaic and potentially other pre-contact period(s). 
Although two of these were not fully delineated outside the LOD, none of the pre-contact isolated finds 
identified in the survey area offer further research potential. The area of redeposited materials may also 
extend outside the LOD but lacks research potential. Historic period site 18AN1696 is a low-density scatter 
of 18th to 20th century artifacts representing intermittent discard primarily within a gully. Phase I 
investigations did not indicate the presence of a substantial or intact archaeological site within the LOD, 
and the site is recommended not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). No further 
investigation of the Cabin Branch site LOD is recommended for this project as currently scoped.  

Table A.1. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Cabin Branch Site Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18ANX520-1 Quartz Flake No Further Investigation
18ANX520-2 Rhyolite Flake No Further Investigation
18ANX520-3 Redeposited Historic Artifact Scatter No Further Investigation
18ANX520-4 Rhyolite Flake No Further Investigation
18ANX520-5 Quartzite Core and Quartz Flake No Further Investigation
18ANX520-6 Late Archaic Small Savannah River PPK No Further Investigation
18AN1696 Historic Artifact Scatter Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation

The Mill Swamp site (RFP-6) archaeology survey area involved four areas along Mill Swamp for a total of 
19.6 acres. Archaeological survey was conducted within all well-drained, undisturbed portions of the Mill 
Swamp site that will be subject to excavation, planting, or other disturbance related to the project, including 
areas designated for disposal of excavated material. Limited survey was conducted in selected areas not 
mapped as well drained to ensure adequate coverage of the area. The archaeological survey for the Mill 
Swamp site included a surface inspection of a majority of the archaeology survey area and the excavation 
of 173 shovel tests and one 5 × 5 foot (ft) test unit. The survey identified three new archaeological 
resources—one pre-contact isolated find and two sites containing pre-contact and historic period 
components (Table A.2). The isolated find indicates limited use of this area during the Early Woodland 
period but does not offer additional research potential. The boundaries of site 18CH971 extend outside the 
LOD and the site is considered unassessed for NRHP eligibility; however, resources identified within the 
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LOD do not appear to offer further research potential. Site 18CH972 lacks the integrity, clarity, and 
substantial deposits or cultural features that would allow it to provide substantive information in history 
and is recommended not eligible for the NRHP. No further investigation of the Mill Swamp site LOD is 
recommended for this project as currently scoped. 

Table A.2. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Mill Swamp Site Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18CH971 Middle Woodland Lithic Scatter; Early 20th Century 

Domestic Site 
Unassessed for NRHP; No Further Investigation 

18CH972 Early Woodland Lithic Scatter; Late 19th to 20th 
Century Domestic Site 

Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation 

18CHX115-1 Early Woodland Calvert PPK No Further Investigation 

The Paint Branch sites (AN-6 and AN-7) archaeology survey area includes proposed stream mitigation 
staging locations, access roads, and other project elements along Paint Branch at  

on United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Beltsville Agricultural Research 
Center (BARC) property and one area on Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-
NCPPC) property for a total of 19.1 acres. Survey was conducted within all well-drained portions of this 
site not substantially disturbed by interstate construction, as well as within areas of Codorus and Hatboro 
soils, which have, in some cases, been found to contain deeply buried archaeological resources despite poor 
drainage. Two previously documented archaeological sites are located within the LOD (18PR113 and 
18PR1133) and one previously recorded site (18PR111) is located adjacent to the LOD.  

The Paint Branch sites archaeological survey included the excavation of 281 shovel tests and three 5 × 5 ft 
test units. The survey relocated two previously recorded resources and identified nine new archaeological 
resources—five sites with pre-contact period components, four pre-contact isolated finds, one historic 
isolated find, and one area of redeposited cultural material assigned an isolated find number (Table A.3). 
Two small archaeological sites (18PR1191 and 18PR1192) produced no temporally diagnostic artifacts; the 
results do not indicate that either site is able to provide information important in history and no further 
investigation of these sites is recommended. Two archaeological sites located  

 within the area of AN-7 (18PR113 and 18PR1190) extend outside the LOD and were not 
fully delineated; however, results indicate that both sites may be eligible for the NRHP, and avoidance or 
further investigation of these resources is recommended. The archaeological site located  

 (18PR111) was also not fully delineated, however, the portion of the site 
within the LOD does not appear to offer further research potential and no further investigation of this site 
is recommended for the project as currently scoped. The isolated finds and redeposited materials provide 
evidence of limited pre-contact and historic period use of this area, and while the boundaries of all locations 
were not delineated outside the LOD, the investigations were sufficient to show that the resources identified 
within the LOD are not able to provide information important in history, and no further investigation of 
those resources is recommended for the project as currently scoped. 

Table A.3. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Paint Branch Sites Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18PR111 Unidentified Pre-Contact Campsite Unassessed for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PR113 Late Woodland Campsite Potentially Eligible for NRHP; Phase II Investigation
18PR1190 Late Archaic and Late Woodland Campsite Potentially Eligible for NRHP; Phase II Investigation
18PR1191 Unidentified Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PR1192 Unidentified Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PRX284-1 One Quartz Flake and One Jasper Flake No Further Investigation
18PRX284-2 One Rhyolite Flake and One FCR No Further Investigation
18PRX284-3 Two Quartzite Flakes  No Further Investigation
18PRX284-4 Cut Nail and Brick No Further Investigation
18PRX284-5 One Schist Flake   No Further Investigation
18PRX284-6 Redeposited Pre-Contact & Historic Artifacts No Further Investigation
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1. INTRODUCTION 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC), with the assistance of New South Associates, Inc. (NSA), 
performed Phase I archaeological survey of areas within the Limits of Disturbance (LOD) of four proposed 
stream mitigation sites, one in Anne Arundel (RFP-4 Cabin Branch), one in Charles (RFP-6 Mill Swamp), 
and two in Prince George’s (AN-6 and AN-7 Paint Branch) counties, in association with the I-495/I-270 
Managed Lanes Study (MLS) for the Maryland Department of Transportation’s State Highway 
Administration (MDOT SHA) (Figure 1.1). The Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is situated within 
Maryland Archaeological Research Unit 8 (Riverine Patuxent Drainage), and the Mill Swamp and Paint 
Branch stream mitigation sites are situated within Maryland Archaeological Research Unit 11 (Riverine 
Potomac Drainage) (Figure 1.2). Archaeology survey areas were delineated within the LOD at each site by 
the MDOT SHA based on project plans available at the time of this survey. Fieldwork was performed 
during four separate field sessions in 2020 (August 24–September 2, September 6–15, October 5–9, and 
November 30–December 4) and one in 2021 (January 4–8) under the direction of Tracy Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
and Bruce Idol, Field Directors, and Heather Millis, Principal Investigator. 

The archaeology survey areas for the Cabin Branch site involved area along Owens Wilson Branch and 
Cabin Branch as well as several proposed access roads for a total of 70.1 acres (Figure 1.3). Phase I 
archaeological survey was conducted in well-drained, level and gently sloping locations within 50 ft of the 
areas that are likely to experience construction disturbance, including wetland creation, stream restoration, 
and buffer enhancement activities. Areas proposed for preservation in this site did not require 
archaeological survey, and areas of stream restoration will largely impact active stream channels with little 
archaeological potential. The archaeology survey areas were considered to have a high potential for the 
presence of archaeological sites. 

The archaeology survey areas for the Mill Swamp site involved four areas along Mill Swamp for a total of 
19.6 acres (Figure 1.4). Phase I archaeological survey was conducted within all well-drained, undisturbed 
portions of the Mill Swamp site that will be subject to excavation, planting, or other disturbance related to 
the project. This includes all areas designated as upland preservation and all well-drained areas within the 
project LOD and also includes areas designated for disposal of excavated material. Limited survey was 
conducted in areas not mapped as well drained to ensure adequate coverage of the area. The archaeology 
survey areas were considered to have a high potential for the presence of archaeological sites. 

The archaeology survey areas for the Paint Branch sites include proposed staging locations, access roads, 
and other project elements along Paint Branch  located on 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Beltsville Agricultural Research Center (BARC) 
property and one area located on Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) 
property for a total of 19.1 acres (Figure 1.5). Survey was conducted within all well-drained portions of 
these sites not substantially disturbed by interstate construction, as well as within areas of Codorus and 
Hatboro soils, which have, in some cases, been found to contain deeply buried archaeological resources 
despite poor drainage. Two previously documented archaeological sites are located within the LOD 
(18PR113 and 18PR1133) and one previously recorded site (18PR111) is located adjacent to the LOD. The 
archaeology survey areas were considered to have a high potential for the presence of archaeological sites.  

The investigations complied and were consistent with all pertinent federal and state regulations, including, 
but not limited to, the 1986 Specifications for Consulting Engineers Services Manual, Section IV; Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations (36CFR 800, Protection of 
Historic Properties), as amended; the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s Treatment of Archaeological Properties; the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (1983); the MDOT SHA’s 2017 
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Archaeology Guidelines for Consultants; the Maryland Historical Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994) and Technical Update No. 1 of the 
Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland: Collections and Conservation 
Standards (Morehouse et al. 2018); and the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985, as amended (State 
Finance and Procurement Article 5A-325 and 5A-326 of the Annotated Code of Maryland). 

The following chapters detail the methods and results of the investigations. Chapter 2 presents an overview 
of the environmental setting for the archaeology survey areas for each site. Chapter 3 presents the results 
of the background research, including the pre-contact and historic contexts for the project region and a 
summary of previously recorded archaeological sites near the archaeological survey areas. Chapter 4 details 
the research goals and methods. Chapters 5–7 describe the results of the archaeological survey by county. 
Chapter 8 summarizes the results and recommendations and is followed by a list of references cited in the 
text. The artifact catalogs are Appendix 1; Appendix 2 contains the site forms; and Appendix 3 contains 
abbreviated resumes for key personnel.  
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Figure 1.1. Location of Archaeology Survey Areas.
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is located in southern Anne Arundel County in the western shore 
region of Maryland, approximately five miles east of the Town of Upper Marlboro. The Phase I archaeology 
survey areas involved two irregular shaped areas along Cabin Branch, Wilson Owens Branch, and several 
unnamed tributaries to those streams as well as several access roads. The combined survey areas contain 
approximately 70.1 acres. 

The Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is located in northern Charles County just south of the Washington, 
D.C. metro area of Maryland, approximately two miles north of the Town of Bryans Road. The Phase I 
archaeology survey areas involved four irregular shaped areas in the vicinity of Mill Swamp east of Fenwick 
Road and on both sides of Ward Place totaling approximately 19.9 acres.  

The Paint Branch stream mitigation sites are located in northwestern Prince George’s County in the 
Washington, D.C. metro area of Maryland, approximately two miles southwest of the Town of Beltsville. 
The Phase I archaeology survey areas involved three irregular shaped areas adjacent to Paint Branch  

 
One area located to the northwest of the interchange is within M-NCPPC property and the other two areas 
within the interchange are located on USDA BARC property. The three areas encompass a total of 
approximately 19.6 acres.  

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 

The Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is within Fenneman’s (1938) Coastal Plain physiographic 
province. This area is within the Prince Frederick Knobby Upland district of the Western Shore Uplands 
region, which is characterized by flat to rolling upland surfaces underlain by Cretaceous to Pliocene 
sediments. Elevations in this area range from 0–265 ft above mean sea level (AMSL), and the archaeology 
survey area is situated on landforms with elevations ranging from 75–155 ft AMSL. The Prince Frederick 
Knobby Upland area contains moderately to well-dissected uplands with numerous hillocks, in large part 
occupying the interfluve between the Patuxent and Chesapeake watersheds (Reger and Cleaves 2008a, 
2008b). 

The Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is within Fenneman’s (1938) Coastal Plain physiographic province. 
The Potomac River is located approximately 1.5 miles to the east of the archaeology survey area. This area 
is within the Potomac Estuary and Lowlands district of the Western Shore Lowlands region characterized 
by low elevation fluvial and estuarine terraces, beaches, and river mouths that fringe the uplands. The 
elevations in this area vary between 0 and 100 ft AMSL, and the archaeology survey area is situated on 
landforms at the lower end of the spectrum, with elevations ranging from 1–35 ft AMSL. The Potomac 
Estuary and Lowlands district is characterized by terraced lowlands and swampy estuaries along the 
Potomac River (Reger and Cleaves 2008a, 2008b). 

The Paint Branch stream mitigation site is within Fenneman’s (1938) Coastal Plain physiographic province, 
and the fall line dividing this province from the Piedmont is less than a mile to the northwest of the 
archaeology survey area. This area is in the Anacostia Valley area of the Western Shore Uplands region, 
which contains flat to rolling upland surfaces underlain by Cretaceous to Pliocene sediments. Elevations in 
the Anacostia Valley area are described as generally between 5 and 100 ft AMSL, and the archaeology survey 
area is situated on landforms with elevations ranging from 95–125 ft AMSL. The Anacostia Valley area of 
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the Western Shore Upland district is characterized as a pronounced valley cut into the upland surface that 
includes quaternary alluvium and tertiary terraces (Reger and Cleaves 2008a, 2008b). 

The Cabin Branch archaeology survey areas are underlain by Chesapeake Group deposits of the Miocene 
period, specifically the Fairhaven Member. These are described as “Greenish-blue diatomaceous clay, 
weathers to pale gray; pale brown to white, fine-grained argillaceous sand and greenish-blue sandy clay; 
the upper portion of the Fairhaven is rather homogeneous, fine to very fine, argillaceous sand; total 
thickness 0 to 150 feet” (Glaser 1968). 

The Mill Swamp archaeology survey areas are underlain by Quaternary Lowlands deposits of the 
Pleistocene to recent period. These are described as “Gravel, sand, silt and clay. Medium- to coarse-grained 
sand and gravel; cobbles and boulders near base; commonly contains reworked Eocene glauconite; 
varicolored silts and clays; brown to dark gray lignitic silty clay; contains estuarine to marine fauna in some 
areas; thickness 0 to 150 feet” (Glaser 1968). 

The Paint Branch archaeology survey areas are underlain by Quaternary alluvium of the Holocene period 
and the Laurel Formation of the Cambrian period (Glaser 2003). The Quaternary alluvium is described as 
“Interbedded sand, silt-clay, and subordinate gravel; light- to dark-gray, tan, or brown; weathers pale-gray, 
yellow or brown; thickness ranges from less than 5 feet to as much as 40 feet, although the average is closer 
to 15 feet; deposited mostly in the past 10,000 years” (Glaser 2003). The Laurel Formation is described as 
“medium- to coarse-grained, moderately to well foliated sedimentary mélange consisting of a 
quartzofeldspathic matrix that contains quartz ‘eyes’ and fragments to blocks of metamorphic rocks which 
specifically include fragments of meta-arenite and biotite schist in the mapped area” (Fleming et al. 1995). 
The rock weathers to a porous, spongy brown saprolite and grades upward to a sticky micaceous red and 
gray clay (Withington and Froelich 1974). 

HYDROLOGY AND SOILS 

The Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is within the Patuxent River drainage system. The northern 
archaeology survey area runs along Wilson Owens Branch, and the southern archaeology survey area runs 
along Cabin Branch. Wilson Owens Branch flows northwest into the Patuxent River about two miles 
northwest of the archaeology survey area. Cabin Branch flows southwest into Lyons Creek, which then 
feeds into the Patuxent River approximately four miles southwest of the archaeology survey area. The 
Patuxent River flows to the south-southeast to empty into the Chesapeake Bay and ultimately the Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is within the Potomac River drainage system. The archaeology 
survey area is situated around Mill Swamp and an unnamed tributary to the swamp, which flows southwest 
from the archaeology survey area for less than a quarter mile before converging with Pomonkey Creek. 
Pomonkey Creek flows into the Potomac River just south of Fenwick, Maryland. The Potomac River 
meanders generally southeastward to empty into the Chesapeake Bay and ultimately the Atlantic Ocean.  

The Paint Branch stream mitigation sites are within the Potomac River drainage system. The archaeology 
survey areas are bisected by Paint Branch, which flows southeast and converges with Indian Creek before 
becoming the Northeast Branch of the Anacostia River approximately four miles southeast of the survey 
area. The Northeast and Northwest Branches become the Anacostia River at their confluence. The 
Anacostia River flows into the Potomac River in southern Washington, D.C., and the Potomac River 
meanders generally southeastward to empty into the Chesapeake Bay and ultimately the Atlantic Ocean.  

The Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is located within the Marr-Westphalia-Sassafras soil association, 
which is characterized by “rounded knolls, gently sloping ridges, and strongly sloping irregular hillsides; 
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formed mainly in fine sand that contains much silt and clay” (Kirby and Matthews 1973). This association 
is described as severely eroded in areas due to intensive agriculture in the past. Marr soils comprise about 
30 percent of this association, Westphalia soils about 25 percent, and Sassafras soils about 10 percent. The 
remaining 35 percent consists of minor soils, including Howell, Adelphia, and Shrewsbury soils (Kirby and 
Matthews 1973). Soils of three distinct USDA soil series are present throughout the archaeology survey 
areas. Table 2.1 provides the soil series name, areal percentage, associated symbols, slope percentage within 
the archaeology survey areas, depth and drainage characteristics, and associated landforms. 

Table 2.1. Soils in the Cabin Branch Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Soil Series  %  USDA Symbol Slope % Drainage Landform 
Dodon 1.0 DfB Dfc 2–10 Moderately well drained Fluviomarine terraces, 

interfluves 
Marr-Dodon 17.6 MaB MaC MaD 

MDE 
2–25 Well drained Fluviomarine terraces, 

interfluves, knolls, 
interfluves, stream 
terraces 

Water 0.2 W 0  
Widewater and 
Issues 

73.5 WBA 0–2 Poorly drained Drainageways, 
floodplains, drainhead 
complexes 

Source: USDA NRCS 2020 

The dominant soil type encountered throughout the Cabin Branch archaeology survey areas (73.5%) is 
frequently flooded Widewater and Issues, 0 to 2 percent slopes (WBA). This type consists of deep, poorly 
drained soils formed in loamy alluvium within drainageways, floodplains, and drainhead complexes. Marr-
Dondon complex soils are the other predominant series in the archaeology survey areas (17.6%); these soils 
are deep, well-drained, dark brown soils on uplands. Marr-Dodon soils are described as “old deposits of 
fine sandy to very fine sandy material containing considerable amounts of silt and clay; practically all of 
these soils have been cultivated at some time” (Kirby and Matthews 1973). Dodon soils are also present 
within the archaeology survey areas to a minor extent (1.0%) and consist of deep, moderately well-drained 
loamy fluviomarine deposits. The remainder of the archaeology survey areas (0.2%) have water on the 
surface. 

The Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is located within the Evesboro-Keyport-Elkton soil association, 
which is defined as “level to moderately sloping, excessively drained, sandy soils and moderately well-
drained and poorly drained, level to gently sloping, loamy soils that have a clayey subsoil” (Hall and 
Matthews 1974). Evesboro soils comprise about 30 percent of this association, Keyport and Elkton soils 
each about 40 percent, and minor soils make up the remaining 30 percent. Many minor soils are included 
in this association, with the most extensive being excessively drained Galestown and Rumford soils, well-
drained Croom and Sassafras soils, moderately well-drained Matawan and Mattapex soils, and poorly 
drained Bibb soils on floodplains (Hall and Matthews 1974). Soils of six distinct USDA soil series are 
present throughout the archaeology survey areas. Table 2.2 provides the soil series name, areal percentage, 
associated symbols, slope percentage within the archaeology survey areas, depth and drainage 
characteristics, and associated landforms. 

The most abundant soil type encountered throughout the Mill Swamp archaeology survey areas (72.0%) is 
Potobac-Issue complex (0–2% slopes), which is frequently flooded (Pu). This type consists of deep, poorly 
drained soils formed on floodplains with parent materials of sandy and loamy fluvial sediments. Galestown-
Hammonton complex soils (10.9%), Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex soils (9.5%), and Piccowaxen series 
soils (7.1%) are the other predominant soil types within the archaeology survey areas. Galestown-
Hammonton soils are deep, somewhat excessively drained, and are found in upland areas. Liverpool series 
soils are characterized as silty and loamy fluviomarine deposits found on terraces with 0–15 percent slopes. 
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Piccowaxen soils (0–5% slopes) are also present on fluviomarine terraces and consist of deep, somewhat 
poorly drained loam. Mispillion and Transquaking soils (0.2%) and Nanticoke and Mannington soils (0.2%) 
are present within the tidal marshes inside the archaeology survey areas. 

Table 2.2. Soils in the Mill Swamp Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Soil Series  %  USDA Symbol Slope % Drainage Landform 
Galestown-
Hammonton 

10.9 GcB 0–5 Somewhat excessively 
well drained to 
moderately well drained

Fluviomarine terraces, 
dunes, depressions, 
swales, drainageways

Liverpool-
Piccowaxen 

9.5 LxD 5–15 Moderately well drained 
to somewhat poorly 
drained

Fluviomarine terraces 

Mispillion and 
Transquaking 

0.2 MT 0–1 Very poorly drained Tidal Marshes 

Nanticoke and 
Mannington 

0.2 NG 0–1 Very poorly drained Tidal Marshes 

Piccowaxen 7.1 PcA PcB 0–5 Somewhat poorly 
drained

Terraces 

Potobac-Issue 72.0 Pu 0–2 Somewhat poorly 
drained to poorly drained 

Floodplains 

Source: USDA NRCS 2020 

The Paint Branch stream mitigation sites are located within the Christiana-Sunnyside-Beltsville soil 
association, which is described as containing “deep, level to steep, well-drained, sandy and clayey soils and 
level to sloping, moderately deep, moderately well-drained soils; formed over a compact subsoil of 
dominantly red clay” (Kirby et al. 1967). Christiana soils comprise about 26 percent of this association, 
Sunnyside soils about 20 percent, and Beltsville soils about 20 percent. The remaining 34 percent consists 
of soils of the somewhat excessively drained Galestone and Evesboro soils, well-drained Sassafras soils, 
moderately well-drained Keyport and Woodstown soils, and poorly drained Elkton and Fallsington soils 
(Kirby et al. 1967). Soils of six distinct USDA soil series are present throughout the archaeology survey 
areas. Table 2.3 provides the soil series name, areal percentage, associated symbols, slope percentage within 
the archaeology survey areas, depth and drainage characteristics, and associated landforms. 

Table 2.3. Soils in the Paint Branch Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Soil Series  %  USDA Symbol Slope % Drainage Landform 
Christiana-
Downer 

0.3 CcC 5–10 Well drained to 
moderately well drained 

Knolls, hillslopes, 
interfluves, swales, 
drainhead complexes

Codorus and 
Hatboro 

63.6 CF 0–2 Moderately well drained 
to poorly drained

Floodplains  

Croom 1.0 CrD 10–15 Well drained Interfluves, knolls, 
hillslopes 

Manor-
Brinklow 

1.7 MfF 25–65 Well drained Hillslopes, ridges 

Russett-
Christiana 

19.1 RcA RcB 0–5 Moderately well drained Swales, broad 
interstream divides, 
hillslopes, interfluves, 
drainhead complexes

Udorthents 14.4 UdaF 0–65 Well drained Human transported
Source: USDA NRCS 2020 

The most ubiquitous soil type encountered throughout the Paint Branch archaeology survey areas (63.6%) 
is Codorus and Hatboro soils (0–2% slopes), which are frequently flooded (CF). This type consists of 
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moderately well-drained to poorly drained soils that occur mainly on floodplains and is characterized as 
recently deposited materials that washed from soils developed from acid crystalline rocks of the Piedmont 
that are often micaceous. Russett-Christiana complex soils (0–5% slopes) are also prevalent in the 
archaeology survey areas (19.1%); these soils are deep, well-drained silt loams, clays, and fine sandy loams 
on the higher parts of the Coastal Plain uplands. These soils have clay subsoil and developed in thick beds 
of very old red clay that are covered in silty or sandy materials in some places. Udorthents from the 
construction of the I-95/I-495 interchange are also prevalent (14.4%) within the archaeology survey areas. 
Christiana-Downer complex soils (0.3%), Croom gravelly sandy loam (1.0%), and Manor-Brinklow 
complex soils (1.7%) are present to a minor extent within the archaeology survey areas. 

LAND USE PATTERNS 

The region surrounding the Cabin Branch stream mitigation site is rural, containing a mix of agricultural, 
pastural, residential, and recreational properties. Much of the area has been used in the past for agricultural 
purposes, which has contributed to severe erosion in some areas. Residential development is mostly 
confined to areas close to the roads, but there are several large farmsteads in the area. The northwestern 
portion of the northern archaeology survey area is just within and adjacent to the Cannon Club Golf Course, 
developed in the early 1990s (thecannongolfclub.com). The remaining areas of agricultural fields, pasture, 
and hardwood forest along the streams near the archaeology survey area appear to have undergone little 
change in the last century or more. 

The region surrounding the Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is rural and contains a mix of agricultural, 
residential, and forested land. There are areas that have been used in the past for agricultural purpose, but 
historic maps show that much of the area has been forested for many decades (USGS 1913, 1951, 1966). 
Residential development is limited and mostly confined to areas directly abutting roads, but there are 
several large housing developments surrounding the town of Bryans Road. The only major roadway in the 
area is State Route 210, which is located approximately two miles southeast of the survey area. More 
specific areas of disturbance are discussed in the results chapter.  

The region surrounding the Paint Branch stream mitigation sites is part of the Washington, D.C. metro area, 
containing significant amounts of residential and commercial development. While there are areas of 
undeveloped farmland, all of it is associated with the USDA BARC, otherwise the surrounding areas are 
densely populated and heavily developed. The land for the USDA BARC, which was formerly the 475-acre 
Walnut Grange plantation, was purchased in 1910 (Kaplan 2001). The construction of I-95/I-495 occurred 
between the mid-1950s and mid-1960s, and since then substantial urban development has occurred in the 
area. Portions of the survey area have been severely impacted by the construction of the I-95/I-495 
interchange, but a majority of the archaeology survey areas fall within the USDA BARC property and 
therefore have remained fairly undisturbed. More specific areas of disturbance are discussed in the results 
chapter.  

FLORA AND FAUNA 

The Paint Branch and Cabin Branch stream mitigation sites are situated in the Tulip Poplar and River Birch-
Sycamore associations within the Coastal Plain region (Brush et al. 1980). The River Birch-Sycamore 
association occurs in bottomlands along most of the higher order streams in the Coastal Plain region, and 
the Tulip Poplar association is extensive throughout the northern Coastal Plain region. The associations are 
characterized by the species they are named after, but also include many other species. Other species found 
within the River Birch-Sycamore association include red maple, poison ivy, Virginia creeper, greenbrier, 
sweet gum, Japanese honeysuckle, southern arrowwood, tulip poplar, spicebush, black gum, grape, 
ironwood, American holly, flowering dogwood, black cherry, green ash, white oak, brambles, elderberry, 
slippery elm, and sassafras (Brush et al. 1980). Many of these species are also found within the Tulip Poplar 



 

14 

association, which includes red maple, flowering dogwood, Virginia creeper, black gum, white oak, 
sassafras, black cherry, grape, mockernut hickory, southern arrowwood, Japanese honeysuckle, pignut 
hickory, black oak, poison ivy, greenbrier, beech, spicebush, northern red oak, mapleleaf viburnum, early 
low blueberry, choke cherry, and brambles (Brush et al. 1980). 

The Mill Swamp stream mitigation site is located in the River Birch-Sycamore and Basket Oak associations 
within the Coastal Plain region (Brush et al. 1980). The River Birch-Sycamore association is described 
above; the Basket Oak association is an extension of the Basket Oak-Loblolly Pine association beyond the 
northern limit of the Loblolly Pine, but with fewer strictly Coastal Plain species, and is found on sandy 
loams and silts (Brush et al. 1980). Other species within the association include sweet gum, black gum, 
white oak, greenbriers, red maple, sassafras, Spanish oak, willow oak, southern arrowwood, tulip poplar, 
American holly, black oak, serviceberry, black highbush blueberry, Virginia creeper, coast pepperbush, 
common highbush blueberry, flowering dogwood, red cedar, scarlet oak, Virginia pine, black cherry, and 
grape (Brush et al. 1980). 

Historically the forests of the region have been drastically altered by logging, agriculture, and other types 
of development. Many areas now exhibit only secondary and tertiary growth. The American chestnut blight 
also took a heavy toll on the chestnut population in these forest types. The vegetation within the survey 
areas has been impacted by alterations to the land and changes to the hydrology of floodplain areas from 
agriculture, but current land use patterns seem to have little impact on the present-day forest patterns (Brush 
et al. 1980).  

Abundant animal species found in the region include white-tailed deer, raccoon, gray and red squirrel, 
rabbit, woodchuck, red fox, quail, pheasant, turkey, ruffed grouse, woodcock, and thrush. Muskrat, duck, 
geese, and heron inhabit the wetland areas. Anadromous fish run in the larger drainages. Evidence recovered 
from archeological sites in the area indicates that pre-contact peoples would have been able to exploit a 
similar range of fauna (Steponaitis 1983:31). Also, in the estuarine zones nearby, shellfish would have been 
seasonally abundant.  

MODERN CLIMATE 

The modern climate of Anne Arundel County is continental, with well-defined seasons (Kirby and 
Matthews 1973:2). The Chesapeake Bay serves to moderate extreme temperatures in the area (Kirby and 
Matthews 1973:2). Annual precipitation in the county averages 42 inches, with the greatest monthly 
precipitation falling in August. The growing season generally ranges from 194 days in the interior portions 
of the county to 232 days near the coast, falling between the months of April and October. Prevailing winds 
are from the west-northwest but are more southerly during the summer months (Kirby and Matthews 
1973:3). 

The modern climate of Charles County is continental, with well-defined seasons (Hall and Matthews 
1974:90). The Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac River serve to moderate extreme temperatures in the area 
(Hall and Matthews 1974:90). Annual precipitation in the county averages 47 inches, with the greatest 
monthly precipitation falling in July and August. The growing season is generally about 187 days, usually 
falling between the months of April and October. Prevailing winds are from the northwest to west-northwest 
but are more southerly during the summer months (Hall and Matthews 1974:91). 

The modern climate of Prince George’s County is humid, temperate, and semi-continental (Kirby et al. 
1967:2). Summers are generally warm due to the moist air from the Gulf of Mexico, but sometimes cooler 
air flows from off the Atlantic Ocean. Winters are generally cool, influenced by central Canadian air 
masses, but these are often moderated while passing over the Appalachian Mountains (Kirby et al. 1967). 
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Annual precipitation in the county averages 45 inches, with the greatest monthly precipitation falling in 
August. The growing season is generally 180 days between late April and mid-October.  

PALEOENVIRONMENT 

Documenting changes in climatic and ecological conditions across two geological epochs is critical to 
gaining an understanding of cultural and environmental adaptations during occupation of the North 
American continent. The occupation of the New World began during the later part of the Pleistocene 
(glacial) epoch and extended through the Holocene (recent) epoch, spanning 12,000 years. The transition 
between these epochs itself is particularly important because it is at this point that some of the most dramatic 
changes in environmental and ecological conditions occurred. 

Any paleoenvironmental reconstruction must consider the changes in sea levels and climatic conditions as 
they would have influenced the floral and faunal resources of the region. With the vast amounts of water 
incorporated within the glaciers of the Late Pleistocene, sea levels were reduced by as much as 300–500 ft. 
At the end of the Pleistocene, the glaciers began to retreat, resulting in a substantial sea level rise. What 
was once the ancestral Susquehanna River valley became drowned to form the estuarine environment of 
the Chesapeake Bay. Several researchers differ in opinion as to the rate of sea level rise, as either decreasing 
throughout the centuries (Wesler et al. 1981) or staying constant through the centuries.  

Forests of the region were predominantly spruce-pine, with some mixed hardwood (Wesler et al. 1981; 
Whitehead 1973; Wright 1981), but it is probably that the overall plant and animal communities were more 
complex and “disharmonious” than at present and were composed of a combination of modern and currently 
extinct species (Graham and Lundelius 1984; Kelly and Todd 1988:232). In general, regional environments 
seem to have been more “patchy” and less homogeneous than the modern eastern woodlands. The climate 
of the glacial terrain was probably characterized by relatively cool summers and mild winters. 

The patchy, park-like vegetation of the full glacial period was replaced with northern hardwoods during the 
late glacial period between 15,000 and 10,000 years ago. The climate became harsher, with more severe 
winter extremes in temperature. This period of rather dramatic ecological change coincided closely with 
the earliest movement of human groups in the eastern United States. The most apparent modification to 
regional communities during this ecological change involved extinction of numerous species. Meltzer and 
Mead (1983) suggest that by 10,000 B.P., as many as 35 different genera of mammals may have already 
vanished from North America. 

The modern faunal and floral communities of the region were becoming established as early as 12,500 B.P. 
(Delcourt 1978). Spruce-pine forest gave way to modern oak-hickory forest as early as 6000 B.C. 
Pleistocene megafauna gave way to deer and smaller mammals as a result of the changing environment. 
These floral and faunal changes had a marked effect on the cultural adaptations the regional inhabitants 
made during the pre-contact period. Those adaptations are reflected in the known artifact assemblages for 
each temporal period as discussed below. 
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3. CULTURAL OVERVIEW 

PRE-CONTACT CONTEXT 

The pre-contact sequence of the region is based on research conducted in the Middle Atlantic region. The 
general sequence for the northern and central portions of the eastern seaboard begins with the Paleoindian 
period, followed by the Archaic period, and ends with the Woodland period. The following sections 
describe these periods in more detail. Detailed summaries of the specific evidence used in the development 
of this record are presented by various authors (e.g., Custer 1983, 1989; Dent 1995; Gardner 1982, 1987; 
Steponaitis 1986; Wesler et al. 1981; Wright 1973).  

The Paleoindian Period (ca. 10,000–7500 B.C.) 

The first extensive human occupation of the Middle Atlantic region for which we have significant evidence 
occurred around 10,000 B.C. The chronology of the Paleoindian period has been the subject of much 
ongoing debate in recent years, however, and there is increasing evidence of earlier occupation of the 
Middle Atlantic region. One site in particular, the Cactus Hill site (44SX0202) in Sussex County, Virginia, 
contains well-documented pre-Clovis material in intact contexts, and further excavation may indeed one 
day alter our picture of the initial settlement of the North American continent (Boyd 2003; McAvoy and 
McAvoy 1997). For now, the most comprehensive model of the Pleistocene settlement of North America 
consists of a broadly defined Paleoindian culture (see Meltzer 1988). Cold winters and moist summers 
characterized this period, and coniferous forests of spruce and pine dominated the region. However, during 
the later Boreal climatic episode, there was an increase in the stands of deciduous trees such as oak, hickory, 
and chestnut, and a reduction of grasslands in Pennsylvania and Maryland (Carbone 1976; Custer 1984). 
Today’s Chesapeake Bay was the southern extension of the Susquehanna River during the Paleoindian 
period, and the tributaries of the ancestral Susquehanna River were freshwater.  

The Paleoindian period is characterized by fluted, lanceolate Clovis, and Clovis-variant projectile points. 
A regional projectile point chronology for this period involves a sequence beginning with Clovis, 
transitioning to lanceolate unfluted or minimally fluted, and ending with Dalton (Dent 1995:125). Some 
researchers consider the early side and corner notched projectile point types, such as Palmer, Amos, and 
Kirk, as diagnostic of late Paleoindian period occupations (Custer 1989:88; Gardner 1987). A fairly 
standardized tool kit including gravers, endscrapers, denticulates, spokeshaves, perforators, knives, pièces 
ésquillées, and unifacial flake tools also is associated with the Paleoindian period. Overall population 
density during the Paleoindian period may have been relatively low, as shown by the infrequent occurrence 
of sites and the typically low numbers of artifacts. 

The traditional view of Paleoindian life in the east characterizes the people as highly nomadic, specialized 
big-game hunters, living off and perhaps driving to extinction the late Pleistocene megafauna such as 
mammoth, mastodon, bison, and horse. Evidence from the Chesapeake Bay area, however, shows that 
although large game such as deer and elk were hunted, a more diversified subsistence strategy that included 
the exploitation of plant and marine/riverine resources was practiced (Davidson 1981:12; Dent 1995:128). 
Tools of this period are primarily multipurpose and expedient, which suggests a flexible adaptive strategy, 
high mobility, and a pattern of periodic aggregation and dispersal (Dent 1995). The Paleoindian settlement 
pattern traditionally is interpreted based on a presumed reliance on high-quality lithic material (Gardner 
1989). Artifacts associated with this period in the region, however, include a high percentage of 
noncryptocrystalline material. Off-site finds are primarily cryptocrystalline cherts, while site material 
includes quartz and quartzite in significant amounts (Dent 1995:127). Goodyear’s (1989) theory presents a 
possible explanation for the dichotomy. The cryptocrystalline material is highly curatable, which would be 
a necessary quality during hunting expeditions outside the lithic resource procurement area.  
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The more attractive locations for exploiting natural resources along the ancestral Susquehanna River would 
have been on or near the headwaters of small streams or creeks where poorly drained soils, such as those 
of the Elkton and Othello series, are found (Lowery and Phillips 1994:33). In Paleoindian times these would 
have been interior freshwater wetlands, but due to the rising sea level are now saltwater marshes. 
Bathymetric research by Blanton (1996) indicates that the Pleistocene lands now submerged in the 
Chesapeake Bay along the east coast are also likely to harbor Paleoindian sites. Tidal forces on such 
submerged sites may explain why, within the Lower Delmarva region, the coastline along Tangier Sound 
is one of the two main areas from which Paleoindian points have been reported, the other being the interior 
drainage of the middle Pocomoke River (Davidson 1981:11). Some indication also is found that site 
location choices were designed to provide protection from the elements. One common pattern consists of 
southern exposure sites adjacent to topographic features that provide shelter from prevailing winds (Dent 
1995:124).  

Locations of Paleoindian artifact finds can be categorized as “site” or “off-site,” with sites containing 
evidence of habitation based on artifact densities and off sites characterized by isolated finds. Numerous 
Paleoindian off sites have been identified in the Chesapeake Bay area, but relatively few sites are 
documented. This could be partly due to the fact that many sites are presumed submerged, as mentioned 
above. Three main concentrations of Paleoindian sites or isolated find locations are identified in the Upper 
Delmarva Peninsula (Custer 1989:103). One concentration area is centered around the Delaware 
Chalcedony Complex, a large outcrop of cryptocrystalline material; one concentration of sites is located at 
the mouths of the Choptank and Nanticoke rivers; and one cluster of sites is found along the mid-peninsular 
drainage divide (Custer 1989:94). Custer (1989) believes that Paleoindian sites clustered along the upper 
reaches of the mid-peninsula drainage divide are base camps; however, Lowery and Phillips (1994:33) feel 
that they are temporary camps. They interpret the sites clustered along the ancestral Susquehanna River 
drainage divide as base camps because of the availability of resources, particularly high-quality lithic 
material, and artifact densities and distributions.  

Most of the evidence of Paleoindian occupation in the Middle Atlantic area comes from isolated surface 
finds; however, the number of sites catalogued for this period (and earlier) having extensive artifact 
assemblages in secure context has been increasing in recent years. The Thunderbird site in the Shenandoah 
Valley is one of the well-documented sites of this time period. The Paw Paw Cove site in the northwestern 
part of the Delmarva Peninsula contains Paleoindian occupation levels in buried deposits (Dent 1995). In 
Anne Arundel County, work by the Maryland Geological Survey, Division of Archeology (Curry and 
Ebright 1990; Ebright 1992) identified buried Paleoindian and Early Archaic components at 18AN489, the 
Higgins site. Typical Paleoindian artifact types were recovered, including Clovis projectile points, scrapers, 
denticulates, cobble tools, spokeshaves, and perforators. Although the site is probably a residential base 
camp, its location does not afford it protection from the elements, which may indicate that it was occupied 
during the warmer part of the year (Dent 1995:140).   

Understanding of the regional Paleoindian period has been substantially augmented by excavation and 
analysis of the Higgins site in Maryland (Ebright 1992). One important finding there is that it is not, like 
Thunderbird and many others, a lithic quarry site, but rather more like McAvoy’s Coastal Plain sites 
(McAvoy 1992, 1994). Hickory phytoliths and turkey feather fibers from the Higgins site broaden the 
observed range of southern Paleoindian subsistence practices. Also, the site revealed a predilection for 
crystal quartz in point manufacture. The high tool-to-debitage ratio marks it as a certain short-term camp 
with curated tools, indicating distance from preferred lithic sources. Two-thirds of the lithics are from exotic 
sources, with suspected sources ranging from the Hudson Valley to southern Virginia.  
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The Archaic Period (ca. 7500–2000 B.C.) 

The Archaic period (ca. 7500–2000 B.C.) formally began with familiar Holocene conditions of a temperate 
ecosystem and the formation of the Chesapeake estuary. It has been divided into three subperiods: the Early, 
Middle, and Late Archaic. The Archaic saw a relatively long and successful foraging adaptation, with 
subsistence based on hunting, fishing, and the collection of wild plant resources. Diagnostic projectile 
points form the primary criteria used to identify and date these occupations in the Middle Atlantic region. 

Two projectile point series identify the Early Archaic in the area (Custer 1989; Davidson 1981; Dent 1995; 
Gardner 1987; Wesler et al. 1981). The earliest series (ca. 7500–6500 B.C.) includes the corner notched 
Palmer, Charleston, Amos, and Kirk types and side notched Hardaway, Kessel, and Warren types. The later 
series (7000–6000 B.C.) includes the bifurcate St. Albans, MacCorkle, LeCroy, and Kanawha types, as well 
as Kirk stemmed projectile points. The frequency of unifacial tools decreased and bipolar technology was 
introduced as cobble quartz use increased. Groundstone tools that are first flaked, then ground, appear in 
the tool kit on Early Archaic sites. The sites are generally small during this period; only a few large Early 
Archaic sites have been identified (Dent 1995:170). The Chance site is an Early Archaic site on the lower 
Delmarva Peninsula that has produced hundreds of notched and bifurcate projectile points, all from the 
surface (Cresthull 1971, 1972). 

During the Middle Archaic along the Middle Atlantic coast, ca. 6000–4000 B.C., the cooler, drier conditions 
of the Early Holocene gave way to the warmer, wetter climate of the Middle Holocene interval. Subsistence 
economies became increasingly diversified as new resources were being exploited seasonally (Custer 
1989). Technologically, the transition from the Early Archaic to the Middle Archaic is characterized by the 
appearance of stemmed rather than notched projectile points (Custer 1989). Stanly (ca. 6000–5500 B.C.), 
Morrow Mountain I and II (ca. 5500–3500 B.C.), Guilford (ca. 3500–3000 B.C.), and Halifax/Vernon (ca. 
3000–2000 B.C.) projectile points mark the Middle Archaic period in the general region, following the 
classic Archaic sequence first identified by Coe (1964) for the North Carolina Piedmont. 

Groundstone tools commonly were pecked and then ground during this period and multifunctional bifacial 
tools were prevalent (Dent 1995:176). As in the Early Archaic, the trend toward an increased reliance on 
local lithic sources continued. Evidence from the Higgins site suggests that a rhyolite trade system was 
becoming established with the importing of rhyolite blanks from the north (Dent 1995:176). Interior 
wetland areas were the primary site locations during this period. 

The Late Archaic period, ca. 4000–2000 B.C. in the area, is identified by two series of diagnostic projectile 
point types. The earlier, narrow blade series includes Vernon, Claggett, and Piscataway types, and the later, 
broad blade series includes Savannah River, Susquehanna, and Perkiomen. Orient Fishtail and Dry Brook 
projectile types, as well as the broad blade types and steatite pottery commonly are associated with the later 
portion of the Late Archaic, often referred to as the Terminal Archaic in the northeast. Both the Late and 
Terminal Archaic periods are subsumed under Custer’s (1989) Woodland I period. 

During the Late Archaic period, regional populations appear to have grown markedly and, with the culture 
associated with broad blade technology in particular, to have concentrated in riverine and estuarine settings. 
Climatic conditions were warm and dry, and the transition from a pine-dominated boreal climate to an oak- 
or deciduous-dominated temperate climate was completed during this period. Sea level appears to have 
been relatively stable, with only minor fluctuations on the order of 1 to 2 m (Blanton 1996; Carbone 1976; 
Tanner 1993). 

Grinding implements, polished stone tools, and carved soapstone bowls became fairly common, suggesting 
increased use of plant resources and possibly changes in subsistence strategies and cooking technologies. 
Although evidence is minimal, the first experiments with horticulture probably occurred at this time, with 
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the cultivation of plants such as squash, sunflower, and chenopodium (Cowan 1985; Ford 1981). Data from 
the Higgins site and other Late Archaic sites in the region show that among the exploited resources were 
deer, turkey, beaver, raccoon, opossum, berries, wild legumes, fish, oyster, and clam (Dent 1995:198). 

Settlements appear to have shifted from swampy upper reaches of inland streams to the mouths of major 
streams and rivers (Davidson 1981:14). They also seem to have been occupied for longer periods of time 
than in earlier eras; as the climate became more temperate, resources became more predictably established 
across the landscape. The existence of formal residential base camps occupied seasonally or longer is 
inferred, together with a range of smaller, resource exploitation sites such as hunting, fishing, or plant-
collecting stations (Gardner 1987). This major shift in settlement patterns and subsistence strategies is the 
feature noted by Custer (1989:186) for determining the boundary between Archaic and Woodland period 
cultures in his alternative temporal scheme. 

The Woodland Period (ca. 2000 B.C.–A.D. 1600) 

The Woodland period began about 2000 B.C. and continued until permanent European settlement in the 
early 17th century. Across the eastern Woodlands, this period is marked by the appearance of pottery, a 
greatly increased role for horticulture in subsistence economies, and an elaboration of mortuary 
ceremonialism, including the appearance of burial mounds associated with the Adena cultural development. 
The Woodland period is subdivided into early, middle, and late intervals.  

Early Woodland occupations (ca. 2000 B.C.–A.D. 500), which are thought to reflect a more or less 
unchanged continuation of preceding Late Archaic lifeways, are characterized by steatite tempered plain 
and cordmarked pottery and small, Rossville and Calvert projectile points. The broadspear projectile points 
were gradually replaced during this time with small lanceolate, notched, and stemmed types constructed on 
a variety of lithic materials (McLearen 1991). Bone and shell tools and ornaments became prevalent 
(McLearen 1991). Woodland occupations are generally marked by improvements in food storage (Mouer 
1991:26) and preparation technologies. Subsistence strategies were a continuation of earlier hunter-forager 
ways, with an increased reliance on the cultivation of native plants. Pit, hearth, and house pattern features 
all suggest a high degree of residential stability not seen on earlier base camp occupations of the region 
(Custer 1989:198). The settlement system involves macroband base camps supported by microband base 
camps and associated procurement sites (Custer 1989:189).  

The transition from Archaic period carved soapstone bowls to Woodland period ceramics developed as, 
throughout most of the region, such types as Marcey Creek plain and Seldon Island cordmarked were 
molded to resemble their soapstone predecessors (Mouer 1991). Broken soapstone bowls possibly were 
crushed into temper for the manufacture of the ceramics. Where soapstone was unavailable, other materials 
may have served the same function in the Early Woodland. Early Woodland period ceramic types that occur 
in the region include Marcey Creek and Accokeek. Marcey Creek ware is coil constructed or hand molded 
and tempered with crushed steatite (Egloff and Potter 1982). Accokeek wares are thin walled and tempered 
with sand and/or crushed rock; they include plain and cordmarked surface treatments (Stephenson and 
Ferguson 1963).  

Middle Woodland period (ca. 500 B.C.–A.D. 900) characteristics include bone and shell artifacts, a 
preference for local lithic material, and evidence of increased sedentariness (Dent 1995). Rossville, Selby 
Bay, Jack’s Reef, and Fox Creek projectile point styles are typical of the Middle Woodland period in the 
Middle Atlantic region (Ebright 1992; Potter 1993; Stephenson and Ferguson 1963). Ceramic wares 
associated with this period include sand or quartz tempered, net impressed Pope’s Creek wares, and later, 
the Mockley cordmarked, net impressed, and plain, shell tempered wares (Egloff and Potter 1982). In 
general, net impressed designs replaced the earlier cordmarking. Evidence from the late Middle Woodland 
component of the Plum Nelly site in northern Virginia indicates that wild turkey and white-tailed deer 
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comprised the major food sources, accompanied by oyster, hickory nuts, and acorns (Potter 1982:329). 
Horticulture continued to be important in subsistence practices, and the cultivation of maize began in some 
areas, although it did not assume a major role in subsistence until later. Shellfish were highly exploited in 
the early part of this subperiod and large shell middens date to this period along the coast. One major Adena 
site has been identified in Anne Arundel County (18AN18); however, Adena artifacts are rare in the 
Patuxent River area (Steponaitis 1986).  

The later stage of this subperiod is characterized by a major change in settlement and subsistence strategies, 
perhaps an adaptation to the changing climate (Potter 1993:110). Settlement patterns in the region exhibit 
an apparent shift from smaller stream locales to more sedentary village sites along major streams and 
estuaries. A decline in residential mobility and an increase in logistical resource procurement have been 
proposed (Steponaitis 1986:285). The establishment of trade and exchange networks are evident, and 
increased use of non-local material is seen. Distinct cultural groups with boundaries and localized styles 
emerge during this period. A cultural boundary along the Piedmont/Coastal Plain fall line becomes 
apparent, with the Siouan speakers on the west and the Algonquian speakers on the east side (Dent 
1995:242; Potter 1993).  

The Late Woodland period (ca. A.D. 900–1600) in the area, as elsewhere, is marked by the development of 
maize horticulture and a more rigid social organization along with more highly organized village structures. 
Shellfish gathering and hunting continued to provide a great deal of the diet, although growing reliance on 
horticulture is evidenced. There is evidence that subsistence practices involved large-scale drying of fish 
and oyster meat for storage and trade during this period (Waselkov 1982:207).  

Artifacts diagnostic of the Late Woodland period include ceramic wares such as the Townsend and 
Rappahannock series, with fabric impressed exteriors and shell temper (Egloff and Potter 1982). Later types 
include Potomac Creek plain and cordmarked, thin bodied wares with crushed quartz or sand temper, and 
Sullivan Cove cordmarked and plain. Various sizes of triangular projectile points are diagnostic of the later 
Woodland periods. This change is generally linked to the introduction of bow and arrow technology in the 
eastern United States. A temporal sequence for this period beginning with the large triangular projectile 
points shifting to smaller Levannas, and finally to the small Madison and Potomac types is noted (Potter 
1993).  

Toward the end of the Late Woodland period (A.D. 1300–1600), social organization changed. Populations 
declined, and once dispersed hamlets were replaced by closely aggregated villages fortified with stockades. 
The use of local lithic material became more common. Because they are so much larger and are often 
stockaded, settlements of this time period indicate increased populations, which may in turn be evidence of 
increased sedentariness (Custer 1989). Ossuary interments are the common mortuary practice in most of 
the Mid-Atlantic region, but not along the Patuxent River (Barse 1988:39). Evidence is accumulating that 
territorial boundaries between chiefdoms were closely maintained. Intergroup hostility escalated into 
endemic warfare by ca. A.D. 1500 (Potter 1993). European conquest brought an end to the Late Woodland 
lifestyle, although many relics of the material trappings, belief systems, and social structure of classic late 
Woodland society lingered into the 18th century.  

HISTORIC CONTEXT 

Contact and Early Settlement (ca. A.D. 1500–1750) 

The contact period was characterized by the interactions of Native American groups and a transition from 
the hegemony of those groups and their concerns to one dominated by Europeans. The transition was made 
at the expense of the integrity of the native populations and proceeded to an era wholly controlled by 
immigrant social institutions. By about the 14th century, the Chesapeake Bay area of Maryland was occupied 



 

22 

by Algonquian-speaking groups, the Piscataway on the western shore and the Nanticokes on the eastern 
shore (Stephenson and Ferguson 1963). Up the Susquehanna River resided the Susquehannocks, who 
controlled the key route of communication and trade between the Chesapeake Bay region and the Iroquois 
in New York. The first documented European contact with Chesapeake Bay natives dates to 1585, when 
John White visited the area and made drawings of the local people. In 1608, John Smith traveled around 
the Chesapeake, mapping natural features and the locations of native villages, including the chief village of 
the Piscataway on Accokeek Creek.  

Permanent settlement of Maryland by Euro-Americans began in 1634, when two ships of British 
immigrants (the Ark and the Dove) established St. Mary’s City at the mouth of the Potomac River. The 
settlement was on land granted on the north side of the Potomac to the first Lord Baltimore, George Calvert. 
Their first landing on what was later to become part of Maryland occurred on Heron Island, now known as 
St. Clement’s Island. Governor Calvert, Cecil Calvert’s younger brother Leonard, negotiated purchase of 
land adjacent to the east shore of St. Mary’s River from the Yaocomaco. The Yaocomaco represented the 
local component of a confederacy of Piscataway groups living along this portion of the Chesapeake and its 
tributaries. They were apparently preparing to abandon a village and the English were able to take advantage 
of the existing structures and cleared fields (Shoemaker 2000). The English constructed a palisaded fort, 
dwellings, and a watermill (Shomette 2000:5). This small village, first called “Augusta Carolina,” became 
St. Mary’s City, the first capital of Maryland. Although St. Mary’s County, which originally included the 
area that became Anne Arundel County, was not officially legislated until 1695, it was referred to in official 
correspondence as the “County of St. Maries” by at least the late 1630s (Riley 1905).  

The presence of the English adjacent to the waterways forced the Piscataway to move north. The Piscataway 
allied themselves with the English settlers in hopes of gaining power against groups of Massawomecks and 
Susquehannocks that claimed part of their territory, and there was a series of engagements between alliances 
of the Chesapeake Bay Native American groups and the English against the Susquehannocks (Kent 1984). 
By 1676 the Susquehannocks were destroyed as a result of being caught between the Iroquois and the 
Maryland Colony. The Piscataway were granted a reservation around Mattawoman Creek, Piscataway 
Creek, and Timothy Branch, and efforts were made by the Jesuits to Christianize them. The boundaries of 
the reservation were not respected by European settlers, however, and the Piscataway were much reduced 
in population by disease. Remnants moved onto a succession of Potomac River islands and finally by 1700 
joined Native American groups in Pennsylvania. Within 20 years of the founding of St. Mary’s, the presence 
of the native population of the area was much reduced (Beauregard et al. 1995:II:8).  

Cecil Calvert’s son Charles oversaw the settlement of the colony of Maryland after his uncle’s death. 
Generous land grants were made to all settlers who paid their way across the Atlantic, while those who 
could not pay worked as indentured servants for a set number of years, after which they could purchase 
land (Kellock 1962:6). George Calvert had converted to Catholicism and it was his dream that his colony 
promote religious tolerance. His children attempted to carry out his vision, and the colony of Maryland 
attracted a diverse population from England, Wales, Scotland, Ireland, and France. Early settlements were 
located along the navigable waterways of the Chesapeake Bay area. Settlements around the mouth of the 
Patuxent River were established by Jesuit missionaries in the late 1630s. The early settlers of the area were 
from a variety of backgrounds, primarily drawn from the British Isles but also including some families of 
French descent. Most were engaged in farming on some level, but many supplemented their income by 
pursuing a variety of trades such as coopering, smithing, carpentry, and trading with England, other settlers, 
and the Native American population. 

One early challenge to the developing colony occurred in 1645 when St. Mary’s City was invaded and 
captured by forces under the command of Richard Ingle. Ingle’s ship had been impounded and he was 
briefly imprisoned during a 1644 trip to Maryland. He had been overheard uttering treasonous words and 
was arrested but mistakenly allowed to escape. Although he continued trading with Maryland colonists 
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throughout the next year, he apparently retained ill feelings regarding that event. Unfortunately, Governor 
Leonard Calvert was in England visiting his brother, Lord Baltimore when the event took place and those 
acting in his stead mishandled the affair. When Ingle returned to the colony in 1645, it was with a captured 
Dutch ship and the excuse of a recently enacted Parliamentary law allowing all loyal subjects the right to 
take by force any ships known to have traded with those hostile to the de facto government, the Puritan 
Parliament. Whether this was a patriotic attempt to aid the English government in its bid to oust Catholics 
from positions of power or a self-centered attempt at retribution for past insults is unclear. Governor Calvert, 
many colonists, and a number of Jesuit priests fled to Virginia, property owned by Catholics was seized, 
and the chapel at St. Mary’s City was destroyed. This two year period of Maryland’s history, known as “the 
plundering time” was ended when Governor Calvert, with a force of Virginians and Marylanders, returned 
to St. Mary’s City just before Christmas of 1646 and took back the colony, meeting no resistance (Hammett 
1991:39).  

A second challenge to the colony occurred just a few years later when Puritans from Virginia who had been 
invited to seek refuge in Maryland after Virginia’s governor refused to acknowledge the authority of 
Cromwell’s Commonwealth, decided that they should take over the government of Maryland. They had 
settled in Providence (later Annapolis) in 1650 and sent elected delegates to the General Assembly. The 
county of “Annarundel” was formed that year by Act of the Assembly, and was probably named for Lady 
Baltimore whose maiden name was Lady Anne Arundel and who was recently deceased (Riley 1905). Anne 
Arundel County was reduced in 1851 by the formation of Howard County from the northwestern portion 
of the county.  

By 1651 the Puritans of Providence were refusing to take an oath of loyalty to Lord Baltimore or to send 
delegates to the General Assembly. Richard Bennett and William Clayborne, commissioners sent by 
Cromwell, seized control of the government by force in 1652, facilitated by the immediate capitulation of 
Maryland’s Governor Stone who quickly resigned to prevent bloodshed (Hammett 1991:39). Anne Arundel 
County was briefly renamed Providence County by the Puritans. In 1655, Governor Stone was informed 
that Lord Baltimore’s patent had never been revoked by the Commonwealth, and he was chastised by Lord 
Baltimore for resigning his post so readily (Riley 1905). Stone then lead a group of Marylanders against 
the supporters of the Commonwealth at the Battle of the Severn. Stone was unsuccessful and many 
Maryland residents were killed, wounded, or taken prisoner. By 1658, Lord Baltimore was able to obtain a 
formal declaration of the restoration of his proprietary rights from Oliver Cromwell, freedom of religion 
was restored to the colony, Puritans were granted amnesty or allowed to leave the colony, and Anne Arundel 
was once again ruled by a governor appointed by Lord Baltimore. A brief attempt on the part of this newly 
appointed governor, Josias Fendall, to again wrest power over the colony from the Calverts ended with his 
dismissal and the appointment of Philip Calvert as Governor.  

Also in 1658, Charles County was formed, named after Charles Calvert, third Lord Baltimore, who later 
(1675–1689) was Lord Proprietor of the colony. The original county courthouse, built almost two decades 
later, was placed at Moore’s Lodge near La Plata, and the county seat was moved to Charles Town (later 
renamed Port Tobacco) in 1729. The courthouse in Port Tobacco burned down in 1892, and the county seat 
was moved again, this time to La Plata, in 1895. The county was reduced by the formation of Prince 
George’s County in 1695.  

George Calvert had originally intended that fur trading be the major sustaining industry of the colony; 
however, colonists soon learned of the profitability of growing tobacco and this quickly became the 
dominant trade commodity. A series of proclamations and ordinances were issued by the Calverts beginning 
in 1669 to attempt to legislate and control trade, particularly the tobacco trade, in the new colony. The 
ordinances and proclamations specified in which towns merchants were permitted to load and unload goods 
and provided instructions for surveying and laying off town lots in each designated area. The goal was 
twofold—to create towns in order to attract more people to the area and to make sure the colonial 
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government was receiving all taxes due. New towns were added to the list and some were removed over 
the years, but in general the initiative failed miserably (Shomette 2000). This is primarily due to the nature 
of the crop, tobacco, which forced people to spread out across the area and to already be located adjacent 
to an adequate transportation route, such as the Potomac and Patuxent rivers and their navigable tributaries. 
Farmers were able to load their crop onto a seafaring vessel from a small landing on their property and saw 
no reason why they should make an arduous journey to a designated town just to pay taxes. 

From its earliest years, tobacco was the reason for the success of the Maryland colony. It was grown by 
large and small farmers alike and the fortunes of all rested on tobacco prices. The largest fortunes were not 
built entirely on tobacco, however. The wealthiest planters in Maryland were also merchants, who 
purchased their neighbors’ tobacco in exchange for imported goods shipped to their stores from Britain, the 
Caribbean, and elsewhere (Carr n.d.:5–6). River landings of wealthy plantation owners became de facto 
towns during the 17th and early 18th centuries in Maryland. An individual farmer with the help of his family 
could only tend to a few acres of tobacco, which required a great deal of attention during the growing 
process. During the 17th century, cheap labor was plentiful in the form of indentured servants, the numerous 
dispossessed of England who were willing to endure a period of servitude for a chance at a new life in the 
colonies. By the early years of the 18th century, however, the supply of indentured servants from England 
had dwindled, and Maryland farmers turned to slaves for reliable and inexpensive labor (Virta 1991:38).  

Rural Agrarian Intensification (A.D. 1680–1815) 

Although Maryland had been founded on the idea of religious toleration, and the Calverts and some of the 
earlier settlers were Catholic, most of the early Maryland colonists were not. Earlier attempts by Ingles and 
Fendall and the Puritans to subvert the local government, which was viewed as Catholic only because of 
Lord Baltimore’s involvement, were only briefly successful. In 1689 a group of Protestants lead by Charles 
County sheriff, John Coode, organized in Chaptico and marched to St. Mary’s City to lay siege to the Upper 
House of the Assembly. From that time until the American Revolution, Maryland was governed by a royal 
governor.  

The 1683 session of the General Assembly was convened in Anne Arundel County, which was deemed a 
central location for the province. Lower House members requested that Lord Baltimore designate a specific 
location for all future sessions to which he replied that if they were to erect sufficient public buildings for 
such a purpose on the South River, he would make use of those facilities as long as they remained 
convenient (Riley 1905). It was not until 1694, however, when the seat of state government was officially 
moved from St. Mary’s City to Annapolis. Annapolis continued to grow rapidly and was incorporated as a 
city in 1708.  

Initially, the land around the Patuxent River was part of Calvert County. By 1695, approximately 1,600–
1,700 people lived along the Patuxent and Potomac rivers (Stone 1987:11; Virta 1991:28–31). By 1695 a 
post road extended from Annapolis to Upper Marlboro, and from about 1700 until the end of the Colonial 
period, lands north of Mattawoman Creek were cleared and put into cultivation. Maryland Governor Francis 
Nicholson and the General Assembly agreed that a new county should be formed, and on St. George’s Day, 
April 23, 1696, the county was established. It was named for Prince George of Denmark, the husband of 
Princess Anne, heir to the throne of England. Prince George’s County stretched north to the border with 
Pennsylvania and represented Maryland’s western frontier until 1748, when surrounding counties were 
established (M-NCPPC 1992:49). Charles Town, about three miles southeast of the present county seat of 
Upper Marlboro, served as the center of Prince George’s County government until 1721.  

The population of the area did not see a significant increase until after the Civil War, as those who were not 
members of aristocratic families moved on to find greater opportunity elsewhere (Beauregard et al. 
1995:II:10; Virta 1991:40–41). The investments in land and slaves necessary to generate great wealth 
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worked to stratify Maryland society during the Colonial period. Well-connected families passed their 
accumulated wealth on to their children, and it became more and more difficult for a common farmer to 
buy land. The unavailability of good land also contributed to the decline of indentured servitude as a source 
of cheap labor. Land was often the payment given for service, and as it dwindled, fewer such contracts were 
negotiated. Slavery offered a lifetime of labor for the slaveowner but required a greater initial outlay of 
capital. As a result, plantations were further concentrated into the hands of the largest and wealthiest 
landholders, who had the resources and credit to acquire a large slave labor force. Slaves accounted for a 
major percentage of the population increase during the first three-quarters of the 18th century. Slaves, who 
made up only 18.1 percent of the population of the state in 1712, represented nearly half of the population 
(44.7 percent) by 1782. By 1750 as many as half of the residents of Prince George’s County owned slaves, 
although most owned only a few (Virta 1991:38). The presence of this large and distinct ethnic group 
influenced not only politics and the social order, but cuisine, music, and literature as well.  

The middle of the 18th century is often regarded as the “golden age” of the tobacco culture. Tariff protection 
by Britain and a burgeoning market for tobacco on the Continent contributed to a rise in prices after a 30-
year slump that began in 1670. In addition, improved agricultural methods increased yields and reduced 
labor costs. Again, the largest landholders benefited from the turnaround in the market, as they had been 
best able to weather the difficult times (Beauregard et al. 1995:II:11–12). Although tobacco was the 
principal cash crop in the region during the 18th century, farmers did develop other regimes to supplement 
the income from tobacco. Other items produced for export on Prince George’s County farms during this 
period included corn, wheat, pork, and lumber. Other items produced for export on Anne Arundel County 
farms during this period included wheat, corn, and oats (Riley 1905). In addition, numerous gristmills, 
primarily water powered but some horse powered, began operation during this period. Nevertheless, 
tobacco remained the chief concern of farmers in this part of Maryland.  

Community life in 18th century Maryland centered largely on clusters of plantations. Much trade was 
conducted at river landings and small crossroads settlements. Upper Marlboro, in the heart of a rich tobacco-
growing region, developed as Prince George’s County’s only major town. Artisans, innkeepers, merchants, 
and professionals established themselves there, and locals and visitors enjoyed horse racing, theater, and 
music. Supplies for the farm, including slaves, could be purchased in town. By 1718, it had become such 
an active center that the county residents petitioned to have the county court meetings held there (M-NCPPC 
1992:50). The county seat was moved to Upper Marlboro in 1721.  

In 1747, tobacco inspection warehouses were established by the state in six towns to help standardize the 
tobacco trade and encourage the growth of towns. These towns did prosper as a result, but much of the 
activity still took place at the rural churches, stores, mills, blacksmith shops, and taverns scattered in the 
countryside (Virta 1991:39–40). A map of the state in 1794 (Griffith 1794) indicates that there were only a 
few towns in the region at that time. Besides towns, churches and mills provided centers for social 
interaction.  

Despite being governed by a royal governor, delegates from Maryland counties met three times during the 
second half of 1774 to discuss appropriate responses to England’s unpopular new system of taxation. 
Maryland delegates formed a new government in August of 1775 organized as the Council of Safety 
(Shoemaker 2000). Maryland delegates to the Continental Congress, however, did not at first support the 
Americans’ bid for independence and encouraged attempts to reconcile (Shoemaker 2000). By the end of 
1775, two governments were acting in Annapolis, one acknowledging King George III as their lawful 
sovereign and one asserting the independence of the colony (Riley 1905). Annapolis “became daily more 
and more deserted” (Riley 1905:75). In early 1776, the Council of Safety began erecting fortifications and 
earthworks at strategic points along Anne Arundel County’s waterways in anticipation of a British attack. 
In June 1776 the Maryland Convention reversed its opinion, and sent word to their delegates to vote for 
independence (Shoemaker 2000).  
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Thomas Johnson, the first governor of the state elected by the people, was inaugurated on 21 March 1777. 
During the American Revolution, British ships harassed the Maryland shoreline and made foraging trips 
inland, but no significant battles were fought in the area. British warships blockaded Annapolis in March 
1781, briefly delaying General Lafayette’s troops from their march to the head of the bay. Lafayette sent 
out one small ship, and the British, apparently thinking that a much larger force was immediately behind, 
retreated down the bay. Lafayette was able to move his troops across the water rather than marching down 
the peninsula, drastically reducing the time necessary to make their position. 

The region saw action associated with the War of 1812. A British flotilla defeated a contingent of U.S. 
ships in the Patuxent River and secured a landing there. Troops then marched overland to Upper Marlboro, 
which served as a staging area for the British attacks on Washington, D.C. Tobacco and agricultural 
production in general continued to dominate the local economy. Prince George’s County produced more 
tobacco and had a larger slave population than any other county in the state. As technological and economic 
changes in the first half of the 19th century began to alter the character of Maryland, the Western Shore 
region remained agricultural and aristocratic. 

Agricultural-Industrial Transition (A.D. 1815–1870)  

Tobacco remained the principal product of the region, and Prince George’s County produced more than 37 
percent of the state’s output in 1840 (Payne and Baumgardt 1990:8). Although it persisted, by the 19th 
century, tobacco was in decline and was stagnating the local economy. As early as the 1790s, soil erosion 
had silted in the Patuxent and Port Tobacco rivers, closing the ports of Upper Marlboro and Port Tobacco. 
Soil exhaustion and low prices made tobacco farming increasingly unprofitable. At mid-century the white 
population of the county was over 25 percent less than it had been in 1790, and the overall population of 
the county had also declined as a result of soil exhaustion, low tobacco prices, lack of cheap land, and 
greater opportunities to the west (Beauregard et al. 1995:II:12; Pogue 1972). The predominance of the 
plantation system and the control of local politics by old-money families had a stifling effect on commercial 
and industrial development.  

The nation’s capital was created from a portion of Prince George’s County and Virginia in 1790, and, 
although it did not achieve cosmopolitan status until after the Civil War, Washington, D.C. did begin to 
affect the development of the county. In 1835, one of the first railroads in the country opened between 
Baltimore and Washington, passing through Bladensburg and giving birth to the town of Beltsville, which 
became a thriving trading center. Another change in the first half of the 19th century was the appearance of 
large-scale industry. Nicholas Snowden’s large gristmill on the Patuxent River was converted to a cotton 
mill in the 1820s, and with the arrival of the railroad a decade later, a sizable community known as Laurel 
grew around the mill. Laurel was the first town in the county to owe its existence to industry (Virta 1991:86–
87). Most of this development was in the northern part of the county in the corridor between Washington 
and Baltimore, however. Railroads were not extended to Upper Marlboro until after the Civil War, and 
many of the communities in the region today developed after the construction of the Baltimore & Potomac 
Railroad beginning in 1868 (Beauregard et al. 1995:II:13).  

Sentiment in the region was primarily with the Confederacy at the outbreak of the Civil War, but the 
residents realized that proximity to Washington meant that their farms would be a battleground if they chose 
to secede, and several proposals to secede were defeated (Riley 1905). Some county residents crossed into 
Virginia to join the Confederate Army and many others who remained at home provided aid and supplies 
to Confederate forces. Throughout the war, many residents of the area tried to remain neutral, although they 
rejected any attempts to abolish slavery. Marylanders served in both armies. Many slaves escaped to 
Washington, D.C. after slavery was abolished there or enlisted in the Union army to secure their freedom 
(Virta 1991:120–122).  
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Federal troops under the command of General Butler were sent on 23 April 1861 to occupy Annapolis. 
Because of the occupation, the General Assembly met in Frederick City instead. No reports of violence 
against the Federal troops is recorded, but the local newspaper apparently reported that the people of 
Annapolis were “highly indignant at the occupation” (Riley 1905:96). Some of these southern sympathizers 
were impressed into service in the construction of fortifications when federal troops learned of General 
Early’s imminent raid on Maryland in July 1864 (Riley 1905).  

Industrial/Urban Dominance (A.D. 1870–1930)  

After the Civil War, a return to the plantation way of life was impossible for most, primarily due to the loss 
of the slave labor force. Large plantations were divided into smaller manageable farms, and new crops such 
as fruits and vegetables joined the staple crops of corn, wheat, and tobacco. A few had the resources to 
purchase land; still others left the rural areas in search of opportunity elsewhere, particularly in Washington, 
D.C. or Baltimore. Meanwhile, the old aristocracy tried to rebuild their lives and fortunes without the help 
of slave labor. Many of these families never recovered their lost wealth, and in general the agricultural life 
no longer held the promise of a life of opulent leisure. Instead, most farmers worked modest acreage with 
the help of their family or tenants. As in other areas where slaves had formed the basis of the agricultural 
system before the war, after the war, the number of farms increased while their average size decreased 
significantly. Agricultural production improved after a period of crisis following the war. Although tobacco 
remained one of the area’s most important crops, truck farming increased as a viable alternative. 
Transportation improvements permitted a variety of farm products to be more easily shipped and sold in 
the growing urban markets of Washington, Baltimore, and New York. Anne Arundel County, surrounded 
by and dissected by waterways, began to commercially exploit the available natural resources and soon, 
much of the population was involved in the growing seafood industry. The county’s numerous points of 
access to navigable waterways provided dependable transportation on steamboats for freight and passenger 
service. Food needs created by World War I increased the marketability of the county’s farm produce and 
the invention of the cigarette machine in 1881 made tobacco farming profitable again (Hughes 1994). The 
canning industry was also locally important.   

Village life characterized much of the area, as small towns grew to accommodate the needs of the 
surrounding farmers. Public school systems were established, which eventually attracted students from 
well-to-do families away from the private schools and served to create a more egalitarian atmosphere. 
Laurel remained the only town in the Prince George’s County to be supported primarily by industry rather 
than agriculture and trade (Virta 1991:136–137). Processing plants such as fruit and seafood canneries did 
become important industries in small towns along the railroad lines. The first such cannery in the country 
opened in La Plata in 1883 (Beauregard et al. 1995:II:14).  

As Washington, D.C. grew in the years after the Civil War, the notion of suburban living began to surface 
among the city’s developers. Real estate within the city was prohibitively expensive for modest government 
clerks and others employed in the city, and gradually houses to accommodate these classes were constructed 
outside the city. The earliest of these were within the limits of the old Washington, D.C., beyond Florida 
Avenue. By the 1870s and 1880s, promoters had begun to sell the charm of small towns that had grown up 
along the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in northern Prince George’s County, including Bladensburg, 
Hyattsville, and Beltsville. In those towns were already established schools, churches, stores, and 
community life that attracted city residents who desired the advantages of country life without the isolation. 
Not all of the residents of these towns were commuters, as banks, stores, and other businesses were needed 
to serve the new residents. After the turn of the century, streetcar lines were constructed east of the District 
along railroad lines originally constructed to serve the summer resort traffic to the beaches of eastern 
Maryland, and the expansion of the federal government during World War I accelerated the pace of 
suburbanization.  
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Suburban development was generally contained in the corridors north and east of Washington until after 
World War II. Despite the growth along this suburban corridor, the southern part of Prince George’s County 
and much of Anne Arundel and Charles counties remained rural in character, dotted with small towns and 
crossroads communities. Most of the residents of this area continued to make their living from agriculture 
or by providing services to farmers into the 20th century (Virta 1991:190–191).  

Modern Period (A.D. 1930–Present)  

A second wave of suburbanization followed the growth of the federal government brought about by the 
New Deal, but the most important changes involved transportation improvements. Route 301 and the 
Potomac River Bridge were completed in 1940, creating a corridor used by tourists and truckers between 
New York and Florida, and contributing to commercial development along the route. Use of the Route 301 
corridor declined after the construction of Interstate 95 in the late 1960s. Andrews Air Force Base, originally 
known as Camp Springs Army Air Field, opened in 1943, attracting permanent residents to the area. The 
base was expanded in the 1960s and again in the 1970s. The current trend is toward decreased agricultural 
and increased residential use in the area. Road improvements to Route 50 and Route 450 have allowed 
easier access to the outlying D.C. metropolitan areas. Numerous new suburban neighborhoods and shopping 
centers are planned, in progress, or completed. Anne Arundel County became a tourist destination, and 
hotels and cottages were constructed to take advantage of the county’s natural attractions—sandy beaches 
and numerous waterways. Beach resorts, such as Beverly and Triton were developed in the 1930s and are 
now part of the county park system. More recently, numerous large-scale housing developments have 
encroached on the basically still rural character of the county. 

Today, many Prince George’s County and Anne Arundel County residents, as well as commuters from 
outer counties, work in the federal institutions in the area, including Andrews Air Force Base, Fort George 
G. Meade Army Installation, the Census Bureau, Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, and NASA’s 
Goddard Space Flight Center. Extended rail and bus service resulted in the development of outlying towns 
(Virta 2007). Despite the large commuter population, there remain rural regions where inhabitants earn 
their living though farming, and to a lesser degree, livestock. Aside from federal agencies and farm-based 
exploits, others work in rail and air industries, engineering, procurement of building materials (i.e., sand 
and gravel), food processing, and research agencies (Kirby et al. 1967).  

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE SURVEY AREAS  

Cabin Branch (RFP-4) Stream Mitigation Site 

Ten archaeological sites are documented within a mile of the Cabin Branch stream mitigation site (Table 
3.1). One of the sites, an Early Archaic and Late Archaic lithic scatter (18AN725), is adjacent to the north 
of the archaeology survey area and LOD. Two other sites are located a short distance outside of the 
archaeology survey area and LOD, one (18AN726) is a late 19th to 20th century house site and one 
(18AN743) is a short-term resource procurement site with Early Archaic and Late Woodland period 
components. Other sites within a mile of the stream mitigation site include lithic scatters dating to 
unidentified pre-contact time periods (18AN1303 and 18AN1547 [which also contains a late 19th to early 
20th century schoolhouse]); short term resource procurement sites with Archaic and Woodland components 
(18AN724, 18AN742); a late 18th to 20th century artifact scatter and kitchen midden (18AN636); a late 18th 
to mid-19th century artifact scatter (18AN637); and an early 18th to 20th century farmstead (18AN635). 
Archaeological sites in the area have primarily been found on higher landforms, including hillslopes, 
hilltops, interior flats, and upland flats.  
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Table 3.1. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within a Mile of the Cabin Branch Site. 

Number  Site Type   Temporal Affiliation Landform 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 

18AN635 Farmstead Early 18th to 20th Century Hillslope, 
Hilltop/Bluff 

140 

18AN636 Artifact Scatter, Kitchen 
Midden 

Late 18th to 20th Century Hillslope, 
Hilltop/Bluff 

148 

18AN637 Artifact Scatter Late 18th to Mid-19th Century Hillslope, 
Hilltop/Bluff 

158 

18AN724 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, 
Lithic Scatter 

Early Archaic, Late Archaic,  
Late Woodland 

Interior Flat, 
Hillslope 

129 

18AN725 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, 
Lithic Scatter 

Early Archaic, Late Archaic Interior Flat, 
Hillslope 

99 

18AN726 House Site Late 19th to 20th Century Low Terrace, 
Hillslope 

145 

18AN742 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, 
Lithic Scatter 

Early Archaic, Woodland Interior Flat, 
Hillslope 

155 

18AN743 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, Lithic Scatter 

Early Archaic, Late Woodland Interior Flat, 
Hillslope 

141 

18AN1303 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Upland Flat 180
18AN1547 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Upland Flat 159
 Schoolhouse Late 19th to Early 20th Century Upland Flat 159

Mill Swamp (RFP-6) Stream Mitigation Site 

Seven archaeological sites are documented within a mile of the Mill Swamp stream mitigation site, but 
none is within or in close proximity to the archaeology survey areas (Table 3.2). The archaeological sites 
within a mile of the stream mitigation site consist of lithic scatters dating to unidentified pre-contact periods 
(18CH867 and 18CH924); a Woodland period short-term resource procurement site (18CH44); a Late 
Woodland artifact scatter (18CH923); a late 19th to early 20th century house site (18CH866); and an early 
to mid-20th century house site (18CH926). No information is provided for 18CH173 on the site form. Also 
of local significance is site 18CH73, located just over a mile southwest of the stream mitigation site. This 
large site has produced a very high density of cultural material and cultural features associated with Early 
Archaic through mid-20th century components and is considered to be a good candidate for the location of 
a Piscataway village mapped by John Smith in 1608. Archaeological sites in the area have primarily been 
found on higher elevation terraces with well-drained soils.   

Table 3.2. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within a Mile of the Mill Swamp Site. 

Number  Site Type   Temporal Affiliation Landform 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 

18CH44 Short-Term Resource 
Procurement 

Woodland Low Terrace 30 

18CH173 Unidentified Unidentified Unidentified 20
18CH866 House Site, Artifact 

Concentration 
Late 19th to Early 20th Century High Terrace 170 

18CH867 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact High Terrace 172
18CH923 Artifact Scatter Late Woodland Low Terrace 32
18CH924 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 29
18CH926 House Site Early to Mid-20th Century Low Terrace  36
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Paint Branch (AN-6 and AN-7) Stream Mitigation Sites 

Thirty-one archaeological sites are documented within a mile of the Paint Branch stream mitigation site 
(Table 3.3). Two of these are within the LOD and archaeology survey areas—a short-term resource 
procurement site dating to an unidentified pre-contact period (18PR113) and a late 19th century artifact 
concentration (18PR1133). Site 18PR1133 was recently recorded by prior Phase I survey for the MLS 
project (Arnold et al. 2020). Based on the original site form, however, site 18PR113 was mismapped in the 
MHT’s online database and is actually located  

 (partially within the LOD). Site 18PR111, located just outside of the LOD, is also a short-term 
resource procurement site, possibly dating to the Archaic period. Other sites in close proximity to the LOD 
and archaeology survey areas include two lithic scatters dating to unidentified pre-contact periods 
(18PR744 and 18PR750); an early 20th century domestic site (18PR746); a quartz procurement site dating 
to an unidentified pre-contact period (18PR220); and an early 20th century refuse disposal location 
(18PR742). Phase II investigations were recently completed at 18PR750, which lies in between the 
archaeology survey areas for AN-6 and AN-7, for the MLS project. Other nearby sites include lithic scatters 
(18MO395, 18PR77, 18PR743, and 18PR1170); Archaic period campsites (18PR88 and 18PR1171); a 
lithic quarry site (18PR745); a Late Archaic short-term camp and lithic quarry site (18PR465); an Early to 
Middle Woodland short-term resource procurement site (18PR1024); a Paleoindian and Late Archaic short-
term resource procurement site (18MO396); a Late Archaic and Early Woodland period base camp 
(18PR361); short-term resource procurement sites (18PR89, 18PR114, 18PR438, and 18PR645) containing 
Archaic and Woodland period components; an artifact concentration and farmstead ruin (18PR466); an 
early 20th century domestic site (18PR436); a mid-18th to late 20th century plantation and farmstead 
(18PR1171); a late 19th century mill raceway (18PR150); and several other sites with unidentified pre-
contact and historic period components (18MO393, 18MO394, 18PR86, 18PR437, and 18PR746).  

In general, the data show a moderate to high density of occupation in this area during the pre-contact and 
historic periods, with locations on all types of landforms, both at lower and higher elevations, selected for 
use. Of particular relevance to this project is the environmental situation of site 18PR1024, located on Paint 
Branch to the south of the archaeology survey area. That site contains Early and Middle Woodland 
occupations deeply buried below Codorus and Hatboro soils, a type that is very prevalent in this 
archaeology survey area. 

Table 3.3. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within a Mile of the Paint Branch Sites. 

Number  Site Type   Temporal Affiliation Landform 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 

18MO393 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 215
 Artifact Concentration Unidentified Historic Low Terrace 215
18MO394 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 213
 Artifact Concentration Late 18th to Early 19th Century Low Terrace 213
18MO395 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Ridgetop 226
18MO396 Short-term Resource 

Procurement 
Paleoindian and Late Archaic Upland Flat 205 

18PR77 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Hillslope 109
18PR86 Short-term Resource 

Procurement 
Late Woodland Floodplain, Low 

Terrace
134 

 Artifact Concentration Possibly 19th Century Floodplain, Low 
Terrace

134 

18PR87 Unidentified Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 99
18PR88 Lithic Scatter Archaic Floodplain, Low 

Terrace
95 

18PR89 Short-term Resource 
Procurement 

Early Archaic, Late Archaic, 
Middle Woodland

Low Terrace 88 
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Table 3.3. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within a Mile of the Paint Branch Sites. 

Number  Site Type   Temporal Affiliation Landform 
Elevation 
(ft AMSL) 

18PR111 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, Quartzite 
Workshop 

Possibly Archaic Low Terrace 103 

18PR113 Short-term Resource 
Procurement 

Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 95 

18PR114 Short-term Resource 
Procurement 

Possibly Archaic Terrace 89 

18PR150 Mill Raceway Late 19th Century Floodplain 137
18PR220 Quartz Procurement Site Unidentified Pre-Contact Floodplain, Low 

Terrace
125 

18PR361 Base Camp, Lithic Scatter Late Archaic, Early Woodland Hillslope 
18PR436 Residence Site  Early 20th Century Ridgetop 
18PR437 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Ridgetop 243
 House Foundation Early to Mid-20th Century Ridgetop 243
18PR438 Short-term Camp, Lithic 

Scatter 
Late Archaic, Possibly Woodland Upland Flat 195 

18PR465 Short-term Camp, Lithic 
Quarry/Extraction Site 

Late Archaic Ridgetop 237 

18PR466 Farmstead Ruin, Artifact 
Concentration 

Late 18th to Early 20th Century Ridgetop 282 

18PR645 Short-term Resource 
Procurement 

Early to Late Archaic, Late 
Woodland

Floodplain, Hillslope 125 

18PR742 Refuse Disposal Early 20th Century Hilltop/Bluff 250
18PR743 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact High Terrace 150
18PR744 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact High Terrace 200
18PR745 Lithic Quarry/Extraction 

Site 
Unidentified Pre-Contact High Terrace 150 

18PR746 House Site, Artifact Scatter Early 20th Century Low Terrace 175
 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Low Terrace 175
18PR750 Short-term Resource 

Procurement, Lithic 
Quarry/Extraction, Lithic 
Scatter 

Unidentified Pre-Contact Floodplain 125 

18PR1024 Short-term Resource 
Procurement, Stone Tool 
Manufacture and 
Maintenance 

Early to Middle Woodland Floodplain 84 

18PR1133 Artifact Concentration Late 19th Century Upland Flat, Highway 
Berm

115 

18PR1170 Lithic Scatter Unidentified Pre-Contact Hilltop/Bluff 223
18PR1171 Lithic Scatter 

Plantation, Farmstead 
Late Archaic 
Mid 18th to Late 20th Century 

Floodplain, Terrace, 
Hillslope, 
Hilltop/Bluff 

210 
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4. RESEARCH GOALS AND METHODS 

RESEARCH GOALS 

The goals of the Phase I survey were to identify and characterize any archaeological resources present 
within the archaeology survey areas (as determined by MDOT SHA based on project plans available at the 
time of this survey) and evaluate the NRHP eligibility of identified archaeological resources as far as 
possible using Phase I methods.  

The investigations complied and were consistent with all pertinent federal and state regulations, including, 
but not limited to, the 1986 Specifications for Consulting Engineers Services Manual, Section IV; Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations (36CFR 800, Protection of 
Historic Properties), as amended; the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s Treatment of Archaeological Properties; the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (1983); the MDOT SHA’s 2017 
Archaeology Guidelines for Consultants; the Maryland Historical Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994) and Technical Update No. 1 of the 
Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland: Collections and Conservation 
Standards (Morehouse et al. 2018); and the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985, as amended (State 
Finance and Procurement Article 5A-325 and 5A-326 of the Annotated Code of Maryland).  

RESEARCH METHODS 

Background Research 

Extensive background research has been conducted for the MLS project (see Arnold et al. 2020), and only 
site-specific additional research was performed to develop an understanding of the types of resources 
already documented and potentially undocumented at each location and provide contexts for the 
interpretation of the archaeological deposits. Background research was conducted in order to gather 
information regarding previously recorded cultural resources in the vicinity of each survey area. This 
research included examination of archaeological site files in the MHT’s online system as well as cultural 
resource reports, local and regional histories, historic maps, aerial photographs, and environmental data 
available online and in TRC’s reference library. These data provided the contexts necessary for completing 
the background sections of the report, as well as provided a basis for predicting, interpreting, and evaluating 
the resources documented during the survey. 

Fieldwork  

Shovel Test Excavation. Archaeological fieldwork began with the systematic excavation of shovel tests at 
50-ft intervals in areas designated for survey. Any area where shovel testing was not considered warranted, 
such as in extensive disturbance, in wetland and/or poorly drained soils, or on steep slope, was examined 
by systematic surface inspection and documented in field notes and photographs. Each shovel test was 1.5 
ft in diameter, a straight-sided cylinder (not conical), excavated by strata recorded in tenths of feet, and 
excavated to Pleistocene soils where feasible or a depth of at least 100 centimeters below surface (cmbs). 
A representative sample of shovel tests where Pleistocene soils or channel gravels were not reached at 100 
cmbs were excavated as deep as feasible within the confines of the shovel test (to at least 120 cm deep). An 
auger was used to obtain information regarding deeper deposits if Pleistocene soils or channel deposits were 
not reached in a representative sample of those shovel tests, particularly the shovel tests in areas of Codorus 
and Hatboro alluvium, which were excavated to the maximum feasible depth of hand excavation where 



 

34 

channel deposits were not encountered above 100 cmbs. The purpose of this deep testing was to identify 
deeply buried deposits in such settings that may contain pre-contact or early historic period levels.  

All excavated soils were screened through ¼ inch wire mesh, and artifacts were collected and bagged 
separately by stratum, depth, and material. All shovel tests were backfilled on the same day as excavation, 
following recordation. Soil descriptions followed USDA NRCS terminology, and Munsell colors were 
recorded for all strata. All shovel test locations were mapped and illustrated on plan maps, and the locations 
of all shovel tests were recorded using a GPS unit with submeter accuracy. Additional shovel tests were 
excavated as necessary to define site and/or isolated find boundaries, delineate intra-site activity areas, 
refine stratigraphic depths, and determine locations for optimal test unit placement (if warranted). Limited 
shovel testing was conducted outside the project LOD in several areas at the request of the MDOT SHA. 
At the conclusion of the shovel testing, TRC consulted with the MDOT SHA Archaeological Liaison 
regarding the proposed placement and number of test units if considered appropriate. 

Test Unit Excavation. Subsequent to the shovel testing, 5 × 5 ft test units were excavated to document 
stratigraphy or explore deep deposits on sites that were considered to be potentially eligible for the NRHP. 
Test units (TUs) were placed in areas where shovel tests produced artifacts in relatively higher 
concentrations and/or generated diagnostic or potentially diagnostic artifacts. Test units were excavated in 
6-inch levels within cultural strata and recorded in tenths of feet. Excavated soils were screened through ¼ 
inch wire mesh to ensure uniform artifact recovery. Each test unit was assigned an individual designation, 
and its location was plotted on the project map. Detailed notes regarding soil texture, Munsell color, artifact 
recovery, and disturbance were recorded for each stratum. At the conclusion of the excavation, at least two 
test unit walls were drawn and photographed. After excavation and documentation were completed, each 
test unit was backfilled, and the area was returned to the pre-excavation condition as far as possible.  

Laboratory Analysis  

Following completion of each session of fieldwork, artifacts recovered from the investigations were 
returned to TRC’s facility in Chapel Hill for cleaning and analysis. The laboratory processing included the 
preparation of a detailed inventory of the artifacts to ensure that all of the materials were present and 
organized and to facilitate subsequent analyses. Artifacts were cleaned, using techniques appropriate to the 
nature and condition of the materials. After processing, all artifacts were classified and catalogued using 
standard procedures.  

Pre-Contact Lithic Analysis. Lithic artifacts were classified according to accepted regional practices. The 
primary division of all pre-contact lithic artifacts is into cores and/or tools that generally exhibit primarily 
negative flake scars and lithic debitage that generally exhibit positive bulbs of percussion. The debitage 
categories used are based primarily on those outlined by Sullivan and Rozen (1985) and include complete 
flakes, broken flakes, and shatter. Complete flakes exhibit a positive bulb of percussion on the ventral 
surface and are intact; broken flakes also exhibit a positive bulb of percussion on the ventral flake surface 
but have a snapped distal end; and shatter is angular flaking debris lacking a single interior (ventral) surface. 
A number of other attributes were recorded for each piece of debitage, including raw material, size, and 
reduction stage based on the presence of cortex (primary, secondary, tertiary). A few of the pieces of 
debitage exhibit classic characteristics of bipolar reduction technology and these were identified in the 
assemblages, but given that the predominant material type originated in cobble form, particularly on Paint 
Branch project sites, it is likely that additional artifacts resulting from this reduction technique exist within 
the assemblages (especially within the shatter category).  

Lithic tools were categorized based on evidence of morphology, function, macroscopically detectable 
retouch and use-wear, and fracture attributes. Projectile points/knives (PPKs) are generally temporally 
diagnostic, and an attempt was made to classify these specimens according to regional and local types (cf. 
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Coe 1964; Dent 1995; Justice 1987). The following attributes were recorded for each: base shape, blade 
shape, presence of basal grinding, presence of cortex, thermal alteration, and evidence of resharpening or 
reworking. Metric attributes were also recorded to the nearest 0.1 mm for length, medial width, basal width, 
and thickness, and weight was measured to the nearest 0.1 gram. Length and width measurements were 
taken at medial points on the existing artifact, whether the specimen is broken or not.  

Raw Material Identification. Raw materials for pre-contact stone artifacts were identified based on 
macroscopic characteristics.  

Pre-Contact Ceramic Artifact Analysis. Pre-contact ceramic artifacts were analyzed by attributes such as 
temper type and size, sherd size, interior and exterior surface treatments, and adjunct decoration. Particle 
size categories consist of fine (⅛–¼ mm), medium (¼–½ mm), and coarse (½–1 mm). Exterior and interior 
surface treatments, such as cordmarked, fabric impressed, incised, or smoothed, were recorded where 
visible (not eroded). Ceramics were then assigned to regionally recognized types (e.g., Marcey Creek, 
Accokeek, Potomac Creek) where possible; in other cases (primarily where surface treatment is not 
identifiable), sherds were assigned to more descriptive categories (e.g., unclassified sand tempered 
cordmarked).  

Historic Artifact Analysis. All historic artifacts were described and classified according to material type 
and function, using standardized and well-defined sorting criteria found in such sources as Miller (2000) 
and Noël Hume (1991). More specific published references for particular artifact types also were consulted 
for identification and dating information (e.g., Jefferson Patterson Museum 2015, SHA 2020). When 
possible, historic artifacts also were analyzed to determine their manufacturing date range and location of 
manufacture.  

Historic ceramic artifacts were classified according to recognized types (e.g., pearlware, whiteware, 
porcelain), by decorative technique (e.g., handpainted, transfer print, decal), and by vessel form (e.g., plate, 
hollowware) according to standard historical archaeological practice. Glass artifacts have been described 
by type, color, size, and closure type according to published and web-based methods (e.g., SHA 2020). 
Every effort was made to describe artifacts as precisely as possible, including the identification of specific 
varieties (e.g., soda bottle, medicine bottle, bowl, button, etc.), manufacturers (e.g., Knox Glass Bottle 
Company, Hall China Company), or brands (e.g., Pepsi-Cola, Ball Perfect Mason). 

All artifacts were grouped according to the artifact pattern model originally devised by South (1977) and 
revised by Garrow (1982). South’s system was developed as a way of quantifying diversity in certain British 
Colonial-era assemblages and has inferential value in differentiating historic site types based on artifact 
group composition of assemblages. Since the publication of South’s book in 1977, researchers have found 
that many archaeological sites do not fit the artifact patterns proposed by South and have added to and 
modified his original functional classification system (see Garrow 1982; Wheaton and Garrow 1985). 
Nevertheless, the widespread adoption and use of South’s functional categories (and subsequent 
modifications and variants) has remained an effective way to organize archaeological data and discuss past 
lifeways and has been used for this study. 

Curation 

The curation procedures follow the methods used in previous work for the MDOT SHA. Artifacts were 
washed, sorted, labeled, bagged, and boxed in accordance with 36 CFR 79 and the standards of the MHT. 
All project records, including but not limited to field notes, photographs, field maps, and records will be 
curated in accordance with 36 CFR 79 at the Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory (MAC 
Lab). After the final report is accepted, all project materials for which a clear deed of gift can be obtained 
will be submitted to the MAC Lab for permanent curation.  
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NATIONAL REGISTER ELIGIBILITY ASSESSMENT  

The significance of each archaeological resource is evaluated according to the National Register Eligibility 
Criteria, as outlined in 36 CFR 60.4 (USDOI 1991). The Eligibility Criteria state: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern 
of our history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic value, or that represent a significant 
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important to history or prehistory. 

The regulations also include several criteria considerations (USDOI 1991), but those are generally not 
relevant to archaeological sites. The potential eligibility of each site was evaluated in light of all four 
eligibility criteria. Most archaeological sites that are deemed eligible for the National Register are 
recommended due to their research potential, under Criterion D. In order to assess a site’s eligibility under 
this criterion, researchers must consider how each site could provide data relevant to pertinent regional 
research questions. Several factors are considered in assessing site significance and research potential; as 
enumerated by Glassow (1977); these include 

 the variety of remains, or clusters of remains, encountered in a specific resource;  
 the quantity of remains;  
 the clarity of archaeological deposits;  
 the “integrity” (state of preservation or completeness of an assemblage) of archaeological 

deposits; and  
 the environmental context of a particular locale. 

Artifact variety is a quantification of the number of different artifact categories represented on a site. 
Artifact variety and quantity are related to a number of factors of site occupation, including site function, 
occupation duration, number of components, and group size, but also relate to the potential to draw 
meaningful data from an assemblage. There is not a direct relationship between artifact quantity and data 
potential, however, especially in cases where the artifacts derive from a restricted number of artifact classes 
and cannot be associated with specific occupational components.   

The integrity of an archaeological site is determined by the degree to which the stratigraphy appears to be 
intact and whether or not a site contains intact cultural features, while site clarity relates to the ability with 
which artifacts and data from specific components can be isolated and analyzed. Although the concepts are 
related, the two are not always linked. It is possible for a site with good integrity to lack clarity, in that the 
discrete cultural features are lacking and the degree of component overlap makes it impossible to sort out 
materials from individual deposits. Conversely, a small single component site could potentially have 
excellent clarity, while lacking features or stratigraphic integrity. The nature of deposits (intact, partially 
disturbed, obliterated, etc.) has direct bearing on the potential to view a site within the context of its past, 
and on the degree to which it can provide data based on the material record. In short, the integrity of a site 
(and thereby its potential NRHP eligibility) is directly tied to its capacity to address research questions. 
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The environmental context of a site involves the surrounding natural factors that affect post depositional 
changes to the archaeological remains. For example, sites can be buried intact by eolian and flood deposits 
or scoured by flood waters and erosion.  

All of these factors must be considered when evaluating the research potential of an archaeological site—
that is, its ability to provide “information important to history or prehistory.” Further consideration should 
also be given to whether a site will not only provide redundant information, but potentially contains new or 
additional supportive data useful for addressing current regional research questions. 
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5. RESULTS OF CABIN BRANCH (RFP-4) SITE PHASE I SURVEY 

This chapter presents the results of the Phase I archaeological survey conducted along the headwaters of 
the Cabin Branch and Wilson Owens Branch drainages, tributaries of the Patuxent River located in Anne 
Arundel County near the community of Greenock, Maryland. Wilson Owens Branch (WOB) is located on 
the north side of Greenock Road, and Cabin Branch (CB) is located to the south of Greenock Road (Figures 
5.1 and 5.2). To organize the discussion, the results of investigation of the archaeology survey areas are 
presented in sections divided by the two streams, and then each stream is divided roughly in half based on 
the property owners. Wilson Owens Branch is divided into the Greenock Hills Stables area to the east and 
the Cannon Golf Club area to the west; Cabin Branch is divided into the Lare Property area to the north and 
the Greenock Hills Stables area to the south.  

Background research indicated that there is one previously recorded site  
(18AN725) and two previously recorded sites (18AN726 and 18AN743)  

. All of these sites are located to the  
 They were 

identified in June 1989 by John E. Harms Jr. & Associates, Inc. as part of the Old South Colony Country 
Club project. Site 18AN725 is described as an Early and Late Archaic short-term resource procurement 
camp, site 18AN726 is described as a late 19th–20th century house site that has been bulldozed, and site 
18AN743 is described as an Early Archaic and Late Woodland short-term resource procurement camp. All 
of the sites are represented by artifacts recovered from the ground surface within recently plowed areas; 
none of the shovel tests excavated on these sites contained artifacts (Gaber and Mackie 1989). 
 
A review of 19th and 20th century maps showed no structures depicted within the archaeology survey areas 
(Hopkins 1878; USGS 1895, 1899, 1905, 1944). There are structures depicted near the farm roads that are 
proposed as temporary access roads for the project (USGS 1905, 1944, 1957), but the locations of these 
structures are unreliable when compared to modern mapping. Aerial photographs from 1953, 1957, 1964, 
and 1970 show no structures within the archaeology survey areas (historicaerials.com 2020).   

WILSON OWENS BRANCH GREENOCK HILLS STABLES SECTION 

The archaeology survey area along Wilson Owens Branch and within the Greenock Hills Stables property 
is an irregular shaped area measuring between 100 and 400 ft wide that follows the stream for approximately 
1,600 ft (Figure 5.1). At its eastern end, the archaeology survey area extends northward for approximately 
900 ft following an unnamed ephemeral tributary of Wilson Owens Branch. Most of this area is in hardwood 
forest with a light to moderately dense understory, but the southern end of the archaeology survey area is 
within pasture and an agricultural field (Figures 5.3–5.7). A 16-ft-wide gravel farm road extends from the 
archaeology survey area for approximately 1,150 ft south to end at Greenock Road and will be used as a 
temporary access road for the project. The areas immediately surrounding Wilson Owens Branch are low 
and wet with some standing water, but farther from the stream there are several terraces within the 
archaeology survey area that are situated on well-drained soils. The portion of the archaeology survey area 
surrounding the ephemeral tributary also contained well-drained soils. According to the USDA NRCS 
(2020), the wetland areas are underlain by Widewater and Issue soils (0–2% slopes), which are frequently 
flooded, and the well-drained areas are situated on Marr-Dodon complex soils (5–15% slopes). The typical 
soil profile observed in shovel tests in this area involved an Ap/Bt1/Bt2 horizon sequence, with the Bt1 
horizon varying in thickness. A total of 177 shovel tests were excavated within this section of the RFP-4 
Cabin Branch stream mitigation site, 26 of which contained artifacts associated with four newly identified 
resources (18AN1696, 18ANX520-1, 18ANX520-2, and 18ANX520-3), representing one historic artifact 
scatter, two isolated artifacts, and one redeposited artifact scatter. Shovel tests were not excavated along 
the existing gravel road, in areas of standing water, or in areas of greater than 15 percent slope.  
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Figure 5.1. Northern Portion of Cabin Branch Archaeology Survey Areas, Shovel Tests, and Resources.  
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Figure 5.3. View of Wet Area along WOB within the Greenock Hills Stables Section, Facing West. 

 
Figure 5.4. View of Pasture in WOB Greenock Hills Stables Section, Facing Southwest. 
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Figure 5.5. View of Agricultural Field in WOB Greenock Hills Stables Section, Facing East. 

 
Figure 5.6. View of Unnamed Tributary within WOB Greenock Hill Stables Section, Facing South. 
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Figure 5.7. View of Farm Road within WOB Greenock Hill Stables Section, Facing South. 

18ANX520-1 

Resource 18ANX520-1 is identified by a quartz tertiary flake recovered from the Ap horizon of shovel test 
7.1, which was located  
(see Figure 5.1; Figure 5.8). The area to the  

. Six delineation shovel tests were excavated at 25-ft intervals around 
shovel test 7.1, none of which produced artifacts; delineation shovel tests were not excavated to the 
northwest of the find outside the archaeology survey area, which is the same as the LOD boundary in that 
area (Figure 5.10). Shovel test 7.1 contained an Ap horizon (0–0.7 ft below surface [fbs]) of dark brown 
(10YR 3/3) sandy loam underlain by a Bt1 horizon (0.7–1.7 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay 
loam underlain by a Bt2 horizon (1.7–2.5 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay (Figure 5.9). Soils 
in most of the delineation shovel tests were eroded and displayed an Ap horizon over a Bt horizon that was 
often wet but similar in color and texture to the Ap and Bt2 horizons described above. 

Resource 18ANX520-1 is an isolated artifact associated with an ephemeral pre-contact period use of this 
area. The artifact was recovered from the plowzone, and given the slope in this area (10–15%), it is possible 
that it eroded down from the higher elevation landform located to the northwest. Based on the isolated 
nature of the artifact and its recovery from the Ap horizon, the artifact does not have the ability to provide 
information important in history. No further archaeological investigation of this area is recommended for 
the project as scoped.  
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Figure 5.8. View of Resource 18ANX520-1, Facing North.  

 
Figure 5.9. View of Representative Shovel Test Profile at Resource 18ANX520-1. 
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Figure 5.10. Map of Resource 18ANX520-1. 
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18ANX520-2 

Resource 18ANX520-2 is represented by a primary rhyolite flake recovered from the Ap horizon of shovel 
test 7.15, which was located on a hillslope  

(see Figure 5.1; Figure 5.11, Figure 5.12). The find was located next to a small agricultural 
field to the west that was planted in corn at the time of the survey. Six delineation shovel tests were 
excavated at 25-ft intervals around shovel test 7.15, none of which produced artifacts (Figure 5.12). Shovel 
test 7.15 displayed a typical soil sequence for the area, with an Ap horizon (0–1.6 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) 
sandy loam on top of a Bt horizon (1.6–3 fbs) of light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4) sandy clay loam underlain 
by a Btg horizon (3–3.6 fbs) of reddish yellow (7.5YR 6/8) sandy clay (Figure 5.13). 

Resource 18ANX520-2 is represented by a single piece of rhyolite debitage dating to an unidentified pre-
contact period. The artifact was recovered from the Ap horizon and may have been redeposited in this 
location by erosion from a site located on the higher elevation landform to the west, outside the survey area 
and outside the LOD. Resource 18ANX520-2 represents ephemeral use of this area. Based on the isolated 
nature of the artifact and its recovery from the Ap horizon, the artifact does not represent a substantial 
archaeological resource, and additional investigation is unlikely to provide information important in history. 
No further archaeological investigation of resource 18ANX520-2 is recommended.   

 
Figure 5.11. View of Resource 18ANX520-2, Facing South.
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Figure 5.12. Map of Resources 18ANX520-2 and 18ANX520-3.  
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Figure 5.13. View of Representative Shovel Test Profile at Resource 18ANX520-2. 

18ANX520-3 

Resource 18ANX520-3 is located  
 

(see Figure 5.1; Figure 5.14). The soil within the resource area is mapped as Marr-
Dodon complex (5–15% slopes), which consists of well-drained soils that are found on knolls, interfluves, 
and stream terraces formed on fluviomarine deposits (USDA NRCS 2020). The resource was initially 
identified by a berm largely comprised of brick and roofing slate surrounded by a surface scatter of historic 
artifacts (Figure 5.15). A total of 15 of 43 shovel tests excavated within the site boundary produced a total 
of 35 historic period artifacts. The dimensions of the resource as currently identified are 250 ft north-south 
by 175 ft east-west, but the debris likely extends outside the survey area to the east. The resource is bounded 
by negative shovel tests to the south, west, and north;  

t. 
 
Two typical stratigraphic sequences were observed in the shovel tests in this area. Shovel test 11.2 displayed 
the soil sequence most frequently encountered in the area immediately surrounding the brick pile, which 
consisted of an Ap horizon (0–0.4 fbs) of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) sandy loam overlying an E 
horizon (0.4–0.9 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay loam underlain by a Bt horizon (0.9–1.3 
fbs) of reddish yellow (5YR 6/8) sandy clay (Figure 5.16). Shovel tests closest to the ephemeral drainage 
and farther from the brick pile contained a soil sequence similar to that seen in shovel test N375 E475, 
which was an Ap horizon (0–0.5 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam underlain by a Bt1 horizon (0.5–
2.4 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) fine sandy loam underlain by a Bt2 horizon (2.4–3.1 fbs) of 
brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay loam. The latter sequence is consistent with Marr-Dodon complex 
soils, and the former is likely the result of disturbance and erosion (USDA NRCS 2020). 
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Figure 5.14. View of Resource 18ANX520-3, Facing East. 

 
Figure 5.15. View of Brick and Roofing Slate Pile at Resource 18ANX520-3, Facing Northeast. 
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Figure 5.16. View of Representative Shovel Test Profile at Resource 18ANX520-3. 

Forty-three shovel tests were excavated across this area within the project LOD at 25- and 50-ft intervals, 
and 15 of these contained artifacts; no shovel tests were excavated outside the project LOD in this area as 
it was clear that these materials were not associated with intact archaeological deposits—see below (see 
Figure 5.10). A total of 35 historic period artifacts were recovered, with individual shovel tests producing 
only one to three artifacts each; only a sample of brick and roofing slate fragments was collected. Artifacts 
were recovered from the Ap horizon (n=28) and the Bt1 horizon (n=3), and a representative sample of 
temporally diagnostic artifacts was collected from the ground surface (n=4). Considering the sandy soils at 
this site, the artifacts within the Bt1 horizon are likely the result of downward movement from bioturbation. 
 
The 35 artifacts from 18ANX520-3 include one brick fragment, three aqua window glass fragments, one 
slate roofing shingle fragment, one cut nail, one creamware sherd, three salt glazed stoneware sherds, one 
Rockingham type stoneware sherd, six pearlware sherds, four whiteware sherds, five glass bottle fragments, 
six glass container fragments, one glassware fragment, and two unclassified metal objects (Figures 5.17 
and 5.18; Table 5.1). The artifacts date from the early 19th through mid-20th centuries.  
 
A structure attributed to G.W. Welch is depicted near this location on the 1878 Hopkins atlas map. A 
structure shown in a similar location appears on the 1905 Bristol, MD USGS map and continues to be 
depicted in that location until 1942 (USGS 1905, 1942). A structure is then shown approximately 350 ft 
east of the brick pile (outside the project LOD) on the 1944 Bristol, MD USGS map and is shown at that 
location through 1979 (USGS 1944, 1957, 1979). Aerial photography from 1953 through 1970 shows a 
structure at that same location (historicaerials.com 2020). The structure visible on the 1953–1970 aerial 
photography is no longer visible on images from 1980, and a new structure appears approximately 200 ft 
to the southeast at that date. During the survey, communication with the current landowner confirmed that 
the brick pile and associated artifact scatter are the result of the demolition of a 19th century dwelling, which 
was the structure visible on the 1953–1970 aerial photography, and the debris from that dwelling was 
deposited in the nearby forested area at the location of 18ANX520-3. Although the artifacts found in the 
survey area are likely associated with a site located outside the project LOD, these materials were 
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redeposited from the original location and the artifacts recovered during the survey are not from an in situ 
context. Based on the lack of in situ deposits, the low artifact density, the recovery of the bulk of the 
assemblage from the plowzone, and the lack of cultural features in this area, the resource was assigned an 
X/isolated find designation rather than an archaeological site number.  

 
Figure 5.17. Representative Ceramic Artifacts from Resource 18ANX520-3. a) gray salt glazed 
stoneware rim with hand brushed cobalt decoration; b, c) undecorated gray salt glazed stoneware; d) 
molded Rockingham type earthenware; e) blue shell edge pearlware rim; f) medium blue transfer print 
pearlware rim 

a 
b

c 

ed f
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Figure 5.18. Representative Artifacts from Resource 18ANX520-3. a) enameled red glassware; b) 
colorless panel bottle base; c) slate roofing shingle; d) aqua hobble skirt bottle base 

 
Resource 18ANX520-3 is the location of redeposited materials associated with a 19th and 20th century 
domestic occupation that were dumped in this area when the associated dwelling was demolished sometime 
in the 1970s. The original location of this dwelling and the area immediately surrounding it (both located 
outside the project LOD) may contain cultural deposits that would provide information about historic 
occupation in this area, but the redeposited materials located within the project LOD do not represent an 
intact substantial or significant archaeological resource, and 18ANX520-3 does not have the ability to yield 
further information regarding historic period occupation of this area. No additional archaeological 
investigation is recommended for 18ANX520-3 for this project as scoped. 

a 
b

c 
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Table 5.1. Artifacts from Resource 18ANX520-3.  
  Horizon  
Functional Group Artifact Type   Ap   Bt Total 
Architectural Brick, Fragment 1  1

 Nail, Cut 1  1
 Slate Roofing Shingle, Fragment 1  1

 Window Glass 3  3
Kitchen Creamware, Factory Slipped 1  1

 Gray Salt Glazed Stoneware, Blue Hand Brushed 1  1
 Gray Salt Glazed Stoneware, Undecorated 1 1 2
 Pearlware, Blue Shell Edge 1  1
 Pearlware, Blue Transfer Print 2  2
 Pearlware, Undecorated 2 1 3
 Rockingham Type Stoneware, Molded 1  1
 Whiteware, Factory Slipped 1  1
 Whiteware, Undecorated 3  3
 Glass Container, Bottle, Fragment 3  3
 Glass Container, Panel Bottle, Fragment 1  1

 Glass Container, Unclassified, Fragment 5 1 6
 Glass Hobble Skirt Bottle, Fragment 1  1

 Glassware, Enameled, Fragment 1  1
Miscellaneous Unclassified Metal Object  2     2
Total 32 3 35 

18AN1696 

Site 18AN1696 is a low-density scatter of historic period artifacts located  
see Figure 5.1). The site is within an agricultural field that was fallow at 

the time of survey and is situated  
 (Figure 5.19). The soil series mapped in this area is the Marr-

Dodon complex (10–15% slopes), which is found on knolls and interfluves (USDA NRCS 2020). The 
dimensions of the resource as currently defined are 150 ft north-south by 150 ft east-west, but the site 
extends outside the project LOD to the south based on limited shovel testing conducted outside the project 
LOD in that direction, with the landowner’s permission. The resource is bounded within the LOD by 
negative shovel tests to the east, north, and west (Figure 5.20). 
 
Shovel tests in this area encountered two typical stratigraphic sequences depending on their proximity to 
the ephemeral drainage. Shovel tests within the ephemeral drainage contained an Ap horizon (0–0.4 fbs) of 
dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) sandy loam overlying a Bt horizon (0.4–1.0 fbs) of yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/4) sandy clay loam underlain by an Ab horizon (1.0–2.4 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy 
loam underlain by a 2Bt horizon (2.4–3.4 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) mottled with light gray 
(10YR 7/2) loamy sand (Figure 5.21). Auger testing showed that the 2Bt horizon continued to a depth of 
5.0 fbs and was underlain by a 2BCg horizon (5.0–5.8 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) loam and a 2Cg 
horizon (5.8–9.0+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy clay mottled with light gray (10YR 7/2) clay. 
The Ab horizon is very mottled and likely represents an older plowzone. Shovel tests outside of the 
ephemeral drainage displayed a sequence that involved an Ap horizon (0–0.6 fbs) of dark yellowish brown 
(10YR 4/4) sandy clay loam underlain by a Bt horizon (0.6–1.1 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy 
clay overlying a hydric Cg horizon (1.1–1.6+ fbs) of light gray (2.5Y 7/1) mottled with pale yellow (5Y 
8/2) clay (Figure 5.22). These soils appear consistent with a mix of the Marr-Dodon complex soils with the 
Widewater and Issue soils that are frequently flooded and mapped about  
the area surrounding Wilson Owens Branch (USGS NRCS 2020). 
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Figure 5.19. View of Site 18AN1696, Facing East. 

Twenty-nine shovel tests were excavated across this area at 25- and 50-ft intervals, and nine of these 
contained artifacts (Figure 5.20). Shovel test 5.9 (N550 E500) produced 22 historic artifacts, but the 
remaining shovel tests that contained artifacts only produced between one and five each. Nineteen of the 
22 artifacts from shovel test 5.9 are glass canning jar fragments, all likely from the same jar. A total of 43 
historic period artifacts were recovered from the Ap (n=27) and Ab (n=16) horizons (Table 5.2). These are 
mostly kitchen group (n=35) items, with activities (n=2), architectural (n=4), and miscellaneous (n=2) 
group items also represented. The artifacts include one brown salt glazed stoneware, one gray salt glazed 
stoneware, one creamware, one ironstone, two pearlware, two whiteware, and two yellowware sherds; two 
glass bottle, 19 glass canning jar, and three glass container fragments; part of an aluminum Miller Lite can, 
two terracotta flowerpot sherds, two brick fragments, one laminated “safety” glass fragment, one window 
glass fragment, one aerosol can fragment, and one unclassified plastic object (Figure 5.23). All of the 
ceramic sherds are undecorated, and all but one of the ceramic artifacts were found in the Ab horizon. The 
Ab horizon also produced the unclassified plastic object, and the only ceramic found in the upper A horizon 
is potentially the earliest artifact found on the site—the creamware sherd. The artifacts are associated with 
a wide range of potential manufacture dates between the late 18th through late 20th centuries.  

No structure is shown within the site boundary on late 19th through late 20th century maps, but  
 
 
 
 
 
 

. The artifacts found on the site are likely 
associated with the structures located outside the project LOD, but the artifact assemblage appears to be the 
result of intermittent discard over a long period of time combined with the effects of erosional forces.  
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Figure 5.20. Map of Site 18AN1696. 
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Figure 5.21. View of Shovel Test 4.9 (N500 E500) Profile at Site 18AN1696. 

 
Figure 5.22. View of Shovel Test N525 E475 Profile at Site 18AN1696. 
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Table 5.2. Artifacts from Site 18AN1696.  
                                                                                                                        Horizon  

Functional Group Artifact Type   Ap   Ab Total 
Activities Terra Cotta, Flowerpot Fragment 2  2
Architectural Brick Fragment 1 1 2

 Laminated “Safety” Glass 1 1
 Window Glass 1 1

Kitchen Brown Salt Glazed Stoneware, Undecorated 1 1
 Creamware, Undecorated 1  1
 Gray Salt Glazed Stoneware, Undecorated 1 1
 Ironstone, Undecorated 1 1
 Pearlware, Undecorated 2 2
 Whiteware, Undecorated 2 2
 Yellowware, Undecorated 2 2
 Glass Container, Bottle, Fragment 1 1 2
 Glass Container, Canning Jar, Fragment 19  19

 Glass Container, Unclassified, Fragment 1 2 3
 Aluminum Miller Lite Pull Tab Can 1  1

Miscellaneous Aerosol Can, Fragment 1  1
 Unclassified Plastic Object, Fragment     1    1
Total 27 16 43 

Site 18AN1696 is represented by a small collection of 19th through 20th century artifacts found within the 
upper and lower A horizons, primarily within a gully/eroded area. The site extends outside the project LOD 
(the same as the archaeology survey area in this area) to the south, and the artifacts found within the LOD 
are likely associated with the historic occupation located well outside the LOD. Although artifacts were 
found in an apparent buried A horizon, this likely represents an older plowzone and there is no indication 
of vertical sorting by time period. No evidence of cultural features or intact substantial or patterned artifact 
deposits was observed within the project LOD. The house, the barn, and the area immediately surrounding 
them (all located outside the project LOD) may contain cultural deposits that would provide information 
about historic occupation in this area, but the portion of the site located within the project LOD does not 
represent an intact substantial or significant archaeological resource, and site 18AN1696 as represented 
within the project LOD does not have the ability to yield further information regarding historic period 
occupation of this area. No additional archaeological investigation is recommended for site 18AN1696 in 
association with this project as currently scoped. 
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Figure 5.23. Historic Artifacts from Site 18AN1696. a) undecorated gray salt glazed stoneware body sherd; 
b) undecorated yellowware rim; c) undecorated whiteware rim; d) glass machine made canning jar base; e) glass 
machine made canning jar continuous thread rim 

 

a 
b

c 
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WILSON OWENS BRANCH CANNON GOLF CLUB SECTION 

At the western end of Wilson Owens Branch, the survey area within the Cannon Golf Club property is an 
irregular shaped area measuring between 100 and 350 ft wide that follows the stream for approximately 
3,400 ft (see Figure 5.1). Most of this area is in a hardwood forest with light to moderately dense understory, 
but portions of the survey area cross over fairways on the Cannon Golf Club Course (Figures 5.24–5.26). 
The areas surrounding Wilson Owens Branch are low and wet with some standing water, but farther from 
the stream, the edges of several terraces with well-drained soils extend into the project LOD. According to 
the USDA NRCS (2020), the wetland areas are underlain by Widewater and Issue soils (0–2% slopes) and 
the well-drained areas are situated on Marr-Dodon complex soils (5–25% slopes). Shovel tests were 
excavated in areas with well-drained soils that are not on greater than 15 percent slope. The typical soil 
profile observed in shovel tests involved an Ap/Bt/Btg soil horizon sequence, with the Bt horizon varying 
in thickness; lower elevation areas displayed an Ap/Btg soil horizon sequence. In total, 24 shovel tests were 
excavated along eight transects, including the portion of the survey area adjacent to previously recorded 
site 18AN725, but none of these contained artifacts.  

 
Figure 5.24. View of WOB within the Cannon Golf Club Section, Facing Southeast. 
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Figure 5.25. View of Wet Area at Base of Terrace in WOB Cannon Golf Club Section, Facing 
Northwest. 

 
Figure 5.26. View of Golf Course in WOB Cannon Golf Club Section, Facing Northwest. 
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CABIN BRANCH LARE SECTION 

The survey area along Cabin Branch and within the Lare property is an irregular shaped area measuring 
between 75 and 200 ft wide that follows the stream for approximately 1,900 ft (see Figure 5.2). Near the 
northern end, the survey area extends northwest for approximately 400 ft following an unnamed tributary 
of Cabin Branch. Most of the survey area is within a hardwood forest with moderately dense to very dense 
understory, but portions extend into agricultural fields and a residential lawn (Figures 5.27–5.28). A 14-ft-
wide farm road (that would be used as a temporary access road for the proposed stream mitigation project) 
extends from the survey area following a grassy farm road for approximately 815 ft north to end at Greenock 
Road; adjacent to the farm road to the east are a corn crib and a barn (Figures 5.29–5.30). The areas 
immediately surrounding Cabin Branch contain poorly drained soils, but there are areas with well-drained 
soils along the edges of the survey area, particularly in the north half of the Lare property section. The 
portion of the survey area surrounding the unnamed tributary also contains well-drained soils. According 
to the USDA NRCS (2020), the wetland areas are situated on Widewater and Issue soils (0–2% slopes), 
which are frequently flooded, and the well-drained areas are underlain by Marr-Dodon complex (5–25% 
slopes) soils; the farm road is on Marr-Dodon complex (2–10% slopes) soils as well. A soil horizon 
sequence of Ap/Bt/Btg, with the Bt varying in depth, was the most commonly observed in shovel tests in 
this area. Likely due to plowing and erosion, an Ap/Bt soil horizon sequence with a Bt horizon of brownish 
yellow (10YR 6/8) dense sandy clay was typical within the lawn and agricultural areas. The shovel tests on 
Transect 28, which ran south/southwest along the eastern boundary of the LOD in the south half of this 
area, did not reach the Btg horizon, and an auger was used in three of the shovel tests to examine the deeply 
buried soils in that area. The auger tests encountered a series of sandy Btg and Cg horizons to depths of 
7.5–10.5 fbs. A total of 76 shovel tests were excavated within this section of the RFP-4 Cabin Branch 
stream project LOD, and one of the shovel tests located along the farm road produced a single artifact that 
was designated isolated find 18ANX520-4.  

 
Figure 5.27. View of Survey Area in Northern Portion of the CB Lare Section, Facing East. 
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Figure 5.28. View of Survey Area in Southern Portion of the CB Lare Section, Facing South. 

 
Figure 5.29. View of Farm Road in CB Lare Section, Facing South. 
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Figure 5.30. View of Corn Crib and Barn in CB Lare Section, Facing Northeast. 

18ANX520-4 

A single tertiary rhyolite flake was recovered from the Ap horizon of shovel test 31.12, located  
 

 (see Figure 5.2; Figures 5.31 and 5.32). Two delineation shovel tests were excavated 25 ft to the 
north and south of shovel test 31.12, neither of which produced artifacts, and the isolated flake was 
designated 18ANX520-4. Delineation shovel tests were not excavated outside the project LOD to the east 
or west of the isolated find. Shovel tests displayed an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy 
loam underlain by a Bt horizon (0.9–1.4 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy clay (Figure 5.33).  

Resource 18ANX520-4 is represented by a single piece of rhyolite debitage recovered from the Ap horizon. 
Although the artifact find location was not fully delineated, based on the apparent isolated nature of the 
artifact and its recovery from the Ap horizon, it appears to be associated with an unidentified pre-contact 
period ephemeral use of this area but does not represent a substantial archaeological resource and no further 
archaeological investigation of this resource is recommended for this project as scoped.   
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Figure 5.31. Map of Resource 18ANX520-4. 
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Figure 5.32. View of Resource 18ANX520-4, Facing North.  

 
Figure 5.33. View of Shovel Test 31.12 Profile at Resource 18ANX520-4. 
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CABIN BRANCH GREENOCK HILLS STABLES SECTION 

South of the Lare property, the section along Cabin Branch and within the Greenock Hills Stables property 
is an irregular shaped area measuring between 50 and 300 ft wide that follows the stream for approximately 
3,600 ft (see Figure 5.2). The survey area deviates from Cabin Branch following three separate tributaries 
in the northeastern, northwestern, and southeastern portions of this section. Most of this section is in a 
hardwood forest with light to moderately dense understory, but portions of the survey area are located 
within agricultural fields (Figures 5.34–5.35). A 2,200-ft-long proposed temporary access road, which 
varies between 10 and 20 ft wide, extends northwest from the survey area following a grassy farm road 
(Figures 5.36 and 5.37). The areas surrounding Cabin Branch are wetland, but farther from the stream there 
are three terraces with well-drained soils that extend into the project LOD. According to the USDA NRCS 
(2020), the wet areas are underlain by Widewater and Issue soils (0–2% slopes) and the well-drained areas 
are situated on Marr-Dodon complex soils (5–25% slopes). The soils along the access road are mapped as 
Dodon very fine sandy loam (2–10% slopes) and Marr-Dodon complex (2–15 % slopes). Shovel tests were 
not excavated in areas of greater than 15 percent slope or in low and wet areas. The typical soil profile 
observed in shovel tests involved an Ap/Bt/Btg soil horizon sequence, with the Bt horizon varying in 
thickness; lower elevation areas displayed an Ap/Btg soil horizon sequence. Shovel tests on higher elevation 
landforms displayed an Ap/Bt1/Bt2/BC/C soil sequence. A total of 84 shovel tests were excavated in this 
area, and two pre-contact period isolated finds (18ANX520-5 and 18ANX520-6) were identified.  

 
Figure 5.34. View of Terrace within CB Greenock Hills Stables Section, Facing West. 
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Figure 5.35. View of Agricultural Field in CB Greenock Hills Stables Section, Facing Northeast. 

 
Figure 5.36. View of Farm Road in CB Greenock Hill Stables Section, Facing South. 
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Figure 5.37. View of Barn near Farm Road in CB Greenock Hill Stables Section, Facing Northwest. 

18ANX520-5 

Resource 18ANX520-5 is represented by one quartz bipolar flake recovered from the Ap horizon of shovel 
test 39.2 and a quartzite core recovered from the ground surface. The artifacts were located  

 
(see Figure 5.2; Figures 5.38 and 5.39). Shovel tests were excavated at 50-ft intervals across the landform 
and four delineation shovel tests were excavated at 25-ft intervals around shovel test 39.2, none of which 
produced artifacts. No additional artifacts were observed on the ground surface in this area.  

Shovel tests displayed an Ap horizon (0–0.7 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam underlain by a Bt1 
horizon (0.7–1.0 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) sandy loam underlain by a Bt2 horizon (1.0–2.4 
fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay loam underlain by a BC horizon (2.4–3.4) of brownish 
yellow (10YR 6/6) mottled with light gray (2.5Y 7/2) loamy sand (Figure 5.40). An auger was used within 
shovel test 38.2, which revealed that the Bt2 horizon continued (3.1–3.6 fbs) and was underlain by a BC 
horizon (3.6–5.2 fbs) of light gray (2.5Y 7/2) loamy sand, followed by a BC2 horizon (5.2–8.2 fbs) of pale 
brown (2.5Y 7/4) gravely loamy sand, and finally a C horizon (8.2–10.2+ fbs) of light gray (5Y 7/2) sand; 
no artifacts or indications of cultural deposits were observed within the auger test. 

Resource 18ANX520-5 is represented by one piece of quartz debitage recovered from the Ap horizon and 
a quartzite core recovered from the ground surface (Figure 5.41). The resource is associated with an 
ephemeral use of this area during an unidentified pre-contact period but does not represent a substantial 
archaeological resource or offer additional research potential. No further archaeological investigation is 
recommended for this resource.   
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Figure 5.38. Map of Resource 18ANX520-5. 
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Figure 5.39. View of Resource 18ANX520-5, Facing Southwest. 

 
Figure 5.40. View of Shovel Test 38.2 Profile at Resource 18ANX520-5. 
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Figure 5.41. Quartzite Core from Resource 18ANX520-5.  
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18ANX520-6 

Resource 18ANX520-6 is represented by one quartz Small Savannah River PPK recovered from the ground 
surface  (see Figure 5.2; Figure 
5.42). The PPK was located  

. A shovel test was excavated near the find, 
and eight delineation shovel tests were excavated at 25-ft intervals around the find. None of the shovel tests 
produced artifacts nor were any additional artifacts observed on the ground surface in this area (Figure 
5.43).  

Shovel tests on the hillslope displayed an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sandy 
loam underlain by a Bt1 horizon (0.9–1.4 fbs) of very pale brown (10YR 7/4) sandy clay loam underlain 
by a Bt2 horizon (1.4–1.8 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay (Figure 5.44). Shovel tests at the 
base of the hillslope contained an Ap horizon (0–0.8 fbs) of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sandy clay 
loam over an Agb horizon (0.8–3.4 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy clay loam colluvium. An auger was 
used to examine deeper soil stratigraphy and encountered a Bg horizon (3.4–3.8 fbs) of light yellowish 
brown (10YR 6/4) sandy loam followed by a BCg horizon (3.8–5.2 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) 
sandy clay; no artifacts or indications of cultural deposits were observed within the auger test. 

Resource 18ANX520-6 is represented by a single quartz Small Savannah River PPK recovered from the 
ground surface. The PPK is biconvex in cross section, has convex blade margins, has an asymmetrical and 
slightly concave base, and is 38.5 mm long, 22.7 mm wide, and 8.5 mm thick (Figure 5.45). The PPK 
indicates ephemeral use of this area during the Late Archaic period but does not represent a substantial 
archaeological resource or offer additional research potential. No further archaeological investigation of 
resource 18ANX520-6 is recommended.  

 
Figure 5.42. View of Resource 18ANX520-6, Facing Northeast. 
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Figure 5.43. Map of Resource 18ANX520-6. 



 

76 

 
Figure 5.44. View of Shovel Test N475 E500 Profile at Resource 18ANX520-6. 
 

 
Figure 5.45. Quartz Small Savannah River PPK 
from Resource 18ANX520-6.  
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6. RESULTS OF MILL SWAMP (RFP-6) SITE PHASE I SURVEY  

This chapter presents the results of the Phase I archaeological survey conducted along Mill Swamp Creek 
near the community of Bryans Road. To organize the discussion, the results are presented in four sections, 
representing separate, noncontiguous parts of the survey area, divided by a private road (Ward Place) that 
bisects the area and the separate LOD areas.  

Background research indicates that there are no previously recorded sites within (or immediately adjacent 
to) the survey area, although several sites are situated  

 including one large site (18CH73, Pomonkey Creek North). 
This site is recorded  and contains multiple 
components, including Late Woodland and contact-era components, and may represent a Piscataway village 
mapped by John Smith (see Cowherd and Gibb 2015; McNett and Gardner 1975).  

No structures appear to be depicted within the survey areas on 20th century maps (e.g., Smith and Rose 
1922; USGS 1913, 1923), although several appear to be located just outside the LOD near the southwestern 
and northeastern sections. A 1944 topographic map produced by the War Department shows a road 
corresponding to Ward Place bordered by two structures west of that road and south of the creek (USACE 
1944); the 1956 quadrangle map shows a few additional auxiliary buildings at this general location (USGS 
1956). The 1968 quadrangle map depicts additional structures within the survey area (which appear to 
correspond to existing structures) (USGS 1968).   

SOUTHWESTERN SECTION 

This section is an irregularly shaped area located south of Ward Place and east of Fenwick Road, and Mill 
Swamp Creek runs roughly north-south through the eastern portion of this section (Figures 6.1–6.6). The 
section primarily contains an open unmown hay field, with areas of dense brambles located along the 
margins of the LOD and along Mill Swamp Creek. The eastern portion of the section, including the area 
adjacent to Mill Swamp Creek, is situated on a broad, relatively level terrace, and the western portion 
contains a series of terraces descending to the southwest toward Pomonkey Creek. The toe of a prominent 
ridge enters the section from the east. Portions of the low-lying areas closest to Mill Swamp Creek contained 
standing water at the time of the survey. Excessively well-drained Galestown-Hammonton complex soils 
are located on the more elevated terraces in the western portion of the section (USDA NRCS 2020). 
Potobac-Issue complex soils, which are poorly drained, frequently flooded, and formed in loamy alluvium 
on floodplains, are located across most of the remainder of the section (USDA NRCS 2020). The east-
central portion of the section contains the western portion of a ridge that is underlain by Liverpool-
Piccowaxen complex soils (5–15% slopes), which consist of moderately well-drained and somewhat poorly 
drained silty and loamy fluviomarine deposits.  

Shovel tests excavated on the higher terraces encountered an Ap/E/B soil horizon sequence with variation 
in the thickness of the E horizon and in the characteristics of the B horizon. In most of these, the intermediate 
stratum (E horizon) overlay a clayey B horizon, although some shovel tests encountered excessively coarse, 
pebbly, or gravelly sediments. Other than the differences in texture, the B horizon varied from strong brown 
(7.5YR 4/6) to yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) in color. A few shovel tests in the area covered by brambles 
encountered artificially truncated soils and/or shallow gravel deposits. Only a few shovel tests were 
excavated in the low-lying areas of this section, and these encountered hydric soils and seeping ground 
water at or near the surface and were generally situated in areas of wetland vegetation. The stratigraphy 
encountered in those shovel tests that did not immediately encounter ground water typically contained an 
Ap horizon (0–0.75 fbs) of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) silt loam, over an E horizon (0.75–1.9 fbs) of 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam, underlain by a B horizon (1.9–2.4 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 
5/6) clay loam grading to clay. Others were characterized by hydric, grayish brown (10YR 5/2) clay loam 
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mottled with mineral concretions extending from the surface and overlying gray clay. Shovel tests 
excavated at the toe of the ridge near the southern end of the section encountered a layer of sand in the 
upper portion of the soil profile. These shovel tests contained historic artifacts within an A horizon (0–1.3 
fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) coarse sand, which overlied a B horizon (1.3–1.65 fbs) of strong brown (7.5YR 
5/6) sandy clay, and was underlain by a hydric layer (1.65–2.3 fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) clay loam grading 
to clay. These artifacts are associated with archaeological site 18CH971—see below. In total, 84 shovel 
tests were excavated within and just outside the southwestern section of the RFP-6 Mill Swamp survey 
areas, and one isolated find (18CHX115-1) and one archaeological site (18CH971) were identified. 

18CHX115-1 

Resource 18CHX115-1 was identified by a quartz Calvert PPK found in the Ap horizon (< 0.4 fbs) of a 
shovel test in the northeastern corner of an agricultural field on the highest terrace within this section 
(Figures 6.1, 6.7, and 6.8). The location was not distinguishable (in terms of relief or soil characteristics) 
from most of the other areas tested within that field and on that landform. The stratigraphy observed in this 
shovel test involved a brown (10YR 4/3) loamy sand plowzone (0–1 .0 fbs) overlying a yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/4) loamy sand E horizon (1.0–1.7 fbs). The underlying B horizon (to a depth of 2.4 fbs) was 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) wet loamy sand in the upper part that graded to wet sandy clay loam in the 
lower part (Figure 6.9). Soils in this area are most consistent with Hammonton type soils, which are 
described as loamier (finer) than Galestown soils and are derived from loamy fluviomarine deposits (USDA 
NRCS 2020). Shovel tests excavated across the remainder of this area did not produce any additional 
cultural material. 
 
The Calvert PPK from 18CHX115-1 is 37 mm long, 23 mm across the shoulders, and a maximum of 7.3 
mm thick (Figure 6.10). The stem portion is 10 mm in length and 14.7 mm in width. Calvert stemmed points 
are considered diagnostic of the Early Woodland period in the Mid-Atlantic region but may also extend 
into the Middle Woodland period (e.g., Kinsey 1972; McLearen 1991; Reeve 1992; Stephenson and 
Ferguson 1963; Steponaitis 1986; Waselkov 1982). 
 
Resource 18CHX115-1 indicates ephemeral use of this area during the Early Woodland period. However, 
based on the isolated nature of the artifact and its recovery from the Ap horizon, additional investigation of 
this area is unlikely to provide significant or new information concerning Early Woodland occupations in 
the area.  
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Figure 6.1. Mill Swamp Archaeological Survey Areas, Shovel Tests, and Resources.  
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Figure 6.2. View of Southwestern Section of Mill Swamp Survey Areas, Facing Northwest. 

 
Figure 6.3. View of Southwestern Section of Mill Swamp Survey Areas, Facing Northeast. 
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Figure 6.4. View of Southwestern Section of Mill Swamp Survey Areas, Facing Northwest. 

 
Figure 6.5. View of Southwestern Section of Mill Swamp Survey Areas, Facing Northwest. 
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Figure 6.6. View of Southwestern Section of Mill Swamp Survey Areas, Facing Northwest. 

 
Figure 6.7. View of Resource 18CH115X-1, Facing Northeast. 
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Figure 6.8. Map of Resource 18CHX115-1. 
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Figure 6.9. View of Representative Shovel Test Profile on Resource 18CH115X-1. 

 
Figure 6.10. Calvert PPK from Resource 18CH115X-1. 
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18CH971 

Site 18CH971 is located  
 (see Figure 6.1).  

(Figure 6.11).  (see Figures 6.5 and 6.6) and slopes steeply 
within the survey area. The site was identified when pre-contact and historic artifacts were recovered from 
four shovel tests excavated at 50- and 25-ft intervals within the LOD. After the initial site delineation within 
the LOD, two additional transects of six shovel tests each were excavated outside the project LOD (with 
the landowner’s permission), one running to the east and one to the southeast of the highest density shovel 
test (ST 24). None of the shovel tests on the transect running southeast contained artifacts, but three of the 
six shovel tests on the transect running east produced artifacts, extending the site boundary 300 ft to the 
east and ultimately forming an L-shaped site boundary (Figure 6.12). The site is bounded by negative shovel 
tests to the north and south,  

but was not fully delineated to the east outside the project LOD. 

 
Figure 6.11. View of Site 18CH971, Facing South. 

Shovel tests on the ridge toe encountered a similar stratigraphic sequence, consisting of a 0.25 to 0.7 ft thick 
A horizon of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) loamy sand (with pebbles and small cobbles) overlying 
a 0.7 to 1.0 ft thick E horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) loamy sand with abundant pebbles and 
occasional cobbles (Figure 6.13). This overlay a strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) sandy clay loam B horizon 
(occasionally cobbly in the upper part), which was encountered at depths of 1.1 to 1.7 fbs. An auger test in 
the base of shovel test 24 (which produced the highest number of artifacts) encountered similar sandy clay 
loam that graded to clay loam to a depth of 2.2 fbs. The shovel tests immediately east of shovel test 24 
displayed a soil sequence similar to that observed on the ridge toe, but the higher elevation shovel tests and 
the shovel tests to the southeast displayed an Ap/Bt soil profile, likely due to land clearing, plowing, and 
erosion. 
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Figure 6.12. Map of Site 18CH971.  
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Figure 6.13. View of Representative Shovel Test Profile at Site 18CH971. 

Areas of site 18CH971 that are situated on the steeper slopes are mapped as Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex 
soils, and the top of the landform farther to the west is mapped as Piccowaxen loam (0 to 2% slopes). The 
soils encountered at the base of the ridge are consistent with Croom series soils (Hall and Matthews 
1974:14), which is a minor type within the Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex. Croom series soils are 
described as well-drained gravelly upland soils that are formed in very old fluvial deposits of gravel 
containing sand and clay, with a strong brown, gravelly sandy clay loam subsoil (Hall and Matthews 
1974:14). The description of a cross-section of Croom gravelly loam is identical to the stratigraphic 
sequence encountered on the ridge toe at site 18CH971 (Hall and Matthews 1974:14). 

Shovel test 24 produced 24 pieces of debitage; the remaining shovel tests generated from one to five 
artifacts each. Eight of the 22 shovel tests excavated across the site produced artifacts; four of these eight 
were situated directly on or immediately off the ridge toe, but outlying shovel tests 28 and 148 generated a 
single pre-contact period artifact each (see Figure 6.12). Four shovel tests produced pre-contact period 
artifacts only, two (25 and 148) contained historic and pre-contact period artifacts, and the two easternmost 
shovel tests (150 and 151) yielded only historic period artifacts. These artifacts were found in the two upper 
strata (A/Ap and E horizons) at depths no greater than 1.4 fbs.  
 
The remains of a concrete slab and cinder block foundation was identified in the wooded area between 
shovel tests 148 and 149, and shovel tests 150–152 were excavated near outbuildings within the backyard 
of a dwelling located approximately 70 ft north of the transect (Figure 6.14). A structure is depicted near 
the location of 18CH971 on early 20th century USGS (1913, 1923) topographic maps. A structure with 
outbuildings is depicted near the location of 18CH971 on the USGS 1944 Mount Vernon, VA topographic 
map, and the same structure is mapped at that location through the 1983 edition, at which point subsequent 
editions depict no structures in the vicinity. The dwelling and multiple outbuildings are visible on aerial 
photographs dating from 1957 through 2019, and the dwelling was still standing during the fieldwork in 
October 2020. All of these structures are located at least 100 ft outside the project LOD. 
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Figure 6.14. View of Foundation Remains at Site 18CH971, Facing Southwest. 

The pre-contact period assemblage (n=35) includes the base of a PPK that is generally lanceolate in shape, 
an early stage biface fragment, a retouched bipolar flake, and 32 pieces of unmodified debitage (17 
quartzite, 15 quartz) (Table 6.1). The fragmentary PPK is made of quartzite and may represent a Middle 
Woodland period Jack’s Reef pentagonal or a Middle Woodland Fox Creek PPK (Figure 6.15a); the biface 
fragment is made of quartz and appears to represent an early stage of reduction (Figure 6.15b); and the early 
stage quartz bipolar flake with a retouched edge may also be utilized (Figure 6.15c).  

Table 6.1. Artifacts from Site 18CH971 by Horizon.  
  Horizon  
Functional Group Artifact Type   A E   A/E Total
Tool Unclassified Lanceolate PPK Fragment, Quartzite  1 1
 Early Stage Biface, Quartz 1   1
 Retouched Bipolar Flake, Quartz 1  1
Debitage Flake Fragment, Quartz  15 15
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 3  8 11
 Broken Flake, Quartzite 2 1 2 5
 Shatter, Quartzite  1 1
Architectural Window Glass  2 2
Kitchen Gray Salt Glazed Stoneware  1 1

 Glass Container, Unclassified, Green  1 1
 Glass Container, Unclassified, Colorless  3 3
 Glassware, Press Molded, Depression Era    1  1

Total  6 2 35 43 
 
The historic period artifacts include one undecorated gray salt glazed stoneware sherd, one press-molded 
glassware fragment, four unclassified glass container fragments, and two aqua window glass fragments (see 
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Table 6.1). One small brick fragment was observed in shovel test 148, but not collected. The stoneware 
sherd represents a hollowware container and exhibits an unwashed interior (Figure 6.16a). Salt glazed 
stoneware is associated with early 18th to 20th century manufacture (Ketchum 1991). The glassware 
fragment is pale pink and is Depression-era (1920s–1950s) glass (Figure 6.16b). One of the glass container 
fragments is 7-Up green in color, suggesting mid-20th century manufacture (SHA 2020); the other three are 
small fragments of colorless glass. The stoneware sherd was recovered from the ridge toe, but all of the 
other historic period artifacts were recovered from the higher elevation portion of the landform to the east—
closer to the standing structures and the former structure locations as shown on historic mapping. 
Collectively, the historic period artifacts are likely associated with an early to mid-20th century occupation.  

 
Figure 6.15. Representative Pre-Contact Artifacts from Site 18CH971. a) quartzite lanceolate 
PPK fragment; c) quartz early stage biface; e) quartz retouched flake  

Site 18CH971 is associated with limited pre-contact period (likely Middle Woodland) and limited historic 
period (likely early through mid-20th century) use of this area. Only eight of the 27 shovel tests excavated 
on and in close proximity to the site produced artifacts, and all but one of these produced a relatively low 
number of artifacts. Shovel test 24, which produced 24 quartz and quartzite flakes, likely represents a very 
localized lithic tool maintenance episode. All of the historic and most (75%) of the pre-contact artifacts 
were found in the A/E interface zone, with only two pre-contact artifacts recovered from the E horizon and 
six from the A horizon. The pre-contact period artifacts may be associated with just one or a few short term 
resource procurement visits to the area, and the historic period artifacts are likely associated with the 
occupation that is more concentrated to the east outside the LOD and only peripherally represented in the 
project LOD. No evidence of intact substantial deposits or subsurface cultural features associated with 
either the historic or pre-contact period use of this area was found; the historic outbuilding foundation 
remnant is located well outside the LOD. It is possible that the portion of site 18CH971 located outside the 
project LOD, which was only investigated in a limited manner, could contain valuable data regarding pre-
contact or historic period occupations of the area, but there is no evidence that the portions of the site within 
the project LOD contain meaningful artifact patterns or intact substantial deposits. While there are several 
nearby historic structures, all of them are located well outside the project LOD. Site 18CH971 is unassessed 
for NRHP eligibility, however, the results of the survey indicate that those parts of the site within the project 

a b c 
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LOD lack the integrity, clarity, and substantial deposits that would allow it to provide information important 
in history, and no further investigation of this site is recommended for this project as currently scoped.  

 
Figure 6.16. Representative Historic Artifacts from Site 18CH971. a) gray 
salt glazed stoneware; b) pale pink press molded Depression era glassware base 

SOUTHEASTERN SECTION 

This section of the Mill Swamp stream mitigation site LOD is located south of Ward Place and northwest 
of a private road. Most of this area is used as a private dump and is covered in modern refuse (e.g., 
appliances, tires, furniture, and bagged household trash) and/or dense secondary growth (Figures 6.17  ̶
6.18). Most of this area is mapped as Piccowaxen loam (PcA, 0–2% slopes), a somewhat poorly drained 
soil type formed in silty and loamy fluviomarine deposits (USDS NRCS 2020). The northeastern corner is 
underlain by Potobac-Issue complex soils (USDA NRCS 2020). This section of the LOD is intended for 
materials storage during the stream restoration process.  

Fourteen shovel tests were excavated outside of the limits of the trash pile, and no pre-modern artifacts 
were found. Relatively intact soils were encountered in the western portion of this section, where a few 
small seep springs are situated. In general, these displayed an A horizon (0–0.25 fbs) of very dark grayish 
brown (10YR 3/2) sandy loam, over an E horizon (0.25–0.95 fbs) of brown (10YR 5/3) silt loam, underlain 
by a B horizon (0.95–1.5 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silty clay loam. Soils encountered in the 
remainder of this area were generally disturbed, truncated, and/or compacted. 

a 
b
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Figure 6.17. View of Southeastern Section, Facing Northeast. 

 
Figure 6.18. View of Trash Pile in Southeastern Section, Facing Southeast. 
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NORTHEASTERN SECTION 

This section is situated north of Ward Place, east of a tributary to Mill Swamp, and well east of Fenwick 
Road, and is comprised of two not quite contiguous but adjacent areas of LOD (see Figure 6.1). The 
southern portion primarily encompasses an agricultural field situated on a knoll and extends to the east and 
northeast along the drainage (Figures 6.19 and 6.20). The northern portion is located within a lightly 
wooded area to the north of a residence and on low terraces adjacent to the drainage. The southern portion 
of this section is primarily situated on Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex soils (5–15% slopes), with the 
eastern part underlain by Piccowaxen loam (0–2% slopes). The northern portion of this section is entirely 
underlain by Potobac-Issue complex, frequently flooded soils (USDA NRCS 2020). In total, 54 shovel tests 
and one 5 × 5 ft test unit (TU 1) were excavated within this section, and all encountered a simple A/B soil 
horizon sequence consisting of a plowzone over a B horizon; 19 of the shovel tests and the test unit 
generated artifacts associated with site 18CH972. No shovel tests were excavated in the low lying, wet 
areas that comprised the northern portion, although two shovel tests were excavated just outside the LOD 
in areas that did not contain standing water at the time of the survey; no artifacts were found (see Figure 
6.1).  

18CH972 

Site 18CH972 is located  
(see Figure 6.1; Figures 

6.21 and 6.22). The site was identified when artifacts were recovered from five shovel tests excavated at 
50-ft intervals across this landform. In total, 50 shovel tests were excavated across this area, and 19 of these 
produced cultural material—three with only pre-contact artifacts, 12 with only historic artifacts, and two 
with pre-contact and historic artifacts (Figure 6.23). All of the artifacts were found in the plowzone. Shovel 
testing was conducted outside the project LOD but did not define a clear site boundary to the northwest. 
However, the terrain drops markedly in this direction from the knoll down to the floodplain of the drainage 
(see Figure 6.1), and this area would have been unsuitable for habitation. 

All shovel tests encountered similar stratigraphic sequences, consisting of a 0.6 to 1.3 ft thick brown (10YR 
4/3) silt loam plowzone conformably overlying a strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) or brown (7.5YR 5/3, 7.5YR 
5/2) clay loam B horizon. This appears consistent with plowed Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex soils, which 
typically exhibit a silt loam A horizon over a silt loam E horizon extending to a depth of five inches (USDA 
NRCS 2020). The underlying Bt horizon is described as silt loam in the upper part (to a depth of 13 inches) 
and clay loam in the lower part (USDA NRCS 2020). 

Test Unit 1 (N505 E455) was placed inside the project LOD in the western portion of the site. The 5 × 5 ft 
test unit was excavated in 0.25-ft levels within strata. Six levels were excavated, four within the Ap horizon 
and two within the Bt horizon, and the unit reached a maximum depth of 1.4 ft. The stratigraphic sequence 
encountered in TU 1, which involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam 
underlain by a Bt horizon (0.9–1.4+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) silty clay, was similar to that 
observed in the shovel tests (Figure 6.24). Test Unit 1 produced five quartzite FCR and 32 historic period 
artifacts associated with the kitchen and architectural functional groups, all from the plowzone. The first 
level of the test unit contained only a single piece of colorless glass. Level 2 yielded two of the FCR and 
the highest density of historic artifacts (n=20). Two FCR and seven historic artifacts were collected from 
Level 3, and Level 4 produced one FCR and four historic artifacts.  
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Figure 6.19. View of Northeastern Section, Facing Northeast (note abandoned barn in background). 

 
Figure 6.20. View of East-Central Portion of Northeastern Section, Facing Southwest. 
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Figure 6.21. View of Site 18CH972, Facing North. 

 
Figure 6.22. View of Site 18CH972, Facing West. 



 

96 

Figure 6.23. Map of Site 18CH972.  
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Figure 6.24. View of Test Unit 1 West Wall Profile at Site 18CH972. 

The pre-contact period assemblage from 18CH972 consists of 10 artifacts, including a quartz Early 
Woodland period Calvert PPK, a quartz bipolar core fragment, one quartz flake, one quartzite flake, and 
six quartzite FCR (Table 6.2; Figure 6.25). The asymmetrical PPK is complete, and is 36.2 mm long, 24.6 
mm wide at the shoulders, and 7.9 mm thick. The stem is 10.9 mm in length and 10.5 mm in width. Five of 
the six FCR were recovered from TU 1, and the remaining pre-contact artifacts were recovered from shovel 
tests. All of the pre-contact artifacts were found in the plowzone and all but three of these were found in 
levels that also contained historic artifacts. Half of the pre-contact period artifacts were found in TU 1, and 
the remainder were very lightly scattered across the site. Although the FCR may have been associated with 
a cultural feature, they were found in three different levels in TU 1, and no other indications of a cultural 
feature were observed. The pre-contact period assemblage from 18CH972 appears to indicate limited use 
of this area during at least the Early Woodland period but does not seem to be associated with a substantial 
pre-contact period occupation in this area.  

A total of 108 historic artifacts were recovered from 18CH972 (Table 6.2; Figure 6.26), including 76 from 
shovel tests and 32 from TU 1, all from the plowzone. The historic artifacts from 18CH972 include four 
undecorated whiteware sherds, one molded porcelain sherd, three glass canning jar lid liner fragments, one 
colorless glass bottle fragment, 31 container glass fragments (24 colorless, two aqua, two amethyst tinted, 
and three amber), one press-molded amethyst tinted glassware fragment, three colorless glassware 
fragments, one small fragment of a phonograph record, one modern bullet, one cast iron stove leg, 28 pieces 
of window glass (aqua tinted), one cut nail, three wire nails, five brick fragments, two unclassified metal 
objects, one unclassified plastic object, and 21 pieces of coal slag. All of these reflect late 19th to 20th century 
manufacture periods. Most are kitchen and architectural group items, with activities, arms, and furniture 
groups each represented by a single artifact. The assemblage suggests a domestic occupation of this area, 
likely associated with a structure depicted in the vicinity of the site on early 20th century maps (e.g., Smith 
and Rose 1922; USGS 1913, 1923). No structure is shown in this location on maps dating from 1925 
through 1965, although the abandoned barn located just north of the site is shown on maps dating to 1968 
and 1971, and is depicted as a residential structure on maps dating to 1981 and 1983 (USGS 1925, 1934, 
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1939, 1945, 1965, 1968, 1971, 1981, 1983). Historic period artifacts were found across the site but were 
generally more concentrated in the western portion of the site. Most shovel tests produced from one to five 
artifacts each, two contained from six to 10 artifacts, and only three shovel tests yielded more than 10 
artifacts, although all 17 of the items from one of these are coal slag fragments. These three higher density 
shovel tests (121 [eastern], 125 [south-central], and 163 [northwestern]) are located in different portions of 
the site and other than the concentration of coal slag in the eastern shovel test, contained both kitchen and 
architectural items. Artifact distribution patterns do not suggest a possible location for a former structure 
within the site boundary. Although the structure depicted on the early 20th century maps was likely located 
somewhere in this vicinity, no evidence of above-ground or subsurface cultural features was encountered 
during the investigation of site 18CH972.  

Table 6.2. Artifacts from Site 18CH972 by Horizon. 
  Horizon 
Functional Group Artifact Type     Ap 
Tool Calvert PPK, Quartz 1 
Debitage Bipolar Core, Quartz 1 
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 1 
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 1 
Other Lithic FCR, Quartzite 6 
Activities Phonograph Record, Fragment 1 
Architectural Brick, Fragment 5 

 Nail, Cut 1 
 Nail, Wire 3 

 Window Glass 28 
Arms Bullet, Copper, Full Metal Jacket 1 
Furniture Cast Iron Stove Leg 1 
Kitchen Porcelain, Molded 1 

 Whiteware, Undecorated 4 
 Glass Canning Jar Lid Liner, Fragment 3 
 Glass Container, Bottle, Fragment 1 

 Glass Container, Unclassified, Fragment 31 
 Drinking Glass, Fragment 1 
 Glassware, Press Molded, Fragment 1 
 Glassware, Unclassified, Fragment 2 

Miscellaneous Coal Slag 21 
 Unclassified Metal Object 2 
 Unclassified Plastic Object     1 
Total  118 
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Figure 6.25. Pre-Contact Artifacts from Site 18CH972. 
a) quartz Calvert PPK; b) quartz bipolar core 

The pre-contact component(s) on site 18CH972 is represented by a very low-density, widely dispersed 
scatter of lithic artifacts. The Calvert PPK indicates that an Early Woodland period component is present 
at the site. The pre-contact period debitage assemblage represents very limited lithic reduction activities, 
while the PPK is suggestive of hunting activities. The recovery of six FCR suggests the potential for the 
presence of a hearth type feature on the site, although no evidence of cultural features was found.  

The historic period component dates to the late 19th to 20th century and is likely associated with a structure 
that was located in this area until about 1923, but also likely contains artifacts distributed across the field 
during later uses of the site area for agricultural purposes. All of the pre-contact and historic artifacts were 
recovered from the plowzone and there are no discrete distributions of any types of artifact classes. Site 
18CH972 appears to lack the integrity, clarity, and substantial deposits or cultural features that would allow 
it to provide substantive information regarding local pre-contact or historic period occupations. Site 
18CH972 is recommended not eligible for the NRHP, and no further investigation of the site is 
recommended for this project as currently scoped.  

 

a 
b
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Figure 6.26. Representative Historic Artifacts from Site 18CH972. a) molded porcelain body sherd; b) colorless 
bottle neck/rim; c) amethyst tinted press molded glassware; d) cast iron stove leg; e) unidentified cast iron object 
  

a 
b

c 

e
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NORTHWESTERN SECTION 

This section is located north of Ward Place and east of Fenwick Road and includes the area surrounding 
the confluence of Mill Swamp and an unnamed drainage (see Figure 6.1; Figures 6.27–6.30). The area is 
situated in fallow agricultural fields on a relatively level floodplain, and standing water was present over 
much of this area at the time of the survey. A majority of this section is underlain by Potobac-Issue complex 
soils, which are frequently flooded and poorly drained, and the slightly more elevated areas in the east-
central and southeastern portions of this section are underlain by Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex soils (5–
15% slopes), which formed in silty and fluviomarine deposits and are moderately well drained and 
somewhat poorly drained (USDA NRCS 2020). Most shovel tests encountered soils consistent with the 
Piccowaxen loam soil profile (USDA NRCS 2020). In total, 21 shovel tests were excavated within this area, 
and no pre-modern artifacts were recovered. 

Shovel tests west of the drainages encountered a very dark grayish brown (2.5Y 3/2) silt loam (0–0.45 fbs) 
that overlay a thin band of light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/3) clay fill (0.45–0.6 fbs). This overlay grayish 
brown (2.5Y 5/2) silty clay loam with occasional pebbles (0.6–1.2 fbs). An auger test at the base of one 
shovel test encountered gravels at a depth of 2.25 fbs. Additional shovel tests within the project LOD 
encountered similar soils, except for the shovel test situated in a wooded area. That shovel test encountered 
a thin, dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sand Oi/A horizon (0–0.2 fbs) that overlay dark yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/6) sand that graded to loamy sand and sandy loam with depth (0.2–2.1 fbs). This overlay grayish 
brown (10YR 5/2) and brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy loam and the water table (2.1–2.5 fbs).  

 
Figure 6.27. View of Northwestern Section, Facing Northeast.  
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Figure 6.28. View of Northwestern Section, Facing Northeast.  

 
Figure 6.29. View of Northwestern Section, Facing South.  



 

103 

 
Figure 6.30. View of Northwestern Section, Facing West. 

A shovel test placed on a slightly higher area that parallels the drainage to the east within the LOD 
encountered a 2.4 ft thick top stratum of brown silt loam (0–2.4 fbs), which overlay grayish brown (10YR 
5/2) clay loam with increasing redoximorphic features to a depth of 4.6 fbs. Another shovel test in this area 
encountered a dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) plowzone (0–1.35 fbs). The underlying stratum was below 
the water table and consisted of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silty clay loam (1.35–1.9 fbs). An auger 
test confirmed that this stratum extended to a depth of 3.3 fbs and was underlain by grayish brown clay 
with redoximorphic features to a depth of 4.1 fbs where coarse sand and gravels were encountered.  

No cultural materials were recovered from the Northwestern section. 
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7. RESULTS OF PAINT BRANCH (AN-6 AND AN-7) SITES 
PHASE I SURVEY 

This chapter presents the results of Phase I archaeological survey that was completed in support of the 
proposed AN-6 and AN-7 stream mitigation projects along Paint Branch. Archaeological investigations 
were mostly confined to areas outside the I-95/I-495 interchange, since the interchange has previously been 
surveyed for archaeological resources and has been extensively disturbed by highway construction, utilities, 
and ongoing flooding and redeposition.  

Several individual parts of the survey areas were examined, including the floodplain, levee, and lower 
terraces adjacent to the east side of Paint Branch, similar landforms on the west side of Paint Branch north 
and south of an unnamed tributary in the north (Tributary 1) that is one of the foci of AN-7, the west side 
of Paint Branch along both sides of Tributary 1, west of Paint Branch on both sides of a second unnamed 
tributary farther south (Tributary 2), and the area surrounding Paint Branch to the north of the interchange 
within the M-NCPPC’s Powder Mill Community Park. To facilitate the discussion, the results are presented 
in those five sections—Paint Branch East, Paint Branch West, Tributary 1, Tributary 2, and M-NCPPC 
Property. The first four are located on the BARC’s South Farm within the I-95/I-495 interchange, and the 
Powder Mill Community Park is located on M-NCPPC property northwest of the interchange. For each 
section, a brief summary of the previous investigations and the resources recorded within that section is 
presented first, followed by details regarding the survey methods and results and the newly identified or 
revisited cultural resources for that section. Several previous Phase I surveys have been conducted within 
this survey area, and much of the area was surveyed by Arnold et al. (2020), Diamanti et al. (2008) and 
Clark (1973). Several archaeological resources have previously been identified either within or just outside 
of the survey areas. Much of the area containing the Paint Branch sites has historically been in use for 
agricultural purposes, and only one structure is shown in this general area on historic maps—the mid-19th 
century Kierman family residence near Tributary 2 (Hopkins 1861, 1878; USGS 1892, 1907, 1917, 1926, 
1945, 1949).  

PAINT BRANCH EAST SECTION (AN-6) 

The Paint Branch East section is part of the AN-6 stream mitigation site and located south of I-495 and 
immediately east of Paint Branch. The section is a roughly upside-down L-shaped area measuring between 
185 and 740 ft wide and from 345 to 1,325 ft long, with the long portion running parallel to Paint Branch 
and the short portion running parallel to I-495 (Figure 7.1). The east side of this section is characterized by 
T1 and T2 terraces and a levee along the east bank of Paint Branch. This section of the survey area is mainly 
situated on a level T1 terrace that is currently divided into agricultural test plots that were either fallow or 
in cultivation at the time of the survey (Figures 7.2–7.3). This section of the Paint Branch survey area also 
contains an artificial levee along the bank of Paint Branch (Figure 7.4). The levee is about 5–10 m from the 
east bank of Paint Branch, and there is a steep slope from the top of the levee to the moderately densely 
wooded stream bank. According to a BARC employee (George Meyers, personal communication 2020), 
the levee was constructed in 1972 after Hurricane Agnes passed through the area to prevent future 
overbanking of Paint Branch. Other disturbances in the area include a sewer line located parallel to and 
approximately 5 m east of the base of the artificial landform. An 8-ft-tall fence is located another 1–1.5 m 
east of the sewer line and also runs parallel to the levee and sewer line. Finally, the northeastern portion of 
this section is situated along a T2 terrace scarp that is separated by a small drainage ditch or channelized 
stream that is lined with cattails and other types of wetland vegetation (Figure 7.5). Paint Branch runs along 
the western edge of this section and in this area comprises a broad stream approximately 10 m wide with a 
very rocky bed composed of large cobbles and boulders with numerous gravel bars along the stream bank 
(Figure 7.6).  
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Although a small subset of the soil types mapped by the USDA NRCS (2020) in the extreme northeastern 
portion of this section are characterized as moderately well drained (Russett-Christiana complex, 2–5% 
slopes), the majority of the area, including all of the T1 and T2 terraces, is situated on Codorus and Hatboro 
soils, which are frequently flooded and typically poorly drained but can include areas with better drainage. 
Previously recorded site 18PR1133, a scatter of late 19th century artifacts, is located  

 (see Figure 7.1). As this site has been recently recorded and the 
area in general, which is severely disturbed and on steep slope, has been recently surveyed (Arnold et al. 
2020), no shovel tests were excavated in that portion of the survey area. No shovel tests were excavated on 
the steeply sloped stream embankment, the disturbed northern portion of this survey area along the I-495 
right-of-way and embankment, or in areas previously disturbed by construction of the sewer line. In total, 
83 shovel tests were excavated along seven transects across the levee and T1 and T2 terraces during the 
survey in this section, and seven of these produced artifacts. One pre-contact site (18PR1191), one pre-
contact isolated find (18PRX284-1), and one resource consisting of two redeposited historic artifacts 
(18PRX284-4) were identified in this section. 

Levee 

In order to determine whether intact soil deposits were present along the levee, the landform was 
investigated with three shovel tests initially placed at 50-ft intervals along a single transect (1.1–1.3). These 
shovel tests all encountered varying layers of dense and extremely compact fill with gravel and cobbles to 
a depth of 3.0–3.3+ fbs. To verify whether the remaining portions of the levee exhibited similar 
characteristics of fill deposits, six additional shovel tests (1.4–1.9) were excavated at 100- to 200-ft intervals 
along the central and northern portions of the levee spine. Two shovel tests  

 produced a cut nail fragment and a whole machine-made brick from a fill layer, which were 
recorded as 18PRX284-4. Evidence of disturbance was noted in all of the remaining shovel tests excavated 
at 100- to 200-ft intervals, and no natural buried ground surface was encountered below the artificial levee 
in any of the shovel tests. Shovel tests along the levee displayed a highly variable stratigraphic profile 
because of the disturbed nature of the artificial landform, as characterized by shovel test 1.5, which 
contained a Stratum I (0–0.35 fbs) of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) sandy loam over a Stratum II 
(0.35–1.2 fbs) of pale brown (10YR 6/3) mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) sandy clay with cobbles. 
Stratum III (1.2–2.3 fbs) was a strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) coarse sand with cobbles mixed with white (10YR 
8/1) clay. Stratum IV (2.3–2.7 fbs) was a light gray (10YR 7/2) gravelly sandy clay mixed with strong 
brown (7.5YR 5/6) gravelly sandy clay. Stratum V (2.7–3.3+ fbs) was a strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) sandy 
clay mixed with white (10YR 8/1) very compact clay with gravel and cobbles. According to the USDA 
NRCS (2020) data, the natural soil type in this area is Codorus and Hatboro soils (frequently flooded), 
which does not correspond to the man-made stratigraphy encountered in the shovel tests along the levee, 
confirming the artificial nature of this landform. Also, a sewer line has been placed at the base of the levee 
immediately to the east. 

Due to the height of the artificial levee and the practical limitations of hand excavation, an undisturbed 
buried surface representing the original T1 terrace ground surface prior to construction of the levee in 1972 
was not encountered. While intact Holocene age accretion deposits could not be reached below the levee 
during the Phase I survey, testing of adjacent areas of the floodplain was able to sample intact soils, and no 
significant archaeological resources were encountered. No further investigations are recommended in this 
portion of the survey area. 
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Figure 7.2. View of Agricultural Test Plot in Eastern Part of Paint Branch East, Facing North. 

 
Figure 7.3. View of Agricultural Test Plot in Eastern Part of Paint Branch East, Facing East. 
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Figure 7.4. View of Levee in Eastern Part of Paint Branch East, Facing North. 

 
Figure 7.5. View of Wet Area in Northeast Portion of Paint Branch East, Facing South. 
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Figure 7.6. View of Paint Branch along West Side of Paint Branch East, Facing North. 

18PRX284-4 

Two historic period artifacts were found in the fill deposits of two shovel tests (1.7 and 1.9) placed on the 
levee, and were together designated 18PRX284-4. Because of the obvious redeposited contexts of the 
cultural material, additional shovel tests were not excavated at closer intervals around the two shovel tests; 
however, nearby shovel tests excavated on grid produced no additional cultural material. Shovel test 1.7, 
which produced one cut nail fragment from Stratum III at 2.0 fbs, displayed four strata. The top stratum (0–
0.4 fbs) was a fill layer of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sandy loam with approximately 10 percent gravel; 
Stratum II was a fill layer (0.4–1.0 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sand mottled with reddish yellow 
(5YR 6/6) sand with less than 5 percent gravel; Stratum III was a fill layer (1.0–3.1 fbs) of dark yellowish 
brown (10YR 4/4) gravelly sand with approximately 40 percent gravel and cobbles; and Stratum IV (3.1–
3.7+ fbs) was yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) gravelly fine sand with approximately 30 percent gravel and 
cobbles. A whole brick was recovered from Stratum I (0.5 fbs) of shovel test 1.9. This shovel test contained 
a Stratum I (0–1.8 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) sandy loam, but a dense layer of cobbles 
encountered at 1.8 fbs prevented further excavation in this shovel test (Figure 7.7). 

The cut nail and whole brick were found in disturbed and redeposited soil contexts and are associated with 
modern activity related to construction of the levee. These two historic artifacts do not represent an intact 
archaeological resource in this location and no further archaeological investigation of this area is 
recommended for this project as currently scoped.  

T1 Terrace 

The T1 terrace in the Paint Branch East section was investigated with two transects of shovel tests spaced 
at 50-ft intervals and oriented parallel to Paint Branch, beginning approximately 25 ft east of the sewer line 
located at the base of the levee and approximately 20 ft east of an 8-ft tall deer fence that surrounds the 
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agricultural field and test plots. A total of 23 shovel tests were placed along the westernmost transect (2.1–
2.23), and 24 shovel tests were excavated along the easternmost transect (3.1–3.24). Stratigraphy 
encountered in this portion of the survey area varies somewhat, particularly with the lower soil horizons, 
but in general there is some consistency depending on which of the two USDA NRCS (2020) mapped soil 
profiles (Codorus or Hatboro soils) was encountered.  

 
Figure 7.7. View of Shovel Test 1.9 Profile in Paint Branch East. 

On the T1 terrace east of Paint Branch, sandy lateral accretion C horizon deposits commonly underly the 
fine silty and clayey vertical accretion Bt horizon deposits, but in a few instances, the lateral accretion C 
horizon is absent and the vertical accretion Bt horizon deposits are very thick and directly on top of bedload 
gravels and cobbles (cf. Figure 7.7). In general, the soil profile consisted of thick Ap/Bt1/Bt2 horizons 
overlying one or two gleyed Cg horizons (Cg1, Cg2). This profile sequence was best represented in shovel 
test 3.7, which displayed an Ap horizon (0–1.3 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) silty clay loam overlying 
a gleyed Btg1 horizon (1.3–2.1 fbs) of light gray (10YR 7/2) silty clay with strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) silty 
clay mineral staining. Stratum III was a gleyed Btg2 horizon (2.1–2.4 fbs) of light brownish gray (10YR 
6/2) sandy clay, and Stratum IV was a gleyed 2Cg horizon of bedload cobbles in a sandy matrix extending 
2.4+ fbs. The presence of the gleyed B and C horizons indicates association with the Hatboro soil series.  

A second soil profile observed on this landform is a variation of the Codorus soil series, which consisted of 
a thick plowzone (Ap horizon) overlying one or two cambic B horizons (Bw1, Bw2) that overlay one or 
two gleyed argillic Btg horizons (Btg1, Btg2) representing fine sand, silt, and clay vertical accretion back 
swamp deposits. This typical profile is best displayed in shovel test 3.15 and consists of an Ap horizon (0–
1.1 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam with some cobbles overlying a Bw1 horizon (1.1–1.6 fbs) of dark 
grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sandy loam. Stratum III was a Bw2 horizon (1.6–2.7 fbs) of yellowish brown 
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(10YR 5/4) sandy clay, and Stratum IV was a Btg horizon (2.7–3.1+ fbs) of gleyed light brownish gray 
(10YR 6/2) silty clay with strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) silty clay mineral staining (Figure 7.8). 

 
Figure 7.8. View of Shovel Test 3.15 Profile in Paint Branch East. 

Bedload basal gravels representing former channel deposits underly both of these profiles and were either 
encountered directly beneath the Btg or Cg horizons or the soil graded into one or more coarse to medium 
sand layers (C1, C2 horizons) directly over the stream cobbles. Usually the 2C horizon of bedload gravel 
and cobbles was encountered at a depth ranging from 3.1–3.9 fbs, but occasionally deposition of the gleyed 
Btg and Cg horizons was thicker, and hand augering did not encounter the bedload cobbles until about 4.1–
4.7 fbs. The apparent ridge-and-swale topography of the T1 landform implied by the variable depth of the 
former channel deposits suggests that the lateral migration of Paint Branch may have been episodic. 

The cambic B horizons (Bw1 and Bw2) encountered on the east side of the Paint Branch East section 
appears to have a high potential for burial of artifacts within likely terminal Pleistocene and Holocene age 
vertical accretion deposits. While a potential for deeply buried archaeological materials does not necessarily 
mean that artifacts actually will occur in these sediments, it does suggest that the conditions are favorable 
for such deposits. However, while there is a geomorphological potential for that area to contain intact deeply 
buried artifacts within the T1 terrace pre-contact age deposits, only one pre-contact isolated find occurrence 
(18PRX284-1) and one small pre-contact site (18PR1191) were identified in this portion of the survey areas 
during the shovel test investigations.  

In contrast, the gleyed Btg and Cg horizon soils of the T1 terrace have low to no potential for buried intact 
pre-contact cultural material. The gleyed clayey and fine sand soils of the B and C horizons represented in 
the shovel tests indicate a wet, back swamp type of depositional environment that would not have been 
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suitable for human habitation. However, the back swamp environment could have been used for hunting 
and fishing by inhabitants living nearby.  

18PRX284-1 

Isolated find 18PRX284-1 is located  
and is represented by two pieces of debitage: one jasper flake 

recovered from Stratum III (0.95–1.55 fbs) of shovel test 2.12 and one quartz flake recovered from Stratum 
I (0–1.0 fbs) of the shovel test located 50 ft to the east (N500 E550) (see Figure 7.1; Figure 7.9). The find 
was delineated by eight shovel tests excavated at 25-ft intervals in the four cardinal directions, and no 
additional artifacts were found (see Figure 7.1). A typical profile on this site involved an Ap horizon (0–
1.2 fbs) of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) gravelly loam with approximately 30 percent gravel; a Bw1 
horizon (1.2–1.95 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) sandy loam with approximately 5 percent 
gravel; a Bw2 horizon (1.95–2.4 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy loam with approximately 5 
percent gravel; a Bt horizon (2.4–2.8 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silty clay loam with 
approximately 5 percent gravel; a C horizon (2.8–3.3 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) gravelly sand 
with approximately 20 percent gravel; and a 2C horizon (3.3+ fbs) of basal gravel and cobbles representing 
the former channel deposits. The soils encountered on this site are consistent with the Codorus series 
mapped for the area by the USDA NRCS (2020). These two flakes represent a low-density lithic scatter of 
unknown pre-contact age and do not represent a substantial archaeological resource. No further 
investigation is recommended for this area.  

 
Figure 7.9. View of Resource 18PRX284-1, Facing North. 
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18PR1191 

Site 18PR1191 is partially located  
 (see Figure 7.1; Figure 7.10). The site area was investigated through a combination 

of shovel tests and surface collection. Twelve shovel tests were excavated at 25-ft intervals across the site, 
and pre-contact artifacts were recovered from three of those (Figure 7.11). 

 
Figure 7.10. View of Site 18PR1191, Facing South. 

Two different stratigraphic sequences were observed in shovel tests on this site. One profile involved an 
Ap horizon (0–1.1 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; a C1 horizon (1.1–1.7 fbs) of dark grayish brown 
(10YR 4/2) coarse sand with approximately 60 percent gravel; a C2 horizon (1.7–2.6 fbs) of yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/4) coarse sand with approximately 60 percent gravel; a C3 horizon (2.6–3.2+ fbs) of pale 
brown (10YR 6/3) coarse sand with less than 5 percent gravel; and a 2C horizon (3.2+ fbs) of stream bedload 
gravel and cobbles. 

A second soil profile involved an Ap horizon (0–1.0 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silty clay 
loam; a C1 horizon (1.0–2.3 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/6) coarse sandy loam; a Cg2 horizon 
(2.3–2.8 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sandy loam with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) mineral staining; 
a Bt horizon (2.8–3.9 fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) sandy clay; and a 2C horizon of bedload basal gravel and 
cobbles (3.9+ fbs).  

In total, seven pre-contact artifacts were recovered from site 18PR1191 (Table 7.1). The assemblage 
consists of one late stage biface and six pieces of unmodified debitage. These include three pieces of 
quartzite and one piece of quartz debitage from Stratum I (Ap horizon, 0–1.0 fbs), two pieces of quartzite 
debitage from Stratum II (C1 horizon, 1.0–2.0 fbs), and one chert late stage biface fragment from Stratum 
III (C2 horizon, 1.7–2.6 fbs) (Figure 7.12). None of the pre-contact period artifacts is diagnostic of a specific 
time period. 



 

116 

Figure 7.11. Map of Site 18PR1191.  
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Table 7.1. Artifacts from Site 18PR1191 by Horizon. 
  Horizon  
Functional Group Artifact Type Ap C1 C2 C3/Bt Total
Tool Biface, Late Stage, Rhyolite 1  1
Debitage Shatter, Quartzite 3 2  5
 Shatter, Quartz 1  1
Total  4 2 1 0 7 

 
Figure 7.12. Biface Fragment from Site 18PR1191.  

Although three pre-contact artifacts were found in the C1 and C2 horizons and may be in undisturbed and 
intact contexts in this area, the pre-contact component on the site is characterized by an extremely low 
density. The Phase I survey results indicate that site 18PR1191 does not contain substantial artifact deposits 
or cultural features that could provide additional data regarding the pre-contact period occupation of this 
area. Based on the results of the survey, site 18PR1191 is recommended not eligible for the NRHP, and no 
further archaeological investigation of this site is recommended for this project as currently scoped. 

T2 Terrace 

In addition to the levee and the T1 terrace along Paint Branch, shovel tests were excavated in the 
northeastern portion of the Paint Branch East survey area, along the T2 scarp and drainage 
ditch/channelized stream (see Figure 7.1). A total of 13 shovel tests were excavated along three transects 
placed at 50-ft intervals, none of which yielded cultural material.  

Stratigraphy encountered in this area varied somewhat, but essentially displayed either an Ap/C or an 
Ap/Bw/Btg/C horizon sequence and was generally consistent with the two USDA NRCS soil profiles 
(Codorus or Hatboro soils) mapped in this area. The general solum as displayed in shovel test 4.2 was 
composed of an Ap horizon (0–0.7 fbs) of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) gravelly silt loam with 
approximately 40 percent gravel over a C1 horizon (0.7–1.1 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) 
gravelly sandy loam with approximately 40 percent gravel. Stratum III (1.1–1.5 fbs) was a C2 horizon of 
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yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) gravelly sandy clay loam with approximately 40 percent gravel over a Cg3 
horizon (1.5–2.0+ fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) gleyed sand with approximately 40 percent gravel mottled with 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) iron oxide staining.  

An alternate soil sequence was displayed in shovel test 6.2 that consisted of an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of 
dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) silt loam; a Bw horizon (0.9–1.4 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; a Btg1 
horizon (1.4–1.95 fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) gleyed silty clay loam mottled with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) 
iron oxide staining; a Btg2 horizon (1.95–2.3 fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) gleyed silty clay; and a Btg3 horizon 
(2.3–3.3+ fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) gleyed silty clay mottled with heavy yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) iron 
oxide staining. 

PAINT BRANCH WEST SECTION (AN-6 AND EASTERN END OF AN-7) 

The Paint Branch West section contains part of the AN-6 and the eastern end of the AN-7 stream mitigation 
sites and is located south of I-495 and immediately west of Paint Branch (see Figure 7.1). This section is a 
rectangular shaped area measuring between 140 and 150 ft wide and approximately 1,230 ft long parallel 
to Paint Branch. Similar to the topography east of the drainage, the west side of Paint Branch is 
characterized by a levee adjacent to the west bank of Paint Branch and a T1 terrace adjacent to the west of 
the levee. A T2 terrace rises farther to the west, along the north side of Tributary 1 and partially within the 
project LOD. A moderate sized unnamed stream (Tributary 1) flows from the west and empties into Paint 
Branch, running through the southern portion of this section. The portion of the section south of Tributary 
1 is situated in an agricultural field that was fallow at the time of the survey, and the northern portion is 
located partially in a pasture and partially in an agricultural field that had been harvested of soybeans at the 
time of the survey (Figures 7.13–7.14).  

 
Figure 7.13. View of Fallow Field South of Tributary 1 in Paint Branch West, Facing North.  
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Figure 7.14. View of Pasture Area North of Tributary 1 in Paint Branch West, Facing North.  

The entire Paint Branch West section is mapped by the USDA NRCS (2020) as poorly drained Codorus 
and Hatboro soils, frequently flooded. Prior to this study, previously recorded site 18PR111, as mapped by 
the MHT, was located on the T2 terrace to the west of the LOD (see Figure 7.1). In total, 54 shovel tests 
were excavated along two transects across the T1 terrace during the survey in this section and one isolated 
find (18PRX284-5) was identified. As the artificial levee on the east side of Paint Branch was determined 
to consist of fill deposits and due to the extreme difficulty excavating through the dense fill deposits, no 
attempt was made to excavate shovel tests along the artificial levee on the west side of Paint Branch. Shovel 
tests were also not excavated within the steeply sloped and disturbed northern portion of this survey area 
along the interstate road embankment.  

T1 Terrace 

The T1 terrace within the Paint Branch West survey area was investigated with two shovel test transects 
starting at the base of the levee and spaced at 50-ft intervals. Two transects were completed on the stream 
terrace located on the south side of unnamed Tributary 1 and two transects were completed on the portion 
of the T1 terrace located on the north side of Tributary 1 (see Figure 7.1). Soils in this area were consistent 
with the stratigraphy encountered on the east side of Paint Branch and typically involved either an 
Ap/Bw/Cg horizon sequence directly over a 2Cg horizon of bedload basal gravel and cobbles in a sandy 
matrix or an Ap/Bw/C1/C2/Btg/C3 horizon sequence directly over a 2Cg horizon of bedload basal gravel 
and cobbles in a sandy matrix. As seen east of Paint Branch, the underlying stratigraphy of the T1 terrace 
is characterized by an undulating ridge-and-swale topography and, as a result, the top of former Pleistocene 
channel deposits of Paint Branch was encountered at variable depths across this landform.  

The Ap/Bw/Cg profile sequence was best represented in shovel test 4.5, which displayed an Ap horizon 
(0–0.9 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy loam overlying a Bw1 horizon (0.9–1.4 fbs) of yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/8) sandy clay loam. Stratum III was a Bw2 horizon (1.4–2.0 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) 
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sandy clay loam, and Stratum IV was a gleyed Cg1 horizon (2.0–3.0 fbs) of pale brown (10YR 6/3) fine to 
medium sand. Beneath this was a gleyed Cg2 horizon (3.0–3.4 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) fine to 
medium sand with strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) sand iron oxide mineral staining and a gleyed Cg3 horizon 
(3.4–4.8 fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) fine to medium sand that was only encountered by hand-augering. A 2C 
horizon of bedload gravel and cobbles in a coarse sandy matrix extended below 4.8 fbs. 

The Ap/Bw/C1/C2/Btg/C3 solum is best displayed in shovel test 1.5 and consisted of an Ap horizon (0–0.7 
fbs) of brown (7.5YR 4/3) sandy loam overlying a Bw horizon (0.7–1.8 fbs) of brown (7.5YR 4/4) sandy 
loam (Figure 7.15). Stratum III was a C1 horizon (1.8–3.15 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) sandy 
loam, and Stratum IV was a C2 horizon (3.15–3.5 fbs) of yellowish red (5YR 5/8) sand mottled with 
yellowish red (5YR 4/6) sand that was only encountered in a hand auger. Stratum V was a gleyed Btg 
horizon (3.5–3.65 fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) silty clay, and Stratum VI was a C3 horizon (3.65–3.9 fbs) of 
very pale brown (10YR 7/3) sand. The hand auger could not penetrate the dense rocks below 3.9 fbs, 
indicating the presence of gravel and cobbles beginning at this depth, representing the 2C horizon of former 
channel deposits. 

 
Figure 7.15. View of Shovel Test 1.5 in Paint Branch West (note bottom portion is auger only).  

An alternative Ap/Bw1/C1/Bwg2/Bwg3/Bwg4/Cg2/Cg3 solum is best displayed in shovel test 8.7 and 
consisted of an Ap horizon (0–1.1 fbs) of brown (7.5YR 4/3) silt loam overlying a Bw1 horizon (1.1–1.6 
fbs) of brown (7.5YR 5/4) sandy loam. Stratum III was a C1 horizon (1.6–2.3 fbs) of light brown (7.5YR 
6/4) sand with 70 percent gravel, and Stratum IV was a gleyed Bwg2 horizon (2.3–3.8 fbs) of brown (7.5YR 
5/2) fine sandy loam. Stratum V was a gleyed Bwg3 horizon (3.8–4.5 fbs) of dark gray (7.5YR 4/1) fine 
sandy loam that was only encountered in a hand auger, and Stratum VI was a Bwg4 horizon (4.5–5.0 fbs) 
of dark brown (7.5YR 3/2) fine sandy loam. Stratum VII was a Cg2 horizon (5.0–5.4 fbs) of very dark gray 
(7.5YR 3/1) medium sand, and Stratum VIII was a Cg3 horizon (5.4–5.5+ fbs) of gray (7.5YR 5/1) coarse 
sand with 30 percent pea gravel. The hand auger could not penetrate below 5.5 fbs, strongly suggesting the 
presence of gravel and cobbles beginning at this depth, representing the 2C horizon of former channel 
deposits. 
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A few shovel tests located at the base of the artificial levee encountered a layer of dense cobble and gravel 
fill overlying the natural soil column seen elsewhere in this portion of the survey area. A typical profile that 
includes this upper fill disturbance is best represented in shovel test 4.8, where six strata were encountered. 
These include an Ap horizon (0–0.3 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy loam; a fill layer (0.3–1.4 
fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy clay loam mottled with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) clay 
inclusions; a Bw1 horizon (1.4–2.3 fbs) of brown (10YR 5/3) sandy clay loam; and a Bw2 horizon (2.3–
3.2 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) silty clay mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) silty clay. Two 
additional soil layers were encountered during hand augering at the base of excavation. These include a 
gleyed Cg horizon (3.2–3.9 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sand and a 2C horizon (3.9+ fbs) of gray 
(10YR 6/1) coarse sand with gravel and cobbles that represents the ancestral Paint Branch bedload.  

Geoarchaeologically, the entire vertical accretion alluvium that predates the historic period (Bw and C 
horizons underlying the Ap horizon) within the T1 terrace appears to offer a potential for intact buried 
cultural material. Specifically, these sediments generally extend from 0.7–3.5 fbs and have a potential to 
contain archaeological resources during the early through late Holocene periods (Early Archaic through the 
Late Woodland periods). However, other than a single isolated pre-contact period artifact found in 
redeposited fill (18PRX284-5, see below), no cultural features, artifacts, or other indications of possible 
human activity were observed during the shovel test excavations of the T1 terrace. The shovel test 
excavations gave no indication that significant or intact archaeological sites are present within this portion 
of the survey area, and no additional investigations are recommended within the Paint Branch West section.  

18PRX284-5 

Isolated artifact occurrence 18PRX284-5 is located near the confluence of Paint Branch and Tributary 1 
north of the tributary on a T1 terrace adjacent to a man-made levee (see Figure 7.1). The area immediately 
along the tributary to the south is within a moderately dense hardwood forest; the areas to the west and east 
are in open grass; and the area to the north is in an active agricultural field. One schist tertiary complete 
flake was found in redeposited fill (0.3–0.95 fbs) in shovel test 6.17 (N500 E500). Fill soil was recovered 
in three of the shovel tests excavated on the site. Shovel test 6.17 contained three strata—the top stratum 
(0–0.3 fbs) was a dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/6) sandy loam Ap horizon; Stratum II (0.3–0.95 fbs) was 
a fill layer of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) and yellowish red (5YR 4/6) sandy clay loam; and Stratum 
III (0.95–2.0+ fbs) was a brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam C1 horizon. In contrast, an undisturbed soil profile 
was only recorded at N525 E500. This shovel test contained an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of dark yellowish 
brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) and light brownish gray (10YR 6/2) 
silt loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.9–2.2 fbs) of brown (10YR 5/3) sandy loam; a Btg2 horizon (2.2–3.4 fbs) of 
gray (10YR 5/1) clay loam with redox staining; a Btg3 horizon (3.4–4.4 fbs) of light gray (10YR 7/1) clay 
loam with redox staining; a Cg horizon (4.4–5.2 fbs) of light gray (10YR 7/1) coarse sand that was only 
encountered in a hand auger; and gravel and cobbles that were encountered at 5.2+ fbs. Isolated artifact 
occurrence 18PRX284-5 is bounded on the north, west, and east by negative shovel tests and on the south 
by unnamed Tributary 1. The pre-contact artifact recovered from 18PRX284-5 is not associated with intact 
and undisturbed deposits and does not represent a significant archaeological resource in this location. No 
further archaeological investigation of this area is recommended for this project.  
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TRIBUTARY 1 SECTION (AN-7 AND SOUTHERN END OF AN-6) 

The Tributary 1 section is within a portion of the AN-7 and the southern end of the AN-6 stream mitigation 
sites and is located immediately west of the southern end of the Paint Branch West section and includes 
area within 100 ft of Tributary 1 on both sides of the drainage (see Figure 7.1). The area extends 
approximately 1,175 ft along the south side of Tributary 1 and approximately 1,150 ft along the north side 
of the stream and is approximately 200 ft in width. A gravel access road runs through the eastern portion 
of this section. The area east of that road and south of Tributary 1 is within an open grassland and 
agricultural field, and the area west of that road and south of Tributary 1 is within a moderately dense mixed 
hardwood forest with moderately dense groundcover. The area north of Tributary 1 (on both sides of the 
road) is within an open grassland and agricultural field (Figures 7.16–7.17). Prior to this study, previously 
recorded site 18PR111, as mapped by the MHT, was located  

 (see Figure 7.1). 

Tributary 1 is a somewhat narrow stream, varying between 15 and 25 ft wide, with the stream bed composed 
of a high density of large cobbles and boulders (Figure 7.18). A bank cut of the stream, and later confirmed 
by shovel tests, indicates a very rocky subsoil overlying gleyed deposits on top of the stream bedload 
(Figure 7.19). Topographically, this survey area crosses T1 and T2 terraces for the full extent of the north 
side of the tributary and all of the eastern portion on the south side of the tributary. On the south side of the 
tributary, the western portion along the bank is characterized by a narrow T2 terrace with several small 
back swamp channels from past overbank episodes (Figure 7.20). Farther back from the stream bank and 
the edge of the T2 landform, the western portion of the project LOD south of the unnamed tributary 
encompasses the toe slope of a ridge that rises to the southwest. The side slope is generally a shallow slope 
but becomes considerably steeper in the far western portion of the survey area (Figures 7.16 and 7.21). 

 
Figure 7.16. View of Tributary 1 Section, Facing West. 
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Figure 7.17. View of Tributary 1 Section, Facing East. 

 
Figure 7.18. View of Tributary 1, Facing East. 
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Figure 7.21. View of Ridge Slope South of Tributary 1, Facing South. 

A majority of this survey area is mapped by the USDA NRCS (2020) as Russett-Christiana complex soils 
(0 to 2% slopes). The far western end of the Tributary 1 section, immediately south of the I-495 corridor, 
has been disturbed by interstate highway construction and is mapped as Udorthents, highway (0 to 65% 
slopes). The far eastern end of this area is mapped as Codorus and Hatboro soils (frequently flooded). The 
boundary of previously recorded site 18PR111 is located  

 

Initially, 22 shovel tests were excavated along a single transect placed  
 23 shovel tests were excavated along a single transect 

 16 shovel tests were excavated along a single transect placed  
; and 14 shovel tests were excavated along a parallel transect 

located  (see Figure 7.1). Thirteen of those 75 shovel tests yielded cultural material 
associated with sites 18PR111 and 18PR1192 and isolated finds 18PRX284-2, 18PRX284-3, and 
18PRX284-6. An additional 25 shovel tests were excavated to further delineate and investigate those 
resources. In addition, the portion of the LOD adjacent to the MHT mapped location of 18PR111 was 
examined by surface inspection and six shovel tests were excavated outside the LOD in that area. 

Shovel tests placed along the two transects closest to the south and north stream banks encountered similar 
stratigraphy, involving substantial and dense redeposited gravel and cobbles extending to at least 1.5 fbs, 
and in some locations, deeper than 2.5 fbs. For the most part, shovel tests , 
other than those associated with resource 18PRX284-6, contained an A horizon (0–0.5 fbs) of brown (10YR 
4/3) very gravelly sand; a fill layer (0.5–1.4 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) very gravelly sand; 
a Cg horizon (1.4–2.7 fbs) of dark gray (10YR 4/1) very gravelly coarse sand; and a Cg2 horizon (2.7–3.3 
fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) very gravelly sand. A 2C horizon of bedload gravel and cobbles in a coarse sandy 
matrix extends below 3.3 fbs. An alternate profile of the apparent redeposited fill layer or flood deposits 
located on the north side of Tributary 1 involved an Ap horizon (0–0.8 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; 
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a fill layer (0.8–1.2 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) very gravelly sandy loam; a second fill layer (1.2–
2.0 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) very gravelly sand; and a Bt1 horizon (2.0–3.0 fbs) of 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy loam. Hand augering extended this soil profile to include a Btg2 horizon 
(3.0–3.5 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) heavily oxidized sandy loam; a Btg3 horizon (3.5–3.8 fbs) of 
dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) heavily oxidized sandy loam; and a Cg horizon (3.8–4.2+ fbs) of grayish 
brown (10YR 5/2) heavily oxidized gravelly sand. 

Stratigraphy encountered in the shovel tests placed north and south of the tributary in the eastern portion of 
this section roughly corresponds to the Codorus and Hatboro soils, the natural soil type mapped in this area. 
Similar to the stratigraphy displayed in the Paint Branch West section, the profile encountered in shovel 
test 5.1 was composed of an Ap horizon (0–1.0 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; a Bw horizon (1.0–
2.15 fbs) of brown (10YR 5/3) silt loam mottled with dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) silt loam; a gleyed 
Btg horizon (2.15–4.3 fbs) of dark gray (2.5Y 4/1) sandy clay loam; and a gleyed Cg horizon (4.3–4.5 fbs) 
of black (2.5Y 2.5/1) sand. The profile was extended by hand augering down to the bedload stratum of 
cobbles and coarse gravel at 4.5 fbs.   

In areas farther back from the stream bank, on the side slope and undisturbed portions of the T2 terrace on 
the south side of the tributary and on the T2 terrace on the north side of the tributary, soils within shovel 
tests were more characteristic of the Russett-Christiana complex soils (USDA NRCS 2020). Specifically, 
the shovel tests with a series of brownish yellow and yellowish brown Bt horizon subsoil strata are 
characteristic of the Russett soils. Strong brown, reddish yellow, and red Bt horizon subsoil strata more 
characteristic of the Christiana soils were not observed during the shovel testing in the Tributary 1 section.  

The Russett soil series profile is represented in shovel test 5.5, which displayed an Ap horizon (0–0.35 fbs) 
of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) compact silt loam over a Bt1 horizon (0.35–1.2 fbs) of yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/4) compact silt loam with some gravel. Stratum III (1.2–1.8 fbs) was a Bt2 horizon of yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/8) compact silt loam with some gravel. An alternate soil profile was represented in shovel 
test 5.16, which involved an A horizon (0–0.4 fbs) of very dark brown (10YR 2/2) sandy loam; a Bt1 
horizon (0.4–0.8 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) sandy loam with some gravel; a Bt2 horizon 
(0.8–2.1 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) compact sandy clay loam with gravel; and a Btg horizon (2.1–
2.7+ fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) sandy clay loam. Another alternate soil profile was 
represented in shovel test 7.7 and is characterized by an A horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt 
loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.9–1.5 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) silty clay loam with some gravel; a Bt2 
horizon (1.5–3.0 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) compact silty clay with reddish yellow (7.5YR 6/8) 
mineral staining; and a C horizon (3.0–3.5+ fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) mottled with grayish 
brown (10YR 5/2) very coarse sand with 50 percent gravel that was only encountered in an auger test. 

18PR111 

Previously recorded archaeological site 18PR111, or the A.R.C. Site, was identified in 1973 during a survey 
for the USDA South Research Area as a pre-contact short-term resource procurement and lithic 
quarry/extraction site identified by a small (50 × 70 ft) concentration of lithic artifacts all recovered during 
a surface collection (Clark 1973). Despite the apparent high density of pre-contact artifacts on the surface 
at the time the site was recorded, only two tools were found—one quartzite biface tip and one quartz biface 
fragment (Clark 1973). According to Clark (1973), the site was situated “  

 
 

Based on Clark’s (1973) description of the artifact distribution, 
it appears that site 18PR111  

 (see Figure 7.1). The site is situated within two fallow 
agricultural fields that had been recently harvested of soybeans at the time of the MLS project survey;  

 (Figures 7.22–7.23). 



 

127 

 
Figure 7.22. View of Site 18PR111, Facing Southwest. 

 
Figure 7.23. View of Site 18PR111, Facing East. 

During a walkover inspection of the MHT mapped site area , one 
quartzite flake and one rhyolite flake were recovered from the ground surface of 18PR111, which displayed 
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approximately 50 percent surface visibility at the time of the survey. An additional one historic and 19 pre-
contact artifacts were recovered from fill and the Ap (Stratum I, 0–0.9 fbs), Ab (Stratum VI, 1.5–1.8 fbs), 
and Bw (Strata II and III, 0.9–2.9 fbs) horizons in five shovel tests located to the southeast of the previously 
mapped location of this site, and that area was included in a revised boundary for this site at the request of 
the MHT (Jenny Cosham, personal communication 2020) (Figure 7.24). In total, 26 shovel tests were 
excavated within the revised boundary of site 18PR111, including six excavated outside the project LOD 
within the previously mapped boundary of the site. One Bristol-type stoneware sherd and two quartz flakes 
were found in a fill layer in shovel test N500 E450; one FCR, one quartz core, and 12 pieces of rhyolite, 
quartzite, and quartz debitage were recovered from three different horizons to a depth of 2.9 fbs in shovel 
test N500 E500; shovel test N500 E600 produced one quartz flake fragment from the Ap horizon (0–0.75 
fbs); shovel test N500 E525 yielded one quartz biface fragment from the Ap2 horizon (0.9–1.2 fbs); and 
shovel test N475 E500 yielded one quartzite flake fragment from the Ab2 horizon (1.5–1.8 fbs). No artifacts 
were found in the remainder of the shovel tests on this site, including the six excavated within the previously 
recorded boundary of the site. Stratigraphy was highly variable across the site and several different 
stratigraphic sequences were observed in shovel tests on this site. 

One sequence was encountered at N500 E525 and involved an Ap1 horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 
4/3) silt loam; an Ap2 horizon (0.9–1.2 fbs) of dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam; a Bw1 horizon (1.2–1.5 
fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam; a Bw2 horizon (1.5–2.0 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt 
loam; a gleyed Bwg3 horizon (2.0–2.5 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) silt loam; and a C1 horizon (2.5–
3.4 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sand. Augering extended this profile to include a gleyed Btg4 horizon 
(3.4–3.8 fbs) of gray (10YR 5/1) sandy clay with yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) mineral staining; a Cg2 
horizon (3.8–4.2 fbs) of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) medium sand; a Cg3 horizon (4.2–6.3 fbs) of dark gray 
(10YR 4/1) coarse sand; and a 2C stratum of channel gravel and cobbles (6.3+ fbs). 

Another sequence was encountered at N475 E500 and involved multiple incipient Ab horizons buried by 
flood deposits. This location displayed an Ap horizon (0–0.6 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam; 
a thin C1 horizon representing a flood episode (0.6–0.8 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy loam; a 
B1 horizon (0.8–1.1 fbs) of pale brown (10YR 6/3) silt loam; an incipient buried Ab1 horizon (1.1–1.3 fbs) 
of dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam; a thin flood deposit C2 horizon (1.3–1.5 fbs) of brownish yellow 
(10YR 6/6) sandy loam; an incipient buried Ab2 horizon (1.5–1.8 fbs) of dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam; 
a Cg3 horizon (1.8–2.5 fbs) of light gray (10YR 7/1) fine sand; and an incipient buried Ab3 horizon (2.5–
3.3 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam. While this shovel test is located near unnamed 
Tributary 1, none of the other nearby shovel tests displayed any buried soil horizons and it is uncertain why 
a series of three buried A horizons are found in a small, localized area. This shovel test produced only a 
single artifact—one large quartzite flake fragment from the Ab2 horizon.  

One profile observed in shovel tests located on the T2 terrace involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown 
(10YR 4/3) silt loam with 20 percent gravel; a Bt1 horizon (0.9–1.9 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) 
silty clay; a Bt2 horizon (1.9–3.0 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) clay loam with redox staining; a Bt3 
horizon (3.0–3.2 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) clay loam with redox staining; and C horizon of gravel 
that was encountered at 3.2 fbs. The other profile encountered on the T2 terrace consisted of an Ap over C 
horizon stratigraphic sequence that involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam with 
20 percent gravel; a C1 horizon (0.9–2.1 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sand with 50 percent gravel 
and cobbles; and a C2 horizon (2.1–3.3+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sand with 50 percent gravel 
and cobbles.  
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Figure 7.24. Map of Site 18PR111.  
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An anomalous profile encountered only in shovel test N500 E500 (ST 7.12) located  
involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam, a Bw1 horizon 

(0.9–1.9 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy loam, a Bw2 horizon (1.9–2.9 fbs) of dark yellowish 
brown (10YR 4/4) sandy loam, and a C horizon (2.9–3.3+ fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) medium 
sand with 20 percent large cobbles. A very thin (1–2 cm) lens of organic (but not burnt material) sandy 
loam was observed at 1.1 fbs within the Bw1 horizon in this shovel test (Figure 7.25). No artifacts were 
found in this lens and it is not clear if it represents the remnants of an older A horizon or is associated with 
disturbance from the nearby farm roads, but it does not appear to represent a cultural feature. The lens was 
not observed anywhere else in the survey area.  

 
Figure 7.25. View of Dark Lens in N500 E500 at Site 18PR111, Facing North. 

The project pre-contact assemblage associated with site 18PR111 consists of one rhyolite and one quartzite 
flake recovered from the surface; two quartz flakes recovered from a fill layer; one quartz biface fragment, 
one quartz core fragment, one quartzite FCR, two quartzite flakes, one piece of quartz shatter, one quartz 
flake, and one rhyolite flake recovered from the Ap horizon; one quartzite flake found in the Ab2 horizon; 
one quartz, two quartzite, and three rhyolite flakes found in the Bw1 horizon; and two rhyolite flakes found 
in the Bw2 horizon (Table 7.2). Fourteen of the 21 pre-contact period artifacts, including the core and the 
FCR, were recovered from N500 E500 (ST 7.12), although almost half of these (n=6) were found in the 
disturbed plowzone (Figure 7.26). Only four of the other 25 shovel tests excavated across the site produced 
cultural material, and with the exception of the two pre-contact artifacts found in a fill layer, each of these 
produced only a single artifact. Although nine of the 21 pre-contact period artifacts were recovered from 
the potentially undisturbed Ab2 (Stratum VI), Bw1 (Stratum II), and Bw2 (Stratum III) horizons, these are 
all non-diagnostic pieces of debitage, and the site artifacts in general are very lightly and widely distributed 
vertically, offering no suggestion of any specific concentration areas within a particular stratum. The pre-
contact period artifacts from 18PR111 are likely associated with multiple visits to the area for resource 
procurement purposes, probably occurring during multiple pre-contact periods.  
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Table 7.2. Artifacts from Site 18PR111 by Horizon. 
Functional 
Group Artifact Type Surf. Fill Ap

Horizon
Bw1 Bw2 Ab2 Total

Tool Biface Fragment, Quartz 1   1
Debitage Core Fragment, Quartz 1   1
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 2 1 1   4
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 1 2  1 4
 Flake Fragment, Rhyolite 1 1 3 2  7
 Flake Broken, Quartzite 1   1
 Flake Complete, Quartzite 1   1
 Shatter, Quartz 1   1
Other Lithic Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite 1   1
Kitchen Bristol Stoneware, Undecorated 1   1
Total  2 3 8 6 2 1 22 

 
Figure 7.26. Biface Fragment from Site 18PR111. 

The single historic period artifact found on 18PR111 during the project survey is an undecorated Bristol 
glazed stoneware sherd recovered from fill deposits in a shovel test located along the farm road. It is likely 
associated with the documented 19th through early 20th century use of the area but is not associated with a 
significant historic resource in this area.  

Although the former boundary of previously recorded site 18PR111 did not extended into the project LOD, 
project results indicate that the boundary of this site should be revised to extend to  

. The revised site boundary is defined to the south, west, and east by 
negative shovel tests and Tributary 1, but the site extends  well outside 
of the project LOD and no investigation was conducted in that area. This broadly dispersed (vertically and 
horizontally) and low-density scatter of lithic materials is likely associated with resource procurement 
activities conducted during multiple pre-contact periods. As the majority of the site is located outside the 
project LOD and most of that area was not investigated, this project has not tried to evaluate the NRHP 
eligibility of this site. However, investigations do not indicate that resources within the project LOD contain 
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substantial intact deposits or cultural features that could provide new or important information regarding 
the pre-contact or historic period occupations of this area. No further archaeological investigation of this 
site is recommended for this project as scoped. 

18PR1192 

Site 18PR1192 was identified on  
, and comprises eight pieces of debitage from two 

shovel tests (see Figure 7.1). The site is within a moderately dense hardwood forest with moderately dense 
undergrowth (Figure 7.27). One piece of quartz tertiary shatter was found in Stratum II (0.55–1.5 fbs) of 
shovel test 5.10 (Figure 7.28). One shovel test placed 25 ft to the west yielded one quartzite tertiary flake 
fragment from Stratum II (0.55–1.0 fbs) and five quartzite tertiary flake fragments and one piece of quartzite 
shatter from Stratum III (1.0–1.7 fbs). Two shovel tests excavated at 25-ft intervals to the east along this 
transect did not contain any cultural material, nor did the two placed at 25-ft intervals to the north and south.  

Shovel test 5.10 contained five strata, including an Ap horizon (0–0.55 fbs) of very dark grayish brown 
(10YR 3/2) sandy loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.55–1.5 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy loam; a Bt2 
horizon (1.5–1.85 fbs) of pale brown (10YR 6/3) sandy loam; a Bt3 horizon (1.85–2.35 fbs) of light 
brownish gray (10YR 6/2) sandy loam mottled with brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy loam; and a gleyed 
Btg horizon (2.35–2.6 fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) silt loam. As mapped by the USDA NRCS (2020), this 
stratigraphic profile roughly corresponds to the Russett soils of the Russett-Christiana complex soil series 
that are mapped as the natural soil type in this area.  

 
Figure 7.27. View of Site 18PR1192, Facing North. 
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Figure 7.28. Map of Site 18PR1192.  
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The site assemblage consists of a total of eight unmodified pieces of lithic debitage recovered from two 
shovel tests located 25 ft apart. These consist of one quartzite flake and one piece of quartz shatter found 
in the Bt1 horizon (0.5–1.55 fbs) and one piece of quartz shatter and five quartzite flakes found in the Bt2 
horizon (1.0–1.7 fbs) (Table 7.3). No additional artifacts were found in the shovel tests excavated in this 
area, although isolated finds 18PRX284-2, 18PRX284-3, and 18PRX284-6 are located to the east, west, 
and north, respectively may have the potential to be associated with the same general resources procurement 
activities conducted across the area. No indications of any patterned or substantial artifact distributions or 
cultural features was observed on or near site 18PR1192. This low-density scatter of lithic materials dates 
to an undetermined pre-contact period (or periods) and does not appear to offer additional research potential. 
The site is recommended not eligible for the NRHP, and no further archaeological investigation of this site 
is recommended for this project as currently scoped. 

Table 7.3. Artifacts from Site 18PR1192 by Horizon. 
                                                             Horizon 

Functional Group Artifact Type Bt1 Bt2 Total
Debitage Flake Fragment, Quartzite 1 5 1 
 Shatter, Quartzite 1 1 
 Shatter, Quartz 1  1 
Total  2 6 8 

18PRX284-2 

Low-density artifact scatter 18PRX284-2 was identified  
, which is approximately 65 ft to the north (see Figure 7.1). A gravel access road is 

located to the east. An active agricultural field is located immediately to the south, a moderately dense 
wooded area is located to the north along the stream bank, and open grassy areas are located to the west 
and east (Figure 7.29). One rhyolite tertiary complete flake was found in Stratum II (0.4–1.5 fbs) of shovel 
test 5.6 (Figure 7.30). A shovel test placed 25 ft to the west yielded one quartzite FCR from Stratum I (0–
0.5 fbs). Two shovel tests excavated at 25-ft intervals to the east along this transect did not contain any 
cultural material, nor did the shovel tests placed 25 ft to the north and south.  

Shovel test 5.6 contained four strata—the top stratum (0–0.4 fbs) was a brown (10YR 4/3) very compact 
silt loam Ap horizon; Stratum II (0.4–1.5 fbs) was a brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) very compact silt loam 
Bt1 horizon; Stratum III (1.5–2.6 fbs) was a yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) very compact silt loam Bt2 
horizon; and Stratum IV (2.6–3.0 fbs) was a yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) very compact silt loam Bt3 
horizon. As described by the USDA NRCS (2020), this stratigraphic profile roughly corresponds to the 
Russett soils of the Russett-Christiana complex soil series that are mapped as the natural soil type in this 
area.  

Artifact scatter 18PRX284-2 is bounded on all sides by negative shovel tests. The single flake and FCR are 
likely associated with the pre-contact period activity evidenced across this area but do not appear to 
represent a substantial archaeological resource at this location. Further archaeological investigation of this 
area is unlikely to yield significant information regarding the pre-contact occupation of the area, and no 
further investigation of 18PRX284-2 is recommended for this project as scoped.  
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Figure 7.29. View of Resource 18PRX284-2, Facing South. 

18PRX284-3 

Low-density artifact scatter 18PRX284-3 was identified  
 which is approximately 65 ft to the north (see Figure 7.1; Figures 

7.31 and 7.32). The resource is in a moderately dense hardwood forest with moderately dense undergrowth. 
One quartzite primary flake fragment was found in Stratum II (0.4–2.4 fbs) of shovel test 5.14. A shovel 
test placed 25 ft to the north yielded one quartzite tertiary flake fragment from Stratum III (2.3 fbs). Four 
shovel tests excavated at 25-ft intervals to the east and west along this transect did not contain any cultural 
material, nor did the shovel test placed 25 ft to the south.  

Shovel test 5.14 contained three strata—the top stratum (0–0.4 fbs) was a very dark brown (10YR 2/2) 
sandy loam A horizon; Stratum II (0.4–2.4 fbs) was a brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy clay loam Bt1 
horizon; and Stratum III (2.4–3.4+ fbs) was a yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silty clay loam Bt2 horizon. As 
described by the USDA NRCS (2020), this stratigraphic profile roughly corresponds to the Russett soils of 
the Russett-Christiana complex soil series that are mapped in this area.  

Isolated artifact occurrence 18PRX284-3 is bounded to the north, south, west, and east by negative shovel 
tests. The two flakes constitute a localized low-density scatter of non-diagnostic lithic material that does 
not represent a substantial or significant archaeological resource. No further archaeological investigation 
of this area is recommended for this project as currently scoped. 
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Figure 7.30. Map of Resource 18PRX284-2. 



 

137 

Figure 7.31. Map of Resource 18PRX284-3. 
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Figure 7.32. View of Resource 18PRX284-3, Facing North. 

18PRX284-6 

Resource 18PRX284-6 is located  a 
moderately dense hardwood forest with light to moderately dense groundcover (see Figure 7.1). Some 
evidence of fill disturbance or flood deposits was noted in all 19 of the shovel tests excavated on the transect 
closest to the . Seven of the shovel tests in this area 
produced pre-contact and/or historic artifacts. Because the material was recovered from redeposited fill or 
flood deposit contexts, these artifacts were grouped together as single non-site/isolated find resource 
(18PRX284-6) and were separated from nearby archaeological site 18PR1192 and scatters 18PRX284-2 
and 18PRX284-3, which were recorded within areas of intact soils. The assemblage consists of 12 historic 
period artifacts (five pieces of colorless container glass, five pieces of green container glass, one piece of 
light green container glass, one piece of solidified tar), along with seven pre-contact artifacts (one quartz 
biface fragment, four pieces of quartz and quartzite debitage, one quartzite core, and one quartzite FCR). 
The artifacts were recovered from Strata I–III to a depth of 2.3 fbs, and historic artifacts were mixed with 
the pre-contact artifacts in all three strata.  

A typical profile in this area was encountered in shovel test 3.13 and consisted of an A horizon (0–0.5 fbs) 
of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) gravelly sandy loam; a fill layer (0.5–1.6 fbs) of yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/4) gravelly sandy loam; a fill layer (1.6–3.3 fbs) of light brownish gray (10YR 6/2) sandy loam; 
and a C3 horizon (3.3–3.6+ fbs) of gray (10YR 6/1) gravelly sandy loam. An alternate profile with 
variations in color and depth was observed in shovel test 3.15 and consisted of an A horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of 
brown (10YR 4/3) gravelly sandy loam; a fill layer (0.9–1.6 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) 
gravelly sandy loam; a fill layer (1.6–2.3 fbs) of light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) mottled with yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/6) gravelly sandy loam; a C3 horizon (2.3–2.8 fbs) of strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) gravelly 
sandy loam; and a C4 horizon (2.8–3.5+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) mottled with yellow (10YR 
7/6) gravelly sandy loam with large cobbles. 
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The pre-contact and historic artifacts recovered from 18PRX284-6 are not associated with intact and 
undisturbed deposits and do not represent a significant archaeological resource in this location. No further 
archaeological investigation of this area is recommended for this project as currently scoped.  

TRIBUTARY 2 SECTION (AN-7) 

The Tributary 2 section is within the AN-7 stream mitigation site and involves a roughly oval shaped area 
bordered by Paint Branch to the northeast and bisected into northern and southern segments by the unnamed 
stream (Tributary 2) (see Figure 7.1). A gravel access road forms the southern border of the Tributary 2 
section. The survey area is approximately 185 ft long (north-south) by 70–130 ft wide (east-west). This 
portion of the Paint Branch survey area is primarily characterized by a floodplain (T0 terrace) in the 
northernmost portion; a T1 terrace in the central portion; a T2 terrace located in the far southeastern portion; 
and a ridge nose in the western portion. The section is covered in light to moderately densely hardwood 
forest with moderate to dense undergrowth, except for the central portion of the section, which is open and 
covered in perennial grasses (Figures 7.33–7.34). Paint Branch runs along the northern edge of this area 
and is a broad stream approximately 10 m wide in this area (Figure 7.35). The unnamed tributary of Paint 
Branch (Tributary 2) runs through the central portion of the section. This stream originates southwest of 
the gravel road, varies from approximately 7–10 ft in width, and has a flow that is obstructed by a collapsed 
culvert (Figure 7.36). 

The T0 landform bordering Paint Branch in the northeastern portion of this section is mapped by the USDA 
NRCS (2020) as poorly drained Codorus and Hatboro soils (frequently flooded). The remaining portion of 
the Tributary 2 section is mapped as moderately well-drained Russett-Christiana complex soils (2 to 5% 
slopes).  

 
Figure 7.33. View of Tributary 2 Survey Area, Facing South. 
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Figure 7.34. View of Open Vegetation on T1 and T2 Terraces in Tributary 2 Survey Area, Facing 
East. 

 
Figure 7.35. View of Tributary 2, Facing North. 
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Figure 7.36. View of Tributary 2 Culvert, Facing Northeast. 

Previously recorded site 18PR113 is mapped  (see Figure 7.1). Site 
18PR113 was recorded by Clark (1973) as a short-term resource procurement site dating to an unknown 
pre-contact period. The site produced quartzite, rhyolite, and quartz debitage, a biface fragment, and FCR. 
As mapped by the MHT, the site  

 although the sketch map included with 
the original site form provided by the MHT indicates that the site is located . Shovel 
tests that were excavated in the area where 18PR113 is mapped produced no cultural material. However, 
two of the nine shovel tests excavated where the site is shown on the original site 
form) along three transects spaced at 50-ft intervals produced artifacts. Site 18PR113 was relocated  

, and one new pre-contact period site (18PR1190) was recorded in the survey area  
 (see Figure 7.1). 

T0 Terrace 

The T0 terrace (floodplain) is situated in the northernmost portion of the Tributary 2 section, extending 
from the west bank of Paint Branch southward for approximately 90 ft  

. The upper A and B soil horizons on the floodplain have been scoured 
away by historic period flooding episodes, leaving a thin A horizon over a dense cobble and gravel C 
horizon extending at least 1.9 fbs. The floodplain was investigated with five shovel tests and, based on the 
stratigraphy observed in the shovel tests, there is no indication that deeply buried soils likely to contain 
significant archaeological resources are present on this landform. Stratum I generally consisted of a C 
horizon (0–1.5 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) very gravelly silt loam with approximately 60 percent 
large cobbles or an A horizon (0–0.17 fbs) of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) gravelly sandy loam 
with approximately 30 percent gravel over a C horizon (0.17–1.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) gravelly sand 
with approximately 50 percent cobbles. Surface examination of eroded portions of the survey area revealed 
a dense concentration of gravel and small to large cobbles extending up to the surface of the present soil 
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column on the floodplain (Figure 7.37). No cultural material was recovered in the shovel tests excavated 
on the T0 terrace and no further archaeological investigation is recommended in this portion of the LOD 
for the project as scoped. 

 
Figure 7.37. View of Eroded Surface on T0 Terrace of Tributary 2 Survey Area, Facing Northwest. 

T1/T2 Terraces 

The southern portion of the Tributary 2 section is characterized by a low T1 terrace that gradually rises to 
the east onto a T2 terrace outside of the survey area. Initially three shovel tests were excavated in the portion 
of the T1 terrace within the Tributary 2 LOD. Stratigraphy encountered on that landform varied somewhat, 
particularly with the lower soil horizons, but in general there is some consistency with the Russett 
component of the Russett-Christiana complex soils (2 to 5% slopes) that are mapped by the USDA NRCS 
(2020) in this area. In general, shovel tests indicated that the area is characterized stratigraphically by a 
plowzone (Ap horizon), a series of two or more argillic B horizons (Bt1, Bt2, Bt3, and Bt4), and a coarse 
sand C horizon overlying a 2C horizon of gravel bedload. One of the three shovel tests initially excavated 
across the small portion of the T1 landform within the project LOD identified previously recorded site 
18PR113, which was further investigated with additional shovel tests and test units. 

18PR113 

Previously recorded site 18PR113, or the A.R.C. II Site, was identified in 1973 during a survey for the 
USDA South Research Area (Clark 1973). The site was recorded as a pre-contact short-term resource 
procurement site identified by a small (27 × 120 ft) scatter of lithic artifacts on the surface. The artifacts 
collected during that survey consist of 47 quartzite flakes, 21 quartz flakes, 59 rhyolite flakes, three FCR, 
one rhyolite retouched flake, and one rhyolite PPK fragment (Clark 1973). These artifacts were considered 
by Clark to be associated with general lithic reduction activity observed elsewhere in the Paint Branch 
watershed but not indicative of a substantial or long-term occupation at this location.  
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The project investigation included excavation of 18 shovel tests across this landform, extending well outside 
the project LOD, and pre-contact period artifacts were recovered from 15 of these (Figure 7.38). The revised 
site boundary is defined to the north by negative shovel tests and  

. Because 
almost all shovel tests excavated in these areas contained artifacts, it is highly likely that the boundary of 
18PR113 extends farther in these directions. 

Site 18PR113 is located  
 
 

(Figure 7.39). The shovel tests encountered a non-conformable 
sequence for the Bt horizons, which varied somewhat across the site, specifically with regard to the depth 
and composition. That is, the variations in composition suggest differences in intensity of deposition 
episodes, variations in color suggest differences in minerals and weathering, and variations in texture 
suggest differences in sorting during deposition, all indicating that the various Bt strata were deposited at 
different times and under different conditions. Most of the shovel tests in the survey area displayed an Ap 
and from two to four Bt horizons overlying a coarse sand C horizon and a 2C horizon of gravel bedload 
representing former channel deposits. A profile consisting of two argillic B horizons typically involved an 
Ap horizon (0–0.71 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.71–3.1 fbs) of yellowish brown 
(10YR 5/6) silty clay loam; a Bt2 horizon (3.1–3.42 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) wet silty clay 
loam; and a C horizon (3.42–3.9+ fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) coarse wet sand. Conversely, a 
shovel test profile consisting of three argillic B horizons typically involved an Ap horizon (0–0.5 fbs) of of 
brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.5–1.08 fbs) of brown (10YR 5/3) silt loam; a Bt2 horizon 
(1.08–1.67 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4) silt loam; a Bt3 horizon (1.67–3.0 fbs) of yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam; and a Bt4 horizon (3.0–3.67+ fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) clay loam. 

Sixteen of the 21 shovel tests excavated across the site area produced a total of 120 pre-contact artifacts, 
consisting of 105 pieces of debitage, five cores, one biface fragment, one graver, one unclassified sherd, 
and seven quartzite FCR (Table 7.4). Four of the FCR were recovered from one shovel test, N500 E575, at 
a depth of 1.08–1.67 fbs from a dark layer that was observed in the wall of the entire shovel test. No further 
investigation of this apparent cultural feature was conducted because this portion of the site is located well 
outside the project LOD.  

Pre-contact artifacts were found across the full extent of the site from east to west (E455 to E605) and north 
to south (N500 to N530), although generally in low numbers, with most shovel tests containing from one 
to three artifacts each. However, two distinct concentration areas were identified during the shovel testing. 
One is located at N515–530 E470–485,  and within the LOD, where the density ranged 
from 5–13 artifacts in three of the shovel tests in this area (see Figure 7.33). The second, and higher artifact 
density, is in the eastern portion of site 18PR113 (outside of the LOD) where the site extends  

. This artifact concentration is located at N500 E575–605 where the shovel tests contained between 
24 and 29 artifacts each (see Figure 7.33).  
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Figure 7.38. Map of Site 18PR113. 
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Figure 7.39. View of Site 18PR113, Facing North. 

Table 7.4. Shovel Test Artifacts from Site 18PR113 by Horizon.     
  Horizon   
Artifact Type Ap Bt1 Bt2 Bt3 Total 
Tool Late Stage Biface, Quartzite 1   1
 Graver, Quartz 1   1
Debitage Core, Amorphous, Quartz 1   1
 Core, Amorphous, Quartzite  1 1
 Core, Exhausted, Quartzite 1 1   2
 Core, Fragment, Quartzite  1 1
 Flake, Broken, Quartz 1 5 1  7
 Flake, Broken, Quartzite 3 5 2 1 11
 Flake, Broken, Rhyolite 1 2  1 4
 Flake, Complete, Quartz 1   1
 Flake, Complete, Quartzite 1 4 1 1 7
 Flake, Fragment, Quartz 1 16 1 3 21
 Flake, Fragment, Quartzite 4 27 6 8 45
 Flake, Fragment, Rhyolite 1   1
 Shatter, Quartz 1 4 1  6
 Shatter, Quartzite 1 1  2
Other Lithic Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite 1 2 4  7
Ceramic Unclassified Plain Sherd, Sand Temper  1      1
Total 15 72 17 16 120 
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A majority of the artifacts from the shovel tests were recovered from the intact Bt1 horizon (n=72), 
including the single unclassified sherd. The remainder of the artifacts were nearly equally recovered from 
the disturbed Ap horizon (n=15) and the intact and underlying Bt2 (n=17) and Bt3 horizons (n=16). Shovel 
test artifacts in the western part of the site and on the T1 landform were mainly recovered from the Bt2 and 
Bt3 horizons between 2.63 and 2.95 fbs and just above a C horizon of coarse sand. While no diagnostic 
artifacts were recovered in the lower Bt horizons, the deeper artifacts in the western portion of the site have 
some potential to represent Archaic deposits. In contrast, in shovel tests excavated farther to the east, 
artifacts gradually began occurring higher in the soil column moving away from the center of the T1 terrace 
and onto the T2 terrace. As the site ascends onto the T2 terrace, the cultural material appears to be mainly 
concentrated in the upper Ap and Bt1 horizons, with lesser densities of cultural material found in the lower 
(2.63–3.3 fbs) levels of the Bt2 and Bt3 horizons like the western side of the site. One sand tempered sherd 
recovered from the Bt1 horizon in the far eastern portion of 18PR113 suggests that the upper culture-bearing 
levels in this part of the site are associated with the Woodland period.  

Following the shovel testing at 18PR113, two 5 × 5 ft test units were excavated in an attempt to gather 
larger artifact samples from the site and obtain additional information regarding site stratigraphy, the nature 
of the assemblage, and the potential for deeply buried artifacts. TU 1 was placed at N500 E534, in the 
eastern part of the site, to investigate the transition in artifact depths between the T1 and T2 terraces in this 
part of the site, and TU 2 was placed at N504 E494 in the western part of the site, within the LOD, to 
explore the deeper lithic deposits. Both test units were excavated in 0.25-ft levels, with cultural material 
recovered to depths of 1.7 fbs in TU 1 and 3.75 fbs in TU 2.  

Test Unit 1. TU 1 was a 5 × 5 ft unit placed at the transition between the T1 and T2 terraces at N500 E534 
(see Figure 7.38). Eight soil horizons were observed in TU 1 (Figure 7.40). Stratum Ia (0–0.35 fbs) was an 
Ap1 horizon of dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam; Stratum Ib (0.35–1.15 fbs) was an Ap2 horizon of dark 
yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) silt loam with 10–15 percent gravel that contained a plow scar that extended 
to 1.4 fbs at the stratum interface; Stratum II (1.15–1.95 fbs) overlapped in depth somewhat with Stratum 
Ib and was a Bt1 horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sandy loam that produced no artifacts below 1.7 
fbs; Stratum III (1.95–2.25 fbs) was a Bt2 horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silty clay loam mottled 
with light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) clay loam; Stratum IV (2.25–2.8 fbs) was a Btg3 horizon of grayish 
brown (10YR 5/2) silty clay loam mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) silty clay loam; Stratum V (2.25–
2.55 fbs) occurred in the same levels as Stratum IV and was a Bt4 horizon of strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) 
sandy clay loam; Stratum VI (2.55–3.1 fbs) occurred in the same levels as Stratum IV and was a Bt5 horizon 
of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy clay loam; Stratum VII (2.8–3.45 fbs) occurred in the same level as 
Stratum IV and was a Bt6 horizon of strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) sandy clay loam mottled with yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/4) sandy clay loam, yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sandy loam, and very dark grayish brown 
(10YR 3/2) sandy loam; and Stratum VIII (2.80–3.45+ fbs) was a C horizon of strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) 
sandy clay mottled with yellowish red (5YR 4/6) sandy loam and black (10YR 2/1) sandy loam. As 
illustrated in the west wall profile photograph, Strata V (Bt4) and VI (Bt5) likely represent a swale, and 
Stratum IV (Btg3 horizon) likely represents subsequent filling to create a former ridge. Consequently, the 
profile of the underlying subsurface at this location appears to be representative of a former ridge-and-swale 
topography that is characteristic of episodic lateral migration of Paint Branch. 

The TU 1 assemblage consists of 181 artifacts collected from two soil horizons (Ap1/Ap2 and Bt1) between 
0 and 1.7 fbs. TU 1 produced one quartz bipolar core, one quartz amorphous core, one quartz core fragment, 
two quartzite core fragments, 134 pieces of debitage, one quartz tested cobble, and 37 quartzite FCR. Four 
chipped stone tools were recovered and include one quartz mid stage biface fragment, one quartzite late 
stage biface fragment, one quartzite biface fragment, and one quartz retouched flake. The lithic debitage 
includes 43 quartz, 79 quartzite, and 12 rhyolite specimens. 

The Ap1 horizon (0–0.35 fbs) was very shallow and produced only two flake fragments (Table 7.5). The 
older plowzone (Ap2 horizon, 0.35–1.4 fbs) yielded a relatively high density of material, including 125 
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pieces of debitage, five core/core fragments, one tested cobble, a retouched flake, three biface fragments, 
and 37 quartzite FCR. The Bt1 horizon (1.15–1.95 fbs) produced a very small number of artifacts that 
includes seven pieces of debitage recovered between 1.4 and 1.7 fbs. No artifacts were recovered below 1.7 
fbs within the lower Bt and C horizons.  

 
Figure 7.40. View of West Wall Profile of Test Unit 1 at Site 18PR113, Facing West. 

Test Unit 2. TU 2 was a 5 × 5 ft unit placed on the T1 terrace at N504 E494 to help define activity areas 
and the vertical distribution of artifacts in the west-central portion of the site (see Figure 7.38). Six strata 
were observed in TU 2 (Figure 7.41). Stratum Ia (0–0.5 fbs) was an Ap1 horizon of brown (10YR 4/3) silt 
loam; Stratum Ib (0.5–0.8 fbs) was an Ap2 horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam; Stratum II 
(0.8–1.75 fbs) was a Bt1 horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silt loam; Stratum III (1.75–3.0 fbs) was 
a Bt2 horizon of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) sandy loam; Stratum IV (3.0–5.5 fbs) was a Bt3 horizon of 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy clay loam that did not produce artifacts below 3.75 fbs; Stratum V (3.5–
3.75 fbs) occurred in the same level as Stratum IV, was only present in the northern portion of the test unit, 
and was a Bt4 horizon of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy loam with dense gravel; and Stratum VI (5.5–
6.3+ fbs) was only encountered in a hand auger and consisted of a gleyed Btg5 horizon of dark gray (2.5Y 
4/1) fine sandy loam.  

The TU 2 assemblage consists of 81 artifacts collected from four soil horizons from 0.5–3.75 fbs (Table 
7.6). TU 2 produced five lithic tools, 58 pieces of debitage, one quartz amorphous core, two quartz core 
fragments, and 15 quartzite FCR. The lithic tools consist of one quartzite small triangular PPK base 
fragment, one quartzite hammerstone, one sandstone hammerstone/anvil, and one quartz and one quartzite 
retouched flakes. The debitage includes 27 quartz, 24 quartzite, and seven rhyolite specimens.   
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Table 7.5. Artifacts from Test Unit 1 at Site 18PR113 by Horizon. 

Artifact Type 
 

Ap1  
Horizon 

Ap2 
 

Bt1 
   
Total 

Tool Retouched Flake, Quartz 1  1
 Late Stage Biface, Quartzite 1  1
 Mid Stage Biface, Quartz 1  1
 Unclassified Biface, Quartzite 1  1
Debitage Bipolar Core, Quartz 1  1
 Amorphous Core, Quartz 1  1
 Core Fragment, Quartz 1  1
 Core Fragment, Quartzite 2  2
 Complete Flake, Quartz 1  1
 Complete Flake, Quartzite 1  1
 Complete Flake, Rhyolite 1  1
 Broken Flake, Quartz 3 1 4
 Broken Flake, Quartzite 6 2 8
 Broken Flake, Rhyolite 2  2
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 23 1 24
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 2 52 2 56
 Flake Fragment, Rhyolite 8 1 9
 Bipolar Flake, Quartz 1  1
 Shatter, Quartz 13  13
 Shatter, Quartzite 14  14
 Tested Cobble, Quartz 1  1
Other Lithic Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite  37    37
Totals 2 172 7 181 

 
Figure 7.41. View of South Wall Profile of Test Unit 2 at Site 18PR113, Facing South. 
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Table 7.6. Artifacts from Test Unit 2 at Site 18PR113 by Horizon. 
 Horizon  
Artifact Type     Ap2   Bt1 Bt2 Bt3   Total 
Tool Triangular PPK Base, Quartzite 1  1
 Retouched Flake, Quartz 1  1
 Retouched Flake, Quartzite 1  1
 Hammerstone/Anvil, Sandstone 1  1
 Hammerstone, Quartzite 1  1
Debitage Amorphous Core, Quartz 1  1
 Core Fragment, Quartz 1 1  2
 Complete Flake, Quartz 1  1
 Broken Flake, Quartz 1 1  2
 Broken Flake, Quartzite 1  1
 Broken Flake, Rhyolite 1 1  2
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 2 2 10 2 16
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 2 6 7 4 19
 Flake Fragment, Rhyolite 3 2 5
 Bipolar Flake, Quartzite 1  1
 Shatter, Quartz 1 3 4  8
 Shatter, Quartzite 2 1  3
Other Lithic Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite  4  6 5  15
Totals 10 30 33 8 81 

No artifacts were recovered from the relatively thin modern Ap1 horizon (0.0–0.5 fbs) in TU 2, but the very 
thin Ap2 horizon (0.5–0.8 fbs) yielded four quartz and two quartzite flakes and four quartzite FCR. The 
much thicker Bt1 horizon (0.8–1.75 fbs) produced the second highest number of artifacts (n=30), including 
one sandstone hammerstone/anvil, one quartzite retouched flake, one quartz amorphous core, one quartz 
core fragment, 10 quartzite, six quartz, and four rhyolite flakes, and six quartzite FCR. The Bt2 horizon 
(1.75–3.0 fbs) yielded the highest number of artifacts (n=33), which include the quartzite triangular PPK 
base fragment, one quartz retouched flake, one quartzite hammerstone, one quartz core fragment, 15 quartz 
flakes, eight quartzite flakes, one rhyolite flake, and five quartzite FCR. The very thick Bt3 horizon (3.0–
5.5 fbs) only contained eight artifacts, which include four quartzite, two quartz, and two rhyolite flakes.  

The assemblage recovered from 18PR113 by the current project consists of a large number of flakes/shatter 
(n=299), as well as 56 FCR, one triangular PPK base fragment, a graver, four bifaces, two retouched flakes, 
13 cores, two hammerstones, and one ceramic sherd (Figures 7.42–7.46). The triangular PPK base was not 
classified by type as the temporal affiliation of this point is not determined. It was found in the Bt2 horizon 
in the west-central portion of the site, so there is some potential for it to be a Late Archaic period triangular 
type similar to the Beekman Triangle and others found in the Northeast and upper Mid-Atlantic region in 
Late Archaic contexts (e.g., Ebright 1992, Luckenbach et al. 2010, Stewart 1998). The single unclassified 
sherd is tempered with sand but is small and was not formally typed (Figure 7.42a). The sherd was found 
in the Bt1 horizon in the eastern portion of the site. Although a little over half of the pieces of debitage are 
smaller than 2 cm, almost as many are larger, and all stages of lithic reduction appear to be well represented 
in the debitage category. Roughly two thirds of the debitage retains no cortex, but a third retains some 
cortex, strongly indicating that the initial material was in cobble form. Quartzite is by far the most well 
represented lithic material (n=237), quartz is the second most predominant lithic material (n=119), and 24 
of the lithic artifacts are rhyolite. In general, the lithic material types appear to be similarly distributed 
across the site and within the horizons, with no evident horizontal or vertical patterns based on raw material 
type.  
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Figure 7.42. Representative Pre-Contact Ceramic and Flaked Stone Tools from Site 18PR113.  
a) unclassified plain sherd; b) quartzite small triangular PPK base; c) quartz graver; d) quartzite late stage 
biface; e) quartzite late stage biface; f) quartz mid stage biface; g) quartz retouched flake; h) quartzite 
retouched flake 
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Figure 7.43. Representative Large Cores from Site 18PR113. a) quartzite core fragment; 
b) quartzite core fragment; c) quartzite amorphous core  
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Figure 7.44. Representative Small Cores from Site 18PR113. a) quartz amorphous core;  
b) quartz bipolar core; c) quartz core fragment; d) quartzite core fragment 
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Figure 7.45. Hammerstone/Anvil from Site 18PR113. 
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Figure 7.46. Hammerstone from Site 18PR113. 

The project investigations on 18PR113 recovered a fairly substantial and diverse assemblage potentially 
associated with multiple pre-contact components in apparent intact contexts. The investigations also 
encountered a potential pre-contact pit feature in the eastern portion of the site, outside the LOD, where 
artifact density is highest. The abundance of debitage, cores, and staged bifaces, and the recovery of two 
hammerstones strongly suggest that a focus of the occupations was on the procurement and initial reduction 
of the cobbles from Paint Branch. Although the evidence is limited to a single pre-contact period ceramic 
sherd, the materials from the Bt1 horizon at least are likely to be associated with a Late Woodland period 
occupation, and the Bt2 horizon may be associated with an earlier occupation, possibly dating to the Late 
Archaic period. Site 18PR113 appears to retain cultural and stratigraphic integrity and clarity of deposits 
that would enable it to provide meaningful and interpretable data regarding the pre-contact period 
occupations of this area and Phase II investigations are recommended to determine whether the site is 
eligible for the NRHP. Only the western portion of the site is located within the project LOD, and although 
this area is characterized by a lower density of materials and no cultural features were encountered in this 
area, there is some potential for this area to contain features and more substantial deposits that would 
provide meaningful data related to regional research issues. Avoidance or further investigation is 
recommended for this portion of the project LOD.  

Ridge Nose 

The central and western portions of the Tributary 2 survey area contain a narrow ridge nose located 
immediately north of unnamed Tributary 2, overlooking the confluence with Paint Branch (see Figure 7.1). 
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This landform continues to the west where it broadens into a T3 terrace outside of the survey area. One 
shovel test was initially placed on the ridge nose (ST 2.2) to investigate this portion of the survey area. 
Stratigraphy encountered in this area varies somewhat, particularly with the thickness of the B horizons, 
but is generally consistent with the Russett component of the Russett-Christiana complex soils (2 to 5% 
slopes) that are mapped by the USDA NRCS (2020) for this area. In general, the area as displayed in the 
shovel tests is characterized stratigraphically by an Ap horizon overlying a Bt1 horizon (Stratum II), a Bt2 
horizon (Stratum III), and a Bt3 horizon (Stratum IV). That initial shovel test excavated  
produced artifacts, resulting in the identification of newly recorded site 18PR1190, which was further 
investigated with additional shovel tests and a test unit. 

18PR1190 

Site 18PR1190 is located  
n and is mainly situated within a moderately dense hardwood forest with a 

moderately dense ground cover of scrub brush and new growth (see Figure 7.1, Figure 7.47). Open old field 
succession vegetation of perennial grasses and small shrubs are located within a small overhead utility line 
right-of-way that  During the project survey, pre-contact period 
artifacts were recovered from 16 of the 17 shovel tests that were ultimately excavated at 15-ft intervals 
within an area at the far eastern end of the ridge that forms the T3 terrace (Figure 7.48). The site is bounded 
to the  

 However, the site likely extends both to the west and northwest along the 
T3 terrace, given the fact that almost all shovel tests produced artifacts. 

 
Figure 7.47. View of Site 18PR1190, Facing West. 
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The shovel tests encountered a consistent soil sequence, with slight variations in color and depth, involving 
a plowzone overlying three Bt horizons. A typical profile as represented at shovel test 2.2 consisted of an 
Ap horizon (0–0.33 fbs) of dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.33–1.0 fbs) of brown (10YR 
4/3) gravelly silt loam; a Bt2 horizon (1.0–1.7 fbs) of strong brown (7.5YR 5/6) compact gravelly silty clay 
loam; and a Bt3 horizon (1.7–2.1+ fbs) of very pale brown (10YR 7/4) very compact gravelly silty clay 
loam. The soil sequence is underlain by gravels, as shown by a rodent exposure noted on the south side of 
the ridge, which displayed a considerable amount of gravel and cobbles eroding from the side of the ridge 
(Figure 7.49). Farther to the west along the T3 terrace, the representative shovel test profile as displayed at 
N525 E385 consists of an Ap horizon (0–0.5 fbs) of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) silt loam; a Bt1 
horizon (0.5–1.0 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam; a Bt2 horizon (1.0–2.1 fbs) of 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) compact silty clay loam; and a Bt3 horizon (2.1–2.6+ fbs) of brownish yellow 
(10YR 6/6) mottled with very pale brown (10YR 7/3) very compact sandy loam. 

 
Figure 7.49. View of Eroding Gravel and Cobbles at Site 18PR1190, Facing Northwest. 

Shovel tests recovered 247 pre-contact artifacts, consisting of one quartz and one quartzite Savanah River 
PPKs, one quartzite Orient Fishtail PPK, one quartz triangular PPK, two quartz and two quartzite biface 
fragments, three quartz retouched flakes, one soapstone sherd, two quartz and four quartzite cores, 142 
pieces of quartz (n=39), quartzite (n=95), and rhyolite (n=8) debitage, and two quartz and 85 quartzite FCR 
(Table 7.7). The triangular PPK is similar in morphology to Late Archaic and Woodland period triangular 
types found in the region and given its stratigraphic context in association with Late and Terminal Archaic 
period artifacts, it may represent a Late Archaic period triangular type, although this cannot be confirmed 
based on the limited information gathered during the survey.  

Artifacts were recovered across the full extent of the tested portions of the ridge and the T3 terrace from 
east to west (E325 to E520) and north to south (N495 to N555). The largest concentration of artifacts is 
located along the T3 terrace edge in the western portion of the site (outside the LOD), between N495–555 
E325–400 (see Figure 7.48). Shovel tests in this area contained between nine and 37 artifacts each, with 
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high counts found at N525 E400 (n=37), N540 E340 (n=32), N525 E385 (n=30), N525 E370 (n=24), and 
N510 E400 (n=20). 

Table 7.7. Shovel Test Artifacts from Site 18PR1190 by Horizon.  
  Horizon  
Artifact Type Ap Bt1 Bt2   Total
Tool Triangular PPK, Quartz 1  1
 Orient Fishtail PPK, Quartzite 1   1
 Savannah River PPK, Quartz 1  1
 Savannah River PPK, Quartzite 1   1
 Early Stage Biface, Quartz 1   1
 Mid Stage Biface, Quartz 1   1
 Mid Stage Biface, Quartzite 1  1
 Late Stage Biface, Quartzite 1  1
 Retouched Flake, Quartz 1 2  3
Debitage Exhausted Core, Quartz 1  1
 Exhausted Core, Quartzite 1 1  2
 Core Fragment, Quartz 1  1
 Core Fragment, Quartzite 1 1  2
 Bipolar Flake, Quartzite 1  1
 Broken Flake, Quartz 1 1 2
 Broken Flake, Quartzite 1 5 2 8
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 10 14 1 25
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 14 55 13 82
 Flake Fragment, Rhyolite 5 3  8
 Shatter, Quartz 1 10 1 12
 Shatter, Quartzite 1 2 1 4
Other Lithic Soapstone Vessel Fragment 1  1
 Fire Cracked Rock, Quartz 1 1  2
 Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite 19  55 11  85
 Total 59 158 30 247

High artifact density was also observed in the easternmost portion of the site, just inside the LOD (see 
Figure 7.48). Artifact density in the three shovel tests in that area ranged from 4–34 each, with shovel test 
N510 E500 yielding the highest count (n=34). The lowest artifact density occurred in the central part of the 
site, just to the west of the LOD between N510 E425–480.  

A majority of the artifacts from the shovel tests were recovered from the intact Bt1 horizon (64%, or n=158), 
including a single soapstone vessel fragment, two biface fragments, two retouched flakes, four core and 
core fragments, one triangular PPK, and one Savannah River PPK. Nearly one-quarter of the artifacts were 
recovered from the Ap horizon (n=59), including two biface fragments, one Orient Fishtail PPK, one 
Savannah River PPK, and one retouched flake, slightly more than 10 percent of the artifacts were recovered 
from the intact and underlying Bt2 horizon (n=30), all of which consist of debitage and FCR.  

Following the shovel testing at 18PR1190, one 5 × 5 ft test unit was excavated to investigate stratigraphy, 
gather larger artifact samples, and obtain additional information regarding the temporal components and 
potential activities performed at the site. TU 1 was placed at N502 E506, in the eastern part of 18PR1190 
within the LOD. The TU was excavated in 0.25-ft levels, and cultural material was recovered to a depth of 
1.80 fbs.  
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Test Unit 1. TU 1 was a 5 × 5 ft unit placed in the center of the ridge within the LOD (see Figure 7.48). 
Four strata were observed in TU 1 (Figure 7.50). Stratum I (0–0.25 fbs) was an Ap horizon of dark brown 
(10YR 3/3) silt loam; Stratum II (0.25–0.50 fbs) was a Bt1 horizon of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) 
gravelly silt loam; Stratum III (0.50–1.80 fbs) was a Bt2 horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) compact 
gravelly silt loam; Stratum IV (1.80–2.05 fbs) was a Bt3 horizon of pale brown (2.5Y 7/3) very compact 
gravelly sandy clay that produced no artifacts. Excavation was terminated at 2.05 fbs. 

 
Figure 7.50. View of West Wall Profile of Test Unit 1 at Site 18PR1190, Facing West. 

Excavation of TU 1 produced 758 artifacts from three soil horizons ranging in depth from 0.25–1.8 fbs 
(Table 7.8); no material was recovered from the lowest levels of the Bt horizon (1.80–2.05 fbs). Artifacts 
include 11 ceramic artifacts, three lithic tools, five quartz amorphous cores, two quartz bipolar cores, one 
quartz exhausted core, eight quartz core fragments, 647 pieces of chert (n=1), rhyolite (n=4), quartz 
(n=350), and quartzite (n=292) debitage, and 81 quartzite FCR. None of the ceramic artifacts are classifiable 
by type or temporal period; they include one eroded coarse sand tempered sherd, five residual sherds, and 
five pieces of fired clay. Lithic tools consist of two quartz retouched flakes and one quartz utilized flake.  

The thin Ap horizon (0–0.25 fbs) yielded 71 artifacts, including 42 quartz flakes, 23 quartzite flakes, one 
chert flake, and five quartzite FCR. The likewise thin Bt1 horizon (0.25–0.50 fbs) contained 158 artifacts, 
including two quartz retouched flakes, three quartz amorphous cores, two quartz bipolar cores, two quartz 
core fragments, 72 quartz and 62 quartzite flakes, and 15 quartzite FCR. The thick Bt2 horizon (0.50–1.80 
fbs) contained the highest density of artifacts recovered in TU 1 (n=529), which include one coarse sand 
tempered unidentified sherd, five residual sherds, five pieces of fired clay, one quartz utilized flake, two 
quartz amorphous cores, one quartz exhausted core, six quartz core fragments, 447 pieces of debitage (four 
rhyolite, 225 quartz, 218 quartzite), and 61 quartzite FCR.  
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Table 7.8. Artifacts from Test Unit 1 at Site 18PR1190 by Horizon. 
  Horizon   
Artifact Type Ap  Bt1 Bt2 Total 
Ceramic Residual Sherd 5 5
 Unclassified Sherd 1 1
 Fired Clay 5 5
Tool Retouched Flake, Quartz 2  2
 Utilized Flake, Quartz 1 1
Debitage Bipolar Core, Quartz 2  2
 Amorphous Core, Quartz 3 2 5
 Exhausted Core, Quartz 1 1
 Core Fragment, Quartz 2 6 8
 Complete Flake, Quartz 3 1 4
 Complete Flake, Quartzite 6 6
 Complete Flake, Chert 1  1
 Broken Flake, Quartz 3 8 26 37
 Flake Fragment, Quartz 33 58 181 272
 Flake Fragment, Quartzite 20 52 204 276
 Flake Fragment, Rhyolite 4 4
 Bipolar Flake, Quartz 1 2 3
 Bipolar Flake, Quartzite 1 1
 Shatter, Quartz 9 10 15 34
 Shatter, Quartzite 2 7 9
Other Lithic Fire Cracked Rock, Quartzite  5  15   61  81
Totals 71 158 529 758 

The Phase I assemblage from site 18PR1190 consists of 11 ceramic and 994 lithic artifacts associated with 
multiple pre-contact occupations of this fairly small landform. The single unclassified ceramic sherd is 
tempered with coarse sand but is too eroded and small to be formally typed (Figure 7.51a). The possible 
soapstone vessel fragment is very small, thin, and well smoothed but does not have any curvature, so it is 
possible that it is a fragment of some other type of artifact such as a gorget (Figure 7.52a). The lithic tools 
include four PPKs, four staged bifaces, and six utilized/retouched flakes (Figures 7.51–7.53). The Orient 
Fishtail and the broad bladed Savannah River PPKs are made of quartzite and the small triangular and 
narrow bladed Savannah River PPKs are made of quartz. Three of the utilized/retouched flakes have 
morphology that suggests they may have functioned as perforators or gravers (Figures 7.53b, 7.53d, and 
7.53e), and the others may have been used for some type of scraping or cutting tasks based on morphology. 
The site has also produced a substantial collection of cores (n=22) and debitage (n=789), as well as 168 
FCR (Figures 7.54 and 7.55). Although a majority of the pieces of debitage are smaller than 2 cm, a third 
of them are larger, and all stages of lithic reduction appear to be well represented in the debitage category. 
Almost all of the debitage retains no cortex, which is surprising considering the presumed cobble form of 
the initial material, and it is possible that the material with cortex was deposited elsewhere nearby. Only 
one of the lithic artifacts is chert, quartzite is by far the most well represented lithic material (n=593), quartz 
is the second most predominant lithic material (n=389), and 12 of the lithic artifacts are rhyolite. In general, 
the lithic material types appear to be similarly distributed across the site and within the horizons, with no 
evident horizontal or vertical patterns based on raw material.  
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Figure 7.51. Pre-Contact Ceramic and Tools from Site 18PR1190. a) unclassified sherd;  
b) quartzite Orient Fishtail PPK; c) quartzite Savannah River PPK; d) quartz Savannah River 
PPK; e) quartz triangular PPK 
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Figure 7.52. Representative Bifaces from Site 18PR1190. a) quartzite mid stage biface;  
b) quartzite late stage biface; c) quartz mid stage biface; d) quartz early stage biface 
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Figure 7.53. Utilized and Retouched Flakes from Site 18PR1190. a–d, g) quartz retouched flake; e) quartz 
utilized flake; f) quartzite retouched flake 

Temporally diagnostic artifacts indicate occupations during the Late and Terminal Archaic periods, as 
represented by the Savannah River and Orient Fishtail PPKs and the soapstone vessel fragment, and 
possibly the triangular PPK, and undetermined Woodland period occupation(s) as represented by the 
ceramic artifacts. The Ap horizon produced one Savannah River PPK and one Orient Fishtail PPK; the Bt1 
horizon produced the other Savannah River PPK, the triangular PPK, and the soapstone sherd; and the Bt2 
horizon contained all of the ceramic items. All of the Archaic period artifacts were found in shovel tests so 
it is possible that vertical control was not as precise during excavation of some of the shovel tests, but it is 
unlikely that this would be true for all of the Late Archaic materials. For the survey materials, the specific 
strata contain deposits from a specific component across the site, however, it is unclear whether Woodland 
period deposits are stratigraphically below Archaic period deposits across the site. It is possible that the site 
strata/components are characterized by varying horizontal distribution of materials, similar to that observed 

 on 18PR113. With the exception of the Orient Fishtail PPK, which was 
found at the easternmost edge of the site, the Late Archaic period artifacts were found in the west half of 
the site and the Woodland period artifacts were found in the east half of the site.  
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Figure 7.54. Representative Large Cores from Site 18PR1190. a, b) quartz amorphous core; c) quartz core 
fragment; d) quartzite exhausted core; e) quartzite core fragment 
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Figure 7.55. Representative Small Cores from Site 18PR1190. a, f) quartz core fragment;  
b) quartzite exhausted core; c) quartz bipolar core; d, e) quartz exhausted core 

No cultural features were observed on the site, although a fairly large number of FCR were recovered, 
suggesting the potential for the presence of intact cultural features. Only 25 FCR were found in the Ap 
horizon, but far more were found in the Bt1 (n=71) and Bt2 horizons (n=72). Almost half of the FCR were 
recovered from the test unit, with most of those (75%) found in the Bt2 horizon. The FCR found in shovel 
tests were all found in the west half of the site (E325–E400), and a larger portion of those (64%) were found 
in the Bt1 horizon.  

The survey results suggest that site 18PR1190 could retain cultural and stratigraphic integrity and clarity of 
deposits that could provide meaningful and interpretable data regarding the Late Archaic, Terminal Archaic, 
and Woodland period occupations of this area. Specifically, the large amount of debitage, cores, staged 
bifaces, and expedient tools recovered during the shovel test and test unit excavations suggests that 
procurement and initial reduction of locally available cobbles was a major activity performed at the site. 
Additional investigations of site 18PR1190 could provide valuable and significant data regarding lithic raw 
material acquisition, reduction, and tool production within the Paint Branch watershed. Based on the results 
of the survey, site 18PR1190 is recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP, and avoidance or further 
investigation is recommended for this site.  
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M-NCPPC SECTION (AN-6) 

The M-NCPPC section is within the AN-6 project area and consists of two separate areas bisected by I-95 
South, just north of the I-95/I-495 interchange, and involves two long, narrow linear areas, one just west of 
the I-95S/I-495W interchange and one just east of the I-95S/I-495E interchange (Figure 7.56). The LOD 
west of the I-95S/I-495W interchange is an approximately 434 ft long (north-south) by 14 to 261 ft wide 
(east-west) area, while the LOD to the east of the I-95S/I-495E interchange is approximately 619 ft long 
(north-south) by 32 to 203 ft wide (east-west). The area is covered in moderately dense hardwood forest 
with a moderately dense ground cover of scrub brush and new growth (Figures 7.57 and 7.58). The soil 
series mapped in both of the areas by the USDA NRCS (2020) is Codorus and Hatboro soils, frequently 
flooded. Three shovel tests were excavated along a single transect running north-south  

. No shovel tests were excavated in the remainder of the section due to steep slope, 
prior disturbance, and/or wet soils and standing water. Cultural material was encountered in fill layers of 
two of those shovel tests and recorded as resource 18PRX284-7. No further archaeological investigation is 
recommended in this section for this project.  

18PRX284-7 

Artifact scatter 18PRX284-7 was identified on a  
 (Figure 7.56). Vegetation in the area consists of a 

moderately dense wooded area with dense to moderately dense underbrush (Figure 7.59). Ten historic 
artifacts were recovered from Stratum V (1.7–3.4 fbs) of shovel test 1.1, including one brick fragment, one 
plastic fragment, one brown glass Schlitz beer bottle fragment, five pieces of colorless container glass, and 
two earthenware tile fragments. One iron alloy hook was also found in Stratum II (3.0–3.6 fbs) of shovel 
test 2.1. One shovel test (2.2) excavated 134 ft east of shovel test 1.1 and 123 ft south of shovel test 2.1 did 
not contain any cultural material. Shovel test 1.1 contained five strata—Stratum I (0–0.5 fbs) was light 
yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) modern sandy alluvium; Stratum II (0.5–0.8 fbs) was brown (10YR 4/3) sandy 
loam representing a buried historic ground surface; Stratum III (0.8–1.2 fbs) was light yellowish brown 
(10YR 6/4) modern sandy alluvium; Stratum IV (1.2–1.7 fbs) was brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam 
representing a buried historic ground surface; and Stratum V (1.7–3.4+ fbs) was light yellowish brown 
(10YR 6/4) modern sandy alluvium. In contrast, shovel test 2.1 contained three strata— the top stratum (0–
0.3 fbs) was a dark brown (10YR 3/3) silt loam A horizon; Stratum II (0.3–3.6 fbs) was brown (10YR 5/3) 
sandy loam modern alluvium; and Stratum III (3.6–4.0+ fbs) was a grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sandy clay 
loam Bwg horizon. Because of the disturbed soil layers, the soils encountered in this area are not consistent 
with the Cordorus and Hatboro series mapped for the area by the USDA NRCS (2020). The historic artifacts 
recovered from 18PRX284-7 are not associated with intact and undisturbed deposits and do not represent 
a substantial archaeological resource in this location. No further archaeological investigation of this area is 
recommended for this project as currently scoped.  
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Figure 7.56. Paint Branch Survey Area within M-NCPPC Property, Shovel Tests, and Resources. 
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Figure 7.57. View of M-NCPPC Section, Facing West. 

 
Figure 7.58. View of M-NCPPC Section, Facing Northeast. 
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Figure 7.59. View of Resource 18PRX284-7, Facing Southwest. 
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8. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Cabin Branch (RFP-4) Stream Mitigation Site  

The archaeological survey area for the Cabin Branch (RFP-4) stream mitigation site involved two areas, 
one along Owens Wilson Branch and one along Cabin Branch, as well as several proposed access roads for 
a total of 70.1 acres. Phase I archaeological survey was conducted in well-drained, level and gently sloping 
locations within 50 ft of the areas that are likely to experience construction disturbance, including wetland 
creation, stream restoration, and buffer enhancement activities. Areas proposed for preservation in this 
project site did not require archaeological survey, as no ground disturbance is proposed there. Also, areas 
of stream restoration will largely impact active stream channels with little archaeological potential.  

The archaeological survey for the Cabin Branch stream mitigation site included a surface inspection of the 
entire LOD and the excavation of 359 shovel tests. The survey identified seven new archaeological 
resources—five pre-contact isolated find locations, an area containing redeposited historic artifacts, and a 
historic period site (Table 8.1). The isolated pre-contact period finds indicate ephemeral use of the area 
during the Late Archaic and potentially other pre-contact period(s). Although two of the finds were not 
fully delineated outside the LOD, none of the pre-contact isolated finds identified within the survey area 
have the potential to provide information important in history. The area of redeposited materials may also 
extend outside the LOD but lacks research potential. Historic period site 18AN1696 is a low-density scatter 
of 18th to 20th century artifacts primarily located within a gully. The site may extend outside the LOD and 
is considered unassessed for NRHP eligibility for that reason, but Phase I investigations did not indicate 
the presence of a substantial or intact archaeological site within the LOD. To ensure that no impact will 
occur to the portion of the site outside the LOD, it is recommended that this area be fenced during 
construction, and no further investigation of the Cabin Branch (RFP-4) mitigation site is recommended for 
this project (Figure 8.1).  

Table 8.1. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Cabin Branch Site Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18ANX520-1 Quartz Flake No Further Investigation 
18ANX520-2 Rhyolite Flake No Further Investigation 
18ANX520-3 Redeposited Historic Artifact Scatter No Further Investigation 
18ANX520-4 Rhyolite Flake No Further Investigation 
18ANX520-5 Quartzite Core and Quartz Flake No Further Investigation 
18ANX520-6 Late Archaic Small Savannah River PPK No Further Investigation 
18AN1696 Historic Artifact Scatter Unassessed for NRHP; No Further Investigation

Mill Swamp (RFP-6) Stream Mitigation Site 

The archaeological survey areas for the Mill Swamp (RFP-6) stream mitigation site involved four areas 
along Mill Swamp totaling 19.6 acres. Phase I archaeological survey was conducted within all well-drained, 
undisturbed portions of the Mill Swamp project that will be subject to excavation, planting, or other 
disturbance related to the project. This includes all areas designated as upland preservation and all well-
drained areas within the project boundary and also includes areas designated for disposal of excavated 
material. Limited survey was conducted in areas not mapped as well drained to ensure adequate coverage 
of the area.  

The archaeological survey for the Mill Swamp stream mitigation site included a surface inspection of a 
majority of the survey area and the excavation of 173 shovel tests and one 5 × 5 ft test unit. The survey 
identified three new archaeological resources—one pre-contact isolated find and two sites containing pre-
contact and historic period components (Table 8.2). The isolated find identifies at least some limited use of 
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this area during the Early Woodland period but does not offer additional research potential. The boundaries 
of site 18CH971 extend outside the LOD and the site is considered unassessed for NRHP eligibility for that 
reason; however, the portion of the site located within the LOD does not offer further research potential. 
To ensure that no impact will occur to the portion of the site outside the LOD, it is recommended that this 
area be fenced during construction (Figure 8.2). Site 18CH972 lacks the integrity, clarity, and substantial 
deposits or cultural features that would allow it to provide substantive information in history and is 
recommended not eligible for the NRHP. No further investigation of the Mill Swamp (RFP-6) is 
recommended for this project as scoped (Figure 8.3). 

Table 8.2. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Mill Swamp Site Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18CH971 Middle Woodland Lithic Scatter;  

Early 20th Century Domestic Site
Unassessed for NRHP; No Further Investigation  

18CH972 Early Woodland Lithic Scatter;  
Late 19th to 20th Century Domestic Site

Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation 

18CHX115-1 Early Woodland Calvert PPK No Further Investigation

Paint Branch (AN-6 and AN-7) Stream Mitigation Sites 

The Paint Branch (AN-6 and AN-7) stream mitigation sites archaeological survey areas include proposed 
staging locations, access roads, and other project elements along Paint Branch at the confluence of two 
unnamed tributaries located on USDA BARC property and one area located on M-NCPPC property for a 
total of 19.1 acres. Survey was conducted within all well-drained portions of this project not substantially 
disturbed by interstate construction, as well as within areas of Codorus and Hatboro soils, which have the 
potential to contain deeply buried archaeological deposits despite their poorly drained character. The 
archaeological survey for the Paint Branch stream mitigation sites included a surface inspection of the 
survey area and the excavation of 281 shovel tests and three 5 × 5 ft test units. The survey relocated two 
previously recorded resources and identified nine new archaeological resources—five sites containing pre-
contact period components, four pre-contact isolated finds, one historic isolated find, and one area of 
redeposited cultural material (Table 8.3).  

The two sites located  (18PR113 and 18PR1190), part of AN-
7, extend outside the LOD and were not fully delineated in some directions; however, project results 
indicate that both sites may be eligible for the NRHP, and avoidance or further investigation of these 
resources is recommended (Figure 8.4). The archaeological site located  

 (18PR111) was also not fully delineated in some directions, however the investigations 
indicate that the portion of the site within the project LOD lacks the potential to provide information 
important in history. To ensure that no impacts will occur to the portion of site 18PR111 outside the LOD, 
it is recommended that this area be fenced during construction, and no further investigation of this site is 
recommended for the project (Figure 8.5). The two small pre-contact period sites, the isolated finds, and 
the redeposited materials provide evidence of pre-contact and historic period use of this area, and while the 
boundaries of all locations were not fully delineated outside the LOD, the resources identified within the 
project LOD do not appear to be able to provide information important in history and no further 
investigation of those resources is recommended for the project as currently scoped. 
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Figure 8.1. Map of Site 18AN1696 Showing Site in Relation to LOD. 
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Figure 8.2. Map of Site 18CH971 Showing Site in Relation to LOD. 
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Figure 8.3. Map of Site 18CH972 Showing Site in Relation to LOD. 



 

176 

Figure 8.4. Map of Sites 18PR113 and 18PR1190 Showing Sites in Relation to LOD. 
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Figure 8.5. Map of Site 18PR111 Showing Site in Relation to LOD. 
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Table 8.3. Summary of Archaeological Resources in Paint Branch Sites Archaeology Survey Areas. 
Site Description Recommendation 
18PR111 Unidentified Pre-Contact Campsite Unassessed for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PR113 Late Woodland Campsite Potentially Eligible for NRHP; Phase II Investigation
18PR1190 Late Archaic and Late Woodland Campsite Potentially Eligible for NRHP; Phase II Investigation
18PR1191 Unidentified Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PR1192 Unidentified Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Not Eligible for NRHP; No Further Investigation
18PRX284-1 One Quartz Flake and One Jasper Flake No Further Investigation 
18PRX284-2 One Rhyolite Flake and One FCR No Further Investigation 
18PRX284-3 Two Quartzite Flakes  No Further Investigation 
18PRX284-4 Cut Nail and Brick No Further Investigation 
18PRX284-5 One Schist Flake   No Further Investigation 
18PRX284-6 Redeposited Pre-Contact & Historic Artifacts No Further Investigation 
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Site FS# Bag
STP/
TR Coord North East Hor Strat

Depth 
(ftbs) Qty Wt (g) Size Group Class

Cortex/ 
Portion Artifact Type Material/Ware Color/Temper Comments

18ANX520-1 1 1 STP 7.01 500 500 I 0-0.7 1 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18ANX520-2 2 2 STP 7.15 500 500 I 0-1.6 1 2.3 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment rhyolite tan
18ANX520-3 3 3 SURF GEN 1 20.7 historic glass base container, bottle amethyst tint
18ANX520-3 3 3 SURF GEN 1 159.0 historic glass base container, hobble skirt bottle aqua embossed ANNAPOLIS MD. Machine made
18ANX520-3 3 3 SURF GEN 1 736.7 historic ceramic partial brick likely semi-auto. 4" wide x 2" thick
18ANX520-3 3 3 SURF GEN 1 22.5 historic lithic fragment roofing shingle slate
18ANX520-3 3 4 STP 2.01 550 550 I 0-0.9 1 2.0 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 5 STP 525 475 I 0-0.5 1 1.4 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 5 STP 525 475 I 0-0.5 1 1.6 historic glass body container, unid. amethyst tint molded
18ANX520-3 3 6 STP 10.02 500 450 I 0-0.1 1 5.4 historic ceramic body pearlware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 6 STP 10.02 500 450 I 0-0.1 1 1.2 historic glass body container, bottle olive green
18ANX520-3 3 7 STP 11.02 500 500 I 0-0.4 1 1.2 historic ceramic body creamware, factory slipped tableware, hollowware dark brown bands
18ANX520-3 3 7 STP 11.02 500 500 I 0-0.4 1 3.9 historic glass body container, bottle medium amber hand blown
18ANX520-3 3 8 STP 500 525 I 0-0.9 1 5.1 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18ANX520-3 3 8 STP 500 525 I 0-0.9 1 0.5 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18ANX520-3 3 9 STP 12.02 500 550 I 0-0.5 1 2.2 historic ceramic body whiteware, factory slip tableware, hollowware sky blue field
18ANX520-3 3 9 STP 12.02 500 550 I 0-0.5 2 49.0 historic metal fragment unid. object iron alloy (1) sheet (1) bar stock
18ANX520-3 3 10 STP 475 475 I 0-0.8 1 14.1 historic glass base container, panel bottle colorless Illinois Glass Co
18ANX520-3 3 10 STP 475 475 I 0-0.8 1 15.9 historic ceramic body gray salt glazed stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware unwashed interior
18ANX520-3 3 11 STP 475 500 I 0-0.8 1 1.5 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18ANX520-3 3 11 STP 475 500 I 0-0.8 2 5.8 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18ANX520-3 3 12 STP 475 550 I 0-0.7 1 5.1 historic ceramic body Rockingham type, molded tableware, hollowware
18ANX520-3 3 12 STP 475 550 I 0-0.7 1 2.7 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18ANX520-3 3 12 STP 475 550 I 0-0.7 1 0.9 historic glass body glassware, enameled red floral
18ANX520-3 3 13 STP 11.03 450 500 I 0-0.4 1 13.1 historic ceramic rim gray salt glazed stoneware, hand brushed blue cobalt utilitarian, hollowware
18ANX520-3 3 13 STP 11.03 450 500 I 0-0.4 1 8.0 historic ceramic rim pearlware, blue shell edge tableware, flatware unscalloped impressed and embossed
18ANX520-3 3 13 STP 11.03 450 500 I 0-0.4 1 2.1 historic ceramic body pearlware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 14 STP 450 525 I 0-0.4 1 7.4 historic metal head-shank nail, cut iron alloy machine made head, unpinched neck
18ANX520-3 3 14 STP 450 525 I 0-0.4 1 1.5 historic ceramic body pearlware, medium blue transfer print tableware, unid. floral
18ANX520-3 3 14 STP 450 525 I 0-0.4 1 5.9 historic ceramic rim pearlware, medium blue transfer print tableware, flatware floral
18ANX520-3 3 15 STP 425 425 I 0-0.2 1 2.7 historic ceramic base whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 15 STP 425 425 I 0-0.2 1 0.5 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18ANX520-3 3 16 STP 10.04 400 450 II 0.4-2.3 1 0.9 historic ceramic body pearlware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18ANX520-3 3 16 STP 10.04 400 450 II 0.4-2.3 1 10.6 historic ceramic body gray salt glazed stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware
18ANX520-3 3 16 STP 10.04 400 450 II 0.4-2.3 1 1.2 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18ANX520-4 4 17 STP 31.12 500 500 I 0-0.9 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete rhyolite gray
18ANX520-5 5 18 STP 39.02 500 500 I 0-0.7 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary bipolar, flake fragment quartz white
18ANX520-5 5 19 SURF 515 530 I 0-0 1 854.0 >5 lithic debitage secondary core quartzite red bipolar?
18ANX520-6 6 20 SURF 500 506 I 0-0 1 6.3 3-4 lithic tool complete ppk, Small Savannah River quartz white biconvex x-section, convex blade margins. 

38.5mm long, 22.7mm wide and 8.5mm 
thick. Stem: 14.5mm wide, 12.2mm 
long.12.9mm neck. Asymmetrical and lightly 
concaved base 

18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 1 0.7 historic glass body container, unid. amber
18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 2 27.0 historic glass rim container, canning jar colorless machine made, continuous thread
18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 1 53.9 historic glass base container, canning jar colorless machine made, stippled
18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 16 116.2 historic glass body container, canning jar colorless embossed body
18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 1 31.6 historic metal top aerosol can iron alloy
18AN1696 7 21 STP 5.09 550 500 I 0-1.7 1 12.6 historic metal top container, beer can aluminum pull tab, Miller Lite
18AN1696 7 22 STP 5.10 550 550 III 1-2.4 1 0.5 historic ceramic body pearlware, undecorated tableware, unid.
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18AN1696 7 22 STP 5.10 550 550 III 1-2.4 1 9.3 historic glass fragment window glass aqua 4.6mm thick
18AN1696 7 22 STP 5.10 550 550 III 1-2.4 1 2.7 historic glass fragment laminated "safety" glass aqua
18AN1696 7 23 STP 525 500 I 0-0.9 1 23.1 historic ceramic fragment brick lightly swirled, poss. handmade
18AN1696 7 23 STP 525 500 I 0-0.9 1 2.4 historic glass body container, bottle dark olive
18AN1696 7 24 STP 525 550 I 0-0.6 2 40.6 historic ceramic rim terra cotta, flower pot press molded, likely machine made
18AN1696 7 24 STP 525 550 I 0-0.6 1 1.1 historic ceramic body creamware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18AN1696 7 25 STP 4.09 500 500 III 0.6-1.6 1 0.8 historic ceramic body pearlware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18AN1696 7 25 STP 4.09 500 500 III 0.6-1.6 1 13.3 historic ceramic body brown salt glazed stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware brown wash interior
18AN1696 7 25 STP 4.09 500 500 III 0.6-1.6 1 1.3 historic glass body container, bottle yellow amber
18AN1696 7 25 STP 4.09 500 500 III 0.6-1.6 1 0.5 historic synthetic fragment unid. object plastic gray marbling/mottling, Melmac?
18AN1696 7 26 STP 500 525 II 0.8-2.8 1 15.6 historic ceramic body gray salt glazed stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware brown wash interior, part of neck remnant
18AN1696 7 26 STP 500 525 II 0.8-2.8 1 2.5 historic ceramic body ironstone, undecorated tableware, unid.
18AN1696 7 26 STP 500 525 II 0.8-2.8 1 1.1 historic ceramic rim yellowware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware pale buff paste
18AN1696 7 26 STP 500 525 II 0.8-2.8 1 0.9 historic ceramic body yellowware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware pale buff paste
18AN1696 7 26 STP 500 525 II 0.8-2.8 1 1.3 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18AN1696 7 27 STP 475 525 II 1.2-3.0 1 14.3 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18AN1696 7 27 STP 475 525 II 1.2-3.0 1 1096.1 historic ceramic partial brick 4" wide x 2" thick,  lightly swirled, handmade
18AN1696 7 28 STP 450 500 II 1.0-1.6 1 2.4 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18AN1696 7 29 STP 450 525 II 0.8-2.2 1 0.6 historic ceramic rim whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
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18CH115X-1 10 STP 94 Ap I 0-0.4 1 4.6 3-4 lithic tool complete ppk, Calvert quartz white biconvex x-section, convexed blade 
18CH971 3 STP 23 A I 0-1.7 2 3.8 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite brown gray
18CH971 3 STP 23 A I 0-1.7 1 4.0 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite pink gray
18CH971 3 STP 23 A I 0-1.7 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH971 3 STP 23 A I 0-1.7 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 2 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 1 3.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite dark gray
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 4 9.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite pink gray
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 1 2.4 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 3 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 8 6.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH971 1 STP 24 A-E I-II 0-0.8 4 0.6 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH971 2 STP 25 A-E I-II 0-0.6 1 9.1 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite dark gray
18CH971 2 STP 25 A-E I-II 0-0.6 1 6.4 3-4 lithic tool partial ppk, lanceolate quartzite yellowish brown biconvex x-section, convexed blade 
18CH971 2 STP 25 A-E I-II 0-0.6 1 13.7 historic ceramic body gray salt glazed stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware unwashed interior
18CH971 4 STP 28 E II 0.8-1.0 1 2.3 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite brown
18CH971 20 STP 145 A I 0-0.7 1 8.9 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite dark gray
18CH971 20 STP 145 A I 0-0.7 1 9.6 3-4 lithic tool fragment biface, early stage quartz white tool shatter
18CH971 21 STP 148 E II 0.6-0.9 1 18.6 lithic tool secondary retouched flake quartz white
18CH971 22 STP 150 Ap I 0-0.8 1 10.0 historic glass base glassware, press molded, Depression Era pale pink
18CH971 22 STP 150 Ap I 0-0.8 1 2.0 historic glass base container, unid. colorless
18CH971 23 STP 151 Ap I 0-1.4 1 4.6 historic glass body container, unid. 7-UP green
18CH971 23 STP 151 Ap I 0-1.4 2 1.0 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH971 23 STP 151 Ap I 0-1.4 2 1.8 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 29 TU 1 1 I 0-0.25 1 0.1 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 2 275.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray red
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 2 312.0 historic ceramic fragment brick
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 2 260.6 historic metal fragment unid. object cast iron thin hollow cast, poss. stove 

fragments
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 1 2.4 historic metal head-shank nail, cut iron alloy
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 1 9.3 historic glass body glassware, press molded amethyst tint
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 2 3.7 historic glass body glassware, unid. colorless
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 3 7.3 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 5 4.9 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 2 1.3 historic glass fragment container, canning jar lid liner opaque white
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 1 1.9 historic ceramic body porcelain, molded tableware, unid.
18CH972 30 TU 1 2 I 0.25-0.5 1 0.9 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 2 71.2 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite pale red
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 2 3.2 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 1 0.2 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 1 6.9 historic glass rim container, bottle colorless machine made bead finish
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 1 0.8 historic ceramic rim whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid.
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 1 1.4 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid. fragmentary makers stamp
18CH972 31 TU 1 3 I 0.5-0.75 1 0.1 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 32 TU 1 4 I 0.75-0.9 1 8.4 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
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18CH972 32 TU 1 4 I 0.75-0.9 1 0.8 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 32 TU 1 4 I 0.75-0.9 1 0.2 historic synthetic fragment unid. object plastic opaque white
18CH972 32 TU 1 4 I 0.75-0.9 1 12.6 historic metal complete nail, wire iron alloy
18CH972 32 TU 1 4 I 0.75-0.9 1 3.7 historic metal shank nail, wire iron alloy
18CH972 5 STP 52 Ap I 0-0.8 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18CH972 6 STP 57 Ap I 0-1.3 3 23.2 historic lithic fragment coal slag
18CH972 9 STP 58 Ap I 0-1.3 1 6.3 historic lithic fragment coal slag
18CH972 7 STP 59 Ap I 0.8-1.0 1 0.1 historic ceramic body whiteware, undecorated tableware, unid. fragmentary spall
18CH972 8 STP 60 Ap I 0-1.0 2 1.1 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 11 STP 114 Ap I 0-0.95 1 49.9 historic ceramic fragment brick
18CH972 11 STP 114 Ap I 0-0.95 6 6.2 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 12 STP 115 Ap I 0.5-0.8 1 0.1 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 12 STP 115 Ap I 0.5-0.8 1 0.3 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 13 STP 117 Ap I 0-0.95 1 6.8 lithic tool complete ppk, Calvert quartz white biconvex x-section, straight blade 
18CH972 13 STP 117 Ap I 0-0.95 1 20.0 historic glass body container, unid. amethyst tint
18CH972 14 STP 118 Ap I 0-0.8 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18CH972 15 STP 120 Ap I 0-1.15 1 7.9 2-3 lithic debitage secondary bipolar core fragment quartz brown white
18CH972 16 STP 121 Ap I 0.6-1.0 17 278.7 historic lithic fragment coal slag
18CH972 17 STP 124 Ap I 0-0.6 1 3.3 historic glass edge container, canning jar lid liner opaque white
18CH972 18 STP 125 Ap I 0.2-1.0 2 80.4 historic ceramic fragment brick soft
18CH972 18 STP 125 Ap I 0.2-1.0 8 7.0 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 18 STP 125 Ap I 0.2-1.0 1 8.6 historic glass base container, unid. colorless machine made
18CH972 18 STP 125 Ap I 0.2-1.0 1 5.4 historic glass body container, unid. amber
18CH972 18 STP 125 Ap I 0.2-1.0 1 0.1 historic synthetic fragment phonograph record shellac
18CH972 19 STP 134 Ap I 0-0.7 1 5.7 historic glass body container, unid. amethyst tint embossed F L
18CH972 19 STP 134 Ap I 0-0.7 1 0.4 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 1 302.7 historic metal leg stove leg cast iron hollow cast
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 1 4.7 historic metal shank nail, wire iron alloy
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 7 9.6 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 2 1.2 historic glass body container, unid. amber
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 2 1.6 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 24 STP 163 Ap I 0-0.8 1 0.1 historic glass body container, unid. aqua
18CH972 25 STP 164 Ap I 0-0.8 2 0.8 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
18CH972 25 STP 164 Ap I 0-0.8 1 0.1 historic glass rim glassware, uind. drinking glass colorless
18CH972 26 STP 166 Ap I 0-0.2 1 0.5 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 27 STP 167 Ap I 0-1.2 1 236.1 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18CH972 27 STP 167 Ap I 0-1.2 6 4.8 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18CH972 28 STP 168 Ap I 0-0.5 1 9.2 historic metal complete ammunition, bullet copper full jacket, knurled collar, impacted
18CH972 28 STP 168 Ap I 0-0.5 1 0.5 historic glass fragment window glass aqua
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18PR111 98 STP 7.11 500 450 Fill I 0-0.6 1 9.3 historic ceramic base Bristol type stoneware, undecorated utilitarian, hollowware
18PR111 98 STP 7.11 500 450 Fill I 0-0.6 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz yellow white
18PR111 98 STP 7.11 500 450 Fill I 0-0.6 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 22.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray red
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 91.1 >5 lithic debitage secondary core, fragment quartz white
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 3.0 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 1.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 1.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered tan
18PR111 99 STP 7.12 500 500 Ap I 0-0.9 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 3.1 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz yellow white
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 5.2 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 3.5 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered tan
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 0.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR111 100 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw1 II 0.9-1.9 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR111 101 STP 7.12 500 500 Bw2 III 1.9-2.9 2 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR111 104 STP 7.14 500 600 Ap I 0-0.75 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR111 102 STP 475 500 Ab2 VI 1.5-1.8 1 24.8 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR111 103 STP 500 525 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.2 1 2.3 2-3 lithic tool fragment biface, unid. quartz white biconvex x-section, symmetrical. 6.3mm thick, 

14.7mm wide, missing distal
18PR111 105 surf 561 484 Ap surf 0-0 1 12.7 4-5 lithic debitage primary flake, complete quartzite tan
18PR111 106 surf 529.5 500 Ap surf 0-0 1 5.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 57 TU 1 500 534 1 Ap1 Ia 0-0.35 1 4.6 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray white
18PR113 57 TU 1 500 534 1 Ap1 Ia 0-0.35 1 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 11 559.9 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 178.0 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartzite red white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 31.7 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, amorphous quartz gray
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 3 23.8 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite pink white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 9.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 3 12.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 2 5.0 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 2 3.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite brown
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 24.2 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartzite red brown
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 6.3 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 5.2 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 3.0 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 1.8 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 3.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 6 2.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 3 1.7 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 2 1.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite gray
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 4 2.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 58 TU 1 500 534 2 Ap2 Ib 0.35-0.6 1 0.2 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 6 227.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 2.2 2-3 lithic tool fragment biface, late stage quartzite red
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 61.8 >5 lithic debitage primary core, bipolar quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 84.4 >5 lithic debitage primary core, fragment quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 22.4 4-5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
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18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 3 13.5 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 2.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 8.1 4-5 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 4 7.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite pink white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 2 4.5 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 7 4.6 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 2 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 59 TU 1 500 534 3 Ap2 Ib 0.6-0.9 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 18 531.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 876.3 lithic debitage complete cobble, tested quartz tan white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 2 21.3 4-5 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 2 12.5 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite gray pink
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 2 3.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 4 9.8 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite pink white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 3 4.4 1-2 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite pink white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 1.4 1-2 lithic tool fragment biface, unid. quartzite brown biconvex x section, distal portion
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 15.1 >5 lithic tool fragment biface, mid stage quartz pink yellow lateral margin
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 4.8 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, complete quartzite brown
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 6.5 3-4 lithic debitage primary bipolar flake, broken quartz pink white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 3.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 1.7 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite tan
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 9.7 4-5 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 3 5.1 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red yellow
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 4 6.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray pink
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 3 2.1 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 14 7.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 0.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 2 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 4 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 19.3 4-5 lithic tool tertiary retouched flake quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 4.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 11.3 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 2.7 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 4.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 7 2.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 60 TU 1 500 534 4 Ap2 Ib 0.9-1.15 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 61 TU 1 500 534 5 Ap2 Ib 1.15-1.4 2 13.7 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 61 TU 1 500 534 5 Ap2 Ib 1.15-1.4 1 60.3 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR113 61 TU 1 500 534 5 Ap2 Ib 1.15-1.4 1 4.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR113 62 TU 1 500 534 5 Ap2 Ib 1.15-1.4 1 1.8 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 1 5.5 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite red
18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 1 2.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red
18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
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18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 2 7.6 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite gray
18PR113 63 TU 1 500 534 6 Bt1 II 1.4-1.7 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 10 STP 1.01 500 500 Bt2 III 2.17-2.5 1 1.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite gray
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 4 73.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 3.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 73 TU 2 504 494 3 Ap2 Ib 0.5-0.8 1 5.1 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR113 74 TU 2 504 494 4 Bt1 II 0.8-1.0 2 205.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
18PR113 74 TU 2 504 494 4 Bt1 II 0.8-1.0 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 74 TU 2 504 494 4 Bt1 II 0.8-1.0 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 74 TU 2 504 494 4 Bt1 II 0.8-1.0 1 3.5 2-3 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 2 18.7 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 1 3.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 1 3.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 2 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 75 TU 2 504 494 5 Bt1 II 1.0-1.25 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite red, brown
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 33.3 4-5 lithic tool secondary retouched flake quartzite gray, brown
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 11.2 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite brown
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 1307.1 lithic tool fragment hammerstone/anvil sandstone brown
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 1.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 38.9 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 76 TU 2 504 494 6 Bt1 II 1.25-1.50 1 20.8 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary core, fragment quartz white
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 2 92.4 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 201.9 >5 lithic debitage secondary core, amorphous quartz white amorphous
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 7.1 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary bipolar flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 1.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite brown
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 0.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 4.1 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 0.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 9.9 4-5 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR113 77 TU 2 504 494 7 Bt1 II 1.5-1.75 1 6.2 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR113 78 TU 2 504 494 8 Bt2 III 1.75-2.0 1 60.0 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR113 78 TU 2 504 494 8 Bt2 III 1.75-2.0 1 398.4 >5 lithic tool complete hammerstone quartzite redrum heavily pecked
18PR113 78 TU 2 504 494 8 Bt2 III 1.75-2.0 1 5.8 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 78 TU 2 504 494 8 Bt2 III 1.75-2.0 1 5.8 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, retouched quartz red white
18PR113 78 TU 2 504 494 8 Bt2 III 1.75-2.0 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 7.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 30.1 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz yellow white
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 6.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz yellow white
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 1.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 4.0 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 1 0.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 79 TU 2 504 494 9 Bt2 III 2.0-2.3 3 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
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18PR113 80 TU 2 504 494 10 Bt2 III 2.25-2.50 1 4.6 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite
18PR113 80 TU 2 504 494 10 Bt2 III 2.25-2.50 1 4.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 80 TU 2 504 494 10 Bt2 III 2.25-2.50 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 80 TU 2 504 494 10 Bt2 III 2.25-2.50 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 80 TU 2 504 494 10 Bt2 III 2.25-2.50 2 5.5 2-3 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 36.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 4.8 3-4 lithic tool partial ppk, small triangular quartzite gray biconvex x-section, asymmetrical. 6.3mm 

thick, 26.9mm wide, missing distal
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 1.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, complete quartz white
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 3 1.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz yellow white
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 14.3 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary core, fragment quartz white
18PR113 81 TU 2 504 494 11 Bt2 III 2.5-2.75 1 1.5 1-2 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz yellow white
18PR113 82 TU 2 504 494 12 Bt2 III 2.80-3.0 1 1.7 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 82 TU 2 504 494 12 Bt2 III 2.80-3.0 1 1.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 82 TU 2 504 494 12 Bt2 III 2.80-3.0 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 82 TU 2 504 494 12 Bt2 III 2.80-3.0 1 3.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite gray
18PR113 83 TU 2 504 494 13 Bt3 IV 3.0-3.25 2 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR113 83 TU 2 504 494 13 Bt3 IV 3.0-3.25 2 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 83 TU 2 504 494 13 Bt3 IV 3.0-3.25 2 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz yellow white
18PR113 84 TU 2 504 494 15 Bt3 IV 3.5-3.75 1 1.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 84 TU 2 504 494 15 Bt3 IV 3.5-3.75 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR113 7 STP 500 455 Ap I 0-0.5 1 9.4 3-4 lithic debitage secondary core, exhausted quartzite gray amorphous
18PR113 8 STP 500 470 Ap I 0-0.7 1 2.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 9 STP 500 485 Bt2 III 2.8 1 2.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite tan
18PR113 9 STP 500 485 Bt2 III 2.8 1 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite tan
18PR113 11 STP 515 500 Bt1 II 2.6-2.92 1 60.2 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, amorphous quartz white unifacial, from a large block
18PR113 11 STP 515 500 Bt1 II 2.6-2.92 1 1.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 12 STP 500 515 Bt1 II 0.6-1.8 1 7.6 3-4 lithic tool secondary graver quartz white unifacial retouch along distal margins
18PR113 13 STP 500 530 Bt1 II 0.8-1.7 1 3.2 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 13 STP 500 530 Bt1 II 0.8-1.7 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR113 14 STP 500 545 Bt1 II 1-1.6 1 7.7 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, complete quartzite tan
18PR113 14 STP 500 545 Bt1 II 1-1.6 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 14 STP 500 545 Bt1 II 1-1.6 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 15 STP 500 560 Ap I 0-0.67 1 6.6 3-4 lithic tool fragment biface, late stage quartzite gray distal portion, biconvex x-section
18PR113 15 STP 500 560 Ap I 0-0.67 1 3.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR113 16 STP 500 560 Bt1 II 0.83-1.25 1 7.3 3-4 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 1 50.3 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 1 5.1 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 1 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 17 STP 500 575 Ap I 0-0.5 3 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite gray
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 2 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite white
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 1.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 28.3 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartzite gray
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18PR113 18 STP 500 575 Bt1 II 0.5-1.08 1 29.8 >5 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite pink white
18PR113 19 STP 500 575 Bt2 III 1.08-1.67 4 593.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR113 19 STP 500 575 Bt2 III 1.08-1.67 1 5.3 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite gray
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 2.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 2.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 2 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray tan
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 20 STP 500 575 Bt3 IV 1.67-3.0 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 21 STP 500 590 Bt1 I ~1.5-2.0 1 2.3 2-4 ceramic sherd body unclassified sherd n/a sand
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 2 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 5.4 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 1.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 2 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 16.0 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 5.7 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 3.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 7 6.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 2 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 1 0.7 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 22 STP 500 590 Bt1 I 0-3.0 2 6.0 2-3 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR113 23 STP 500 605 Ap I 0-0.33 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite gray
18PR113 23 STP 500 605 Ap I 0-0.33 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken rhyolite gray
18PR113 23 STP 500 605 Ap I 0-0.33 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 6.7 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 10.8 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 3.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 1.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 4.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 4 3.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 2 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR113 24 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 0.33-1.33 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 2.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 20.3 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary core, exhausted quartzite gray
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 3.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 2.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 2 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 2.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR113 25 STP 500 605 Bt1 II 1.33-2.33 1 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR113 85 STP 515 485 Bt1 II 0.4-2.75 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR113 85 STP 515 485 Bt1 II 0.4-2.75 2 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 85 STP 515 485 Bt1 II 0.4-2.75 2 0.2 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 86 STP 515 470 Bt2 III 2.5-3.6 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite yellow
18PR113 87 STP 530 485 Bt1 II 0.5-1.55 2 127.4 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
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18PR113 87 STP 530 485 Bt1 II 0.5-1.55 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red brown
18PR113 87 STP 530 485 Bt1 II 0.5-1.55 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 88 STP 530 485 Bt2 III 1.55-3.4 1 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 88 STP 530 485 Bt2 III 1.55-3.4 2 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red white
18PR113 89 STP 530 470 Bt2 III 0.6-2 1 43.4 >5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR113 89 STP 530 470 Bt2 III 0.6-2 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red
18PR113 89 STP 530 470 Bt2 III 0.6-2 1 2.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 89 STP 530 470 Bt2 III 0.6-2 1 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR113 89 STP 530 470 Bt2 III 0.6-2 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 281.1 >5 lithic debitage secondary core, amorphous quartzite brown
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 86.3 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, broken quartzite brown
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 76.6 >5 lithic debitage tertiary core, fragment quartzite brown
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 19.7 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, complete quartzite gray
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 9.3 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR113 90 STP 530 470 Bt3 IV 2-2.8 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite yellow
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 5 91.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 3.7 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 11.5 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 14.2 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 13.1 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 10.5 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red brown
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 3 4.5 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite red brown
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 3 13.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 4 11.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 17.1 4-5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 15.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 3.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete chert gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 7 4.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 24 14.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 3 0.3 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 3 3.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 65 TU 1 502 506 1 Ap I 0-0.25 2 2.6 1-2 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz yellow white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 15 350.7 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 3 183.5 >5 lithic debitage secondary core, amorphous quartz white amorphous fragments
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 23.3 4-5 lithic debitage secondary bipolar flake, broken quartz white pos utilized
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 3 31.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 30.8 3-4 lithic debitage fragment core, bipolar quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 20.7 3-4 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 9.3 2-3 lithic tool tertiary retouched flake quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 7.7 3-4 lithic tool tertiary retouched flake quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 14.6 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red pos utilized
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 5.1 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 9.0 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
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18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 6.3 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 14.1 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 3.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 19.2 3-4 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 8.6 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 1.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 8 17.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 4.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 5 10.3 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 5 8.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 4.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 5 22.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 3 1.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 42 24.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 36 22.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 5 0.6 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 2 2.4 1-2 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 66 TU 1 502 506 2 Bt1 II 0.25-.5 1 1.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite red white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 24 1569.9 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 44.2 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white amorphous
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 30.0 4-5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white amorphous
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 21.2 3-4 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white amorphous
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 3 44.7 4-5 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite gray yellow
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 19.9 >5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 2 15.9 3-4 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 23.7 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 23.8 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 2 28.2 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 9.7 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 3 13.9 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray yellow
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 4.1 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 2 3.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 7 15.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 3.6 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 14 36.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 2 10.4 3-4 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 8.0 3-4 lithic debitage secondary core, exhausted quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite red
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 7 3.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 33 20.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 16 3.0 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 33 14.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 1 3.0 2-4 ceramic sherd body unclassified sherd n/a coarse sand
18PR1190 67 TU 1 502 506 3 Bt2 III 0.5-0.6 5 2.9 <2 ceramic sherd residual residual n/a residual

Paint Branch Project Survey Artifact Catalog Page 7 of 12



Site Bag
STP/
TR Coord North East Level Horizon Strat

Depth 
(ftbs) Qty Wt (g) Size Group Class

Cortex/ 
Portion Artifact Type Material/Ware Color/Temper Comments

18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 32 430.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 2 50.4 >5 lithic debitage secondary bipolar flake, broken quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 2 105.2 >5 lithic debitage secondary core, amorphous quartz white amorphous
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 16.7 >5 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 22.2 >5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 17.2 >5 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 9.7 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 30.7 4-5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 3 50.0 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 4.0 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz gray white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 3 10.4 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite red yellow
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 4.5 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 4 29.7 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 4 31.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 5 8.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 9 19.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 16 26.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 3 5.9 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 2.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 4 14.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 4 2.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 4 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 69 32.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 58 23.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 5 0.7 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 8 1.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 68 TU 1 502 506 4 Bt2 III 0.6-0.85 3 1.1 <2 ceramic daub fragment fired clay clay
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 2 2.4 <2 ceramic daub fragment fired clay
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 4 31.7 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 30.1 >5 lithic debitage secondary bipolar flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 9.6 >5 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 22.4 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 17.0 4-5 lithic tool tertiary utilized flake quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 4.8 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 6 11.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray yellow
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 4 8.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 1.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 2.5 2-3 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 2 14.8 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 2 6.1 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartzite gray white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 2 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite brown
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 32 11.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray red
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 14 7.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment crystal quartz colorless
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 4 0.5 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 6 1.2 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 69 TU 1 502 506 5 Bt2 III 0.85-1.15 1 1.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 70 TU 1 502 506 6 Bt2 III 1.15-1.4 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red
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18PR1190 70 TU 1 502 506 6 Bt2 III 1.15-1.4 1 13.8 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 70 TU 1 502 506 6 Bt2 III 1.15-1.4 2 3.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray yellow
18PR1190 70 TU 1 502 506 6 Bt2 III 1.15-1.4 6 2.7 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red white
18PR1190 70 TU 1 502 506 6 Bt2 III 1.15-1.4 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 71 TU 1 502 506 7 Bt2 III 1.4-1.65 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red brown
18PR1190 71 TU 1 502 506 7 Bt2 III 1.4-1.65 5 10.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray white
18PR1190 71 TU 1 502 506 7 Bt2 III 1.4-1.65 1 3.4 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 71 TU 1 502 506 7 Bt2 III 1.4-1.65 5 1.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red yellow gray
18PR1190 72 TU 1 502 506 8 Bt2 III 1.65-1.8 1 2.4 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR1190 72 TU 1 502 506 8 Bt2 III 1.65-1.8 3 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray white
18PR1190 72 TU 1 502 506 8 Bt2 III 1.65-1.8 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz white
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 3.9 3-4 lithic tool fragment biface, late stage quartzite white distal portion, biconvex x-section
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 53.9 >5 lithic debitage fragment core, exhausted quartzite red amorphous
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 2.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 11.0 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 1.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 1 STP 2.02 500 500 Bt1 II 0.33-1.0 4 2.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite pink gray
18PR1190 2 STP 510 500 Ap I 0-0.42 1 13.6 3-4 lithic debitage fragment core, exhausted quartzite red conical
18PR1190 2 STP 510 500 Ap I 0-0.42 2 1.0 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 2 STP 510 500 Ap I 0-0.42 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 1 24.4 >5 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 1 4.3 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 4 7.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 2 2.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz pink white
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 7 1.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 2 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 4 0.7 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1190 3 STP 510 500 Bt1 II 0.42-0.92 1 19.8 3-4 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 4 STP 510 500 Bt2 III 0.92-1.42 5 1.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 4 STP 510 500 Bt2 III 0.92-1.42 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1190 4 STP 510 500 Bt2 III 0.92-1.42 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 5 STP 510 520 Ap I 0.58 1 2.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 5 STP 510 520 Ap I 0.58 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 5 STP 510 520 Ap I 0.58 1 11.1 4-5 lithic tool complete ppk, Orient Fishtail quartzite gray biconvex x-section, convex blade margins. 

46.5mm long, 24.1mm wide and 11.2mm thick. 
missing lobe

18PR1190 6 STP 510 520 Bt1 II 0.58-1.18 1 2.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 32 STP 510 485 Bt2 III 0.8-1.3 1 1.2 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, broken quartzite gray
18PR1190 32 STP 510 485 Bt2 III 0.8-1.3 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 32 STP 510 485 Bt2 III 0.8-1.3 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1190 33 STP 510 450 Bt1 II 0.3-0.55 1 32.6 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red brown
18PR1190 34 STP 510 425 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 8.1 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 34 STP 510 425 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 35 STP 510 400 Ap I 0-0.6 1 6.0 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 35 STP 510 400 Ap I 0-0.6 1 19.6 4-5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite gray
18PR1190 36 STP 510 400 Bt1 II .65-1.0 1 1.9 1-2 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 36 STP 510 400 Bt1 II .65-1.0 4 68.1 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray some water worn cobbles
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18PR1190 36 STP 510 400 Bt1 II .65-1.0 1 138.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartz red white
18PR1190 36 STP 510 400 Bt1 II .65-1.0 1 11.2 4-5 lithic tool partial ppk, Savannah River quartz white biconvex x-section, convex blade margins. 

46.7mm long*, 24.4mm wide and 8.6mm thick. 
Stem: 14.1mm wide, 10.5mm long. missing 
distal

18PR1190 37 STP 510 400 Bt2 III 1.0-2.0 6 103.6 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
18PR1190 37 STP 510 400 Bt2 III 1.0-2.0 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartz white
18PR1190 37 STP 510 400 Bt2 III 1.0-2.0 2 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite red white
18PR1190 37 STP 510 400 Bt2 III 1.0-2.0 1 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red white
18PR1190 37 STP 510 400 Bt2 III 1.0-2.0 1 1.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite gray
18PR1190 38 STP 495 400 Bt1 II 0.2-0.9 6 268.9 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR1190 38 STP 495 400 Bt1 II 0.2-0.9 1 113.0 >5 lithic debitage primary shatter quartz red white cobble fragment (fresh break) mended
18PR1190 38 STP 495 400 Bt1 II 0.2-0.9 1 16.0 4-5 lithic debitage secondary bipolar flake, broken quartzite gray pos utilized
18PR1190 38 STP 495 400 Bt1 II 0.2-0.9 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 39 STP 525 400 Ap I 0-0.4 2 178.1 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR1190 39 STP 525 400 Ap I 0-0.4 1 1.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 39 STP 525 400 Ap I 0-0.4 1 49.1 >5 lithic tool fragment biface, early stage quartz white biconvex x section, distal portion
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 13 162.6 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red brown
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 26.8 4-5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartzite gray white
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 2 7.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 3 6.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 2.1 2-3 lithic tool complete ppk, triangular quartz white biconvex x-section, straight blade margins. 

22.2mm long, 20.2mm wide* and 5.7mm thick. 
Missing lobe

18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 2.8 2-4 lithic ceramic body unclassified sherd soapstone red
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 4 7.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red brown
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 2.0 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 1.9 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 40 STP 525 400 Bt1 II 0.4-1.1 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 41 STP 525 400 Bt2 III 1.1-3.1 2 30.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR1190 41 STP 525 400 Bt2 III 1.1-3.1 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 41 STP 525 400 Bt2 III 1.1-3.1 1 0.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite yellow white
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 8 94.8 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 1 2.1 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartz red white
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 1 32.3 >5 lithic tool fragment biface, mid stage quartz white lateral margin
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 2 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 2 1.3 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray brown
18PR1190 42 STP 525 385 Ap I 0-0.5 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 43 STP 525 385 Bt1 II 0.5-1.0 7 639.1 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray 
18PR1190 43 STP 525 385 Bt1 II 0.5-1.0 1 3.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite brown
18PR1190 43 STP 525 385 Bt1 II 0.5-1.0 2 3.2 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 43 STP 525 385 Bt1 II 0.5-1.0 3 2.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 43 STP 525 385 Bt1 II 0.5-1.0 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 44 STP 525 385 Bt2 III 1.0-2.1 1 11.9 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red
18PR1190 45 STP 525 370 Ap I 0-0.45 5 90.2 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR1190 45 STP 525 370 Ap I 0-0.45 2 4.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 45 STP 525 370 Ap I 0-0.45 1 1.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 45 STP 525 370 Ap I 0-0.45 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite brown
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18PR1190 45 STP 525 370 Ap I 0-0.45 1 0.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 4 154.4 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray red
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 1 17.2 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 1 1.3 2-3 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 1 1.7 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 6 1.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 46 STP 525 370 Bt1 II 0.45-1.2 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 47 STP 540 370 Ap I 0-0.35 1 170.2 >5 lithic debitage primary core, fragment quartzite brown
18PR1190 47 STP 540 370 Ap I 0-0.35 1 9.0 4-5 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 47 STP 540 370 Ap I 0-0.35 2 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 47 STP 540 370 Ap I 0-0.35 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment rhyolite gray
18PR1190 48 STP 540 370 Bt1 II 0.35-0.8 4 176.0 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray red
18PR1190 48 STP 540 370 Bt1 II 0.35-0.8 1 12.1 4-5 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 48 STP 540 370 Bt1 II 0.35-0.8 1 2.2 2-3 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 48 STP 540 370 Bt1 II 0.35-0.8 2 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 48 STP 540 370 Bt1 II 0.35-0.8 2 1.5 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 1 23.5 >5 lithic tool fragment biface, mid stage quartzite red biconvex x section, mid portion
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 1 22.3 >5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red white
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 1 4.5 3-4 lithic tool tertiary retouched flake quartz white
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 2 3.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage secondary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1190 49 STP 540 355 Bt1 II 0.4-0.7 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 50 STP 540 355 Bt2 III 0.7-2.1 1 1.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 4 130.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red gray
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 1 19.7 4-5 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 3 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 2 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 1 0.1 <1 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 51 STP 540 340 Ap I 0-0.3 1 26.3 >5 lithic tool complete ppk, Savannah River quartzite red gray biconvex x-section, convex blade margins. 

59.6mm long, 38.9mm wide and 12.5mm thick. 
Stem: 24.9mm wide, 15.9mm long.

18PR1190 52 STP 540 340 Bt2 III 0.6-1.4 2 112.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray red
18PR1190 52 STP 540 340 Bt2 III 0.6-1.4 1 2.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red white
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 9 225.0 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red tan
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 28.4 >5 lithic tool secondary retouched flake quartz gray white
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz gray white
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 3 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite red gray
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 0.4 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 53 STP 540 340 Bt1 II 0.3-0.6 1 25.9 4-5 lithic debitage fragment core, fragment quartz white
18PR1190 54 STP 555 340 Ap I 0-0.25 1 0.9 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite red gray
18PR1190 54 STP 555 340 Ap I 0-0.25 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite tan
18PR1190 55 STP 555 340 Bt1 II 0.25-0.5 1 73.3 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite tan
18PR1190 55 STP 555 340 Bt1 II 0.25-0.5 1 1.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 7 592.5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite brown
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 11.3 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary core, exhausted quartz white amorphous
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 1.8 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, broken quartzite brown
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 3.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment rhyolite weathered gray
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18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 1.1 2-3 lithic debitage secondary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 56 STP 555 325 Bt1 II 0.4-0.75 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1190 64 surf 500 506 Ap 1 18.6 4-5 lithic tool tertiary retouched flake quartz white
18PR1191 26 STP 500 500 C2 III 1.7-2.6 1 1.5 2-3 lithic tool partial biface, late stage rhyolite gray basal portion, biconvex x-section. 12.6mm 

wide, 5mm thick. Lanceolate form
18PR1191 27 STP 525 500 Ap I 0-1.0 1 3.6 3-4 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite brown
18PR1191 27 STP 525 500 Ap I 0-1.0 1 1.7 1-2 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite brown
18PR1191 28 STP 500 475 Ap I 0-0.9 1 1.2 1-2 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite brown
18PR1191 28 STP 500 475 Ap I 0-0.9 1 0.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1191 29 STP 500 475 Cg1 II 0.9-2.0 1 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage primary shatter quartzite gray
18PR1191 29 STP 500 475 Cg1 II 0.9-2.0 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite brown
18PR1192 93 STP 6.10 500 500 Bt1 II 0.55-1.5 1 1.6 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz white
18PR1192 94 STP 500 475 Bt1 II 0.55-1.0 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite white
18PR1192 95 STP 500 475 Bt2 III 1-1.7 1 43.3 >5 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartzite red
18PR1192 95 STP 500 475 Bt2 III 1-1.7 3 5.5 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PR1192 95 STP 500 475 Bt2 III 1-1.7 2 0.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PRX284-1 30 STP 2.12 500 500 Bw2 III 0.95-1.55 1 0.6 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment jasper brown
18PRX284-1 31 500 550 Ap I 0-1.0 1 0.8 1-2 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartz white
18PRX284-2 91 STP 6 500 500 Bt1 II 0.4-1.5 1 0.7 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete rhyolite weathered gray
18PRX284-2 92 STP 500 475 Ap I 0-0.5 1 12.9 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite red white
18PRX284-3 96 STP 5.14 500 500 Bt1 II 0.4-2.4 1 9.9 3-4 lithic debitage primary flake, fragment quartzite brown
18PRX284-3 97 STP 525 500 Bt2 III 2.2 1 1.0 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PRX284-4 STP 1.07 Fill III 2.0 1 9.1 historic metal shank nail, cut iron alloy heavily encrusted
18PRX284-5 STP 6.17 Fill II 0.3-0.95 1 1.3 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete schist gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.09 Fill I 0-0.8 1 2.3 2-3 lithic tool fragment biface, unid. quartz white tool shatter, single lateral margin showing 
18PRX284-6 STP 3.12 Fill III 1.7-1.9 1 0.6 historic glass body container, unid. colorless stippled
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 1 28.8 historic glass base container, bottle green stippled
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 1 4.0 historic glass neck container, bottle light green stippled; "…EPOSI…"
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 2 4.2 historic glass body container, unid. green
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 2 44.3 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 1 0.5 historic tar fragment solidified tar black
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 1 33.4 4-5 lithic debitage fragment core, amorphous quartzite gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.13 Fill II 0.5-1.6 1 53.6 >5 lithic fcr fragment fire cracked rock quartzite gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.14 Fill II 0.5-1.0 1 0.9 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18PRX284-6 STP 3.14 Fill II 0.5-1.0 1 1.4 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartzite yellow
18PRX284-6 STP 3.14 Fill II 0.5-1.0 1 7.6 3-4 lithic debitage tertiary flake, fragment quartzite gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.15 Fill III 1.6-2.3 1 0.5 historic glass body container, unid. green
18PRX284-6 STP 3.15 Fill III 1.6-2.3 1 2.1 2-3 lithic debitage tertiary shatter quartz gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.17 Fill I 0-0.2 1 1.7 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18PRX284-6 STP 3.17 Fill I 0-0.2 1 0.1 1-2 lithic debitage tertiary flake, complete quartz gray
18PRX284-6 STP 3.18 Fill II 0.3-2.2 1 2.4 historic glass body container, unid. green
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 1.1 historic brick fragment brick red
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 0.1 historic plastic fragment plastic, polychrome transfer print white
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 1.0 historic glass body container, bottle brown "…LITZ" [SCHLITZ?]
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 4 8.7 historic glass body container, unid. colorless
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 6.7 historic glass neck container, unid. colorless three columns of diagonal slashes
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 2.8 historic ceramic body earthenware, undecorated tableware, unid. green glaze; tile?
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 1.1 Fill V 1.7-3.4 1 3.8 historic ceramic body earthenware, undecorated tableware, unid. black glaze; tile?
18PRX284-7 STP FB5 2.1 Fill II 3-3.6 1 111.9 historic metal complete hook iron alloy
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MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18AN1696   
    County:  Anne Arundel  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Cabin Branch FS-7 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Late 19th to late 20th century domestic artifact scatter
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric     Historic  X  Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    X  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):          | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

  Bristol, MD | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  8   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  X   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):   Patuxent River   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  Wilson Owens Branch  Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  X   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  40   meters (or  130    feet) 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  MaD  
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
  X  Hillslope  X   Other:       
                 Knoll    

 
18.  Slope:  2–10%  
 
19.  Elevation:  37  meters     (or  122  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

  X  Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
    Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  X  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

  X  Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
  X  Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

    Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
  X  Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
Shovel tests within the ephemeral drainage contained an Ap horizon (0–0.4 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) 
sandy loam overlying a Bt horizon (0.4–1.0 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) sandy clay loam underlain by an Ab 
horizon (1.0–2.4 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy loam colluvium underlain by a 2Bt horizon (2.4-3.4 fbs) of 
brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) mottled with light gray (10YR 7/2) loamy sand; in an auger the 2Bt horizon continued to a 
depth of 5.0 fbs, followed by a 2BCg horizon (5.0–5.8 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) loam, and finally a 2Cg 
horizon (5.8–9.0+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy clay mottled with light gray (10YR 7/2) clay that 
increased with depth. Shovel tests outside of the ephemeral drainage contained an Ap horizon (0–0.6 fbs) of dark 
yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) sandy clay loam underlain by a Bt horizon (0.6–1.1 fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) 
sandy clay overlying a Cg horizon (1.1–1.6+ fbs) of pale yellow (5Y 8/2) mottled with light gray (2.5Y 7/1) clay. These 
soils appear consistent with an intersection of the higher elevation Marr-Dodon complex (MaD; 10–15% slopes) and 
the lower elevation Widewater and Issue soils (WBA; 0–2% slopes) that are frequently flooded (USGS NRCS). 

 
26.  Site size:  45   meters by  45   meters (or   150  feet by   150  feet) 
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 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
     Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic  X    1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena  X    1821-1860 
     Early Woodland  X    1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland  X    1901-1930 

  X     post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  X  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  X  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search     Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
  X  Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  29 shovel tests excavated to a maximum depth of 3.4 feet below surface. 

 50-ft intervals for transect shovel tests, 25-ft intervals for delineation shovel tests.          
                                    
     

 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):      Prehistoric 

 X    Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:     X  Private       Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
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36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact:       
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations:       
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  X  Field Record    Other:    
  X  Photos    Sonar 
  X  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC   
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 X  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Jeff Johnson         

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation 
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com              Date: 1/7/2021 

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Jeff Johnson       

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation  
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com             Date: 1/18/2021 
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46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Nine of the 29 shovel tests (including all survey and delineation shovel tests within 50 ft) produced artifacts; two of these 
shovel tests (5.9/N550 E500 and N500 E525) produced 22 and six historic artifacts, respectively, while the remaining 
shovel tests that contained artifacts (5.10/N550 E550, N525 E500, N525 E550, 4.9/N500 E500, N475 E525, N450 E500 
and N450 E525) produced between one and four each. The artifacts were recovered from the Ap horizon (Stratum I) or 
from an Ab horizon (Stratum II or III) comprised of Holocene colluvium. A single-family dwelling is located approximately 

 Horizontally, the 
artifact scatter is concentrated within an ephemeral drainage that flows into Wilson Owens Branch, and the artifact 
concentration is likely the result of redeposition caused by erosion of the higher elevation portions of the landform where 
the two historic structures are located. 
 
Site 18AN1696 is represented by a small collection of historic artifacts that potentially date from the late 18th through late 
20th centuries found within the upper and lower A horizons, primarily within a gully/eroded area. The site extends outside 
the project LOD to the south, and the artifacts found within the LOD are likely associated with the historic occupation 
located well outside the LOD. Although artifacts were found in an apparent buried A horizon, this likely represents an 
older plow zone and there is no indication of vertical sorting by time period. No evidence of cultural features or intact 
substantial or patterned artifact deposits was observed within the project LOD. The house, the barn, and the area 
immediately surrounding them (all located outside the project LOD) may contain cultural deposits that would provide 
information about historic occupation in this area, but the portion of the site located within the project LOD does not 
represent an intact substantial or significant archaeological resource, and site 18AN1696 as represented within the 
project LOD does not have the ability to yield further information regarding historic period occupation of this area. No 
additional archaeological investigation is recommended for site 18AN1696 in association with this project as currently 
scoped. 
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MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: HISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18AN1696 

 
1.  Site class (check all applicable, check at least one from each group): 

a.  X  domestic .    commercial 
   industrial    educational 
   transportation    non-domestic agricultural 
   military    unknown 
   sepulchre    other: 
   religious            

 
b.    urban  

 X  rural 
   unknown 

 
c. standing structure: d. above-grade/visible ruin: 

   yes    yes 
 X  no  X  no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
2. Site Type (check all applicable): 

 X  artifact concentration    mill (specify:        ) 
   possible structure    raceway 
   post-in-ground structure    quarry 
   frame structure    furnace/forge 
   masonry structure    other industrial (specify): 
   log structure            
   farmstead    battlefield 
   plantation    military fortification 
   townsite     military encampment 
   road/railroad    cemetery 
   wharf/landing    unknown 
   bridge    other:           
   ford 

 
3. Ethnic Association: 

   Native American    other Euroamerican (specify): 
   African American            
   Angloamerican  X  unknown 
   Hispanic American    other:  
   Asian American            

 
4. Categories of material remains present (check all applicable): 
 

 X  ceramics    tobacco pipes 
 X  bottle/table glass  X  activity items 
   other kitchen artifacts    human skeletal remains 
 X  architecture    faunal remains 
   furniture    floral remains 
   arms    organic remains 
   clothing  X  unknown 
   personal items    other: 

       
 
5. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recorded or observed): 

Whiteware, undecorated (2) Pearlware, undecorated (2) 
Brown salt glazed stoneware (1) Creamware, undecorated (1) 
Yellowware (2) Gray salt glazed stoneware (1) 
Threaded glass canning jar fragments (19)
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6.  Features present: 

   yes 
 X  no 
   unknown 
 

7.  Types of features present: 
   construction feature    road/drive/walkway 
   foundation    depression/mound 
   cellar hole/storage cellar    burial 
   hearth/chimney base    railroad bed 
   posthole/postmold    earthworks 
   paling ditch/fence    raceway 
   privy    wheel pit 
   well/cistern    unknown 
   trash pit/dump    other: 
   sheet midden          
   planting feature 

 
 
8. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):           

               
               
               

 
11. Additional comments: 
 

Twenty-nine shovel tests were excavated across this area at 25- and 50-ft intervals, and nine of these contained 
artifacts. Shovel test 5.9/N550 E500 produced 22 historic artifacts, but the remaining shovel tests that contained 
artifacts produced between one and five each. Nineteen of the 22 artifacts from shovel test 5.9 are glass canning jar 
fragments, all likely from the same jar. A total of 43 historic period artifacts were recovered from the Ap (n=27) and 
Ab (n=16) horizons. These are mostly kitchen group (n=35) items, with activities (n=2), architectural (n=4), and 
miscellaneous (n=2) group items also represented. The artifacts include one brown salt glazed stoneware, one gray 
salt glazed stoneware, one creamware, one ironstone, two pearlware, two whiteware, and two yellowware sherds; 
two glass bottle, 19 glass canning jar, and three glass container fragments; part of an aluminum Miller Lite can, two 
terracotta flowerpot sherds, two brick fragments, one laminated “safety” glass fragment, one window glass 
fragment, one aerosol can fragment, and one unclassified plastic object. All of the ceramic sherds are undecorated, 
and all but one of the ceramic artifacts were found in the Ab horizon. The Ab horizon also produced the unclassified 
plastic object, and the only ceramic found in the upper A horizon is potentially the earliest artifact found on the 
site—the creamware sherd. The artifacts are associated with a wide range of potential manufacture dates between 
the late 18th through late 20th centuries.  
 
No structure is shown within the site boundary on late 19th century through late 20th century maps, but a house and 
barn are currently located , respectively. The 
artifacts found in the project area are likely associated with the structures located outside the project LOD, but the 
artifact assemblage appears to be the result of intermittent discard over a long period of time or of erosional forces. 

 
 
12.  Form filled out by: Jeff Johnson       
     Address/Company: TRC Environmental Corporation, 50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517 
  Date: 1/18/2021       





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18CH971     
    County:  Charles  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Mill Swamp FS-1 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Lithic scatter (possibly Middle Woodland); Late-19th to Mid-20th century rural farmstead with standing structures.
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   X  Historic  X  Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    X  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):          | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

  Mount Vernon, MD/VA | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  X   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):   Lower Potomac River   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  Mill Swamp  Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean     Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River  X   Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  10   meters (or  33    feet) 



Page 2                             Site Number: 18CH971 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  LxD  
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
  X  Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope     Other:       
                      

 
18.  Slope:  5–15%  
 
19.  Elevation:  7.5  meters     (or  25  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

  X  Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
  X  Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged  X   Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown  X   Ruin 
  X  Pasture  X   Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  X  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

  X  Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
  X  Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

    Minor (0-10%) 
  X  Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
Shovel tests on the ridge toe encountered similar stratigraphic sequences, consisting of a 0.25 to 0.7 ft thick A 
horizon of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) loamy sand (with pebbles and small cobbles) overlying a 0.7 to 1.0 ft 
thick E horizon of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) loamy sand, with abundant pebbles and occasional cobbles. This 
overlay a strong brown (7.5YR 4/6) sandy clay loam B horizon (occasionally cobbly in the upper part), which was 
encountered at depths of 1.1 to 1.7 fbs. Deeper tests encountered similar sandy clay loam that graded to clay loam 
to a depth of 2.5 fbs. All artifacts were recovered from the A and E horizons. 
 

26.  Site size:     meters by     meters (or   300  feet by   300  feet) 
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 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
  X   Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland  X    1861-1900 
  X   Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland  X    1901-1930 

  X     post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  X  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  X  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search     Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
  X  Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
  X  Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  30 1.5×1.5-ft round STPs excavated to a maximum depth of 2.5 feet below surface. 

 25-ft intervals for STPs within Project area, 50-ft intervals for STPs outside Project area.  One STP excavated  
 at sub-15-ft interval near edge of landform.  

 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  X    Prehistoric 

 X    Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:     X  Private       Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
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35.  Owner(s): 

  
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact:       
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations:       
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  X  Field Record    Other:    
  X  Photos    Sonar 
  X  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC   
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 X  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Bruce Idol; Jeff Johnson     

Company/Group name:   TRC       
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  BIdol@TRCCompanies.com; JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com     Date: 10/6/2020 

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Jeff Johnson       

Company/Group name:   TRC       
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com             Date: 1/18/2021 
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46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Eight of the 30 shovel tests (including all survey and delineation shovel tests within 50 ft) produced artifacts; four of 
these eight (including one excavated at a sub-15 ft interval) were situated directly on or immediately off the toe crest, but 
outlying shovel tests 28 and 148 generated a single prehistoric period artifact each and encountered somewhat similar 
soils at that location. Four shovel tests produced prehistoric period artifacts only, two (25 and 148) contained historic 
and prehistoric period artifacts, and two (150 and 151) yielded only historic period artifacts. These artifacts were found in 
the two upper strata (A/Ap and E horizons) at depths no greater than 1.4 fbs. Except for shovel test 24 (which produced 
24 pieces of debitage), the shovel tests each generated from one to five prehistoric period artifacts. 
 
Site 18CH971 is associated with limited pre-contact period (likely Middle Woodland) and limited historic period (likely 
early through mid-20th century) use of this area. Only eight of the 27 shovel tests excavated on and in close proximity to 
the site produced artifacts, and all but one of these produced a relatively low number of artifacts. Shovel test 24, which 
produced 24 quartz and quartzite flakes, likely represents a very localized lithic tool maintenance episode. All of the 
historic and most (75%) of the pre-contact artifacts were found in the A/E interface zone, with only two pre-contact 
artifacts recovered from the E horizon and six from the A horizon. The pre-contact period artifacts may be associated 
with just one or a few short term resource procurement visits to the area, and the historic period artifacts are likely 
associated with the occupation that is more concentrated to the east outside the LOD and only peripherally represented 
in the project LOD. No evidence of intact substantial deposits or subsurface cultural features associated with either the 
historic or pre-contact period use of this area was found; the historic outbuilding foundation remnant is located well 
outside the LOD. It is possible that the portion of site 18CH971 located outside the project LOD, which was only 
investigated in a limited manner, could contain valuable data regarding pre-contact or historic period occupations of the 
area, but there is no evidence that meaningful artifact patterns or intact substantial deposits are located in the project 
area, and while there are several nearby historic structures, all of them are located well outside the project LOD. Site 
18CH971 should be considered unassessed for NRHP eligibility, however, as expressed within the project LOD, the site 
does not appear to offer additional research potential and no further investigation of this site is recommended for this 
project as currently scoped 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maryland Department of Planning              REVISED JUNE 2013



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18CH971 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
   short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  X  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave  X  unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 X  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
 X  fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
   ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
   chert    sandstone 
   rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 X  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 X  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

Unclassified Lanceolate PPK Fragment (1)
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
   no 
 X  unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
            
   

 
 
 
 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18CH971 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 X  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 

The prehistoric period assemblage (n=35) includes the base of a lanceolate projectile point, an early stage biface 
fragment, and 33 pieces of unmodified debitage (17 of quartzite, 16 of quartz). The fragmentary projectile point is 
made of quartzite, and likely represents Middle Woodland component (Jack’s Reef or Fox Creek); the biface 
fragment is made of quartz and appears to represent an early stage of reduction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by: Jeff Johnson       
     Address/Company: TRC Chapel Hill, NC    
  Date: 1/18/2021       
 



 
 
 

MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: HISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18CH971 

 
1.  Site class (check all applicable, check at least one from each group): 

a.  X  domestic .    commercial 
   industrial    educational 
   transportation    non-domestic agricultural 
   military    unknown 
   sepulchre    other: 
   religious            

 
b.    urban  

 X  rural 
   unknown 

 
c. standing structure: d. above-grade/visible ruin: 

 X  yes  X  yes 
   no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
2. Site Type (check all applicable): 

 X  artifact concentration    mill (specify:        ) 
   possible structure    raceway 
   post-in-ground structure    quarry 
   frame structure    furnace/forge 
   masonry structure    other industrial (specify): 
   log structure            
 X  farmstead    battlefield 
   plantation    military fortification 
   townsite     military encampment 
   road/railroad    cemetery 
   wharf/landing    unknown 
   bridge    other:           
   ford 

 
3. Ethnic Association: 

   Native American    other Euroamerican (specify): 
   African American            
   Angloamerican  X  unknown 
   Hispanic American    other:  
   Asian American            

 
4. Categories of material remains present (check all applicable): 
 

 X  ceramics    tobacco pipes 
 X  bottle/table glass    activity items 
   other kitchen artifacts    human skeletal remains 
 X  architecture    faunal remains 
   furniture    floral remains 
   arms    organic remains 
   clothing    unknown 
   personal items    other: 

       
 
5. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recorded or observed): 

Gray Salt Glazed Stoneware (1) 
Press-Molded Depression Era Glassware (1)
7-Up Green Glass Container (1) 
 
 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18CH971 
HISTORIC DATA FORM                                
 
6.  Features present: 

 X  yes 
   no 
   unknown 
 

7.  Types of features present: 
   construction feature    road/drive/walkway 
 X  foundation    depression/mound 
   cellar hole/storage cellar    burial 
   hearth/chimney base    railroad bed 
   posthole/postmold    earthworks 
   paling ditch/fence    raceway 
   privy    wheel pit 
   well/cistern    unknown 
   trash pit/dump    other: 
   sheet midden          
   planting feature 

 
 
8. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):           

               
               
               

 
11. Additional comments: 
 

The historic period artifacts include one undecorated gray salt glazed stoneware sherd, one press-molded 
glassware fragment, four unclassified glass container fragments, and two aqua window glass fragments. One small 
brick fragment was observed in shovel test 148, but not collected. The stoneware sherd represents a hollowware 
container and exhibits an unwashed interior (Figure 6.16a). Salt glazed stoneware is associated with early 18th to 
20th century manufacture (Ketchum 1991). The glassware fragment is pale pink and is Depression-era (1920s–
1950s) glass. One of the glass container fragments is 7-Up green in color, suggesting mid-20th century 
manufacture (SHA 2020); the other three are small fragments of colorless glass. The stoneware sherd was 
recovered from the ridge toe, but all of the other historic period artifacts were recovered from the higher elevation 
portion of the landform to the east—closer to the standing structures and the former structure locations as shown on 
historic mapping. Collectively, the historic period artifacts are likely associated with an early to mid-20th century 
occupation. 
 
The remains of a concrete slab and cinder block foundation was identified in the wooded area between shovel tests 
148 and 149, and shovel tests 150–152 were excavated near outbuildings within the backyard of a dwelling located 
approximately 70 ft north of the transect. A structure is depicted near the location of 18CH971 on early 20th century 
USGS (1913, 1923) topographic maps. A structure with outbuildings is depicted near the location of 18CH971 on 
the USGS 1944 Mount Vernon, VA topographic map, and the same structure is mapped at that location through the 
1983 edition, at which point subsequent editions depict no structures in the vicinity. The dwelling and multiple 
outbuildings are visible on aerial photographs dating from 1957 through 2019, and the dwelling was still standing 
during the fieldwork in October 2020. All of these structures are located at least 100 ft outside the project LOD. 

 
12.  Form filled out by: Jeff Johnson       
     Address/Company: TRC Chapel Hill, NC    
  Date: 1/18/2021       





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18CH972   
    County:  Charles  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Mill Swamp FS-2 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Early Woodland lithic scatter; Late-19th to Mid-20th century domestic artifact scatter 
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   X  Historic  X  Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    X  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):          | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

  Mount Vernon, MD/VA | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  X   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):   Lower Potomac River   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  Unnamed Tributary of Mill Swamp  Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  X   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  122   meters (or  400    feet) 



Page 2                             Site Number: 18CH972 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  LxD  
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
  X  Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope  X   Other:       
                 Knoll    

 
18.  Slope:  5-15%  
 
19.  Elevation:  10  meters     (or  33  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

  X  Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
    Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  X  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

  X  Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
  X  Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

    Minor (0-10%) 
  X  Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Site Number: 18CH972                              Page 3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 

(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
All shovel tests and the test unit encountered similar stratigraphic sequences, consisting of a 0.6 to 1.3 ft thick brown 
(10YR 4/3) to yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silt loam plowzone conformably overlying a strong brown (7.5YR 5/6), 
brown (7.5YR 5/3, 7.5YR 5/2), or brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) clay loam B horizon. These appear consistent with 
plowed Liverpool-Piccowaxen complex soils, which typically exhibit a silt loam A horizon over a silt loam E horizon 
extending to a depth of five inches. The underlying Bt horizon is described as silt loam in the upper part (to a depth of 
13 inches) and clay loam in the lower part. 

 
26.  Site size:     meters by     meters (or   250  feet by   200  feet) 
 



Page 4                             Site Number:     
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     



Site Number: 18CH972                              Page 5 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
     Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
  X   Early Woodland  X    1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland  X    1901-1930 

  X     post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  X  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  X  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search  X   Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
  X  Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  48 1.5×1.5-ft round STPs excavated to a maximum depth of 1.9 feet below surface. 

 50-ft intervals for transect STPs, 25-ft intervals for delineation STPs. One 5×5-ft test unit excavated to a depth 
 of 1.4 feet below surface.  

 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  X    Prehistoric 

 X    Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:     X  Private       Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
 
 



Page 6                             Site Number: 18CH972 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
35.  Owner(s): 

  
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact:       
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations:       
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  X  Field Record    Other:    
  X  Photos    Sonar 
  X  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC   
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 X  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Bruce Idol; Jeff Johnson     

Company/Group name:   TRC       
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  BIdol@TRCCompanies.com; JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com     Date: 10/7/2020 

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Jeff Johnson       

Company/Group name:   TRC       
Address:   50101 Governors Drive, Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC 27517  
Phone:   (919) 475-5507              
Email:  JJohnson@TRCCompanies.com             Date: 1/18/2021 
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Historic period artifacts were found across the site but were generally more concentrated in the western portion of the 
site. Most shovel tests produced from one to five artifacts each, two contained from six to 10 artifacts, and only three 
shovel tests yielded more than 10 artifacts, although all 17 of the items from one of these are coal slag fragments. These 
three shovel tests (121 [eastern], 125 [south-central], and 163 [northwestern]) are located in different portions of the site 
and other than the concentration of coal slag in the eastern shovel test, contained both kitchen and architectural items. 
Artifact distribution patterns do not suggest a possible location for a former structure within the site boundary. Although 
the structure depicted on the early 20th century maps was likely located somewhere in this vicinity, no evidence of 
above-ground or subsurface cultural features was encountered during the investigation of site 18CH972. 
 
The pre-contact component(s) on site 18CH972 is represented by a very low-density widely dispersed scatter of lithic 
artifacts. The Calvert PPK indicates an Early Woodland period component, although it is possible that the scattered 
other artifacts are associated with other pre-contact period visits to the site. The pre-contact period debitage 
assemblage represents very limited lithic reduction activities, while the PPK is suggestive of hunting activities. The 
recovery of six FCR suggests the potential for the presence (or at least former presence given the scattered nature of 
those artifacts) of a hearth type feature on the site, although no evidence of cultural features was found. The historic 
period component dates to the late 19th to 20th century and is likely associated with a structure that was located in this 
area until about 1923, but also likely contains artifacts distributed across the field during later uses of the site area for 
agricultural purposes. All of the pre-contact and historic artifacts were recovered from the plowzone and there are no 
discrete distributions of any types of artifact classes, possibly due to long term agricultural activities. Site 18CH972 
appears to lack the integrity, clarity, and substantial deposits or cultural features that would allow it to provide 
substantive information regarding local pre-contact or historic period occupations. Site 18CH972 is recommended not 
eligible for the NRHP, and no further investigation of the site is recommended for this project as currently scoped. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maryland Department of Planning              REVISED JUNE 2013



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18CH972 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
   short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  X  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave  X  unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 X  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
 X  fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
   ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
   chert    sandstone 
   rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 X  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 X  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

Calvert PPK (1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
   no 
 X  unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
            
   

 
 
 
 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18CH972 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 X  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 

The pre-contact period assemblage from 18CH972 consists of 10 artifacts, including a quartz Early Woodland period 
Calvert PPK, a quartz bipolar core fragment, one quartz flake, one quartzite flake, and five quartzite FCR. The 
asymmetrical PPK is complete, and is 36.2 mm long, 24.6 mm wide at the shoulders, and 7.9 mm thick. The stem is 
10.9 mm in length and 10.5 mm in width. Five of the FCR were recovered from TU 1, and the remaining pre-contact 
artifacts were recovered from shovel tests. All of the pre-contact artifacts were found in the plowzone and all but 
three of these were found in levels that also contained historic artifacts. Half of the pre-contact period artifacts were 
found in TU 1, and the remainder were very lightly scattered across the site. Although the FCR may have been 
associated with a cultural feature, they were found in three different levels in TU 1, and no other indications of a 
cultural feature were found on this site. The pre-contact period assemblage from 18CH972 appears to indicate 
limited use of this area during at least the Early Woodland period but does not seem to be associated with a 
substantial pre-contact period occupation in this area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by: Jeff Johnson       
     Address/Company: TRC Chapel Hill, NC    
  Date: 1/18/2021       
 



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: HISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18CH972 

 
1.  Site class (check all applicable, check at least one from each group): 

a.  X  domestic .    commercial 
   industrial    educational 
   transportation    non-domestic agricultural 
   military    unknown 
   sepulchre    other: 
   religious            

 
b.    urban  

 X  rural 
   unknown 

 
c. standing structure: d. above-grade/visible ruin: 

   yes    yes 
 X  no  X  no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
2. Site Type (check all applicable): 

 X  artifact concentration    mill (specify:        ) 
   possible structure    raceway 
   post-in-ground structure    quarry 
   frame structure    furnace/forge 
   masonry structure    other industrial (specify): 
   log structure            
   farmstead    battlefield 
   plantation    military fortification 
   townsite     military encampment 
   road/railroad    cemetery 
   wharf/landing    unknown 
   bridge    other:           
   ford 

 
3. Ethnic Association: 

   Native American    other Euroamerican (specify): 
   African American            
   Angloamerican  X  unknown 
   Hispanic American    other:  
   Asian American            

 
4. Categories of material remains present (check all applicable): 
 

 X  ceramics    tobacco pipes 
 X  bottle/table glass  X  activity items 
   other kitchen artifacts    human skeletal remains 
 X  architecture    faunal remains 
 X  furniture    floral remains 
 X  arms    organic remains 
   clothing  X  unknown 
   personal items    other: 

       
 
5. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recorded or observed): 

Machine made bead finish glass bottle rim (1)
Milk glass canning jar lid liner fragment (3)
Phonograph record fragment (1) 
Whiteware tableware sherd (4) 
Amethyst tint glass container fragment (2)
Amethyst tint glassware fragment (2) 
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6.  Features present: 

   yes 
 X  no 
   unknown 
 

7.  Types of features present: 
   construction feature    road/drive/walkway 
   foundation    depression/mound 
   cellar hole/storage cellar    burial 
   hearth/chimney base    railroad bed 
   posthole/postmold    earthworks 
   paling ditch/fence    raceway 
   privy    wheel pit 
   well/cistern    unknown 
   trash pit/dump    other: 
   sheet midden          
   planting feature 

 
 
8. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 X  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):           

               
               
               

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
A total of 108 historic artifacts were recovered from 18CH972, including 76 from shovel tests and 32 from TU 1, all from 
the plowzone. The historic artifacts from 18CH972 include four undecorated whiteware sherds, one molded porcelain 
sherd, three glass canning jar lid liner fragments, one colorless glass bottle fragment, 31 container glass fragments (24 
colorless, two aqua, two amethyst tinted, and three amber), one press-molded amethyst tinted glassware fragment, three 
colorless glassware fragments, one small fragment of a phonograph record, one modern bullet, one cast iron stove leg, 28 
pieces of window glass (aqua tinted), one cut nail, three wire nails, five brick fragments, two unclassified metal objects, 
one unclassified plastic object, and 21 pieces of coal slag. All of these are the product of late 19th to 20th century 
manufacture. Most are kitchen and architectural group items, with activities, arms, and furniture groups each represented 
by a single artifact. The assemblage suggests a domestic occupation of this area, likely associated with a structure 
depicted in the vicinity of the site on early 20th century maps (e.g., Smith and Rose 1922; USGS 1913, 1923). No 
structure is shown in this location on maps dating from 1925 through 1965, although the abandoned barn located just 
north of the site is shown on maps dating to 1968 and 1971, and is depicted as a residential structure on maps dating to 
1981 and 1983 (USGS 1925, 1934, 1939, 1945, 1965, 1968, 1971, 1981, 1983). Historic period artifacts were found 
across the site but were generally more concentrated in the western portion of the site. Most shovel tests produced from 
one to five artifacts each, two contained from six to 10 artifacts, and only three shovel tests yielded more than 10 artifacts, 
although all 17 of the items from one of these are coal slag fragments. These three shovel tests (121 [eastern], 125 
[south-central], and 163 [northwestern]) are located in different portions of the site and other than the concentration of coal 
slag in the eastern shovel test, contained both kitchen and architectural items. Artifact distribution patterns do not suggest 
a possible location for a former structure within the site boundary. Although the structure depicted on the early 20th 
century maps was likely located somewhere in this vicinity, no evidence of above-ground or subsurface cultural features 
was encountered during the investigation of site 18CH972. 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by: Jeff Johnson       
     Address/Company: TRC Chapel Hill, NC    
  Date: 1/18/2021      





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed: 

Check if update: 

 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18PR111   
    County:  Prince George’s  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Paint Branch FS 9 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  ARC site

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Unidentified prehistoric short-term resource procurement site with a historic stoneware sherd from a secondary 
context 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   x  Historic  x  Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    x  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):  Beltsville      | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

   | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  x   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):  Washington Metro   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  unnamed tributary of Paint Branch      Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  x   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  6.1   meters (or  20    feet) 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  RcA/CF  
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

 x   Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
 x   Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope     Other:       
                      

 
18.  Slope:  0%  
 
19.  Elevation:    meters     (or 102 feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

 x   Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
    Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  x  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

 x   Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
    Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

  x  Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Site Number: 18PR111                               Page 3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 
 

 
 

25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
The stratigraphy was highly variable across the site. One profile involved a silt loam Ap horizon (0–0.9 feet), a 
sandy loam Bw1 horizon (0.9–1.9 fbs), a sandy loam Bw2 horizon (1.9–2.9 fbs), and a medium sand with 20% 
large cobbles C horizon (2.9–3.3+ fbs). A second sequence involved a silt loam Ap1 horizon (0–0.9 fbs), a silt loam 
Ap2 horizon (0.9–1.2 fbs), a silt loam Bw1 horizon (1.2–1.5 fbs), a silt loam Bw2 horizon (1.5–2.0 fbs), a silt loam 
Bwg3 horizon (2.0–2.5 fbs), and a sandy C1 horizon (2.5–3.4 fbs). Auguring extended this profile to include a sandy 
clay with mineral staining Btg4 horizon (3.4–3.8 fbs), a sandy C2 horizon (3.8–4.2 fbs), a sandy C3 horizon (4.2–6.3 
fbs), and a II C channel gravel and cobbles (6.3+ fbs). A third profile displayed a silt loam Ap (0–0.6 fbs), a sandy 
loam flood episode C1 horizon (0.6–0.8 fbs), a silt loam B1 horizon (0.8–1.3 fbs), a silt loam incipient buried Ab1 
horizon (1.1–1.3 fbs), a sandy loam flood deposit C2 horizon (1.3–1.5 fbs), a silt loam incipient buried Ab2 horizon 
(1.5–1.8 fbs), a sandy C3 horizon (1.8–2.5 fbs), and a silt loam incipient buried Ab3 horizon (2.5–3.3 fbs). A fourth 
profile involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam with 20% gravel; a Bt1 horizon (0.9–1.9 fbs) 
of yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) silty clay; a Bt2 horizon (1.9–3.0 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) clay loam with 
redox staining; a Bt3 horizon (3.0–3.2 fbs) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/2) clay loam with redox staining; and C 
horizon of gravel that was encountered at 3.2 fbs. A fifth shovel test profile consists of an Ap over C horizon and 
involved an Ap horizon (0–0.9 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) silt loam with 20% gravel; a C1 horizon (0.9–2.1 fbs) of 
yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sand with 50% gravel and cobbles; and a C2 horizon (2.1–3.3+ fbs) of brownish yellow 
(10YR 6/8) sand with 50% gravel and cobbles. 
 

26.  Site size:  107.5  meters by  88.8  meters (or  353  feet by   291  feet) 
 
   27.  Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs, here or on separate sheet: 
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 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
     Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland  x    1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland  x    1901-1930 

       post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  x  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  x  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search     Excavation units 
 x   Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
 x   Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  26 1.5 ft diameter (45 cm) shovel tests were excavated across the southern portion of 
the site at 25 ft (7.5m) intervals. The shovel tests were excavated by natural soil strata to the C horizon or Pleistocene 
soils and screened through ¼” mesh. Five of the shovel tests yielded cultural material.           
                       
 
 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  x    Prehistoric 

 x    Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:       Private   x    Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
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35.  Owner(s):  US Department of Agriculture           

Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact: Beltsville Agricultural Research Center      
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations: Wayne Clark conducted a survey of the BARC in 1973      
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  
Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes Study, 
Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, Tracy Millis, 
and Bruce Idol, 2021.  
 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  x  Field record    Other:    
  x  Photos    Sonar 
  x  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC      
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 x  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Tracy L. Millis            

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  12/1/2020   

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis          

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  1/19/2021   
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46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Although the former boundary of previously recorded site 18PR111 did not extended into the project LOD, project results 
indicate that the boundary of this site should be revised to extend to the south and east,  

D. The revised site boundary is defined to the south, west, and east by negative shovel tests and Tributary 1, 
but the site  well outside of the project LOD and no investigation was 
conducted in that direction. This broadly dispersed (vertically and horizontally) and low-density scatter of lithic materials 
is likely associated with resource procurement activities conducted during multiple pre-contact periods. As a majority of 
the site is located outside the project LOD and most of that area was not investigated, the NRHP eligibility of this site is 
considered unassessed; however, the portion of the site located within the project LOD does not appear to contain 
substantial intact deposits or cultural features that could provide new or important information regarding the pre-contact 
or historic period occupations of this area and no further archaeological investigation of this site is recommended for this 
project as scoped. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maryland Department of Planning              REVISED JUNE 2013



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR111 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
 x  short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  x  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave    unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 x  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
 x  fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
   ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
   chert    sandstone 
 x  rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 x  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 x  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
   no 
 X  unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
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7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
 
 

The project pre-contact assemblage associated with site 18PR111 consists of one rhyolite and one quartzite flake 
recovered from the surface; two quartz flakes recovered from a fill layer; one quartz biface fragment, one quartz core 
fragment, one quartzite FCR, two quartzite flakes, one piece of quartz shatter, one quartz flake, and one rhyolite flake 
recovered from the Ap horizon; one quartzite flake found in the Ab2 horizon; one quartz, two quartzite, and three rhyolite 
flakes found in the Bw1 horizon; and two rhyolite flakes found in the Bw2 horizon. Fourteen of the 21 pre-contact period 
artifacts, including the core and the FCR, were recovered from N500 E500 (ST 7.12), although almost half of these (n=6) 
were found in the disturbed plowzone. Only four of the other 25 shovel tests excavated across the site produced cultural 
material, and with the exception of the two pre-contact artifacts found in a fill layer, each of these produced only a single 
artifact. Although nine of the 21 pre-contact period artifacts were recovered from the potentially undisturbed Ab2 
(Stratum VI), Bw1 (Stratum II), and Bw2 (Stratum III) horizons, these are all non-diagnostic pieces of debitage, and the 
site artifacts in general are very lightly and widely distributed vertically, offering no suggestions for any specific 
concentration areas within a particular stratum. The pre-contact period artifacts from 18PR111 are likely associated with 
multiple visits to the area for resource procurement purposes, probably occurring during multiple pre-contact periods. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis         
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation    
  Date:  January 19, 2021      
 
 



 
 

MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: HISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR111 

 
1.  Site class (check all applicable, check at least one from each group): 

a.    domestic .    commercial 
   industrial    educational 
   transportation    non-domestic agricultural 
   military    unknown 
   sepulcher  x  other: 
   religious            

 
b.    urban  

 x  rural 
   unknown 

 
c. standing structure: d. above-grade/visible ruin: 

   yes    yes 
 x  no  x  no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
2. Site Type (check all applicable): 

   artifact concentration    mill (specify:        ) 
   possible structure    raceway 
   post-in-ground structure    quarry 
   frame structure    furnace/forge 
   masonry structure    other industrial (specify): 
   log structure            
   farmstead    battlefield 
   plantation    military fortification 
   townsite     military encampment 
   road/railroad    cemetery 
   wharf/landing  x  unknown 
   bridge    other:           
   ford 

 
3. Ethnic Association: 

   Native American    other Euroamerican (specify): 
   African American            
   Angloamerican  x  unknown 
   Hispanic American    other:  
   Asian American            

 
4. Categories of material remains present (check all applicable): 
 

 x  ceramics    tobacco pipes 
   bottle/table glass    activity items 
   other kitchen artifacts    human skeletal remains 
   architecture    faunal remains 
   furniture    floral remains 
   arms    organic remains 
   clothing    unknown 
   personal items    other: 

       
 
5. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recorded or observed): 

Bristol type stoneware (n=1) 
 
 
 
 

 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18PR111 
HISTORIC DATA FORM                                
 
6.  Features present: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 
 

7.  Types of features present: 
   construction feature    road/drive/walkway 
   foundation    depression/mound 
   cellar hole/storage cellar    burial 
   hearth/chimney base    railroad bed 
   posthole/postmold    earthworks 
   paling ditch/fence    raceway 
   privy    wheel pit 
   well/cistern    unknown 
   trash pit/dump    other: 
   sheet midden          
   planting feature 

 
 
8. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by       
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):           

               
               
               

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
 
The single historic period artifact found on 18PR111 during the project survey is an undecorated Bristol stoneware sherd 
recovered from fill deposits in a shovel test located along the farm road. It is likely associated with the documented 19th 
through early 20th century use of the area but is not associated with a significant historic resource in this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis        
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation   
  Date:  January 19, 2021         





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18PR113   
    County:  Prince George’s  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Paint Branch FS-1 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Woodland and possibly Late Archaic period short-term resource procurement site 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   x  Historic    Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    x  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):  Beltsville      | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

   | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  x   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):  Washington Metro   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  unnamed tributary of Paint Branch    Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  x   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  4   meters (or  14    feet) 



Page 2                             Site Number: 18PR113 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  RcB   
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
  x  Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
  x  High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope     Other:       
                      

 
18.  Slope:  2–5%  
 
19.  Elevation:    meters     (or  98  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

    Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
  x  Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
  x  Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  x  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

  x  Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
    Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

  x  Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 

 
 

 
25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 

(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
The site area is characterized stratigraphically by a silt loam plowzone (Ap horizon), a series of two or three silty 
clay loam cambic B horizons (Bw1, Bw2, and Bw3), and a coarse wet sand C horizon overlying gravel bedload. 
Cultural material associated with the western part of the site and landform were recovered from Strata III and IV 
(Bw horizons) between 2.63–2.95 fbs and just above a C horizon of coarse sand. One small triangular projectile 
point from Stratum IV (Bw horizon) at 2.5–2.75 fbs suggests that this level is associated with the Woodland period. 
In contrast, in shovel tests excavated to the southeast, artifacts gradually began occurring higher in the soil column. 
As the site ascends onto the T2 terrace, the cultural material appears to only be present in Strata I and II (Ap and 
Bw horizons), and no cultural material was found in the lower 2.63–3.3 fbs levels like the western side of the site. 
One sherd from Stratum I (really Stratum II since the Ap horizon was not present) suggests that this upper cultural 
level is also Woodland. FCR were recovered in one shovel test from a dark organic layer that may represent a 
prehistoric pit feature. 
 

26.  Site size:  60   meters by  23   meters (or     feet by     feet) 
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 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
     Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
  x   Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland      1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland      1901-1930 

       post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  x  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  x  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search  x   Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
 x   Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  21 1.5 ft diameter (45 cm) shovel tests were excavated across the site at 15 ft (4.6m) 
intervals. The shovel tests were excavated by natural soil strata to 100 cmbs and screened through ¼” mesh. Additionally, 
2 5 x5 ft test units were excavated at the site by natural strata within 3 inch (0.25 ft) levels. Sixteen shovel tests and both 
test units yielded cultural material.                           
       
 
 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  x    Prehistoric 

     Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:       Private   x    Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
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35.  Owner(s):  US Department of Agriculture           

Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact: Beltsville Agricultural Research Center      
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations: Wayne Clark conducted a survey of the BARC in 1973      
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  x  Field record    Other:    
  x  Photos    Sonar 
  x  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC      
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 x  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Tracy L. Millis            

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  10/9/2020   

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis          

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  1/19/2021   
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46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
The project investigation included excavation of 18 shovel tests across this landform, extending well outside the 
project LOD, and pre-contact period artifacts were recovered from 15 of these. The revised site boundary is 
defined to the north by negative shovel tests and to the west  

outside of the project LOD and was not fully delineated in those directions. 
 
Pre-contact artifacts were found across the full extent of the site from east to west (E455 to E605) and north to 
south (N500 to N530), although generally in low numbers, with most shovel tests containing from one to three 
artifacts each. However, two distinct concentration areas were identified during the shovel testing. One is located 
at N515–530 E470–485,  and within the LOD, where the density ranged from 5–13 artifacts in 
three of the shovel tests in this area. The second, and higher artifact density, is in the eastern portion of site 
18PR113 (outside of the LOD) where the site extends . This artifact concentration is located at 
N500 E575–605 where the shovel tests contained between 24 and 29 artifacts each.  
 
A majority of the artifacts from the shovel tests were recovered from the intact Bt1 horizon (n=72), including the 
single unclassified sherd. The remainder of the artifacts were nearly equally recovered from the disturbed Ap 
horizon (n=15) and the intact and underlying Bt2 (n=17) and Bt3 horizons (n=16). Shovel test artifacts in the 
western part of the site and on the T1 landform were mainly recovered from the Bt2 and Bt3 horizons between 
2.63 and 2.95 fbs and just above a C horizon of coarse sand. While no diagnostic artifacts were recovered in the 
lower Bt horizons, the deeper artifacts in the western portion of the site have some potential to represent Archaic 
deposits. In contrast, in shovel tests excavated farther to the east, artifacts gradually began occurring higher in the 
soil column moving away from the center of the T1 terrace and onto the T2 terrace. As the site ascends onto the 
T2 terrace, the cultural material appears to be mainly concentrated in the upper Ap and Bt1 horizons, with lesser 
densities of cultural material found in the lower 2.63–3.3 fbs levels of the Bt2 and Bt3 horizons like the western 
side of the site. One sand tempered sherd recovered from the Bt1 horizon in the far eastern portion of 18PR113 
suggests that the upper culture-bearing levels in this part of the site are associated with the Woodland period. 
 
Following the shovel testing at 18PR113, two 5 × 5 ft test units were excavated in an attempt to gather larger 
artifact samples from the site and obtain additional information regarding the potential for deeply buried artifacts. 
TU 1 was placed at N500 E534, in the eastern part of the site (outside of the LOD), to investigate the transition in 
artifact depths between the T1 and T2 terraces in this part of the site, and TU 2 was placed at N504 E494 in the 
western part of the site (within the LOD) to explore the deeper lithic deposits. Both test units were excavated in 
0.25-ft levels, with cultural material recovered to depths of 1.7 fbs in TU 1 and 3.75 fbs in TU 2. 
 
The project investigations on 18PR113 recovered a fairly substantial and diverse assemblage potentially associated with 
multiple pre-contact components in apparent intact contexts. The investigations also encountered a potential pre-contact 
pit feature in the eastern portion of the site, outside the LOD, where artifact density is highest. The abundance of 
debitage, cores, and staged bifaces, and the recovery of two hammerstones strongly suggests that a focus of the 
occupations was on the procurement and initial reduction of the cobbles from Paint Branch. Although the evidence is 
limited to a single pre-contact period ceramic sherd, the materials from the Bt1 horizon at least are likely to be 
associated with a Late Woodland period occupation and the Bt2 horizon may be associated with a Late Archaic period 
occupation. Site 18PR113 appears to retain cultural and stratigraphic integrity and clarity of deposits that would enable it 
to provide meaningful and interpretable data regarding the pre-contact period occupations of this area and Phase II 
investigations are recommended to determine whether the site is eligible for the NRHP. Only the western portion of the 
site is located within the project LOD, and although this area is characterized by a lower density of materials and no 
cultural features were encountered in this area, there is some potential for this area to contain features and more 
substantial deposits that would provide meaningful data related to regional research issues. Avoidance or further 
investigation is recommended for this portion of the project area. 
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MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR113 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
 x  short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  x  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave    unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 x  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
 x  fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
 x  other lithics    floral material 
 x  ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

 x  jasper    steatite 
 x  chert    sandstone 
 x  rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 x  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 x  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

Plain sand tempered sherd (1) 
Small triangular projectile point (1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

 x  yes 
   no 
   unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade  x  unknown 
   hearths    other: 
            
   

 
 
 
 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18PR113 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
The assemblage recovered from 18PR113 by the current project consists of a large number of flakes/shatter (n=299), as 
well as 56 FCR, one triangular PPK basal fragment, a graver, four bifaces, two retouched flakes, 13 cores, two 
hammerstones, and one ceramic sherd. The triangular PPK base was not classified by type as the temporal affiliation of 
this point is not determined. It was found in the Bt2 horizon in the west-central portion of the site, so there is some 
potential for it to be a Late Archaic period triangular type similar to the Beekman Triangle and others found in the 
Northeast and upper Mid-Atlantic region in Late Archaic contexts (e.g., Ebright 1992, Luckenbach et al. 2010, Stewart 
1998). The single unclassified sherd is tempered with sand but is small and was not formally typed. The sherd was 
found in the Bt1 horizon in the eastern portion of the site. Although a little over half of the pieces of debitage are smaller 
than 2 cm, almost as many are larger, and all stages of lithic reduction appear to be well represented in the debitage 
category. Roughly two thirds of the debitage retains no cortex, but a third retains some cortex, strongly indicating that 
the initial material was in cobble form. Quartzite is by far the most well represented lithic material (n=237), quartz is the 
second most predominant lithic material (n=119), and 24 of the lithic artifacts are rhyolite. In general, the lithic material 
types appear to be similarly distributed across the site and within the horizons, with no evident horizontal or vertical 
patterns based on raw material type. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis         
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation         
  Date:  January 19, 2021         
 
 
 
 





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18PR1190   
    County:  Prince George’s  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Paint Branch FS-2 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Late Archaic/Terminal Archaic short-term resource procurement site
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   x  Historic    Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    x  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):  Beltsville      | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

   | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  x   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):  Washington Metro   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  unnamed tributary of Paint Branch    Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  x   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  6.7   meters (or  22    feet) 



Page 2                             Site Number: 18PR1190 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  RcB   
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope  x   Other:       
                 ridgenose     

 
18.  Slope:  2-5%  
 
19.  Elevation:    meters     (or  102  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

    Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
  x  Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
  x  Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  x  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

    Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
  x  Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

  x  Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Site Number: 18PR1190                              Page 3 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 

 
 

 
25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 

(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
The shovel tests encountered a consistent soil sequence, with slight variations in color and depth, involving a 
plowzone overlying three Bt horizons. One profile consisted of an Ap horizon (0–0.33 fbs) of dark brown (10YR 3/3) 
silt loam; a Bt1 horizon (0.33–1.0 fbs) of brown (10YR 4/3) gravelly silt loam; a Bt2 horizon (1.0–1.7 fbs) of strong 
brown (7.5YR 5/6) compact gravelly silty clay loam; and a Bt3 horizon (1.7–2.1+ fbs) of very pale brown (10YR 7/4) 
very compact gravelly silty clay loam. The soil sequence is underlain by gravels. Farther to the west along the T3 
terrace, the shovel test profile consists of an Ap horizon (0–0.5 fbs) of very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) silt loam; 
a Bt1 horizon (0.5–1.0 fbs) of dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) silt loam; a Bt2 horizon (1.0–2.1 fbs) of yellowish 
brown (10YR 5/8) compact silty clay loam; and a Bt3 horizon (2.1–2.6+ fbs) of brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) mottled 
with very pale brown (10YR 7/3) very compact sandy loam. 

 
26.  Site size:  72.4  meters by  12.1  meters (or  237.6  feet by   39.6  feet) 
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BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
     Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
  x   Late Archaic      1721-1780 
  x   Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
  x   Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland      1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
  x   Late Woodland      1901-1930 

       post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  x  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  x  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search  x   Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
 x   Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  17 1.5 ft diameter (45 cm) shovel tests were excavated across the site at 15 ft (4.6m) 
intervals. The shovel tests were excavated by natural soil strata to the C horizon Pleistocene deposits and screened 
through ¼” mesh. Additionally, one 5 x5 ft test unit was excavated at the site by natural strata within 3 inch (0.25 ft) levels. 
Sixteen shovel tests and the test unit yielded cultural material.                   
               
 
 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  x    Prehistoric 

     Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:       Private   x    Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
35.  Owner(s):  US Department of Agriculture           

Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact: Beltsville Agricultural Research Center      
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations: Wayne Clark conducted a survey of the BARC in 1973      
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  x  Field record    Other:    
  x  Photos    Sonar 
  x  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC      
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 x  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Tracy L. Millis            

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  10/9/2020   

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis          

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  1/18/2021   
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46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Artifacts were recovered from shovel tests across the full extent of the tested portions of the ridge and the T3 terrace 
from east to west (E325 to E520) and north to south (N495 to N555). The largest concentration of artifacts is located 
along the T3 terrace edge in the western portion of the site (outside the LOD), between N495–555 E325–400 (see 
Figure 7.48). Shovel tests in this area contained between nine and 37 artifacts each, with high counts found at N525 
E400 (n=37), N540 E340 (n=32), N525 E385 (n=30), N525 E370 (n=24), and N510 E400 (n=20). High artifact density 
was also observed in the easternmost portion of the site, just inside the LOD. Artifact density in these three shovel tests 
ranged from 4–34 each, with shovel test N510 E500 yielding the highest count (n=34). The lowest artifact density 
occurred in the central part of the site, just to the west of the LOD between N510 E425–480.  
 
A majority of the artifacts from the shovel tests were recovered from the intact Bt1 horizon (64%, or n=158), including a 
single soapstone vessel fragment, two biface fragments, two retouched flakes, four core and core fragments, one 
triangular PPK, and one Savannah River PPK. Nearly one-quarter of the artifacts were recovered from the Ap horizon 
(n=59), including two biface fragments, one Orient Fishtail PPK, one Savannah River PPK, and one retouched flake, 
slightly more than 10 percent of the artifacts were recovered from the intact and underlying Bt2 horizon (n=30), all of 
which consist of debitage and FCR. 
 
Excavation of TU 1 produced 758 artifacts from three soil horizons ranging in depth from 0.25–1.8 fbs; no material was 
recovered from the lowest levels of the Bt horizon (1.80–2.05 fbs). Artifacts include 11 ceramic artifacts, three lithic tools, 
five quartz amorphous cores, two quartz bipolar cores, one quartz exhausted core, eight quartz core fragments, 647 
pieces of chert (n=1), rhyolite (n=4), quartz (n=350), and quartzite (n=292) debitage, and 81 quartzite FCR. None of the 
ceramic artifacts are classifiable by type or temporal period; they include one eroded coarse sand tempered sherd, five 
residual sherds, and five pieces of fired clay. Lithic tools consist of two quartz retouched flakes and one quartz utilized 
flake.  
 
The thin Ap horizon (0–0.25 fbs) yielded 71 artifacts, including 42 quartz flakes, 23 quartzite flakes, one chert flake, and 
five quartzite FCR. The likewise thin Bt1 horizon (0.25–0.50 fbs) contained 158 artifacts, including two quartz retouched 
flakes, three quartz amorphous cores, two quartz bipolar cores, two quartz core fragments, 72 quartz and 62 quartzite 
flakes, and 15 quartzite FCR. The thick Bt2 horizon (0.50–1.80 fbs) contained the highest density of artifacts recovered 
in TU 1 (n=529), which include one coarse sand tempered unidentified sherd, five residual sherds, five pieces of fired 
clay, one quartz utilized flake, two quartz amorphous cores, one quartz exhausted core, six quartz core fragments, 447 
pieces of debitage (four rhyolite, 225 quartz, 218 quartzite), and 61 quartzite FCR. 
 
No cultural features were observed on the site, although a fairly large number of FCR were recovered, suggesting the 
potential for the presence of intact cultural features. Only 25 FCR were found in the Ap horizon, but far more were found 
in the Bt1 (n=71) and Bt2 horizons (n=72). Almost half of the FCR were recovered from the test unit, with most of those 
(75%) found in the Bt2 horizon. The FCR found in shovel tests were all found in the west half of the site (E325–E400), 
and a larger portion of those (64%) were found in the Bt1 horizon.  
 
The survey results suggest that site 18PR1190 could retain cultural and stratigraphic integrity and clarity of deposits that 
could provide meaningful and interpretable data regarding the Late Archaic, Terminal Archaic, and Woodland period 
occupations of this area. Specifically, the large amount of debitage, cores, staged bifaces, and expedient tools 
recovered during the shovel test and test unit excavations suggest that procurement and initial reduction of locally 
available cobbles was a major activity performed at the site. Additional investigations of site 18PR1190 could provide 
valuable and significant data regarding lithic raw material acquisition, reduction, and tool production within the Paint 
Branch watershed. Based on the results of the survey, site 18PR1190 is recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP, 
and avoidance or further investigation is recommended for this site. 
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MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR1190 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
 x  short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  x  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave    unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 x  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
 x  fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
 x  ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
 x  chert    sandstone 
 x  rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 x  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 x  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

Eroded coarse sand tempered sherd (1) 
Residual sherd (5) 
Savannah River projectile point (2) 
Orient Fishtail projectile point (1) 
Unclassified triangular projectile point (1) 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
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PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
The Phase I assemblage from site 18PR1190 consists of 11 ceramic and 994 lithic artifacts associated with multiple pre-
contact occupations of this fairly small landform. The single unclassified ceramic sherd is tempered with coarse sand but 
is too eroded and small to be formally typed. The possible soapstone vessel fragment is very small, thin, and well 
smoothed but does not have any curvature, so it is possible that it is a fragment of some other type of artifact. The lithic 
tools include four PPKs, four staged bifaces, and six utilized/retouched flakes. The Orient Fishtail and the broad bladed 
Savannah River PPKs are made of quartzite and the small triangular and narrow bladed Savannah River PPKs are 
made of quartz. Three of the utilized/retouched flakes have morphology that suggests they may have functioned as 
perforators or gravers, and the others may have been used for some type of scraping or cutting tasks based on 
morphology. The site has also produced a substantial collection of cores (n=22) and debitage (n=789), as well as 168 
FCR. Although a majority of the pieces of debitage are smaller than 2 cm, a third of them are larger, and all stages of 
lithic reduction appear to be well represented in the debitage category. Almost all of the debitage retains no cortex, 
which is surprising considering the presumed cobble form of the initial material, and it is possible that this material was 
deposited elsewhere nearby or that those initial flakes were removed from the site for further reduction elsewhere. Only 
one of the lithic artifacts is chert, quartzite is by far the most well represented lithic material (n=593), quartz is the second 
most predominant lithic material (n=389), and 12 of the lithic artifacts are rhyolite. In general, the lithic material types 
appear to be similarly distributed across the site and within the horizons, with no evident horizontal or vertical patterns 
based on raw material. 
 
Temporally diagnostic artifacts indicate occupations during the Late and Terminal Archaic periods, as represented by 
the Savannah River and Orient Fishtail PPKs and the soapstone vessel fragment, and possibly the triangular PPK, and 
undetermined Woodland period occupation(s) as represented by the ceramic artifacts. The Ap horizon produced one 
Savannah River PPK and one Orient Fishtail PPK; the Bt1 horizon produced the other Savannah River PPK, the 
triangular PPK, and the soapstone sherd; and the Bt2 horizon contained all of the ceramic items. All of the Archaic 
period artifacts were found in shovel tests so it is possible that vertical control was not as precise during excavation of 
some of the shovel tests, but it is unlikely that this would be true for all of the Late Archaic materials. For the survey 
materials, the specific strata contain deposits from a specific component across the site, however, it is unclear whether 
Woodland period deposits are stratigraphically below Archaic period deposits across the site. It is possible that the site 
strata/components are characterized by varying horizontal distribution of materials, similar to that observed on the other 
side of the tributary on 18PR113. With the exception of the Orient Fishtail PPK, which was found at the easternmost 
edge of the site, the Late Archaic period artifacts were found in the west half of the site and the Woodland period 
artifacts were found in the east half of the site. 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis         
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation         
  Date:  January 18, 2021       
 
 





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18PR1191   
    County:  Prince George’s  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Paint Branch FS-4 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Unidentified prehistoric short-term resource procurement site
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   x  Historic    Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    x  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):  Beltsville      | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

   | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  x   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):  Washington Metro   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  Paint Branch      Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  x   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  25.6   meters (or  84    feet) 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  CF   
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

 x   Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
    Hillslope     Other:       
                      

 
18.  Slope:  0%  
 
19.  Elevation:    meters     (or 100  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

 x   Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
    Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
    Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  x  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

 x   Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
    Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

  x  Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 
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 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
Two different stratigraphic sequences were observed in shovel tests on this site—one involving a silt loam Ap 
horizon (0–1.1 feet), a coarse sandy gravel C1 horizon (1.1–1.7 fbs), a sandy gravel C2 horizon (1.7–2.6 fbs), and 
a coarse sand C3 horizon (2.6–3.2+ fbs) and one sequence involving a silty clay loam Ap horizon (0–1.0 fbs), a 
coarse sandy loam C1 horizon (1.0–2.3 fbs), a gravelly sandy loam with mineral staining Cg2 horizon (2.3–2.8 fbs), 
a sandy clay Btg horizon (2.8–3.29 fbs), and basal gravel and cobbles (3.29+ fbs). 
 

26.  Site size:  46.7  meters by  38.6  meters (or  153  feet by   127  feet) 
 
   27.  Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs, here or on separate sheet: 

 



Page 4                             Site Number: 18PR1191 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
  x   Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland      1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland      1901-1930 

       post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  x  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  x  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search     Excavation units 
 x   Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
 x   Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  13 1.5 ft diameter (45 cm) shovel tests were excavated across the site at 25 ft (7.5m) 
intervals. The shovel tests were excavated by natural soil strata to the C horizon or Pleistocene soils and screened 
through ¼” mesh. Three of the shovel tests yielded cultural material.                 
                 
 
 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  x    Prehistoric 

     Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:       Private   x    Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
 
 



Page 6                             Site Number: 18PR1191 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
35.  Owner(s):  US Department of Agriculture           

Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact: Beltsville Agricultural Research Center      
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations: Wayne Clark conducted a survey of the BARC in 1973      
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  x  Field record    Other:    
  x  Photos    Sonar 
  x  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC, Chapel Hill, NC      
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 x  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Tracy L. Millis            

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  10/9/2020   

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis          

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  1/18/2021   
 



Page 7                             Site Number: 18PR1191 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
Site 18PR1191 is partially located in a fallow field and partially in a field planted in winter squash at the time of the survey. 
Three shovel tests in this area produced cultural material and negative shovel tests bound the site on all sides. The site is a 
low-density lithic scatter of unknown prehistoric age represented by one rhyolite biface, five quartzite flakes, and two quartz 
flakes. Four of the flakes were recovered from the plowzone (Stratum I), two flakes were recovered from Stratum II, and one 
biface was recovered from Stratum III. The artifacts may be related to multiple ephemeral visits to this area, and the site will 
be recommended not eligible for the NRHP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maryland Department of Planning              REVISED JUNE 2013



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR1191 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
 x  short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  x  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave    unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 x  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
   fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
   ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
   chert    sandstone 
 x  rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 x  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 x  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
            
   

 
 
 
 



Page 2                            Site Number: 18PR1191 
PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis         
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation         
  Date:  January 18, 2021        
 
 
 
 





MARYLAND INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: BASIC DATA FORM 

 

Date Filed:      

Check if update: 
 

 

 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, Maryland 21032 

 
   Site Number: 18PR1192   
    County:  Prince George’s  

 
 A.  DESIGNATION 
 
1.  Site Name: Paint Branch FS-6 

 
2.  Alternate Site Name/Numbers:  

 
  3.  Site Type (describe site chronology and function; see instructions): 

Unidentified prehistoric short-term resource procurement site
 
 

 
4.  Prehistoric   x  Historic    Unknown    
 
5.  Terrestrial    x  Submerged/Underwater    Both     

 
 B.  LOCATION 
                   | (For underwater sites) 

6.  USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle(s):  Beltsville      | NOAA Chart No.: 
                   | 

   | 
(Photocopy section of quad or chart on page 4 and mark site location) 

 
Latitude in decimal degrees            Longitude in decimal degrees          
 

7.  Maryland Archeological Research Unit Number:  11   
 

8.  Physiographic Province (check one): 
    Allegany Plateau     Lancaster/Frederick Lowland 
    Ridge and Valley     Eastern Piedmont 
    Great Valley  x   Western Shore Coastal Plain 
    Blue Ridge     Eastern Shore Coastal Plain 

 
9.  Major Watershed/Underwater Zone (see instructions for map and list):  Washington Metro   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
10.  Nearest Water Source:  unnamed tributary of Paint Branch      Stream Order:     
 
11.  Closest Surface Water Type (check all applicable): 

    Ocean  x   Freshwater Stream/River 
    Estuarine Bay/Tidal River     Freshwater Swamp 
    Tidal or Marsh     Lake or Pond 

    Spring 
 

12.  Distance from closest surface water:  22.7   meters (or  75    feet) 



Page 2                             Site Number: 18PR1192 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
13.  Current water speed:     knots 14. Water Depth:    meters 
 
15.  Water visibility:        
 
16.  SCS Soils Typology and/or Sediment Type:  RcA, RcB, CcC  
 
17.  Topographic Settings (check all applicable): 

    Floodplain      Hilltop/Bluff 
    Interior Flat     Upland Flat 
    Terrace     Ridgetop 
    Low Terrace     Rockshelter/Cave 
    High Terrace     Unknown 
 x   Hillslope     Other:       
                      

 
18.  Slope:  0–10%  
 
19.  Elevation:    meters     (or 110  feet)   above sea level 
 
20.  Land use at site when last field checked (check all applicable):  

    Plowed/Tilled     Extractive 
    No-Till     Military 
 x   Wooded/Forested     Recreational 
    Logging/Logged     Residential 
 x   Underbrush/Overgrown     Ruin 
    Pasture     Standing Structure 
    Cemetery     Transportation 
    Commercial      Unknown 
    Educational     Other:  
                      

 
21.  Condition of site: 

  x  Disturbed 
    Undisturbed 
    Unknown 

 
22.  Cause of disturbance/destruction (check all applicable): 

 x   Plowed     Vandalized/Looted 
 x   Eroded/Eroding     Dredged 
    Graded/Contoured     Heavy Marine Traffic 
    Collected     Other:   
                      

 
23. Extent of disturbance: 

  x  Minor (0-10%) 
    Moderate (10-60%) 
    Major (60-99%) 
    Total (100%) 
    % unknown 
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 C.  ENVIRONMENTAL DATA [CONTINUED] 
 
24.  Describe site setting with respect to local natural and cultural landmarks (topography, hydrology, fences, structures, 

roads).  Use continuation sheet if needed. 
 

 
 

  
 

25.  Characterize site stratigraphy.  Include a representative profile on separate sheet, if applicable.  Address plowzone 
(presence/absence), subplowzone features and levels, if any, and how stratigraphy affects site integrity.  Use 
continuation sheet if needed. 
 
The stratigraphic sequence is characterized by a sandy loam Ap horizon (0–0.55 feet), a sandy loam Bw1 horizon 
(0.55–1.5 fbs), a sandy loam Bw2 horizon (1.5–1.85 fbs), a sandy loam Bw3 horizon (1.85–2.35 fbs), and a silt 
loam Btg horizon (2.35–2.6+ fbs). 

 
26.  Site size:  20.9  meters by  23.4  meters (or  69  feet by  77  feet) 
 
   27.  Draw a sketch map of the site and immediate environs, here or on separate sheet: 

 



Page 4                             Site Number: 18PR1192 
BASIC DATA FORM   

 
 Photocopy section of quadrangle map(s) and mark site location with heavy dot or circle and arrow pointing to it.     
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
 D.  CONTEXT 
 
28.  Cultural Affiliation (check all applicable): 
 

PREHISTORIC HISTORIC:    UNKNOWN 
  x   Unknown      Unknown 
     Paleoindian 17th century 
     Archaic      1630-1675 
     Early Archaic      1676-1720 
     Middle Archaic 18th century 
     Late Archaic      1721-1780 
     Terminal Archaic      1781-1820 
     Woodland 19th century 
     Adena      1821-1860 
     Early Woodland      1861-1900 
     Middle Woodland 20th century 
     Late Woodland      1901-1930 

       post-1930 
     CONTACT 

 
 E. INVESTIGATIVE DATA 
 
29.  Type of investigation: 

  x  Phase I     Field Visit 
    Phase II/Site Testing     Collection/Artifact Inventory 
    Phase III/Excavation     Report From Informant 
    Archival Investigation     Other: 
    Monitoring          
 

30.  Purpose of investigation: 
  x  Compliance     Site Inventory 
    Research     MHT Grant Project 
    Avocational     Other: 
    Regional Survey         
 

31.  Method of sampling (check all applicable): 
    Non-systematic surface search     Excavation units 
    Systematic surface collection     Mechanical excavation 
    Non-systematic shovel test pits     Remote sensing 
 x   Systematic shovel test pits     Other: 
             

 
32.  Extent/nature of excavation:  Five 1.5 ft diameter (45 cm) shovel tests were excavated across the site at 25 ft 
(7.5m) intervals. The shovel tests were excavated by natural soil strata to the C horizon or Pleistocene soils and screened 
through ¼” mesh. Two of the shovel tests yielded cultural material.                 
                 
 
 
 F. SUPPORT DATA 
 
33.  Accompanying Data Form(s):  x    Prehistoric 

     Historic 
     Shipwreck 

 
34.  Ownership:       Private   x    Federal        State     Local/County 

    Unknown 
 
 



Page 6                             Site Number: 18PR1192 
BASIC DATA FORM 

 
35.  Owner(s):  US Department of Agriculture           

Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

36.  Tenant and/or Local Contact: Beltsville Agricultural Research Center      
Address:             
Phone:              
Email:              
 

37.  Other Known Investigations: Wayne Clark conducted a survey of the BARC in 1973      
         
         
         
         
         

 
38.  Primary report reference or citation:  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for Three Proposed Stream Mitigation Sites for the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes 
Study, Anne Arundel, Charles, and Prince George’s Counties, Maryland. Authored by Heather Millis, Jeff Johnson, 
Tracy Millis, and Bruce Idol, 2021.  

 
39.  Other Records (e.g. slides, photos, original field maps/notes, sonar, magnetic record)? 

    Slides  x  Field record    Other:    
  x  Photos    Sonar 
  x  Field maps    Magnetic record 

 
40.  If yes, location of records: TRC Chapel Hill, NC      
 
41.  Collections at Maryland Archeological Conservation (MAC) Lab or to be deposited at MAC Lab? 

 x  Yes 
   No 
   Unknown 

 
42.  If NO or UNKNOWN, give owner:     

location:        
and brief description of collection:      

         
         

 
43.  Informant:                

Address:                
Phone:                
Email:               

 
44.  Site visited by Tracy L. Millis            

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  10/9/2020   

 
45.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis          

Company/Group name:   TRC Environmental Corporation        
Address:   50101 Governors Drive Suite 250, Chapel Hill, NC             
Phone:   (919) 475-5507                  
Email:  tmillis@trccompanies.com                Date:  1/18/2021   
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BASIC DATA FORM 

 
46. Site Summary/Additional Comments (append additional pages if needed): 
 
The site assemblage consists of a total of eight unmodified pieces of lithic debitage recovered from two shovel tests 
located 25 ft apart. These consist of one quartzite flake and one piece of quartz shatter found in the Bt1 horizon (0.5–
1.55 fbs) and one piece of quartz shatter and five quartzite flakes found in the Bt2 horizon (1.0–1.7 fbs). No additional 
artifacts were found in the shovel tests excavated in this area, although isolated finds 18PRX284-2, 18PRX284-3, and 
18PRX284-6 are located to the east, west, and north, respectively and all of the pre-contact period artifacts have the 
potential to be associated with the same general resources procurement activities conducted across the area probably 
during multiple pre-contact periods. No indications of any patterned or substantial artifact distributions or cultural 
features was observed on or near site 18PR1192. This low-density scatter of lithic materials dates to an undetermined 
pre-contact period (or periods) and does not appear to offer additional research potential. The site is recommended not 
eligible for the NRHP, and no further archaeological investigation of this site is recommended for this project as currently 
scoped. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maryland Department of Planning              REVISED JUNE 2013



MARYLAND ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY: PREHISTORIC DATA FORM 

 
Site Number 18PR1192 

 
 
1.  Site type (check all applicable): 

   village    earthen mound 
   hamlet    shell midden 
   base camp    fish weir 
 x  short-term resource procurement    submerged prehistoric 
   lithic quarry/extraction  x  lithic scatter 
   rockshelter/cave    unknown 
   cairn     other: 

     
 
2. Categories of aboriginal material or remains at site (check all applicable): 

 x  flaked stone    human skeletal remains 
   ground stone    faunal implements/ornaments 
   stone bowls    faunal material 
   fire-cracked rock    oyster shell 
   other lithics    floral material 
   ceramics (vessels)    unknown 
   other fired clay    other: 

     
 
3. Lithic materials (check all applicable): 

   jasper    steatite 
   chert    sandstone 
   rhyolite    silicified sandstone 
 x  quartz    ferruginous quartzite 
 x  quartzite    European flint 
   chalcedony    basalt 
   ironstone    unknown 
   argillite    other: 

     
 
4. Diagnostics (choose from manual and give number recovered or observed): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. Features present: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
6. Types of features identified (check all applicable): 

   midden    chipping clusters 
   shell midden    refuse/storage pits 
   postholes/molds    burials 
   house patterns    ossuaries 
   palisade    unknown 
   hearths    other: 
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PREHISTORIC DATA FORM                              
 
7. Flotation samples collected:              analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
8. Samples for radiocarbon dating collected: 

   yes 
 x  no 
   unknown 

 
Dates and Lab Reference Nos.           

 
9. Soil samples collected:                analyzed: 

   yes    yes, by    
 x  no    no 
   unknown    unknown 

 
10. Other analyses (specify):       

           
           
           

 
11. Additional comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.  Form filled out by:  Tracy L. Millis         
     Address/Company:  TRC Environmental Corporation         
  Date:  January 18, 2021        
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HEATHER MILLIS, RPA 

EDUCATION 
M.A., Anthropology, State University of New York at Albany, 1994 
B.A., History, University of Maryland, 1986 

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS/CERTIFICATIONS 
Register of Professional Archaeologists, 2001 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
Heather Millis has management and technical experience in the following areas:  

• Archival Research/Land Use Studies 
• Archaeological Survey, National Register Evaluation, and Data Recovery  
• Cemetery Delineation 

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE 
Ms. Millis is the Office Practice Leader in TRC’s Chapel Hill, North Carolina office and has 
extensive experience in all types of cultural resource investigations. She has over 30 years of 
professional experience serving as Principal Investigator, Field Director, or Historian on 
hundreds of projects across the eastern United States. As Office Manager she is responsible for 
all aspects of project development and management, including proposal and research design 
development, project planning, implementation, and management, field and laboratory research, 
report preparation, and coordination with clients and agencies. Ms. Millis also serves as a 
QA/QC reviewer, copyeditor, and technical writer for TRC’s Chapel Hill office. Following is a 
summary of her most recent projects: 

Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration – MD (Contract 
Liaison/Project Manager/Principal Investigator): 1997–present 
Ms. Millis serves as Project Manager and Principal Investigator for TRC’s cultural resources 
contract with the Maryland State Highway Administration. She has managed over 70 work 
orders assigned to TRC by the SHA for transportation projects in Maryland under multiple 
consecutive contracts. As the contract liaison she is responsible for developing proposals, work 
plans, and budgets for each task order, submitting invoices, and interfacing with the SHA staff 
and subconsultants. As Principal Investigator for task orders involving archaeological 
investigation, she is also responsible for directing or supervising fieldwork, supervising 
laboratory work, performing analysis, authoring technical and non-technical reports, and 
interfacing with the SHA and landowners. This work has involved all phases of archaeological 
research, including survey, testing, and data recovery investigations of historic and prehistoric 
sites from western Maryland to the eastern shore and in rural and developed settings. In 
addition, this work has included survey and testing of multiple prehistoric period sites in northern 
Virginia. 
 
First Solar Development LLC – Dinwiddie County, VA (Project Manager/Principal 
Investigator): January 2019–present 
Ms. Millis serves as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of areas totaling over 
2,000 acres for the proposed Lily Pond solar farm located within portions of four different Civil 
War battlefields. Her responsibilities include coordinating with the client and agencies, 
supervising the fieldwork, lab processing, and data analysis, co-authoring the deliverables, and 
mitigation planning.  



 
 
Invenergy – King William County, VA (Project Manager/Principal Investigator): October 
2018–present 
Ms. Millis serves as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of areas totaling over 
1,300 acres and Phase II investigations of three historic period sites for the proposed Sweet 
Sue solar farm. Her responsibilities include coordinating with the client and agencies, 
supervising the fieldwork, lab processing, and data analysis, and co-authoring the deliverables.  
 
First Solar Development LLC – Sussex County, VA (Project Manager/Principal 
Investigator): October 2018–present 
Ms. Millis serves as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of areas totaling over 
1,200 acres for the proposed Waverly solar farm. Her responsibilities include coordinating with 
the client and agencies, supervising the fieldwork, lab processing, and data analysis, and co-
authoring the deliverables.  
 
Cypress Creek Renewables LLC – Orange County, VA (Project Manager/Principal 
Investigator): April 2018–March 2020 
Ms. Millis served as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of areas totaling 686 
acres within the NRHP eligible Mine Run Battlefield Historic District for the proposed Sol 
Madison solar farm. Her responsibilities include coordinating with the client and agencies, 
supervising the fieldwork, lab processing, and data analysis, authoring the deliverables, and 
mitigation planning.  
 
Cypress Creek Renewables LLC – Jones County, NC (Project Manager/Principal 
Investigator): October 2017–October 2018 
Ms. Millis served as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of areas totaling 
1,052 acres within the NRHP listed Bryan-Bell/Oakview Plantation for the proposed Trent River 
solar farm. Her responsibilities included coordinating with the client and SHPO, supervising the 
fieldwork, lab processing, and data analysis, and authoring the deliverables.  
 
Southeastern Archaeological Services and USACE Wilmington District – Various 
Counties, NC and VA (Project Manager/Principal Investigator): October 2016–September 
2018 
Ms. Millis served as Principal Investigator and Project Manager for survey of 14 wildlife 
management areas totaling 1,566 acres within the Kerr Lake Reservoir. Her responsibilities 
included coordinating with the clients and agencies, supervising the fieldwork, lab processing, 
data analysis, and report writing, and co-authoring the deliverables.  

Rover Pipeline LLC – Multiple Counties, OH, PA, and WV (Principal Investigator): 
September 2014–present 
Ms. Millis serves as Principal Investigator for cultural resources survey and mitigation efforts for 
the Rover Pipeline project, consisting of about 500 linear miles of corridor, ancillary facility 
locations, and access roads across parts of Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia. Her 
responsibilities include interfacing with the client, SHPOs, FERC, TRC staff, and 
subconsultants, supervising the fieldwork, lab processing and analysis, and report writing tasks, 
and authoring portions of the technical reports, resource reports for FERC filings, and mitigation 
deliverables.  
 
 



TRACY L. MILLIS 
 

 
EDUCATION 
M.A., Anthropology, State University of New York at Albany, 1993 
B.S., Anthropology, Virginia Commonwealth University, 1984 
 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS/CERTIFICATIONS 
Register of Professional Archaeologists, 1995 
 
AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
Mr. Millis has technical expertise in the following general areas: 

 Archaeological Survey, Testing, and Data Recovery Investigations 
 Prehistoric Ceramic Analysis 
 Historical and Archival Research 

 
REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE 
Mr. Millis is a Senior Archaeologist in TRC’s Chapel Hill, North Carolina office with over 
35 years of experience in a range of cultural resource studies. Mr. Millis has served in 
supervisory and technical positions for over 150 projects across the eastern United 
States. As Project Manager he has been responsible for all aspects of project 
development and management, including proposal development, project planning and 
implementation, supervising field and laboratory research, report preparation, and 
coordination with clients and agencies. Mr. Millis has experience in cultural resource 
investigations for road, pipeline, and transmission line corridors; residential and 
commercial development; and a variety of projects on military installations. He has 
authored, co-authored, or contributed to over 100 technical reports and papers. 

MVP Southgate Gas Transmission Project, Pittsylvania County, VA, and 
Alamance and Rockingham Counties, NC (Field Director): 2018–present 
Mr. Millis currently serves as Cultural Resources Field Director for cultural resources 
studies of a 73 mile long corridor and associated ancillary facilities for the MVP 
Southgate Gas Transmission project. Mr. Millis is responsible for directing all aspects of 
fieldwork and laboratory analysis, research, and compliance reporting.  
 
Spectra Energy, Cultural Resources Survey for NEXUS Gas Transmission Project, 
Multiple Counties, OH and MI (Principal Investigator): 2014–present 
Mr. Millis currently serves as Cultural Resources Project Director for cultural resources 
studies of a 255 mile long corridor and associated ancillary facilities for the NEXUS Gas 
Transmission project in multiple counties in Ohio and Michigan. Mr. Millis is responsible 
for directing all aspects of fieldwork and laboratory analysis, conducting research, and 
authoring the report for compliance.  
 
Spectra Energy/East Tennessee Natural Gas, Line 3400-1 Anomaly Investigations, 
Russell and Dickenson Counties, VA (Principal Investigator): 2011 
Mr. Millis conducted cultural resources investigations of four existing access roads and 
four locations of the Line 3400-1 pipeline in Russell and Dickenson counties. As 
Principal Investigator, he was responsible for directing field investigations and authored 
the compliance report. 



TRACY L. MILLIS 
 

 
Spectra Energy/East Tennessee Natural Gas, Line 3300-3 Anomaly Investigations, 
Smyth County, VA (Principal Investigator): 2011 
Mr. Millis conducted cultural resources investigations of an existing access road and a 
portion of the Line 3300-3 pipeline in Smyth County that will require excavation to 
determine the nature of an anomaly and potential repairs to the pipeline. As Principal 
Investigator, he was responsible for directing field investigations and authored the 
compliance report. 
 
Draper Aden Associates, Cultural Resources Survey and Evaluation for the 
Wildwood Commerce Park, Carroll County, VA (Project Manager and Principal 
Investigator): 2011–2012 
Mr. Millis served as Project Manager and Principal Investigator for a cultural resources 
survey of the 167-acre project area as well as the evaluation of site 44CA0135, a Late 
Woodland campsite. Mr. Millis was responsible for directing all aspects of fieldwork and 
laboratory analysis, conducting the background research, and authoring the report for 
compliance.  
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burial , and two possible burials in the same general area. One 
possible and one tentative burial are also suggested to the  of the church. 
 
It is recommended that the project design be modified to avoid impacts to this portion of the ROW 
and the Morningstar Cemetery parcel. Based on the possibility of burials within or adjacent to the 
ROW, and depending on project plans impacting the ROW, additional archaeological 
investigations are recommended for the ROW portion of the archaeology survey area. If complete 
avoidance is not possible, it is recommended that appropriate mitigation options be developed in 
the project programmatic agreement, to be determined by consultation among MDOT SHA, 
FHWA, and consulting parties. 
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served as the primary monitor and field director, with assistance from Amadeusz Zajac and 
Richard White. Frank Mikolic served as principal investigator and project manager. Patricia 
Slovinac and Russell Stevenson assisted with background research. Dovetail archaeologist Joseph 
Blondino completed the mapping, and Katherine McCarthy Watts assisted with the historic 
research. Jennifer Falchetta, Patricia Slovinac, and Katherine McCarthy Watts served as the 
primary report authors, with contributions by Frank Mikolic. 
 
Following this Introduction, the report presents five sections of text: Archaeology Survey Area 
and Environmental Background, Research Design and Methods, Project Results, and Summary 
and Recommendations. References cited are followed by appendices, which present the 
qualifications of the investigators (Appendix A), the property chain-of-title for the Morningstar 
Tabernacle and Gibson Grove African Methodist Episcopal (A.M.E.) Zion Church (Appendix B), 
the most updated Morningstar burial list provided by L. Paige Whitley (Appendix C), the cemetery 
feature data list (Appendix D), the grave condition forms and feature photographs (Appendix E), 
a list of modern material removed from the cemetery during clearing activities and a photograph 
location map (Appendix F), and the geophysical survey report conducted for the Morningstar 
Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery (M:35-212) and the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion 
Church by HAP (Appendix G).  
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Figure 16: Trail leading to Seven Locks Road, facing east (January 2021). 

Figure 17: Corridor in the bamboo stand in the northwest corner of the archaeology 
survey area, showing thick bamboo and the obscured ground surface, facing southeast 
(January 2021). 
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2.2 Environmental Context  
 
2.2.1 Soils 
 
The project is located within the Upland Section of the Piedmont Plateau Physiographic Province 
in Cabin John, Montgomery County, Maryland. The surrounding area is characterized by rolling 
to hilly uplands interrupted by steep-walled ravines. Two soil associations are mapped within the 
archaeology survey area: Glenelg silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes (2C); and Brinklow-Blocktown 
channery silt loams, 15 to 25 percent slopes (16D; Table 2; Figure 20). The presence of both of 
these soil types in the area shows that the area has moderate susceptibility to erosion (Havlik 
2020:3). Ravines, therefore, tend to naturally form in such soils, especially after removal of forest 
cover when the land was first cleared for agriculture following initial settlement by colonists from 
Europe (United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service 
[USDA-NRCS] 2021a, 2021b).  
 
An MDOT SHA drainage evaluation (Havlik 2020) concluded that all ditches in the vicinity of the 
MDOT SHA ROW and the subject property were stable. Minor sloughing was observed within 
the cemetery property along the slope, as noted by the adjacent property owner. This minor 
sloughing is not within the MDOT SHA ROW, and there was no observed discharge from the 
MDOT SHA property that would cause or worsen the conditions in this area. A review of the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) k factor for soils in the area shows that the area has moderate 
susceptibility to erosion that could contribute to the sloughing observed. 
 
Glenelg silt loams are well-drained soils that are found on hillslopes. The parent material for 
Glenelg silt loams is residuum weathered from mica schist. Brinklow-Blocktown channery silt 
loams are well-drained soils found on knolls. Parent material for Brinklow-Blocktown soils is 
gravelly residuum weathered from low base phyllites and schists. Natural quartz clasts are present 
weathering out of the topsoil throughout the archaeology survey area where the surface has been 
cleared (USDA-NRCS 2021a, 2021b). Bedrock is noted within areas of Brinklow-Blocktown 
channery silt loam at a range between 20 to 40 inches below ground surface (bgs), while the depth 
to bedrock within areas of Glenelg silt loam is noted at 80 inches or more bgs (Brown and Dyer 
1995). 
 
Table 2. Soils Present within the Archaeology Survey Area. 

Soil Type Topographic 
Setting 

Drainage Class Erosion Hazard 
Class 

Portion of the 
Archaeology Survey 
Area 

Glenelg silt loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes (2C) 

Hillslopes Well drained Severe Southern and 
northern areas 

Brinklow-Blocktown 
channery silt loams, 15 to 25 
percent slopes (16D) 

Knolls Well drained Severe Northwest, northeast, 
and southeast corners 

Source: USDA-NRCS 2021a 
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2.2.2 Climate 
 
The current climate of the archaeology survey area is relatively mild, with 46.93 inches of 
precipitation per year. Summer high temperatures are in the mid- to high 80s, with winter lows in 
the mid- to high 20s (U.S. Climate Data 2021).  
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3.0 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
 
3.1 Historic Research Methodology 
 
Prior to conducting field work, historical and background research was completed on the Cabin 
John vicinity, the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church, the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88, and the 
African American community that developed  

 Section 4.3 provides specific information obtained regarding the Cabin John vicinity, the 
Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church, and the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 (Lodge and cemetery) 
as individual related resources; the history of the African American community in general is 
included within all narratives. Secondary sources that were consulted include the significant work 
compiled by researcher L. Paige Whitley, who generously provided the results of her work.  
 
3.2 Cemetery Documentation Methodology 
 
A.D. Marble conducted field documentation of the Morningstar Cemetery between March 23 and 
25, 2020, and on March 23, 2021. An initial pedestrian survey of the cemetery resulted in the 
identification of numerous surface features, including burial markers, depressions, fieldstones, and 
environmental features. Features, in this case, are any objects that may be related to the cemetery 
operations, burials, or other evidence of human activities at the site during its historic use. Any 
object that was determined to possibly be related to burials was assigned a feature number and 
documented. Other “features,” such as the remnants of the Moses Hall building, including the 
foundation and a roof fragment, were not documented as potential burial features. Features were 
mostly mapped and documented individually, though they may not each represent a burial; two or 
more features may represent different parts of a single burial, or a feature may be determined to 
not represent a burial after analysis. After mapping and documentation, and with more familiarity 
with the overall site, some features can be grouped together as a unit. Since naturally occurring 
local stone may be used as burial markers, some items may be natural materials, but the placement 
of those objects would determine if they are burial-related features. Features were marked with 
unique numbers and documented using a digital grave condition form; researchers recorded as 
much information as possible for each feature. Photographs were taken for each feature, or in some 
cases, groups of features as appropriate.  
 
Appendix D contains a spreadsheet of all features identified within the cemetery parcel, and 
Appendix E contains the feature documentation forms and photographs for each feature. 
 
Features were ranked in a hierarchy to determine the likelihood that they represent burials. The 
ranking from one to four was based on specific criteria for each level (Table 3). Level one 
represents the highest level of certainty that the feature is a likely burial. Level two includes 
features that are probable burials; these are features that are lacking the definitiveness of a grave 
depression or multiple other criteria. Level three, which are possible burials; are varied features 
that include at least one of the listed criteria. Lastly, level four includes features that cannot be 
determined to represent burials but are likely to be associated with the cemetery and Moses Hall. 
It should be noted that many features that cannot be definitely identified as burials based on their 
morphology alone may represent grave features in all likelihood. At the west end of the cemetery, 
in particular, graves occur in well-ordered rows characterized by distinct elongated depressions. 
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There is a possibility that graves are present in the areas between the recorded depressions; 
however, it is not possible to definitely state that there are burials present in those intervening 
locations based on the morphology of the recorded features alone. Artifacts and structural material 
on the surface throughout the parcel was not included in the feature documentation or tier system. 
A discussion of features and tier ranking can be found in Section 4.4.1.  
 
Table 3. Feature Rank Criteria. 

Rank  Category Criteria 

1 Likely Burial  

Either a grave shaft-shaped depression is present OR it has all of the following three 
characteristics: a tabular marker, firmly embedded in the ground; the marker is 

oriented with the larger, smooth side(s) facing east/west; the marker lines up with 
other burials in the row.  

2 Probable 
Burial  Feature has at least two of the characteristics listed above. 

3 Possible 
Burial  Feature has one of the characteristics listed above. 

4 Cannot be 
determined Feature does not meet any characteristics listed above. 

 
3.3 Archaeological Monitoring Methodology 
 
Archaeological monitoring of bamboo cutting and removal activities occurred between January 13 
to 21, 2021; and March 4 to 25, 2021. An archaeological monitor was present on-site during all 
clearing activities within the archaeology survey area. The monitor documented specific activity 
on the site; photographed examples of work before, during, and after it was completed; and 
directed work crews to prevent impacts to the cemetery. Leaves and debris were raked into piles 
to expose some of the surface in the northwestern corner of the archaeology survey area to ascertain 
whether grave depressions were present. Additional work by the clearing crews included the 
removal of several dead and dangerous trees within the cemetery near the ROW and the 
reconstruction of the ROW fence. A similar process of pedestrian survey and flagging of features 
was performed during archaeological monitoring of the bamboo removal so that features could be 
documented, photographed, and mapped (Figures 21 through 34). Material present on the surface 
of the cemetery included modern debris that was not related to the cemetery; however, this modern 
material was also documented and photographed, and was removed (Appendix F). 
 
3.4 Cemetery Mapping Methodology 
 
Dovetail conducted a survey of the cemetery between March 30 and April 2, 2020; on March 23, 
2021; and on May 6, 2021, using a Total Station and Data Collector. The mapping of the cemetery 
provided in Figures 3A to 3C was created using ArcGIS to depict: 
 

 All grave-related features, including gravestones, field stones, grave markers, and 
depressions; 

 Notable surface artifacts; 
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 Topographic contours and other terrain features, such as the  
gulley; and 

 Additional relevant features, including those related to drainage, the limits of the bamboo, 
roads, driveways, planting areas, residences, and fences. 

 
3.5 Geophysical Survey Methodology 
 
Geophysical survey was conducted by HAP using a regular grid and differential global positioning 
system (DGPS) depending on the feasibility of each approach in different areas of the survey area. 
DGPS is more effective in areas where there is little tree canopy cover, allowing for the system to 
gain adequate satellite coverage for accurate GPS recording. Ground-penetrating radar (GPR) data 
were collected and recorded onto a dedicated data recorder and downloaded for data processing. 
Data processing was achieved using GPR-SLICE v7.0.  
 
The GPR survey at Morningstar Cemetery was completed using a GSSI UtilityScan GPR system 
with a digital 350 MHz antenna. Data were collected in parallel transects spaced 0.25 meter (0.8 
ft) apart within all survey areas. An arbitrary grid was established based on the northwest corner 
within the fence line. A north-south baseline was established to extend a survey grid over the areas 
able to be surveyed. The MDOT SHA ROW area was surveyed using DGPS to obtain accurate 
location information during the survey.  
 
Data were collected during the survey at Gibson Grove Church using a GSSI SIR-3000 GPR 
system with 200 MHz antenna, while additional transects were surveyed using the GSSI 
UtilityScan and 350 MHz antenna. An arbitrary grid was established from the northeast corner of 
the church structure; an east-west baseline was extended from there to encompass areas north and 
west of the structure. See Section 4.7 below and the full geophysical survey report attached as 
Appendix G for more details regarding the surveys.  
 
3.5.1 Limitations of GPR 
 
It is important to consider the limitations of GPR for the detection of cultural resources. Anomalies 
detected using GPR survey represent potential subsurface features that must be confirmed using 
subsurface excavation methods. Several factors, including weak contrasts between features and 
the surrounding soils, the nature and condition of the ground surface, GPR antenna frequency, 
electrical conductivity of the ground, distance between transects, and soil types and rock content 
may impact the outcome of the GPR survey and the interpretations that can be made upon analysis 
of the data. GPR relies on distinctive, measurable contrasts in electrical conductivity between the 
buried remains and natural soils surrounding them (Horsley 2021). If the contrast is small, the 
reflection will be weak, resulting in possible missed or misinterpreted anomalies.  
 
The condition of the ground surface can affect the quality of data and the depth of penetration of 
the radar. Surface features, such as concrete, gravel, trees, bushes, landscaping, debris, etc., can 
limit the connection between the antenna and the ground, and also the area able to be surveyed, 
resulting in gaps in the data. Collecting more data in an area enables a more complete interpretation 
of anomalies. Antenna frequency determines the horizontal and vertical spatial resolution and 
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exploration depth. To fully explore to a depth required to recognize burial features, some loss of 
horizontal and vertical spatial resolution is expected. The maximum depth of exploration is also 
dictated by the electrical conductivity of the ground; wetter, more clay-rich soils can reduce GPR 
penetration. The distance between transects is determined by the operator, and is based on the size 
of the targets; for best results, transects should run perpendicular to the orientation of the target. 
As discussed in Section 2.2.1, the channery soils and shallow bedrock of the Brinklow-Blocktown 
channery silt loam may have an impact on the quality of data from the GPR survey. The result is 
that GPR anomalies show potential disturbances below the ground surface, but the results are not 
conclusive. The anomalies may represent natural disturbances within the soil, such as tree roots, 
rocks, or different soil types; man-made disturbances, which are not the target, may be detected, 
such as modern utility trenches or landscaping excavations. The interpretation of detected 
anomalies depends on the quality of the data collected, the experience and skill of the GPR operator 
and analyst, and the type of anomaly that is detected and interpreted. Though interpretations can 
be made with a high level of confidence, they can only be confirmed through subsurface 
investigations. 
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Figure 21: Overview of the bamboo standing in northern section of the archaeology sur-
vey area, facing northwest (January 2021). 

Figure 22: View of crewmembers cutting the bamboo along the fence in the east end of the 
archaeology survey area, facing northeast (January 2021). 
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4.0 PROJECT RESULTS 
 
4.1 Regional Historical Background 
 
4.1.1 European Contact and Settlement (1634 to ca. 1700) 
 
Sir George Calvert, Lord Baltimore, was initially granted the charter for Maryland, but he died 
prior to its execution. Instead, his eldest son, Cecilius (“Cecil”) Calvert, received the patent on 
June 20, 1682 (Works Progress Administration [WPA] 2014:50). When Cecil’s brother, Leonard, 
arrived with approximately 200 European colonists in 1634, the Potomac River fall line was “a 
dynamic cultural boundary” (Potter 1993:154). Non-violent social interaction resulted in the 
exchange of various goods by peoples residing upstream and downstream from the falls of the 
river (Potter 1993:158–161). During the first few decades of the seventeenth century, the 
Piscataway was the primary Native American tribe in the region (WPA 2014:42). 
 
The earliest European settlers to the southern part of the colony came from England, Ireland, and 
Wales via the Chesapeake Bay region, with Germans moving south from Pennsylvania into the 
western part of the colony (Wall 2012:21). The first land patent in the area that would become 
Montgomery County was a tract along Rock Creek granted in 1688 (Montgomery County, 
Maryland [MCM], and Montgomery County Historical Society [MCHS] 1999:3). In 1696, the area 
that would eventually comprise modern-day Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Frederick 
counties, as well as the District of Columbia, was established as Prince George’s County; it also 
included portions of today’s Calvert and Charles counties, in addition to undesignated land in the 
northwestern part of the colony (Diamanti et al. 2008:27; MCM and MCHS 1999:3).  
 
During this period of European settlement, the institution of slavery was relatively marginal in 
Maryland, as indentured English and Irish servants outnumbered enslaved Africans into the 1690s. 
Most of the persons of color in the colony at this time came from the Caribbean Islands, or 
elsewhere in the “New World;” several worked as indentured servants or had gained their freedom, 
either through the courts or by purchasing it, and accumulated their own property (Maryland State 
Archives [MSA] 2020:3). 
 
4.1.2 Colonial Development and a New Nation (ca. 1700 to 1815) 
 
Maryland underwent an extensive transformation toward the end of the seventeenth century, as the 
large-scale planters revolted against Calvert family rule, took control of the colony by 
consolidating their political power, and expanded their landholdings. Tobacco dominated 
agricultural production throughout the Chesapeake Bay region and the southern parts of Prince 
George’s County, as the plantation system became firmly entrenched. This, coupled with political 
developments in Europe that disrupted the supply of indentured servants, prompted Maryland 
planters to increase their use of enslaved Africans, a change facilitated by the end of the English 
Royal African Company’s monopoly of the Atlantic slave trade in 1698. This resulted in large 
numbers of Africans, mostly male, being forced into slavery (Diamanti et al. 2008:28; MCM and 
MCHS 1999:3; MSA 2020:4).  
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By the early eighteenth century, soil exhaustion from tobacco production was profoundly 
impacting the Chesapeake Bay region, and farmers began to abandon their fields and move west 
in search of new land. The area that would become Montgomery County received a large influx of 
persons. As a result, Frederick County was established in 1748 from the western section of Prince 
George’s County; it included all of the land in today’s Frederick, Montgomery, Washington, 
Allegany, and Garrett counties (Diamanti et al. 2008:28; My Counties 2021). As the new arrivals 
established and worked their plantations, the population of enslaved Africans within the region 
increased. By the middle of the century, planters throughout the state began to see an advantage in 
having an indigenous labor force, and they began to import African women who would establish 
families with the men. In 1774, Maryland officially ended its participation in the international 
slave trade, instead building a reliance on the domestic slave trade (MSA 2020:6). 
 
The colonists began to dispute British rule in Maryland following the passage of the Stamp Act in 
1765. In June 1774, a meeting of the freemen of the lower part of Frederick County was called at 
the Hungerford Tavern in Rockville. The meeting concluded with the publication of the 
Hungerford Resolves, in which support for the city of Boston was declared, and a boycott of all 
English imports was ordered (Boyd 1879:51). In September and October 1774, the Continental 
Congress assembled in Philadelphia and adopted a plan for a non-importation, non-consumption, 
and non-exportation protest against the actions of Great Britain in Boston. After the bloodshed at 
Lexington and Bunker Hill, the Continental Congress ordered the creation of a Continental Army, 
with George Washington as commander-in-chief. Although no battles of the Revolution were 
fought on Maryland soil, armies from both sides marched through its land. The state also supplied 
many soldiers and goods to the cause. Roughly 5,000 enslaved persons in the Chesapeake region 
escaped to the British with the promise of freedom, many of whom enlisted in their forces; by 
1780, the Continental Army began to accept free and enslaved persons of color, the latter only 
with their owner’s permission (Boyd 1879:56-59; MSA 2020:8; Scharf 1882).  
 
A bill to create Montgomery County had been passed on September 6, 1776, which divided 
Frederick County into three counties: Frederick (center), Montgomery (southeast), and 
Washington (west; Boyd 1879:56-59). Following the American Revolution, Montgomery County 
continued to develop through the construction of roadways, schools, and an attempt to make the 
upper Potomac navigable (Boyd 1879:69, 75-79). However, soil exhaustion from continued 
tobacco cultivation caused many planters to leave the county. The population dropped from 18,003 
inhabitants (11,679 white, 294 free persons of color, 6,030 slaves) in 1790 to 15,058 total 
inhabitants (8,508 white, 262 free persons of color, 6,288 slaves) in 1800; however, the population 
rose again over the next decade, with the census recording 17,980 total inhabitants (9,731 white, 
677 free persons of color, 7,572 slaves) in 1810. These numbers indicate that although the 
population of white persons fluctuated during this period, there was a growing reliance on enslaved 
labor despite a brief antislavery movement following the war (Boyd 1879:107; MSA n.d., 2020:9; 
United States Census Bureau [U.S. Census] 1790b:47, 1800b:50). 
 
The War of 1812 began in June of that year, and had little impact on Montgomery County for some 
time. In 1813, ten British ships entered the Chesapeake Bay and began a campaign to rob 
inhabitants and destroy property. The arrival of the British once again brought hopes of freedom 
to enslaved African Americans, as many seized the opportunity to seek protection from the British 
Army; as with the Revolution, many persons of color, both free and enslaved, volunteered to serve 
as guides for the British army (MSA 2020:11). In August 1814, another British fleet arrived with 
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3,000 soldiers with a plan to capture Washington, D.C. British forces burned the capital and sent 
officials fleeing into neighboring towns on their way to attempt to capture Baltimore. Baltimore 
was better prepared to face the assault, and was not taken (Farquhar 1952). During the attack on 
Washington, President James Madison, along with the Attorney General and other staff, fled to 
Brookeville and sheltered at the house of Caleb Bentley, the postmaster (Gambrill 1917). Madison 
waited for two days for news of the state of the capital, and left for Washington as soon as word 
was received that the British were retreating. 
 
4.1.3 Antebellum Period and the Civil War (1815 to 1870) 
 
Construction of both the Baltimore and Ohio (B&O) Railroad and the Chesapeake and Ohio 
(C&O) Canal began in 1828 (the railroad from Baltimore, and the canal from Georgetown), to 
facilitate the trade of goods and raw materials between the interior and the eastern seaboard (Reed 
1980:6). Despite these developments, Montgomery County remained mostly rural during the 
antebellum period. Agriculture remained one of its principal industries, although tobacco 
cultivation began to gradually decline in favor of agricultural diversification. In response, the use 
of enslaved labor also gradually declined in Montgomery County (40 percent of the county’s 
population was enslaved in 1800, compared to 30 percent in 1860), although the practice would 
continue until the state ratified a new constitution banning slavery in November 1864 (Abraham 
Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation of January 1863 did not apply to Maryland). Encouraged 
by developments in the north, where slavery had been abolished, many enslaved persons in 
Maryland and other southern states sought freedom through the Underground Railroad, or escaped 
to the north on their own; Frederick Douglass fled Baltimore on a train (Diamanti et al. 2008:29; 
MCM and MCHS 1999:5-7; MSA 2020:12-21; U.S. Census 1800b:50, 1860:214). During the 
early nineteenth century, Maryland developed vibrant free African American communities in areas 
such as Baltimore and Olney in Montgomery County. 
 
The Civil War began on April 12, 1861, with the Confederate forces’ attack on Fort Sumter. The 
status of Maryland as a border-state, the strategic position it held between the North and the capital 
in Washington, D.C., and the opposing viewpoints of its leaders and residents made it the focus of 
many parties during the early months of the war, whether it was Confederate President Jefferson 
Davis encouraging the state to secede, or military surveillance of the state legislature by President 
Abraham Lincoln’s administration (Randall and Donald 1969:231-233). Montgomery County was 
important as the border between the rebelling southern states and Washington, D.C. Federal troops 
were stationed in Montgomery County to guard the banks of the Potomac, as well as the C&O 
Canal, an important transportation link. Maryland never seceded from the Union, and it attempted 
to stay neutral by banning federal troops from crossing the territory. However, many Marylanders 
sympathetic to the Southern cause traveled to Virginia and the Carolinas to volunteer for service 
(Onderdonk and McSherry 2009). Enslaved persons made use of Union troop movements and 
occupation of the state to escape from bondage. Examples include several individuals who snuck 
aboard a train carrying Union soldiers through Frederick, and individuals entering Union 
encampments where the solders enlisted them as military laborers or servants. Upon Congress’s 
abolishment of slavery in the District of Columbia in 1862, enslaved persons flocked to the city, 
where they often found employment as army or navy laborers, or in military hospitals. On August 
25, 1862, Lincoln’s war department officially sanctioned the recruiting of African American 
soldiers, which was further encouraged with the issuance of the Emancipation Proclamation. It is 
estimated that 178,895 persons of color (including over 8,000 from Maryland) had enlisted in the 
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Union army prior to the end of the Civil War (MSA 2020:19-21; Randall and Donald 1969:391-
393). 
 
The first bloodshed of the Civil War occurred in Maryland when a Massachusetts regiment, 
marching through Baltimore from one train station to another on their way to defend the capital, 
was attacked in the streets by Confederate sympathizers. The Battle of Antietam, fought on 
September 17, 1862, near Sharpsburg, was one of the bloodiest of the conflict. As part of the 
Maryland Campaign to invade the North, the battle resulted in devastating casualties on both sides, 
with no true victor despite the fact that the Confederate push into the North was halted (Randall 
and Donald 1969:221-223). The Battle of Monocacy occurred outside of Frederick on July 9, 1864, 
as part of a Confederate attempt to raid Washington, D.C. While the battle resulted in the defeat 
of Union troops, the Confederate army was delayed for a day, allowing time for Union 
reinforcements to arrive at the capital ahead of a Confederate attack (Onderdonk and McSherry 
2009; Randall and Donald 1969:435-436). In general, the residents of Montgomery County were 
subjected to constant disruption by the movements of the Union and Confederate armies, which 
sometimes included plundering of horses and food, or skirmishes between small detachments of 
soldiers (MCM and MCHS 1999:9-10). 
 
4.1.4 Reconstruction and Agricultural Diversification (1870 to 1930) 
 
Since Maryland never seceded from the Union, it was not subject to the reconstruction policies of 
the federal government following the Civil War. Despite that fact, however, dramatic changes 
occurred within the state, including Montgomery County, after the end of the Civil War and the 
emancipation of slaves. Smaller farms began to appear alongside larger plantations, some of which 
were owned by African American landholders; these farms were interspersed with small 
crossroads villages. African Americans began to establish their own communities, which often 
included churches, schools, benevolent societies, and social groups. Tobacco was still the 
predominant crop during this period, particularly in Prince George’s County, but newer crops 
began to take a stronger hold in the agricultural landscape. By 1880, Montgomery County had 
become a major producer of corn and wheat. However, as railroads opened eastern markets to 
Midwestern agriculture, eastern farmers found it increasingly difficult to compete, and reoriented 
their farms to the cultivation of produce and dairy products (Diamanti et al. 2008:29-30; MSA 
2020:23; Sween 1984). Local industry included the manufacture of farming equipment, 
blacksmithing, tanneries, and tin shops. In addition, taverns, blacksmith shops, and wheelwrights 
began to appear along major roadways. 
 
Further expansion of transportation systems, and the resulting access to western markets, allowed 
land values to rise in Montgomery County. The Metropolitan Branch of the B&O Railroad, 
constructed through the county in 1873, connected Washington, D.C. with Frederick County. 
Along with the passage of the Civil Service Act of 1883, which created a stable job market for 
federal employees, this rail line allowed federal employees and workers to live outside the city, 
resulting in the creation of several residential communities along the line during the late nineteenth 
century. In addition, the existing road system that had suffered through years of neglect because 
of the Civil War was once again set as a high priority, and existing roadways were upgraded and 
maintained (Diamanti et al. 2008:29-30; Hiebert and McMaster 1976).  
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4.2 Previously Identified Cultural Resources and Site-Specific History 
 
Prior to conducting field work, the potential of the archaeology survey area to contain significant 
archaeological resources and National Register of Historic Places-eligible (National Register-
eligible) architectural properties was assessed by the MDOT SHA. The MDOT SHA assessment 
established the need for documentation of the cemetery within the archaeology survey area. A.D. 
Marble conducted background research examining the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) site file 
maps and survey records, as well as examining the historic maps of the area. The background 
review also included research on previous cultural resource studies in the area and previously 
recorded architectural and archaeological resources to create a comparative context for the survey. 
Dovetail and A.D. Marble completed comprehensive documentary research specific to the Cabin 
John area, the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church, Moore’s School, and the Moses Lodge. This 
section of the current report discusses that site-specific research, and summarizes those studies and 
resources within the archaeology survey area and a 0.5-mile (0.8-km) radius. Appendix B of the 
report includes detailed property chain of title for the Morningstar Tabernacle and Gibson Grove 
A.M.E. Zion Church. 
 
4.2.1 Previous Surveys within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the Archaeology Survey Area 
 
Two previous cultural resource surveys and one archaeological survey related to the Gibson Grove 
A.M.E. Zion Church were completed within 0.5 mile (0.8 km) of the archaeology survey area 
(Table 4). Digital copies of the reports were provided by MHT. The two most proximate surveys 
by Diamanti et al. (2008) and Alexandra Jones (2010) are discussed below, followed by the survey 
completed by American University in 1978.   
 
Table 4. Previous Cultural Resources Surveys within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the Archaeology Survey Area. 

MHT File No. Title Author Date 

MO 236 

Phase I Archaeological Identification Survey for I-495 
Capital Beltway Mainline Project and Stormwater 
Management Ponds, Montgomery and Prince George’s 
Counties, Maryland 

Melissa Diamanti, David J. 
Rue and Conran A. Hay 2008 

- 
Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church Gone But Not 
Forgotten: The Archaeology of an African American 
Church (Doctoral dissertation U.C. Berkley) 

Alexandra Jones 2010 

MO 14 
Preliminary Archeological Reconnaissance of the 
Cabin John Relief Sewer, Montgomery County, 
Maryland (Contracts 78CT3604-A and 78CT3604-B) 

June Evans 1978 

 
Diamanti et al. (2008) completed a Phase I survey for the I-495 Capital Beltway Mainline Project 
and Stormwater Management Ponds in 2008. One survey area extended along the Capital Beltway 
to the northern boundary of the cemetery parcel. The investigations included the excavation of 
1,110 shovel test pits (STPs) and 15 test units (TUs). No subsurface testing was completed adjacent 
to the current survey area; however, testing was completed approximately 0.4 mile to the west 
along Osage Lane (Station 173-176, Inner Side), within the area bordering Gibson Grove A.M.E. 
Zion Church (Station 191-193, Outer Side)  (Station 
193-198, Inner Side; Figures 36 and 37). 
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during this phase, but was unable to be completed due to schedule conflicts. The metal detector 
survey of the site identified 36 hits where metal was present; each location was marked with a flag 
(Jones 2010:20). Unfortunately, the metal detecting did not yield any useful information on the 
location of the burials, and recovered mostly nails associated with the 2004 church fire. Soil 
sampling, using a hand-auger, was subsequently completed across the 2-meter-by 2-meter grid and 
included a control sample from off-site (Jones 2010:24). With no significant amount of phosphates 
(typical of soils with burials) detected during the soil sampling, the survey moved to the excavation 
of STPs. Like the soil sampling, the STPs were placed across the 2-meter-by-2-meter grid. 
Additional tests were placed in the yard in front of the church structure to ensure the entire property 
was tested (Jones 2010:24). STPs were to be excavated to a meter below ground surface; however, 
dense roots prevented this in some tests.  
 
A total of 51 STPs were excavated at the church site, and 848 artifacts were recovered, with 26 
tests (or 51 percent) being completely sterile of cultural material (Figure 38). The artifacts included 
solely architectural material likely related to the 2004 church fire. Jones noted that the lack of other 
types of artefactual material, such as those from domestic, activity, and personal artifact groups, 
was baffling considering the property had been in constant use for over 100 years (Jones 2010:25). 
Based on the results of the first two phases of survey, it was concluded that no burials were located 
within the church site, but were more likely buried within the adjacent property, which had been 
sold years prior to the start of the archaeology project (Jones 2010:3, 27).  
 
The final phase of the survey (Phase III) involved the excavation of six 1.5-meter-by-1.5-meter 
TUs within the church site. The locations of these TUs were based on the results of the earlier 
phases of the survey, and they were also placed within areas that would give an accurate sample 
of the site. Again, much like the STPs, the primary artifacts recovered from the TUs were 
architectural in nature, likely related to the 2004 church fire (Jones 2010:30). The exceptions to 
this were a President Wilson button, a few pieces of container glass, and a few ceramics (Jones 
2010: Appendix C).  
 
Jones’s conclusions were two-fold. Firstly, if there were ever any burials within the current church 
site, large tree roots would have likely disturbed them so severely that they would not be detectable 
today. Secondly, the absence of artifactual proof, including items typically placed on top of graves 
and non-architectural artifacts, indicated that the back portion of the church property was not 
intensively used, including as a burial ground (Jones 2010:31). 
 
The American University completed a preliminary archaeological reconnaissance of the Cabin 
John Relief Sewer approximately 0.11 mile east of the archaeology survey area in 1978. The 
survey concluded that no known precontact sites would be impacted by the project, and that one 
historic site, Magruder’s Mills, would be impacted during construction. Measures were 
recommended to preserve the integrity of the site (Evans 1978). 
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4.2.2 Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the 
Archaeology Survey Area  

 
There are no previously recorded archaeological resources within the archaeology survey area. 
However, two previously recorded archaeological sites are located within 0.5 mile (0.8 km) of the 
archaeology survey area: the MacDonald Dodd Site (18MO242) and the Booze Site (18MO457; 
Table 5). The MacDonald Dodd Site (18MO242) consists of a precontact quartz lithic scatter with 
an unknown temporal affiliation. The Booze Site (18MO457) consists of a Late Archaic and Early 
Woodland period short-term camp. Richard Slattery collected this site in 1934, and the collection 
is now at the Smithsonian Institution. Originally, the collection was recorded as containing a 
mortar and pestle, ceramics, a Savannah River point, and a bifurcate base point. The update form 
completed in 1999 lists a Savannah River/Holmes point and a Calvert point. Neither of these two 
sites has been formally evaluated by MHT staff for National Register eligibility.  
 
Table 5. Previously Recorded Archaeological Resources within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the Archaeology 
Survey Area. 

MHT No. Site Name Type Temporal Period National Register 
Eligibility 

18MO242 MacDonald 
Dodd 

Precontact lithic 
scatter Precontact unknown Not Evaluated 

18MO457 Booze Short-term camp Late Archaic and Early 
Woodland Not Evaluated 

Source: MHT 2021 
 
4.2.3 Previously Recorded Architectural Resources within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the 

Archaeology Survey Area 
 
Eleven architectural properties previously recorded with the MHT have been identified within a 
0.5-mile (0.8-km) radius of the archaeology survey area, and none of these properties is located 
within the archaeology survey area (Table 6). One of the properties (Carderock Springs Historic 
District, M: 29-59) is listed in the National Register. The remaining properties are either 
recommended eligible (n=4), not eligible (n=1), or not evaluated (n=5).  
 
Table 6. Architectural Properties within a 0.5-Mile (0.8-Km) Radius of the Archaeology Survey Area. 

MIHP No. Name Date Description 
Eligibility 
Determination 

NR/                          
M: 29-59 

Carderock Springs 
Historic District        

1962-1966 Modernist housing 
development 

Listed 

M: 29-38 Glenmore 1870 Building Eligible 
M: 29-39 Gibson Grove 

A.M.E. Zion 
Church 

Early twentieth 
century 

Church Eligible 

M: 29-42 Stoneyhurst 
Quarries 

Nineteenth to 
twentieth century 

Granite stone quarries Eligible 

M: 29-59-1 Greenfield House Documentation not 
received 

Building Not evaluated 

M: 29-69 Olde Carderock No documentation 
on file 

Historic district Not evaluated 

M: 29-80 Cabin John Stream 
Valley Park 

Documentation not 
received 

Park Not evaluated 
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4.3.1 Cabin John Area/Gibson Grove Community 
 
During the eighteenth century and first half of the nineteenth century, the majority of the Cabin 
John area was owned by a few white landowners who possessed large tracts of land; research 
indicated that at least some of these landowners cultivated their tracts using enslaved labor (U.S. 
Census 1850). The earliest patent in the Cabin John area appears to be the 65-acre “Fletchall 
Garden,” patented to Captain Thomas Fletchall on July 9, 1715 (Prince George’s County Circuit 
Court [PGCCC] 1715). The other major early patent in the area was the 100-acre “Reads Delight,” 
which was patented to John Read on November 23, 1738 (PGCCC 1738).  
 
In 1784, Joseph White patented “Bite the Biter,” which contained 135 acres of land (Frederick 
County Circuit Court [FCCC] 1784). Throughout the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries, the White family’s landholdings grew to include “Reads Delight” and “Duleys Chance.” 
In 1844, the family estate was bequeathed to Joseph “Gus” White (Joseph White’s grandson) upon 
his mother’s death (Whitley 2020a:3-4). Around the end of the Civil War, Joseph “Gus” White 
began selling large tracts of the estate to pay for large debts he had accumulated.1 One of the 
families to which White, and later, his estate, sold land was the Dowlings. On March 6, 1866, 
White sold 202.5 acres to William Dowling for $4,657; Dowling would establish his dairy farm, 
Graceland, on this tract (Montgomery County Deed Book [MCDB] EBP 2:556). Coincidentally, 
in 1885, William’s brother, Thomas, and sister-in-law, Amanda (Thomas’s wife) purchased 
Graceland from the Claggett family after William’s death (MCDB EBP 36:246). Joseph “Gus” 
White’s estate sold land to Amanda Dowling, as recorded by a trustee deed filed on April 13, 1876, 
for a total of $4,725.62; this sale included roughly 251 acres comprised of portions of the 
“Carderrock,” “Reads Delight,” “Hallifax,” “Duley’s Chance,” “Mills Use,” “Robert’s Lot,” and 
“Bite the Biter” patents (MCDB EBP 14:441). Separately, Thomas Dowling acquired more than 
260 acres from Sallie Fitzhugh and John Saunders for $6,394 on November 14, 1866 (MCDB EBP 
3:263).  
 
J.D.W. (John Duke of Wellington) Moore was another large landowner in the Cabin John area 
during the mid- to late nineteenth century. The Moore family had operated a large farm for many 
years, as well as a stone quarry to provide stone for the C&O Canal constructed in this area in the 
1830s through 1850 (Bauman 2013:11, 27). Both of these Moore family ventures employed local 
African Americans (Jones 2010:12). By 1884, he had amassed approximately 384 acres through 
four land transactions. On December 1, 1852, he purchased 107 acres within “Doull’s Park” from 
Robert B. Davidson for $159.37 (MCDB JGH 2:242). Moore purchased 118 acres in “Carderrock” 
from George Peter and James B. Davidson on March 1, 1879, for $3,003; he purchased an 
additional 96 acres in “Carderrock” from Charles and Mary Claggett for $1,741.50 on April 5, 
1884 (MCDB EBP 20:22, EBP 32:82). On May 19, 1880, he purchased 63 acres in “Dunalls Park” 
from Benjamin F. and Mary Jane Hamilton for $15 (MCDB EBP 22:261).  
 

                                                 
1 Dr. Samuel Claggett Busey, Joseph “Gus” White’s half-brother, recounted that White’s “fortune was wasted through 
[his] inattention to business and security obligations, and he died [in 1870] so poor that his estate was consumed in 
the payment of such debts” (Busey 1896:23). A review of the grantor and grantee indices for Montgomery County 
sheds light on how Joseph “Gus” White became ensnared with debt. Between 1846 and 1870, White made at least 
four separate land purchases, as well as six mortgage agreements. He also sold approximately 14 tracts of land, in 
addition to several leases or mortgages he guaranteed. 
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The first African American known to have purchased land in the Cabin John area was Peter Jones, 
which is documented in an 1870 deed from Charles Dodge (Whitley 2020a:9). On January 22, 
1880, Thomas and Amanda Dowling, who were residing in Washington, D.C., sold 3.25 acres and 
36 square perches to Robert Gibson for $100; this parcel was part of the “Carderrock” tract 
patented by Robert Peter in 1802 (MCCC 1802; MCDB EBP 22:62). According to descendants, 
Robert and his wife, Sarah (Figure 39), for whom the community is named, had been enslaved 
persons on a plantation in Northern Virginia, about 10 miles from Bull Run. Robert served as 
wagonmaster, while Sarah was a domestic seamstress who worked in the fields when her sewing 
was finished for the day. Having been told by Union soldiers that they were free to leave the 
plantation, Sarah and her two children became separated from Robert. Sarah headed toward Bull 
Run, where, according to oral tradition, she and the children managed to cross its waters on a log. 
From there, they walked to Washington, D.C., and headed to Shiloh Baptist Church, which had 
been established in 1863 by 21 former slaves from Frederick, Virginia, where they were eventually 
reunited with Robert. The Gibsons found work on a farm in Potomac, Maryland, and after about 
16 years were able to buy the parcel of land noted above (Jones 2010:12; Semmes 1977; Whitley 
2020a:8). 
 
Whitley (2020a:8) also notes that by 1880, the Census shows that “a few African American 
families clustered around J.D.W. Moore’s estate south of River Road. These included widower 
Peter Carter, living in the Moore family household as a laborer, and the families of Dennis Coates, 
Peter Jones, Charles Harris and Silas Richards nearby. Robert Gibson’s family now lived south of 
River Road not far from John Saunder’s Ellerslie estate.” During the 1880s, Moore sold several 5-
acre parcels to a number of African American families who had worked on his farm, including: 
 

Peter Holmes (January 1885); James Coats (February 1885); Henry Carter, Philip 
Jackson (Sr.), Lloyd Jackson, George Scott, Daniel & Maria Grey, and Charles H. 
Brown (April 1885); Peter & Dorcas Jones (February 1887, having moved from 
Alms House property); and George Frye (November 1887; Whitley 2020a:9). 

 
A number of Cabin John/Gibson Grove community members worked for Clara Barton, founder of 
the American Red Cross, at the organization’s Northwest D.C. headquarters, and, later, at a new 
building constructed in Glen Echo by community residents. This building was first used as a 
warehouse until a total renovation in 1896-1897 transformed it into an office; the work was again 
performed by Cabin John/Gibson Grove residents (Whitley 2020a:9). Whitley (2020a:9-10) details 
the close relationship between the Red Cross and the Cabin John community, especially Emma 
Jones, who served as Barton’s “nurse and housekeeper,” as well as a practicing midwife serving 
the community for many years.2 Additional Gibson Grove residents employed by Barton in Glen 
Echo included Robert Jones as a general groundsman and handyman; Jones’s mother, Frances 
Walker, as caretaker of the property; Silas Richards, as “manager of stock” and groundskeeper, 
and his wife, Lucy, as part-time housekeeper; and Charlie Jones, grandson-in-law to George Scott 
(Clara Barton Papers: Diaries and Journals: May 17-Sept. 5, 1897, as stated within Whitley 2020a). 
Daisy and Odelia Jones, daughters of Robert and Emma, helped in Barton’s kitchen and house at 
times. 
 
                                                 
2 For more on Emma Jones and Clara Barton, see L. Paige Whitley’s The Midwife and the Nurse: Emma Jones of 
Cabin John and Clara Barton of the American Red Cross, working paper, April 2020 (Whitley 2020a:9). 
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4.3.2 Gibson Grove African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church 
 
The Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church has been a vital part of the Gibson Grove community 
throughout its existence. Gibson Grove was one of three A.M.E. Zion churches in Montgomery 
County. The other two are Scotland A.M.E. Zion, founded in 1906; and Clinton A.M.E. Zion, 
founded in 1867 (Clinton A.M.E. Zion Church 2012; The [Potomac] Almanac 2001; Rivers 1992).  
 
Although the origins of the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church are unclear, it appears there was a 
congregation as early as 1886, when The National Republican (1886:1; Figure 40) reported in May 
that the Reverend W.H. Wright was appointed to “the Union Wesley and Gibson Grove Circuit” 
by Bishop Hood of the African M.E. Zion Conference. There may have been church services held 
on the grounds as early as 1880, though no definitive evidence can be found to verify it. The New 
York African Methodist Episcopal Church began in New York City in 1796, emerging out of 
frustration with the white Methodist Church’s pro-slavery beliefs and unwillingness to promote 
black ministers, among other grievances. The group existed within the Methodist Church until it 
fully broke away in 1820, when then leaders voted to leave the Methodist Episcopal Church. In 
1848, the word “Zion” was officially added to the denomination’s name to make clear they were 
separate from the A.M.E. Church, which had been established in Philadelphia in 1794. Growth 
was limited for the A.M.E. Zion Church at first, but after the Civil War, it sent missionaries to the 
southern states to establish new churches and promote the spiritual uplift of the newly freed 
African Americans (Center for Historic Preservation Middle Tennessee State University 
[CHPMTSU] 2000:7-10). The denomination’s circuit ministers covered the territory of several 
“churches or charges under one minister, who has the spiritual oversight of them, he being in 
charge of them all, goes round among them, and is often denominated circuitrider [sic]” (Turner 
1885:52). Newspaper clippings provide an outline of the ministers that served the congregation 
during the early years: Reverend W.H. Wright (re-appointed 1888), Reverend J.W. Martin 
(appointed 1893), and Reverend W.H. Cook (appointed 1895; Evening Star 1888:5, 1893:11, 
1895:8). 
 
The earliest identified deed directly relating to the subsequent founding of the Gibson Grove 
A.M.E. Zion Church is the aforementioned 1880 sale from the Dowlings to Robert Gibson (a full 
chain of title can be found in Appendix B: Table 1). In 1881, Sarah and Robert Gibson sold 0.25 
acre of their land “for the purpose of erecting a house thereupon as a school house and house of 
worship” for the African American community (MCDB EBP 24:296). According to Whitley 
(2020a:14), a schoolhouse was erected on the site. The county School Board purchased the land 
and schoolhouse in 1882 (MCDB EBP 26:104).  
 
It could not be ascertained if the church congregation ever used the schoolhouse for their services, 
but on June 20, 1898, Sarah Gibson sold another portion of the original 1880 lot (acreage 
unspecified) to five trustees of the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church for $5. The purpose of the 
sale, according to the deed, was to use the premises “as a place of Divine Worship for the use of 
the ministry and membership of the African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church in America,” in 
accordance with the rules of the Annual Conference and the General Conference (regional and 
national governing/legislative bodies of the denomination), of which Gibson Grove is a member 
(MCDB TD 4:191). Sarah herself was one of the trustees, along with George Scott, John Price, 
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Philip Jackson, and Hillery Hebron. The parcel was described as being adjacent to the schoolhouse 
lot (at that point owned by the school board). It was on this parcel that the congregation built their 
house of worship, a log cabin on the west side , which they used until 1923. At 
that time, they built another church on the same parcel; sources consulted indicate the new church 
was constructed to the south/southwest of the ca.-1898 log structure, but the citations in the sources 
are either incomplete or reference oral traditions; thus, the spatial relationship of the two buildings 
could not be confirmed (Jones 2010:14; Kytle 1976:44; Whitley 2020a:15). The Klinge real estate 
map from 1931 (Figure 41) shows two buildings on the Gibson tract, the 1923 church building in 
the southern portion of the original parcel, and what was likely the Gibson’s dwelling toward the 
north; the old schoolhouse does not appear to be depicted on the map.3  
 
In 1937, the Works Progress Administration, Federal Writers’ Project conducted research on 
churches; the survey form for the 1923 Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church described it as a “plain 
frame meeting house type building with belfry and bell. Cornerstone ‘A M E Zion Church 1898 
Rebuilt 1923.’ No special features” (Mower and Cole 1937; Figures 42 and 43). The researchers 
recorded the first settled clergyman as N.G. Stevenson (served 1923-1925), and that the church 
kept no typical records, such as minute books; baptism, marriage, member, or death registers; 
Sunday School record books; financial records; or unpublished historical sketches. It is not known 
whether the surveyors had interior access to the building, or if they spoke with the minister or one 
of the congregants (Mower and Cole 1937).  
 
Historic aerials indicate the church received a small addition, likely the social hall noted below, 
on its south elevation between 1949 and 1957 (NETR 1949, USDA 1957; Figure 35A). In May 
1958, Sarah’s grandson, Robert Gibson (unmarried); great-grandson, Wilson Gibson; and 
Wilson’s wife, Fannie, sold a 0.37-acre tract of land to the Trustees of Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion 
Church for $10 (L. Paige Whitley, personal communication 2020b; MCDB CKW 3162:239). At 
the time of the sale, the trustees of the church included Snowden Dove, Charles Williams, Claude 
Clifton, Henry Shields, John Jackson, Nathaniel White, and Charles White. The acreage 
transferred in this deed matches the acreage of the current (2021) parcel; therefore, it is unclear if 
this deed reconfirmed the previous sale of land to the church by Sarah Gibson, or if it was 
additional land that a subsequent sale reduced the parcel back to 0.37 acre.  
 
The 1923 Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church building had a rear, frame, front-gabled ell added in 
1979 (The [Potomac] Almanac 2001). On May 10, 1979, the Potomac Times featured two 
photographs of the new annex and its dedication ceremony at the church, led by Reverend Robert 
White (Figure 44). The addition to the church served as an all-purpose room, and the old social 
hall was converted into offices and utility rooms (Potomac Times 1979). The layers of change in 
the church building (the mid-twentieth-century addition and the 1979 ell) reflect the progress and  

                                                 
3 Frank H.M. Klinge created real estate maps of Montgomery County throughout the first half of the twentieth century. 
These maps showed property owners’ names and other prominent local landmarks, although it is unclear how accurate 
the information is as, for example, the 1931 map shows Sarah Gibson as a landowner, though she had passed away in 
1923, and the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 is not shown, despite deeds for land sales dating to 1887 and 1901 
(MCDB TD 17:493-494; Whitley 2020a:27). Despite these potential flaws, the maps from 1931 through 1959 provide 
an idea of the evolution of the properties around Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church and the Morningstar Tabernacle 
No. 88 Moses Hall. 
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4.3.3 Moore’s School/Cabin John School at Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church 
 
As noted in Section 4.3.2, Robert Gibson and his wife, Sarah, sold 0.25 acre of their land  

 in trust to J.D.W. Moore, Silas Richards, and Peter Carter in February 1881 to build a 
schoolhouse and place of worship for the use of the African American community (MCDB EBP 
24:296; a chain of title with deeds related to the schoolhouse can be found in Appendix B: Table 
2). One year later, J.D.W. Moore, Silas Richards, and Peter Carter sold that land, which had been 
improved with a schoolhouse, to the Board of County School Commissioners for $32.23 (MCDB 
EBP 26:104). Whitley (2020a:14) noted that the school was of log construction, but research did 
not uncover any photographs to confirm, and the subsequent deed just noted there was a 
schoolhouse. According to Clarke and McKinney (1976), the schoolhouse, known as Moore’s 
School, was a single room, measuring 16 feet by 24 feet,  

  
 
For unknown reasons, on March 28, 1911, Moore’s School was closed, and the school board rented 
the original Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church log building for the African American children, 
paying $7.72 in total rent to the church’s trustees; the balance of the money was reportedly used 
to build an outhouse. According to Clarke and McKinney (1976), the name was changed to Cabin 
John Elementary School, but Whitley (2020a:15) claims it was always called Cabin John School 
in Montgomery County records. Trustees for the school at this time included William Harper, Ida 
Dove, Edward Jones, Robert Carter, Lloyd Jackson, C.H. Brown, Robert Jones, John Robinson, 
William Gibbs, Toliver Wallace, James Crawford, Phillip Jackson, and Charles Jones. Some of 
these names appear on the 1931 Klinge map as local landowners, and it is likely that many were 
also members of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Lodge (Figure 41). The teachers 
reportedly included Paul Smith, Florence Johnson, William Luckett, William H. Ferguson, Giles 
White, Jennie Peters, A.J. Neverson, Estelle Brooks, Rebecca Underwood, Margaret Wood, M.E. 
Harrison, and Estelle Brooks (Clarke and McKinney 1976; Whitley 2020a:16). M.E. Harrison may 
refer to M.E. Harris, or Mary Elizabeth Harris, who owned a parcel of land north of the 
Morningstar Cemetery on the opposite side of the shared access road (State Roads Commission 
1961:Plat No. 23509).  
 
On January 22, 1922, the County Superintendent, Edwin W. Broome, recommended that the Cabin 
John School be closed due to low attendance. This left 24 children without a school for five years. 
On February 14, 1926, a group of Cabin John/Gibson Grove-area parents appeared before the 
Montgomery County School Board and requested that a location be obtained for a new school. 
Despite the availability of land in the vicinity, on May 13, 1926, the board authorized a $5 monthly 
rent to be paid to Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Lodge  
From 1926 to 1931, the African American children of Cabin John/Gibson Grove attended school 
at that location. On September 8, 1931, the school at Moses Hall was closed, and the children were 
sent to the nearby River Road School. African American children from the community continued 
to attend River Road School until the landmark 1954 Brown v. Board of Education ruling, and the 
integration of Montgomery County schools began (Clarke and McKinney 1976). 
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4.3.4 Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Lodge 
 
Following the Civil War, African American secret and/or benevolent societies were established to 
provide an informal insurance system due to discrimination by local and national insurance 
companies who refused to provide these services to African Americans. These societies 
proliferated during the late nineteenth century. Members typically received benefits due to 
hardship or death, but also derived status and elevated social positions in their communities. 
W.E.B. DuBois noted that church, fraternal, and benevolent organizations were of utmost 
importance in the African American community (Kathan et al. 2017:24). DuBois explained:  
 

Their real function is to provide a fund for relief in case of sickness and for funeral 
expenses. The burden which would otherwise fall on one person or family, is, by 
small regular contributions, made to fall on the group. This business feature is then 
made attractive by a ritual, ceremonies, officers, often a regalia, and various social 
features. (DuBois 1995:233) 
 

Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 was a local chapter of an African American fraternal organization 
and benevolent society known as the Ancient United Order of the Sons and Daughters, Brothers 
and Sisters of Moses (sometimes simply called the Moses Order; herein the latter will be used). 
Founded by Peter Paul Brown outside Philadelphia in 1867, the Moses Order had chapters 
throughout the country, including 11 chapters in Baltimore alone (Rotenstein 2018:39-43). The 
chapter closest to the Gibson Grove community, White’s Tabernacle No. 39, was located in the 
Tenleytown neighborhood in Washington, D.C. (Kathan et al. 2017:24). The Moses Order and 
other African American benevolent societies were founded to provide safety nets and economic 
security that were not accessible to African Americans through traditional institutions. Assistance 
included insurance, loans, burials, and educational programs, all of which were supported by 
monthly dues (Rotenstein 2018:39-43). Members of Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 often referred 
to their facility as Moses Hall, or simply the Lodge building. Social events, dinners, and dances 
were held in the Lodge, in addition to their regular meetings. There were different divisions of the 
organization for children, adult females, and adult males (Kathan et al. 2017:25). Research 
revealed that many, if not all, of the heads of households in the Gibson Grove community belonged 
to both the Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church and the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Lodge 
(Whitley 2020a:19). While interviews with local residents and State Roads Commission plans 
indicated two or three burials at the Church, many community founders and residents, including 
Sara Gibson and Emma Jones, were buried on the Moses Order Lodge property (see Figure 46; 
Jones 2010:52-53). 
 
An exact founding date for Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 is not known. A recovered portion of 
the chapter’s minutes books indicates Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 was definitely established 
by 1904, when the surviving portion begins.4 It seems more likely that the chapter was founded by 
1887, when an 8-foot wide access road  was conveyed to Morningstar Tabernacle 
No. 88 by George and Sarilla Scott (MCDB TD 17:493). Another deed filed the same day 
(September 26, 1901) records the sale of 1 acre of land to the chapter from J.D.W. Moore on 
September 7, 1901 (MCDB TD 17:494). While these two deeds provide evidence of an active 
                                                 
4 The minutes were reportedly recovered near the ruins of Moses Hall by Montgomery County Department of Parks 
employee Peter Noursi in 1997. 
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chapter owning the land, they do not confirm the presence of a lodge building. Evidence for such 
a structure may come from a March 21, 1933, deed between the unincorporated Morningstar 
Tabernacle Number 88 chapter to the newly incorporated, not-for-profit corporation the chapter 
formed called, “The Board of Trustees of Morningstar Tabernacle Number 88, Incorporated,” 
which states: 
 

Whereas Morningstar Tabernacle Number 88, Ancient United Order of Sons and 
Daughters, Brothers and Sisters of Moses “for more than forty-five years last past 
have been in possession of, used and occupied as its lodge home the lands and 
premises hereinafter mentioned… (emphasis added; MCDB CKW 552:191)5 
 

However, the deed goes on to say, “...at a regular meeting of said organization held on 8th day of 
March, 1933, at its lodge hall upon said premises.” The wording of these two excerpts appears to 
differentiate between “lodge home,” “premise,” and “lodge hall,” as “place to gather,” “parcel of 
land,” and “actual Lodge building,” respectively. Therefore, while the land itself may have been 
in use by Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 as early as 1887, an actual lodge building may not have 
been present initially. The recovered portion of the minutes books does mention a “$110.00 draft 
[unreadable text] repairing the hall” from the January 27, 1904, meeting (Morningstar Tabernacle 
No. 88 1904:1). This is the clearest evidence indicating that Moses Hall was constructed between 
1887 and 1904.     
 
Several instances occur in the surviving minutes that refer to the maintenance of the Morningstar 
Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and the surrounding grounds. Aside from the repairs noted in the 
above paragraph, in January 1909, the chapter passed a motion for Charles Harris to clean up the 
bushes behind the hall (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1909:82). A similar motion was passed in 
March 1910, to pay Charles Harris for cleaning up the hall grounds; the chapter also passed a 
motion at that meeting to pay Harris for enlarging the hall, as well as plastering and whitecoating 
the walls (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1910:84). The next month, the chapter approved more 
repairs to be completed by William Hamilton for the sum of $130 (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 
88 1910:84-85). In July of that same year, Hamilton was employed to fix the windows in the hall 
for $5 (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1910:87). Louis Burley was hired to whitewash the 
building, and Henry Carter was hired to hang the door and frame the windows in December 1912 
(Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1912:120). The next month, January 1913, George Carter was 
hired to clean outside of the hall, while B. Jackson was hired to oil the floor on the interior 
(Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1913:121). The various mentions of maintaining the grounds may 
indicate that outdoor events were held on the property and/or the upkeep of the cemetery.  
 
Aside from insurance and social benefits, the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 established a 
cemetery for the Gibson Grove community on its property. The surviving portion of the minutes 
indicates that grave plots sold for $1.50 at that time (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1907:48). 
There are also at least seven references to funerals of members of the chapter in these minutes. In 
the early twentieth century, burials typically cost the Lodge $20 per member (paid for by the dues 
that were collected at each meeting), and money paid out to the widow was around $17.50. Sick 
dues payouts, around $1, might also be paid to the member or to the widow, if the deceased person 
                                                 
5 The deed transferred both the land titles to the road from the 1887 deed and the 1-acre parcel from the 1901 deed 
from the unincorporated chapter to the Board of Trustees (MCDB CKW 552:191). 
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was sick leading up to their death. The preacher was usually paid $35 for presiding at the funeral 
(Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1905:18). Sometimes a carriage or vehicle was also hired to bring 
the family of the deceased to the funeral, which cost between $2 and $4.50 (Morningstar 
Tabernacle No. 88 1906:30, 32). The chapter members would march to the house of the deceased, 
and the preacher would lead a hymn and prayers. They then walked back to the hall, where the 
funeral was conducted. Other members would say a few words over the deceased, and hymns such 
as “I Have Anchored O’ My Soul” were sung. If the member was to be buried at Morningstar 
Cemetery, then the body would be buried immediately thereafter. The members then went inside 
the hall, and roll was called (Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 1905:19). Interments were being 
made at Morningstar Cemetery by at least September 4, 1894 (James Coates), as documented in 
the Death and Burial Information list compiled by Whitley (2021; see Appendix C). The surviving 
portion of the minutes describes a deal between Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 and Tabernacle 
No. 36, whereby Tabernacle No. 36 would contribute $50 toward repairs on the Lodge building in 
exchange for ensuring that their members could be buried in Morningstar’s Cemetery (Morningstar 
Tabernacle No. 88 1910:143-145).  
 
As mentioned in Section 4.3.3, from 1926 to 1931, the school for African American children in 
Gibson Grove was held in the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Hall, which was rented out for $5 
per month (Clarke and McKinney 1976). Because of this, it is known that Moses Hall remained in 
use at least into the 1930s; it is not known when the Lodge ceased to meet, based on Jones’s oral 
history interviews with descendants of members. Membership decreased as children of members 
declined to join the organization or moved away, and few new members replaced them. Over time, 
encroaching suburban development, increased mobility, and growing opportunities outside 
benevolent societies led to loosening of community ties and decreased demand for the services the 
organization provided (Jones 2010:53). 
 
Despite the evidence indicating an active Moses Order chapter in Gibson Grove, the 1931 Klinge 
map does not depict Moses Hall; rather, it shows George Scott’s parcel as 4 acres (the deed says 
4.5 acres) , even though Edward E. Jones had purchased the land (minus the 
access road) in 1919 (Klinge 1931, 1941; MCDB PBR 282:401; Figure 41). This further highlights 
the potential for inaccurate information on the map series. The Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 
Lodge is subsequently labeled on the 1948 map, which also shows that Edward E. Jones’s parcel 
had been subdivided by this time (Klinge 1948; Figure 47). In 1959, the labels around Moses Hall 
remain unchanged (Klinge 1959; Figure 47).  
 
Historic aerials from 1957 and 1963 show that the access road running east-west on the north side 
of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 property has likely always served as a northern boundary 
for the property until the construction of I-495 (Maryland iMAP 2019; USDA 1957, 1963; Figures 
48A to 49). The road provided access  to Moses Hall 
and several dwellings north of the Lodge prior to the construction of I-495. Figures 48B and 48D 
include parcel mapping from Figures 3A to 3C, showing features identified during the 
documentation phase of the project overlaid onto the 1957 aerial to illustrate how the extant 
features match with those shown on the historic aerial. The historic aerials also show the informal 
pathways that run horizontally and vertically through the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 property. 
These may have been footpaths from Moses Hall to dwellings nearby, or simply paths among the 
grave markers.   
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of Lelia (nee Carter) Nickerson Newman on or shortly after March 21, 1977, is the last known 
interment in the cemetery (Whitley 2021, which can be found in Appendix C; see Burial #78). 
 
The inscribed grave markers include both professionally carved examples and non-commercial 
examples. Instances of the latter include Feature 2, a thin concrete tablet with a rounded top, and 
an affixed metal plaque with an inscription. The name “James F. Cooper” is written in flowing 
script over a blocky print for the date of death. While the concrete tablet could be a local product 
made by almost anyone, the inscribed metal plaque is professional, and combining a professional 
plaque with a homemade marker was possibly a more economical option for a personalized and 
stylish grave marker than other options. This marker is not in situ; it is lying down inside a grave 
depression. It cannot be determined whether the marker is lying in the grave depression that it had 
originally marked, though it is likely. The carved white stone marker for Leroy Dove (Feature 4) 
is similar to military grave markers and includes a simple inscription of the name of the deceased, 
followed by birth and death dates. The carving and professional look of this marker make it similar 
to mass-produced markers. Feature 4 is not in-situ and is lying on the surface; as such, it cannot 
be determined if the location in which it has been mapped is where the burial is located.  
 
There are three stones that belong to one family group. The Whites (Mary Frances [Feature 6], 
Rodney T. [Feature 5], and Allen [Feature 8]) are the same style of carved granite markers. 
According to the 1940 Federal Census, Mary Frances had ten children between the ages of 2 and 
18 years old; Rodney T., Jr., was the oldest, and Allen was the fourth born and third son.  

 It is likely that other members of 
the family are buried at Morningstar Cemetery. Graves are located close to each other, though not 
in a tight grouping, in the southeast portion of the cemetery. The marker for Allen is a temporary 
metal marker, the sort that are placed by funeral homes at the time of the burial service. Also, a 
partially buried ceramic cup or vase is present near Allen White’s grave.  
 
The last of the professionally produced gravestones to be discussed is that of Charles Jones 
(Feature 10), who died November 13, 1921. The marble stone is shaped similar to a military 
headstone. The inscription begins with “Father,” lists the shortened Chas, for Charles, his date of 
death, and age at death. The headstone is lying on the surface of the ground, with no indication of 
where it had once stood. This marker also has the look of a commercially produced product.   
 
The informal or improvised inscribed burial markers found in the cemetery represent a wide range 
of techniques. There are two concrete markers with inscriptions. The marker for Lewis B and 
Jennie Burley (Feature 7) is a large concrete, slanted marker on a concrete base. The lettering is 
thin and not deeply incised; it may have been written with a stylus while the concrete was still wet. 
The lettering may have also been filled with a black or dark-colored pigment, which is still slightly 
visible in some letters. The Burleys’ stone is the only documented stone for two burials in the 
cemetery. The inscription includes the word remembery, which appears to be spelled as 
“Rembevy.” The marker does not include birth or death dates for the Burleys, but Laura Virginia 
“Jennie” was born ca. 1866 and died February 7, 1926; her husband Lewis died September 3, 1920. 
This marker is not associated with a burial depression and appears to have been shifted off of the 
regular orientation of other nearby burials; therefore, it may no longer be marking the place in 
which the Burleys are interred.  
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A second concrete tablet with handwritten inscription is for Wallace Mason (Feature 9). The 
marker for Mason is a tall thin slab with a peaked top. The inscription includes the name, birth, 
and death dates with month and day. The spacing, alignment, and slope of the lettering indicate 
the inscription may have been made by family or friends. Both concrete markers were created in 
common grave marker shapes that are often carved from granite or marble, but reproduced here in 
concrete.  
 
A red sandstone marker, partially buried in the southeast corner of the cemetery, is hand carved 
with the name Milton, but the last name is illegible; the name is followed by the date April 20, 
1925 (Feature 17). There are two other similar red sandstone markers (Feature 1) in the vicinity of 
this one, which are likely related to one another based on material and proximity. The two features 
(Features 1 and 17) may be members of the same family, or could have been individuals that were 
interred at the same time.  
 
The last inscribed stone identified in the cemetery is a slate marker with teal or green paint (Feature 
18). The marker is placed at the west end of a deep depression in the long, westernmost line of 
visible burial depressions along the western end of the property. The slate is thin and tall; over 
time, it has shifted and is currently leaning so that the writing is facing the ground. There is a first 
line that is smeared and illegible, though it appears that it does represent text and may start with a 
capital “A,” the second line is written in large block letters and reads “HARRIE.” Note that 
“Harris” is a common name in the area. 
 
Table 7. Inscribed Gravestones Identified at the Morningstar Cemetery. 

Feature 
Number  

Name(s) Date(s) Full Inscription Notes 

2 James F 
Cooper 

March 20, 1943 - Concrete tablet stone with 
rounded top. Metal plaque 
attached to concrete with name in 
script and date in block letters. 
Stone is sitting on the surface, in 
a burial depression; rounded end 
is at the east. 

4 Leroy Dove Oct 20 1910, Mar 4 
1940 

Line 1: Leroy Dove 
Line 2: Oct 20 1910 
Line 3: Mar 4 1940 

Marker has professional looking 
carving for inscription. Stone is 
broken in two and flat on the 
ground. No associated depression. 

5 Rodney T 
White 

1924-1966 Line 1: Rodney T. 
White 
Line 2: 1924-1966 

Formal, granite gravestone with 
inscription. 

6 Mary Frances 
White 

1900-1969 Line 1: Mary Frances 
White 
Line 2: 1900-1969 

Formal, granite gravestone with 
inscription. 

7 Lewis B 
Burley and 
Jennie Burley 

- Line 1: In loving 
Rembevy 
Line 2:of the Burley 
Family 
Line 3: Lewis B 
Burley 
Line 4: Father 
Line 5: Jennie Burley 
Line 6: Mother 

Concrete gravestone with carved 
inscription, there is evidence that 
the inscription may have been 
painted or filled at some time by a 
black substance.  
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As discussed within Section 3.2, features within the cemetery that were viewed as related to burials 
were documented and mapped as they were encountered on the ground. Those features were 
analyzed using specific criteria (Table 8) to determine if they represent Tier 1, which is likely to 
be related to a burial; Tier 2, which is probably related to a burial; Tier 3, which is possibly related 
to a burial; or Tier 4, in which case a relation to a burial is undetermined. The criteria for the 
ranking system include 1) presence of a grave shaft-shaped burial depression; 2) a tabular grave 
marker, firmly embedded in the ground; 3) the feature or grave marker is oriented east/west; and 
4) the marker lines up with other features determined to represent burials. The criteria were 
designed to provide a ranking of the feature(s) to determine if they represented a burial or were 
burial-related. Tier 1 features are those that have either a burial depression and/or satisfy the other 
three criteria, Tier 2 features meet two of the criteria, Tier 3 features match only one criterion, and 
Tier 4 features do not meet any criteria. The ranking system was used to analyze each of the 109 
features individually and to systematically organize and sort the features. This ranking system 
aided in mapping features and later in burial identification. Note that the discussion below defines 
the specific features identified within each tier; however, in some instances two features combine 
to constitute one burial. For example, Features 14 (headstone) and 41 (footstone) collectively 
represent a single burial (Burial 10). 
 
Table 8. Feature Rank Criteria and Total Features. 

Rank  Category Criteria 
Number of 
Features 

1 Likely Burial 
Related  

Either a grave shaft-shaped depression is present OR it has all of the 
following three characteristics: a tabular marker, firmly embedded in 

the ground; the marker is oriented with the larger, smooth side(s) 
facing east/west; the marker lines up with other burials in the row.  

63 

2 Probable 
Burial Related  Feature has at least two of the characteristics listed above. 9 

3 Possible 
Burial Related  Feature has one of the characteristics listed above. 18 

4 Cannot be 
determined Feature does not meet any of the characteristics listed above. 19 

Total: 109 

 
Sixty-three Tier 1 features were identified during the survey, with 61 of those representing features 
related to burials (Table 8). Many of the features categorized as Tier 1 include burial depressions; 
any feature that included a depression that was clear on the surface was ranked as Tier 1. Some 
grave depressions were accompanied by inscribed stones (and in one case, painted), unmarked 
fieldstone markers embedded in the ground, metal temporary markers provided by funeral homes, 
or planted flowers (Appendices D and E). Tier 1 features that do not include burial depressions 
include tabular stones embedded in the ground, which line up with other burials (depressions and 
features or groups of features later determined to represent a burial) and were oriented east/west. 
The two Tier 1 features that were not assigned as burials are Features 31 and 87. Feature 31 is a 
broken chisel-shaped stone that once stood tall but has since broken into at least three fragments. 
The placement of this stone at the head of the cluster of burials in the southeast corner of the 
cemetery suggests that it was a marker for the plot, rather than an individual marker for an 
interment. Feature 87 is the one fiberglass/plastic strip marker that was assigned to Tier 1 because 
it is associated with an embedded fieldstone marker. Feature 87 roughly lines up with Burials 16 
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and 17, but it is spaced so that it does not appear to be related to the cluster of burials. As such, 
even though Feature 87 qualifies as a Tier 1 feature, it cannot be definitively assigned as a burial 
based on the unclear association between Feature 87 and the grouped burials to the south that 
appear to line up, but may only do so coincidentally.  
 
An additional nine features are highly likely to be related to interments (Tier 2; Table 3). Many 
are tabular stones firmly embedded in the ground, but not associated with a grave depression and/or 
a depression that may be slightly sunken or is out of the east/west alignment. The third group of 
18 features represents those that may be related to burials (Tier 3). This group includes features 
that are either in line with burial depressions, or features that are oriented east/west, but not both. 
The last group includes 19 Tier 4 features that cannot be determined to represent burials. Tier 4 
features include three inscribed markers (Features 4, 7, and 10) that undoubtedly marked 
interments within in cemetery, but the markers have been moved or are lying on the surface, instead 
of embedded in the ground. Therefore, there is no evidence of where these markers were originally 
placed within the landscape. All but one of the fiberglass/plastic strips are included in this tier; 
while they indeed create a row of features, only one meets the criteria to be considered a Tier 1 
feature. It is not labeled as a burial because although it lines up with the other fiberglass/plastic 
strips, it is unclear if they represent interments or some other cemetery feature.  
 
Regardless of the tiered system used to record cemetery features for archaeological purposes, it is 
quite possible or even likely that more graves are present than are here recorded. In parts of the 
cemetery where graves are characterized by well-formed depressions, there are many instances 
where adjacent areas do not contain grave depressions. Nevertheless, graves may well be present 
in these areas. Analysis of the 1957 aerial indicates that there are several areas of negative space 
within the cemetery parcel, meaning areas with a lack of potential burials (Figures 48A to 48D). 
These include the area surrounding the former Moses Hall, particularly a cleared “yard” area west 
of the hall building (this cleared yard is visible on aerial photographs and is discussed in more 
detail in the section on land use below); the area of the unimproved entrance road located along 
the northern border of the parcel; and the area immediately bordering the gulley. It is possible that 
there are unused grave plots throughout the cemetery, but it is also possible that many of the 
locations that lack markers or grave depressions do, in fact, contain interments.  
 
The result of analysis using the tier system in combination with a review of mapping resulted in 
the identification of 66 burial locations within the cemetery (Table 9). Burials were determined 
using several avenues of identification. First, all features that include burial depressions (n=35) 
were marked as burials. Other Tier 1 features were found to represent an interment individually, 
without burial depressions (n=16), based on mapping, their rankings, and the cemetery layout. 
Next, all remaining Tier 1 features were examined to identify any pairs of features that may 
constitute two-part burial markers (headstone/footstone); this step was initiated based on prior 
experience at Morningstar Cemetery. Once familiar with the layout of stones, some appeared to 
be placed the appropriate distance apart to represent two parts of one interment marker (n=4; 
Burials 10, 17, 18, and 19). Three burials (Burials 10, 19, and 20) were identified from the 
combination of a Tier 1 plus a Tier 2 feature. Several Tier 2 features were determined to represent 
burials individually (n=6; Burials 23, 25 to 27, 30, and 38); and two Tier 3 features (Burials 21 
and 35) were deemed to represent burials based on proximity and placement to other burials. The 
identification of 66 burials is based only on what is visible on the ground surface; one can infer 
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from organized rows of burials that there are likely many other unidentifiable burials within the 
cemetery.  
 
Table 9. Burial List with Components and Description. 

Burial 
No. 

Feature(s) 
No. 

Tier No. Description of Burial 

1 1 1 Sandstone head and footstone combination, documented together.  
2 2 1 Burial depression and marker, though marker is lying within depression.  
3 5 1 Grave marker.  
4 6 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
5 8 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
6 9 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
7 11 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
8 12 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
9 14  1 Headstone.  

10 41 1 Footstone. 
15 2 Headstone.  

11 42 1 Footstone. 
16 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  

12 17 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
13 18 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
14 19 1 Burial depression.  
15 21 1 Grave marker.  
16 22 1 Headstone.  

17 24 1 Footstone. 
23 1 Headstone.  

18 25 1 Footstone. 
26 1 Headstone.  

19 29 2 Footstone. 
27 1 Headstone.  

20 30 1 Footstone. 
28 2 Footstone only (based on adjacent burials).  

21 32 3 Grave marker.  
22 33 1 Grave marker.  
23 34 2 Grave marker.  
24 35 1 Grave marker.  
25 36 2 Grave marker.  
26 37 2 Grave marker.  
27 38 2 Grave marker.  
28 39 1 Grave marker.  
29 40 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
30 43 2 Grave marker and burial depression.  
31 45 1 Grave marker and burial depression.  
32 46 1 Grave marker, may represent footstone.  
33 52 1 Grave marker.  
34 56 1 Grave marker.  
35 57 3 No depression, only glass bottle.  
36 58 1 Grave marker.  
37 59 1 Headstone and footstone combination.  
38 60 2 Grave marker.  
39 61 1 Grave marker.  
40 63 1 Burial depression.  
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Burial 
No. 

Feature(s) 
No. 

Tier No. Description of Burial 

41 64 1 Burial depression.  
42 65 1 Burial depression.  
43 66 1 Burial depression.  
44 67 1 Burial depression.  
45 68 1 Burial depression.  
46 69 1 Burial depression.  
47 70 1 Burial depression.  
48 71 1 Burial depression.  
49 72 1 Burial depression.  
50 73 1 Burial depression.  
51 74 1 Burial depression.  
52 75 1 Burial depression.  
53 76 1 Burial depression.  
54 77 1 Burial depression.  
55 78 1 Burial depression.  
56 79 1 Burial depression.  
57 80 1 Burial depression.  
58 81 1 Burial depression.  
59 82 1 Burial depression.  
60 83 1 Burial depression.  
61 84 1 Burial depression.  
62 85 1 Burial depression.  
63 96 1 Burial depression.  
64 103 1 Grave marker.  
65 104 1 Grave marker.  
66 105 1 Grave marker.  

 
A total of 37 features were identified within the archaeology survey area that could not be 
confidently associated with burials but are related to the cemetery, the majority of which are 
identified within Tier 4. These included stone markers that were not in situ (n=5), fragments of 
stone markers not in situ (n=6), fiberglass/plastic strips (n=10), unidentifiable fieldstone fragments 
(n=8), quartz fragments (n=2), clusters of brick and glass (n=3), a possible depression (n=1), and 
stone fragments with cement (n=2). While the stone marker fragments are likely related to former 
headstones and footstones, the material was scattered across the surface and could not be 
associated with any specific burials. The quartz found at the site is likely a mix of natural and 
marker related. As stated previously, it is unclear if the fiberglass/plastic strips represent burials or 
some other aspect of the cemetery. The clusters of brick and glass, as well as the cement/stone 
fragments, are most likely related to the demolition of Moses Hall. Feature 98 is noted as a possible 
depression located within the MDOT SHA ROW. It is unclear whether this is a burial; however, 
it does align with several others within the cemetery. Two Tier 1 features were not designated as 
burials; Feature 31 appears to represent a group burial marker, and Feature 87 does not line up 
with other burials to confidently associate it with an interment. 
 
The Moses Hall foundation, while present within the archaeology survey area, was not included 
within the tiered ranking system developed to exclusively identify burials or possible burial-related 
features. Other items related to the Hall, but not included in the burial feature list, include a portion 
of shingled roof, an electric stove, and other architectural debris. The spread of debris surrounding 
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the Hall is likely the result of the demolition of the building, and therefore not related directly to 
burials. Additional discussion regarding the Moses Hall foundation is presented below in Section 
4.4.3. 
 
From the features identified as Tiers 1 through 3 (n=90), 65 features included identifiable materials 
used for markers. The most common material is fieldstone (n=26), followed by sandstone (n=17), 
fiberglass/plastic (n=10), granite (n=5), concrete (n=2), metal (n=2), glass (n=1), slate (n=1), and 
quartz (n=1). A wide variety of grave marker materials and types is common to the gravesites of 
enslaved, formerly enslaved, and free African Americans throughout the Middle Atlantic. Lynn 
Rainville described a twentieth-century African American cemetery in Virginia that included the 
use of temporary metal funeral home markers, an inscribed concrete marker with a footstone, and 
a linear group of fieldstones and quartz grave markers (Rainville 2014). Rainville also notes the 
use of PVC tubing to create crosses in an overgrown African American cemetery in Albemarle 
County, Virginia. Brooks (2011) notes the use of similar materials for burial markers, including 
uninscribed stones, temporary metal nameplates, wooden posts, and plants in coastal South 
Carolina. The cemeteries described by Rainville (2014) and Brooks (2011) are found near historic 
African American communities, often on hilltops or near water, and the vegetation is more natural 
and less planned. “It appears that no attempt was ever made to create an artificial landscape, 
mimicking the park-like setting of traditional European style cemetery” (Brooks 2011:180). The 
more natural landscape of the African American cemetery includes mature trees among the burials, 
and open patches of dirt that have not been planted with grass or other ground cover. The burials 
are varied in their physical layout: some are grouped erratically, and oriented in different 
directions; some are more organized, but not in rows; and family burial groupings are common. 
The more organized lines of burials at Morningstar Cemetery are likely a result of the Christian 
influence within the Moses Lodge’s membership and are similar to those discussed by Rainville. 
The descriptions given by Rainville and Brooks of African American cemeteries are similar to the 
materials and layout of the Morningstar Cemetery.  
 
Based on the cases described in Rainville (2014) and Brooks (2011), earlier and community or 
family burial grounds exhibit more random burial groupings, with families often loosely grouped. 
Organized rows of burials are more often a characteristic of church cemeteries. Rainville (2014) 
notes that the use of uninscribed fieldstones for burial markers is common in nineteenth-century 
slave cemeteries. The markers were uninscribed for various reasons; first, it was illegal in most 
places to teach enslaved people to read or write, and as such, many could not do either. Even if 
there were individuals that could read or write, inscribing a gravestone would broadcast that to the 
general public, and could provoke retribution. Also, slave owners likely did not provide materials 
for burying the deceased or marking graves, so naturally occurring stone was used.  
 
The use of uninscribed fieldstone markers at Morningstar Cemetery may indicate that these are 
older burials. The community members at the time could have been continuing cultural traditions 
that had been adopted when they themselves or their immediate family members were enslaved. 
Practically, fieldstone markers were an economical choice, and during the period after 
emancipation when the cemetery was founded, there may not have been enough money to purchase 
any other materials. Concrete is a common material for grave markers, likely because it is 
inexpensive and it can be poured into any shape and carved or incised. Cast concrete could be used 
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to make attractive, standardized forms; some were enhanced with marbles and others with 
decorative objects (Baugher and Veit 2014).  
 
The three concrete grave markers found in Morningstar Cemetery (Features 2, 7, and 9) are all cast 
in standardized, recognizable gravestone forms. Each of the gravestones, if erected around the time 
of burial, represent three different decades. The Burleys’ joint marker was made sometime during 
or after the 1920s; Lewis died in 1920, while his wife, Jennie, died in 1926. Wallace Mason died 
in 1931, and James Cooper died in 1943. Each of the concrete grave markers is slightly different; 
the Burleys’ stone is for both the husband and wife, and the lettering is even and neat. The marker 
for Mason, while it is shaped in a common form, the lettering is unevenly spaced, some lines run 
out of space at the end, and the lettering is more amateur. The marker for Cooper is remarkable for 
the metal plaque that is affixed to it which holds the inscription. The use of concrete for makers in 
Morningstar Cemetery does not follow any set pattern; it was likely chosen as a durable, 
economical option. The concrete used to construct the markers appears to be similar in color; the 
Burleys’ marker does not contain as much aggregate as the other two. The Mason and Cooper 
markers both contain visible rounded pebbles on the surface. Temporary metal nameplates, the 
type that are typically provided by funeral homes, are also common to the African American 
cemeteries documented by researchers. There are three metal nameplates of this type in 
Morningstar Cemetery: two are associated with otherwise unmarked burial depressions adjacent 
to each other (Features 11 and 12), while the last is at the grave of Allen White (Feature 8). The 
use of these temporary metal nameplates in place of permanent markers may be due to economic 
reasons. In the case of Allen White, the temporary marker may have never been removed after the 
arrival of the permanent stone memorial. These temporary markers were provided by the 
undertaker or funeral home at the time of the interment. The use of wooden burial markers is noted 
throughout much of the research on African American burial grounds; in some areas, depending 
on the climate and material used, the marker may survive for an extended period of time, but in a 
place like Morningstar Cemetery, any wooden markers once present would have likely decayed 
away.  
 
The use of wooden or other organic markers that have since decayed may help to explain the high 
concentration of unmarked grave depressions in Morningstar Cemetery. Unmarked grave 
depressions are often one of the signs that Rainville (2014) uses to determine if she is indeed in an 
abandoned cemetery. Burial subsidence is caused when the soil replaced over the coffin or burial 
naturally settles and compacts; this process is affected by rainfall, water table levels, soil type, and 
topography. Burials in clayey soil may require several rounds of soil addition until the excavation 
fully settles. The burials at Morningstar, based on the soil conditions, placement on the hillslope, 
and vegetation may have required a significant amount of time and energy to maintain. Grave 
subsidence and maintenance of this issue is an important subject for cemeteries and funeral homes 
to manage, so much so that many include a description of the natural process of subsidence and 
maintenance plans on their websites. The additional effort of monitoring and filling in grave 
depressions is easily performed in cemeteries with permanent staff, but those that operate on a 
volunteer basis or without dedicated maintenance workers would vary in the commitment to the 
maintenance of graves.  
 
The information we have from the limited minutes book for the Moses Hall from 1904 to 1914 
does not detail any of the day-to-day operations of maintaining the cemetery. This may mean that 
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Figure 55: Metal bail-type burial container handle recovered from ground surface in 
Morningstar Cemetery (Front). Credit: Courtesy of the photographer, Charlotte Troup Leighton.

Figure 56: Metal bail-type burial container handle recovered from ground surface in 
Morningstar Cemetery (Back). Credit: Courtesy of the photographer, Charlotte Troup Leighton.
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Figure 58: View of a Moses Hall roof portion lying north of the foundation, facing south 
(January 2021). 
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Figure 59: Close-up of a roof section, showing asphalt shingles (January 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

94

Figure 60. Scattered objects related to the Moses Hall structure, looking 
northwest (December 2021).
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that Moses Hall was destroyed by arson in the 1960s, but research was not able to locate definitive 
proof of a fire. Bricks, a portion of the roof, and other scattered architectural materials, along with 
Moses Hall’s foundation, are the only things remaining at the site by the cemetery; no evidence of 
burning is visible on any of the architectural remains of the structure, and no burned material was 
found on the surface. A search of newspapers and other records did not produce any record of a 
fire. However, an article from the Village News (1985) says that the Moses Hall building was torn 
down  although it is unclear if the building 
may have been extensively dilapidated or damaged by fire or otherwise prior to any demolition. 
Given the photographic and archaeological evidence, this is the most plausible explanation for 
Moses Hall’s current state.  
 
Similar fraternal buildings in Maryland include the Union of Brothers and Sisters Ford’s Asbury 
Lodge in White Marsh (Asbury Lodge; Maryland Inventory of Historic Places [MIHP] #BA-358); 
St. Jacob’s Lodge No. 28 in Bacontown (St. Jacob’s Lodge; MIHP #AA-894), which has a 
cemetery; Abraham Hall in Beltsville (MIHP #PG:62-7); and the Mt. Tabor Good Samaritan 
Lodge No. 59 in Crownsville (Mt. Tabor; MIHP #AA-775), which also includes a cemetery (Bird 
and Darsie 2003; Bruder 2003; Ware 1992, 2001). All four of these lodges are extant, two-story, 
wood frame buildings, constructed between 1874 (Asbury Lodge) and 1909 (St. Jacob’s Lodge); 
all have gable roofs, but only Asbury Lodge has a side-gable roof. St. Jacob’s Lodge has only two 
openings on its main façade; Mt. Tabor’s facade has windows flanking its main entrance, and a 
single window on the second floor. Abraham Hall is the most elaborate of the five, featuring a 
symmetrical façade with a set of double-doors as the main entrance, which is flanked by a full-size 
window to either side; the second-story windows are directly above those on the first floor. The 
same basic, simple design of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall is found elsewhere 
throughout the south, including buildings in Georgia and Tennessee (Manning 2020:3). 
 
4.5 Archaeological Monitoring and Modern Material Removal 
 
The Morningstar Cemetery was overgrown with underbrush and bamboo when the local 
community became involved in the maintenance of the property. Graves were visible in the 
southern part of the parcel, thick bamboo made it impossible to determine what lay along the 
MDOT SHA ROW to the north. Cleanup events organized by the community began as early as 
2008 (Donaghue 2008) and continue to the present day. To facilitate the documentation of the 
Morningstar Cemetery, MDOT SHA proposed to cut and remove the standing bamboo and remove 
any previously cut bamboo lying on the surface within the parcel and the ROW. The work was 
performed in the presence of an archaeological monitor to ensure that no historic resources were 
damaged by the work. When the bamboo removal was complete, additional features and other 
Moses Lodge-related features were documented. Part of the bamboo removal and cleanup revealed 
modern trash on the parcel that was removed in agreement with the community (Appendix F). 
Some items were marked for removal by the community, but were not taken off the property during 
this effort because they were deemed to be potentially related to the use of Moses Hall.  
 
4.6 Morningstar Cemetery Typology Discussion 
 
Although the Morningstar Cemetery has been compared to the Upland South cemetery type, as 
defined by Jeane (1978, 1989) and referenced by others, it is not. Rotenstein (2018) describes the 
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no-longer-extant River Road Moses Cemetery in Bethesda, Maryland, as an example of an Upland 
South cemetery, based on a limited number of the characteristics of the type (and in the case of 
River Road Moses, there is no aboveground physical evidence of the cemetery, nor are there any 
photographs of the cemetery that were available to Rotenstein). The Upland South folk cemetery 
is defined as a complex of cultural traits associated with white Anglo-Saxon communities (Jeane 
1989:120), and, as such, is distinct from the vernacular African American cemetery. The Upland 
South cemetery type shares a number of characteristics common to many vernacular types of 
graveyards, particularly those located in the Piedmont. These particular types of cemeteries are 
often found on hilltops and tend to be small, with many rural cemeteries meeting those two criteria. 
Specific distinctive plant species are preferred, and other plant species are removed; the types of 
plants may differ slightly based on location and environment, but cedar, hemlock, and arbor vitae 
are common. Gravestones are made using found material and most commonly not commercially 
manufactured. Graves are often mounded, and grave shelters (simple four-posted structures with 
a gable roof) were common. Jeane states that the Upland South cemetery type includes cults of 
piety where the “care and upkeep of the cemetery is a ritual of love and respect…A lurid sink or 
open crevice indicates lack of familial respect” (Jeane 1978:901). Care and upkeep of gravesites 
by family members is again typical of many different cemetery types throughout North America, 
although some of the rituals characteristic of the Upland South cemetery are highly specific.  A 
distinctive feature of the Upland South cemetery type is the lack of grass, either over the graveyard 
as a whole or at particular plots/graves. Jeane notes that a number of the traits characteristic of the 
southern folk cemetery have, in fact, been linked to a European origin, either from northwestern 
Europe or Mediterranean areas (Jeane 1989:122). Though there are some similarities in the 
characteristic traits of both the Upland South folk cemetery and the vernacular African American 
cemetery, those are likely based on the shared Christian religion of both early European 
immigrants to the south and the descendants of formerly enslaved Africans. Additionally, traits 
such as the small size of graveyards and use of non-commercial grave markers are likely a common 
response to the scarcity of resources shared by poor, rural whites and African Americans. 
Additional comparative research would be needed to more systematically identify character-
defining features of cemeteries associated with this type of benevolent society chapter (cf. 
Rainville 2014; Brooks 2011). 
 
4.7 Geophysical Survey Results 
 
The geophysical surveys of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove Church were completed 
in July 2021. The interpretation of the geophysical survey results summarized below and discussed 
within Appendix G is based on the size, shape, depth, and geophysical characteristics of recorded 
anomalies. Anomalies and interpretations such as possible burials or other features are not 
definitive. In the following sections, some anomalies are labeled as probable and possible burials; 
these categories are based on the potential of the anomaly to represent a burial. Probable burials 
are geophysical anomalies that displayed a strong disturbance, dimensions and depth analogous to 
a burial shaft, and similar orientation to surrounding anomalies, known burials or expected 
orientations of burials, as well as association with a grave marker or depression, when present. 
Possible burials may be able to be explained by a non-burial disturbance, though it is burial like. 
The geophysical survey results are overlaid onto the Morningstar Cemetery documentation 
mapping on Figures 61A to 61C, and the geophysical survey results for the Gibson Grove Church 
are shown on Figure 43 in Appendix G.  
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The geophysical survey identified 27 anomalies within the MDOT SHA ROW (Figures 3A to 3D). 
Of the 27, there are 14 that are most likely to represent burials based on size, shape, depth, and 
orientation. An additional 13 anomalies are similar to burials in size, shape, depth, or orientation, 
but not all, and may represent other natural or man-made disturbances, or natural soil variations. 
Overall, the GPR reflections in the area of the MDOT SHA ROW were weaker when compared to 
other areas, likely due to the channery soils present, making interpretation more uncertain.  
 
The geophysical survey at Morningstar Cemetery revealed many anomalies that are likely burials, 
based on size, shape, depth and orientation. Many anomalies correspond to identified burials from 
the previously documented burials site or are situated within the same orientation as identified 
burial features. Seventy-two features were identified from the documentation project that are likely 
or probable to be burial related, these surficial features include grave shaft-shaped depressions, 
embedded tabular stone markers and other grave markers. All features identified as likely or 
probable burial related features are oriented similarly in rows. GPR data suggests that 378 
anomalies within the Morningstar Cemetery and 27 anomalies within the MDOT SHA ROW are 
probable or possibly burial related. As discussed previously, more burials than those documented 
from the surface were expected to be present in the cemetery. No probable or possible burial related 
features were identified within the MDOT SHA ROW during the initial cemetery documentation. 
GPR data suggests that there may be up to 34 anomalies within the MDOT SHA ROW that are 
burial related, when overlaid on the 1957 aerial photograph of the area (Figures 72A to 72C), the 
anomalies are present within the small triangular area, outside of the current parcel boundary and 
the unimproved road  

 GPR data also displayed a faint indication of an anomaly approximately eight feet 
south of the exposed southern foundation wall of the Moses Hall. The anomaly may indicate a 
buried portion of wall or excavated foundation trench in this area. 
 
As previously stated, many more burials than what was discernable at the surface were expected 
to be present; the cemetery was in use from at least 1884 to 1973. Forty-three out of a total of 66 
tier 1 burials coincide with probable or possible burials identified in the GPR survey. Those that 
coincide are overlapping or partially overlapping. In some instances, a surface burial feature 
appears to fall between or near two burials located with GPR. There are 23 burials that were 
identified from surface features that do not coincide with a below ground burial feature. 
Discrepancies between burials identified through surface features and those identified through the 
geophysical survey are likely the result of several factors. Some surface features used to identify 
burials can also be explained by natural phenomena. For example, many burial markers were 
constructed from fieldstone, which is naturally present in the area; it is possible that some may 
simply coincidentally appear to be burial markers. Over the at least 89 years of burials at 
Morningstar Cemetery some natural and man-made disturbances may have moved or otherwise 
disturbed some burial markers. Examples of such disturbances include excavations of nearby 
burials, tree falls, cemetery clean ups, heavy rain or snow, and replacement of burial markers; such 
disturbances may have shifted, or all together moved burial markers away from its associated 
grave. Additionally, it is possible that the geophysical survey was not able to detect burials in those 
locations due to the limitations and obstacles noted above. 
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current MDOT SHA ROW that were once part of the cemetery property, the following measure 
should be carried out within the project limits of disturbance in all areas of the MDOT SHA ROW 
where intact graves may exist. Such areas shall be fully explored by excavation to strip topsoil and 
identify buried grave features, preferably using a Gradall or similar machine, as this type of 
equipment is best suited to carefully controlled stripping. Because the results of remote sensing 
investigations can be variable based on soil conditions and other factors, remote sensing 
investigations do not provide an unequivocal means of identifying burials. Burial features can only 
be conclusively identified through careful excavation designed to identify interments (grave shafts) 
in such a way as to provide for controlled archaeological excavation of the burial(s). The work 
may need to be completed in two phases: identification and recovery/relocation. 
 
If complete avoidance is not possible, it is recommended that appropriate mitigation options be 
developed in the project programmatic agreement, to be determined by consultation among MDOT 
SHA, FHWA, and consulting parties. 
 
Continued close coordination with consulting parties affiliated with the Morningstar Cemetery is 
also recommended. 
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industrial sites, and floodplain and residual settings.  
 
 
Education 
 
2018 M.A., Anthropology, Monmouth University 
 
2007 B.A., Anthropology, West Chester University of Pennsylvania 
 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2018 – Present A.D. Marble Archaeological Field Director 
 
2018 – 2018  Maser Consulting Archaeological Field Director 

  
2013 – 2018 RGA, Inc. Crew Chief/Field Technician 

 
2012 – 2013 NJ HPO Historic Preservation Associate 

 

2010 – 2012 URS, Corp. (now AECOM) Graduate Archaeologist 

 

2008 – 2010 RGA, Inc. Field Technician 

 

 
Professional Training 
 
40-Hour OSHA HAZWOPER Training 
10-Hour OSHA Construction Training 
 
Affiliations 
Register of Professional Archaeologists (18019) 
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Patricia Slovinac 
Senior Architectural Historian  

Ms. Slovinac has over 18 years of experience in cultural resource management. Her primary 
responsibilities consist of conducting historic architectural surveys and research, evaluating architectural 
resources for National Register eligibility, documenting architectural resources, writing assessment of 
eligibility and effect reports, and preparing mitigation documents and materials. She has effectively 
coordinated and completed a multitude of projects as part of Section 106 of the NHPA and Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act. She also has overseen historical/architectural field crew, and 
the scheduling and organizing of various projects. Ms. Slovinac served as an architectural historian for 
NRHP eligibility surveys at several National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) centers, 
including the Kennedy Space Center in Florida, the Johnson Space Center in Texas, the Marshall Space 
Flight Center in Alabama, the Glenn Research Center in Ohio, and the Dryden Flight Research Center in 
California. Following these surveys, she compiled numerous HABS/HAER documentation packages for 
Kennedy Space Center facilities, such as the Vehicle Assembly Building, Launch Complex 39 Pad A, the 
Launch Control Center, and the Orbiter Processing Facility, which earned her a “Catch an 
Environmentalist Award” from the center. She also worked on the HAER documentation and National 
Historic Landmark nomination for the Space Shuttle Orbiter Discovery. Ms. Slovinac is knowledgeable of 
federal and state regulations and guidelines concerning the treatment of historic properties and exceeds 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural Historians.

Education 

2013 M.B.A., University of Phoenix 

2005 M.A.H., Architectural History/Certificate in Historic Preservation, University of Virginia 

1998 B.A.E., Lighting and Electrical, Pennsylvania State University 

Professional Experience 

2015 – Present A.D. Marble Senior Architectural Historian

2010 – 2015 Archaeological Consultants, Inc. Senior Architectural Historian

2006 – 2010  Archaeological Consultants, Inc. Architectural Historian 

2005 National Architectural Trust Donation Specialist 

1998 – 2003 C.M. Kling & Associates Lighting Designer 

Training 

2016 Section 106 Advanced Seminar, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C. 

2013 Beyond Compliance, Historic Preservation in Transportation, National Highway Institute, Reston, 
VA. 
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2011 Section 4(f) Compliance for Historic Properties, National Preservation Institute, Richmond, VA. 

2007 Section 106 Essential, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Orlando, FL. 

Professional Presentations 

2012 The Architecture of Spaceflight: Historic Properties at NASA’s Kennedy Space Center in Florida 
and White Sands Space Harbor in New Mexico.” Southeast Society of Architectural Historians
annual meeting. 

Professional Awards 

2014 Catch an Environmentalist Award, John F. Kennedy Space Center 

2007 Blue Marble Award, National Aeronautics and Space Administration 



Russell L. Stevenson 
Architectural Historian 

Mr. Stevenson is an architectural historian with 13 years of experience in cultural resource management, 
including two years assessing historic structural integrity and performing conservation work. His primary 
responsibilities consist of conducting historic architectural surveys and historic research for a variety of 
projects. Mr. Stevenson has identified, surveyed, and evaluated a wide array of residential, agricultural, 
and commercial properties in New Jersey, Delaware, and Pennsylvania. In addition, he spent two 
summers as an apprentice and one year as an architectural conservator technician performing 
conservation work for the Fairmount Park Historic Preservation Trust. As a conservator technician, his 
work regularly required him to assess the integrity of both interior and exterior architectural elements of 
historic buildings in order to decide on and apply the appropriate treatment. Mr. Stevenson is extremely 
knowledgeable of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Mr. Stevenson served two years as a board member for the Allentown 
Preservation League; a small non-profit organization in Allentown, Pennsylvania, that operates an 
architectural salvage warehouse and promotes historic preservation in the city of Allentown. He meets the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Professional Qualifications (36 CFR 61). 

Education 

2007  M.A., University of Delaware, Historic Preservation  

2001  B.A., Pennsylvania State University, History 

Professional Experience 

2009-Present A.D. Marble Architectural Historian

2008-2009 Fairmount Park Historic Preservation Trust, Philadelphia, PA Conservator Technician 

2007 Hoffman Painting and Refinishing, Pipersville, PA Conservator/Asst. Project Manager

2005-2007 Center for Historic Architecture and Design, Newark, DE Research Assistant 

Training   

Summer 2006 Internship Fairmount Park Historic Preservation Trust, Philadelphia, PA
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>RbbZc%URe'̀ WFVdVb! IdV]]R>RbbZc'

1/' LZfZV_H`ddVb%aVbZ_dVbfZVgc%7]VhR_UbR@`_Vc%+)*)' HV^`fVUWb` ]̂Zcd*(,)(+*'
:VdVb^Z_VU_`d aRbd̀W== T`^^e_Zdi4 RY`^V`g_Vb `bZXZ_R]]iWb`̂ 8bRjZ]gY` ]ZfVÙ_
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1 1 N/A 

Marker 
(Headstone and 
Footstone) Sandstone

(Headstone) 35 
cm [out of the 
ground]

(Headstone) 25 
cm wide x 14 
cm thick

196 cm 
between the 
two stones East,West AZ 3/24/20 Two small, embedded sandstone tabular markers. 

2 1

James F 
Cooper 
March 20, 
1943

Depression and 
marker Concrete 47 cm 34 cm 3 cm thick West AZ 3/24/20

The copper or bronze plate, is corroded and appears blue 
in color. Stone has fallen over. Possibly not an original 
location. Concrete headstone, with inscription etched in 
alloy plate.The headstone is facing west, and has fallen 
over towards the east, down slope.Headstone lying flat on 
his back, with the inscription facing upwards. Falls within 
a round pit, possibly associated with burial.

3 3 N/A Marker Granite 9 cm 20 cm 25 cm N/A AZ 3/23/20

A flat, sunken stone that may serve as a headstone. 
Difficult to tell whether it is in situ,  but sits sunken in the 
ground.

4 4

Leroy Dove, 
Oct 20 1910,  
Mar 4 1940 Marker Marble 42 cm 20 cm 4 cm East AZ 3/24/20

Difficult to tell where the exact placement would have 
been, but assumed to be very close to current location, due 
to the presence of both headstone pieces. Chiseled flat on 
all sides. Fine-grained. Located approximately 2 meters 
from the southern edge of the property.The Headstone is 
broken, both fragments lay next to one another. The 
measurements are of the whole shape combined (as if the 
headstone was whole). 

5 1

Rodney T. 
White, 1924-
1966 Marker Granite 27 cm 57 cm Sunken Southeast AZ 3/23/20

Headstone is legible and readable. About 40 ft SE from 
Allen White, and 45 ft west from Mary White. Same 
headstone appearance as Allen and Mary White. Located 
to the east of what looks to be a concrete block.

6 1

Mary 
Frances 
White, 1900-
1969

Marker and 
Depression Granite 26 cm 54  cm

Mostly 
pressed into 
the ground East AZ 3/24/20

A medium depression oriented to the east of the headstone 
is likely associated with the burial. Approx 25 ft SW of 
Allen white, and 30 ft west of Rodney white. Same type of 
headstone. 

7 4

In loving 
Rembevy, of 
the Burley 
Family, 
Lewis B 
Burley, 
Father, 
Jennie 
Burley,  
Mother Marker Concrete

49  cm (without 
base)

44 cm (without 
base)

27 cm at the 
bottom, 6cm 
at the top East AZ 3/24/20

The Headstone itself is in reasonable condition, difficult to 
tell if it is in situ, but seems to roughly fall in line with the 
A4 and B1 headstones.Entirely made out of concrete, 
inscription eched into the front.
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8 1
Allen White 
1925-1973

Marker and 
Depression Granite 9 cm 26 cm 57 cm Southeast JF 3/23/20

Legible and fairly well kept. Slight depression to the SE of 
the marker. 

9 1

 Wallace 
Mason, Born 
May 1892, 
Died Sept 
1931

Marker and 
Depression Concrete

80 cm from 
ground 33 cm 8 cm East AZ 3/24/20

Falls roughly in line with the other headstones. Lies 
adjacent to a depression. Single concrete headstone, 
triangulate at the top. 

10 4

FATHER 
Chas Jones 
Died Nov. 
13, 1921 
Age 51 years Marker Marble 31 cm 20 cm 6 cm North JF 3/23/20

Stone is intact, but placement of stone is not definite.  May 
have been moved or shifted over time. Laying with 
inscription facing up,  no indication in ground of original 
placement. 

11 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Depression Zinc N/A N/A N/A Southeast JF 3/24/20

May have been moved as it sits to the side of a depression.  
Stake is embedded in ground, frame has fallen off.  
Depression is approximate 6 ft by 2 ft.

12 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Depression Zinc 32 cm 20 cm N/A East JF 3/24/20

Sheet metal stake with frame attached frame is 13 cm by 
19 cm. With glass,  no paper within has survived.  Deep 
grave depression associated,  approximately 6 ft by 2.5 ft. 

13 4 N/A Possible Marker Granite 15 cm 12 cm 2 cm N/A AZ 3/23/20

Possibly not in situ. Two tabular black granite fragments 
with no visible lettering. Possibly not in situ, located next 
to a large pushpile. 

14 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 40 cm 20 cm 10 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Large sandstone block,  sunken into ground,  possibly 
toppled.  Measurements taken from visible portion of 
stone.

15 2 N/A Probable marker Sandstone 10 cm 58 cm 20 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Slope is south west ward towards house. May be broken 
headstone fragment lying face down.  Side fading north is 
more straight.  Possibly related to a slight depression to the 
east.  There is a small embedded sandstone fragment at the 
north east corner of the grave depression.

16 1 N/A Marker Granite 14 cm 20 cm 8 cm North,South JF 3/23/20

Despite not knowing which direction the stone faces and 
therefore where the burial is the stone appears to be in situ. 
Single stone,  no inscription,  slight depression north of 
stone,  jagged break at top,  sides smoothly cut,  placed in 
ground. 
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17 1

Milton ____ 
(illegible), 
April 20 
1925 Marker Sandstone 18 cm 30 cm

Completely 
sunken. 
Only about 
one 
centimeter 
sticking out 
of the 
ground East AZ 3/24/20

Located approximately 1.5 m east of a large tree stump. 
There is a depression located approximately 50 cm to the 
east that is possibly associated with the grave.Appears to 
be quartzite. Rough external, and coarse grain. Pinkish, 
brownish, gray in color.The marker front faces East, but 
the marker seems to have sunk more on the west side.

18 1 HARRIE
Marker and 
Depression Slate 54 cm 30 cm 3 cm East JF 3/25/20 Slate marker with teal paint.

19 1 N/A Depression  N/A N/A N/A N/A East/W JF 3/23/21 Obvious rectangular depression next to Feature 8. 

20 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone 15 cm 12 cm N/A East,West AZ 3/24/20

Falls roughly in line with other headstones. Grey in color, 
and fine grained. This is a possible headstone grave 
marker. A small quartzite Stone pounded in the ground.

21 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Other 

Fieldstone,Qu
artz N/A N/A N/A East/W AZ 3/24/20

Two quartzite and 3 quartz markers present in a cluster. A 
glass bottle in burried with the neck sticking up among 
them. 

22 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 8 cm 23 cm

1 cm at the 
top, 5 cm at 
the base East,West AZ 3/24/20 Assuming it is a foot stone. 

23 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 6 cm 10 cm
4 cm from 
ground East,West AZ 3/24/20

It seems to be a footstone. Small sandstone block a 
rectangular shape. 

24 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 9 cm 25 cm 6 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20
A sandstone head stone, buried side- up with the flat 
portions facing west-east. 

25 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 8 cm 13 cm 6 cm N/A AZ 3/24/20 Likely headstone.

26 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 6 cm 8 cm
7 cm from 
ground N/A AZ 3/24/20 Broken in half. 

27 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 5 cm 10 cm
5 cm from 
ground East,West AZ 3/24/20 Likely in situ foot stone. 

28 2 N/A Probable marker Sandstone 6 cm 13 cm 22 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20
Possible footstone, though it is unclear what headstone it 
may be associated with. 

29 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone 15 cm 11 cm 15 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Upright triangular fieldstone,  cracked horizontally, 
embedded in ground. Smoothed surface faces south,  no 
associated depression.

30 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 20 cm 20 cm 10 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20
Appears to be chiseled flat on the West and East Side, 
slightly tilted towards the east. Rectangular sandstone slab. 

31 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 15 cm 16 cm 
7 cm from 
ground N/A JF 3/24/20

Three fragments of triangular,  chisel shaped stone,  
broken.  One fragment embedded in ground and upright 
though leaning.  Other two fragments laying on surface.
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32 3 N/A Possible Marker Sandstone 10 cm 27 cm 17 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20

The foot stone is possibly missing. Located approximately 
30 centimeters west of another flat stone, wood does not 
seem to be a grave marker.

33 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 7 cm 17 cm 8 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Small fieldstone slab shaped fragment.  Embedded in 
ground, no associated depression.

34 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone 6 cm 14 cm 14 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Square shaped fieldstone embedded in ground.  Flat 
smooth side facing west.  No associated depression.

35 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 4 cm 20 cm 17 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Located in south west corner of property.  Slab shaped 
fieldstone laying down,  embedded in ground.  No 
associated depression. 

36 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone 4 cm 18 cm 10 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Small fieldstone fragment embedded in ground.  No 
associated depression.

37 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone 8 cm 20 cm 14 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Quartz and fieldstone. In entrance path to cemetery. 
Contains two stones,  a fieldstone fragment and a very 
large white quartz cobble.  Both embedded in ground.  
Primary is quartz,  secondary is fieldstone.

38 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone 7 cm 18 cm 11 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Next to entrance path.  Small fieldstone fragment cut and 
smooth on side facing up.

39 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 23 cm 28 cm 8 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Adjacent to entrance path,  ground slopes towards south 
west.   Irregular shaped Fieldstone slab embedded in 
ground. No visible depression.

40 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Depression Fieldstone 17 cm 19 cm 5 cm East,West JF 3/24/20

Located near entrance to cemetery,  ground slopes towards 
street.  Small broken fieldstone slab with associated 
depression to the east.  Depression approximately 5ft by 2 
ft

41 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 13 cm 25 cm 10 cm East,West JF 3/24/20 Fieldstone fragment,  embedded in ground.

42 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Depression Sandstone 10 cm 13 cm 5 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Small sandstone fragment,  embedded in ground,  appears 
to be at north east corner (foot) of depression.  

43 2 N/A Probable marker Sandstone 9 cm 25 cm 16 cm East,West JF 3/24/20

Close to top of slope. Sandstone block fragment,  south 
facing side is cut and smooth,  remaining visible surfaces 
are jagged.  Rock broken into to fragments,  probably 
though vegetation or freeze thaw. Both pieces embedded 
in ground associated with depression to the east of  stone.

44 3 N/A Possible Marker Fieldstone 11 cm 15 cm 11 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Square shaped fieldstone embedded in ground,  falls in 
location of foot stone, slight possible depression west of 
stone.

45 1 N/A 
Marker and 
Depression Quartz 15 cm 22 cm 15 cm East,West JF 3/24/20

Mottled white and pinkish quartz cobble. Embedded in 
ground. At edge of slope leading towards house. There is a 
slight grave depression to the East of the stone,  
approximately 6 ft by 2 ft. 
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46 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 11 cm 19 cm 8 cm East,West JF 3/24/20

Thick triangular fragment of field stone embedded in 
ground. Although exact location falls in the middle of the 
row of grave depressions.  Maybe represent boundary,  
smaller internment or stone was moved.

47 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20
Large fieldstone cobble,  recently moved, there is green 
grass below it.  It is close to the foot of a line of graves.

48 4 N/A Undetermined Various N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20

Small concrete chunk (possible cinder block type 
fragment) with ferrous metal item adjacent. Ferrous item 
may be gate lock mechanism or other similar hardware. 
May not represent gravesite.

49 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone 7 cm 19 cm 12 cm N/A JF 3/24/20

Does not fall in line with other visible grave stones or 
depressions,  may have been moved. Smaller fieldstone 
embedded in soil.

50 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone 25 cm 17 cm 8 cm N/A JF 3/23/20

Stone is not upright as many are that are of similar shape 
and size,  original position is lost. Fieldstone, larger piece,  
two faces may be cut,  others are broken. 

51 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone 14 cm 12 cm 3 cm N/A JF 3/23/20
Integrity diminished by not being sure stone is in situ. 
Small,  fieldstone, potential marker. 

52 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 13 cm 22 cm 10 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Fieldstone fragment embedded in ground.  Smooth side 
faces north west.

53 4 N/A Undetermined Fieldstone 5 cm 13 cm 13 cm N/A JF 3/24/20
Small fieldstone fragment laying in top of ground,  no 
associated depression.

54 3 N/A Possible Marker Fieldstone 10 cm 27 cm 24 cm N/A JF 3/24/20
Large fieldstone cobble fragment.  No visible depression 
associated.

55 3 N/A Possible Marker Fieldstone N/A 23 cm 19 cm N/A JF 3/24/20
Fieldstone slab shaped fragment,  exposed surface is 
smooth,  edges are jagged,  embedded in ground. 

56 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone 12 cm 24 cm 11 cm East,West JF 3/24/20
Fieldstone fragment embedded in ground.  Long flat 
smooth side faces east. No associated depression.

57 3 N/A Possible Marker Glass 5 cm 5 cm
Completely 
buried N/A AZ 3/24/20

Any sort of headstone is missing, except for a glass bottle, 
or jar buried upside down. 6748z eched on the bottom of 
the bottle. 

58 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 2 cm 24 cm 5 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20 The stone seems to be broken at the top. 

59 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone Headstone: 1 cm 15 cm 18 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20

A headstone and footstone are both present. Headstone 
laying flat, while foot stone standing on its side, East to 
west orientation, approximately 1.6 meters apart.

60 2 N/A Probable marker Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A AZ 3/24/20 Lies flat in the ground. Possibly toppled over.

61 1 N/A Marker Sandstone 19 cm 26 cm 4 cm East,West AZ 3/24/20
Possible headstone. Looks to be placed deliberately on its 
side. No footstone or depression associated is visible

62 3 N/A Possible Marker Fieldstone 6 cm 20 cm 9 cm N/A JF 3/25/20 Fieldstone tablet shaped marker embedded in ground.
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63 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20
Depression with no marker, daffodils planted at west end 
of depression.

64 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A AZ 3/23/20

No headstone present, depression close to the foot of the 
hill. A slab of quartz to the northwest is possibly 
associated, but does not appear to be in situ (sits loosely on 
the ground). 

65 1 N/A Depression  None 2 m 1 m 15 cm deep N/A AZ 3/24/20

Located at the foot of the Hill, near the Eastern edge of the 
property. The easternmost recorded depression on location. 
No headstone, foot stone, or other physical material 
associated with the burial present. This feature is marked 
by a depression in the ground, of east-west orientation.

66 1 N/A Depression  None About 2 m 1 m 20 cm Southeast AZ 3/23/20

Located directly adjacent to another sunken depression on 
the north side. No headstone or decorations associated 
with this burial are immediately visible. A southeast-
northwest facing depression in the soil. 

67 1 N/A Depression  None 2 m 1 m
Approx 20 
cm N/A AZ 3/24/20

No headstone, or foot Stone visible, an east-west oriented 
depression in the ground. 

68 1 N/A Depression  None 1-2 m 1 m 10-20 cm N/A AZ 3/23/20
Very ill defined dimensions, but a seemingly obvious 
anthropogenic depression facing SE. 

69 1 N/A Depression  None 
About 2 m nw to 
se About 1 m

About 20 -  
25 cm deep N/A AZ 3/23/20 No headstone associated with the depression. 

70 1 N/A Depression  Fieldstone 1.8 m 1 m N/A N/A AZ 3/24/20 The feature is a shallow east-west pit. 
71 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20 Depression with no marker.

72 1 N/A Depression  None 1.5 m 80 cm
Approx 10 
cm N/A AZ 3/24/20

The pit is located close to the southern end of the property. 
The feature is a shallow sunken pit, no headstone or any 
other material culture associated with the burial found in 
the immediate area.

73 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20
No marker, large depression approximately 6 ft by 3.5 ft 
on east west axis. 

74 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20 No marker.  Slight depression.  Approximately 6 ft by 2 ft. 

75 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/24/20
Obvious rectangular grave depression, about 6ft by 2 ft, on 
the east west axis.  No marker present

76 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/20
Elongated depression in line with other nearby 
burials.About 5 ft long. 

77 1 N/A Depression  None 2 m 1.2 m 

About 20 cm 
deep at 
deepest part N/A JF 3/24/20 No marker,  very clear grave sized depression.
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78 1 N/A Depression  Quartz 1.2 m 1.2 m
About 10 cm 
deep N/A AZ 3/24/20

Located far to the north from all others. There is a slab of 
quartz, located slightly West of a depression in the ground.

79 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 
80 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20 No marker. Approximately 5 ft by 2 ft depression.
81 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 
82 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 
83 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 
84 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 
85 1 N/A Depression  None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Deep depression, in line with others. 

86 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglassNo discernable related depression or 
other marker.  Located west of large concentration of 
stones.  next to some daffodils.

87 1 N/A Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic / fiberglass marker.  No discernable depression.  
Long thin fieldstone located 3 ft SE. Fieldstone is 1.1 ft 
long and 0.1 thick,  embedded in ground.

88 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic fiber glass marker.  Play in mound around large 
tree,  no other markers nearby.

89 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglass.  Possible depression to the east of 
marker,  piece of wood, and fieldstone next to marker.

90 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglass marker.  No depression or other possible 
markers.

91 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglass.  No depression or other possible 
markers.

92 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglass.  Possible depression to the west of 
marker.  Wooden stake is possible marker.

93 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20

Plastic/ fiberglass.  No depression.  One fieldstone 2 ft 
north.Plastic/ fiberglass.  

94 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20 Plastic/ fiberglass. No depression no other marker.

95 3 N/A Possible Marker
Plastic / 
fiberglass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/25/20 Plastic / fiberglass.  No depression.  No other markers.

96 1 N/A Depression None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21
Depression next to fence in line with slate marker 
depressions. 

97 4 N/A Undetermined
Quartz, brick, 
glass N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21

Small collection of broken granite fragments, was once 
tabular, no depression, not in line with other markers or 
depressions

98 3 N/A 
Possible 
Depression None N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Possible depression in ROW, not clear

99 4 N/A Undetermined 
Quartz, Brick, 
Glass N/A N/A N/A N/A 3/23/21  quartz fragments with brick and glass
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100 4 N/A Undetermined Quartz N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 quartz fragments with brick and bottle glass
101 4 N/A Undetermined Stone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Scatter of granite? Fragments
102 4 N/A Undetermined Sandstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Large cobble laying on surface
103 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Fieldstone markers
104 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Fieldstone markers
105 1 N/A Marker Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 embedded marker
106 4 N/A Undetermined Quartz N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Large quartz, close to road and lodge

107 4 N/A Undetermined Quartz N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21
Boulder in ground, near road and lodge. Probably not 
burial related

108 3 N/A Possible Marker Fieldstone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21
Possbile marker, embedded in ground, not oriented like 
other markers

109 4 N/A Undetermined 
Cement and 
stone N/A N/A N/A N/A JF 3/23/21 Cement with broken tablet possible granite. Near lodge
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 1

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

The two slabs of red Sandstone,
seem to represent a headstone and a
footstone of the same burial.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone/Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height (Headstone) 35cm [out of the ground]  (Footstone) 15cm [out of the ground]  

Width (Headstone) 25cm wide x 14cm thick  (Headstone) 26cm wide x 12cm thick  

Depth (or Length)
(Distance from head to foot) 196cm between the
two stones. Hard to see, as there is no depression
assumed 1m wide  

N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials The material is made out of what seems to be a reddish sandstone. Finely
grained, no inscrip ons.

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Tilted 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Both, The Headstone in the foot Stone are lted towards the east, down
the slope.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 2

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred James F Cooper

First burial date: March 20, 1943 Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on James F Cooper

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

The Headstone seems to be facing
west, and has fallen over towards
the east, down slope.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on West

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 47cm  Inscrip on- 11cm  

Width 34cm  Inscrip on- 23cm  

Depth (or Length) 3cm thick  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Concrete 

Addi onal Materials Bronze

Comments on Materials Concrete headstone, with inscrip on carved on the bronze or copper plate.

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Tilted, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Has fallen over. Possibly not an original loca on.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons The feature Falls approximately 1.5 m to the south of C3.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 3

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cold 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 9cm  N/A  

Width 20cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 25ch  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Granite 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Di cult to tell whether it is in situ, but sits sunken in the ground.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 4

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred Leroy Dove

First burial date: October 20 1910 Last Burial Date: March 4 1940

Inscrip on Line 1 - Leroy Dove, Line 2 - Oct 20 1910, Line 3 - Mar 4 1940

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Located approximately 2 meters
from the southern edge of the
property.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 42cm  N/A  

Width 20cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 4cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Chiseled at on all sides. Fine-grained

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Fragment, Tilted, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons
Di cult to tell where the exact placement would have been, but assumed
to be very close to current loca on, fue yo the presence of both
headstones

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Located about one meter south from B1. Smaller por on of the headstone
is the top, while the larger is the bo om.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 5

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred Rodney T White

First burial date: 1966 Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on 1924-1966

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Same headstone appearance as
Allen and Mary White. Located to
the east of what looks to be an old
concrete fence line block.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on Southeast

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 27 cm  N/A  

Width 57 cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Sunken  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Granite 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Center of headstone is also great granite, but unpolished

Overall Condi ons

Status: Inac ve State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons About 40  se from Allen White, and 45  west from Mary White

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 6

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred Mary Frances White

First burial date: 1900 Last Burial Date: 1969

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Approx 25  SW of Allen white, and
30  west of Rodney white. Same
type of headstone

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 26cm  17cm (inscrip on)  

Width 54cm  50cm (inscrip on)  

Depth (or Length) Mostly pressed into the ground.  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Granite 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Blavvk/grey. Polished around the outer por on. The inside is also of
black/grey granite, but rtougher

Overall Condi ons

Status: Unknown State of Internment: Tilted, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Addi onal photos face: west, NE, and se redpec vrly
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 7

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred Lewis B Burley and Jennie Burley

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on Line 1- In loving Rembevv (illegible), line 2 - of the Burley Family, line 3 -
Lewis B Burley, line 4 - Father, line 5 - Jennie Burley, line 6 - mother

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone/Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 49cm (without base)  12cm (base)  

Width 44cm (without base)  54cm (base)  

Depth (or Length) 27cm at the bo om, 6cm at the top  32cm (base)  

Materials

Primary Material:  Concrete 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials En rely made out of concrete, inscrip on eched into the front.

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Tilted 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons The Headstone itself is in reasonable condi on, di cult to tell if it is in situ,
but seems to roughly fall in line with the A4 and B1 headstones.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 8

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred Allen White

First burial date: 1973 Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on Allen White 1925-1973

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on Southeast

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 9cm  N/A  

Width 26cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 57cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Granite 

Addi onal Materials Bronze

Comments on Materials Military insignia. Corroded and illegible.

Overall Condi ons

Status: Inac ve State of Internment: Standing, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Legible and fairly well kept

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons The depression is about 6-7  to the south east of the headstone. A pink
vase near the foot is possibly assovistedvwith the burial (ad photo 2)
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 9

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred Wallace Mason

First burial date: May 1892 Last Burial Date: September 1931

Inscrip on Line 1 - Wallace, line 2 - born may 1892, line 3 - died Sept 1931

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 80cm from ground  N/A  

Width 33cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 8cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Concrete 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Single concrete headstone, triangulate at the top

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Tilted 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Addi onal photos orienta ons west, north and south reddpec vely
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 10

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred Chas Jones

First burial date: Nov. 13 1921 Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on FATHER Chas Jones Nov. 13, 1921 Age 51 years

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Laying with inscrip on facing up, no
indica on in ground of original
placement

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on North

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 31  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 6  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Marble  

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Stone is intact, but placement of stone is not de nite. Messy have been
moved or shi ed over me

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 11

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on Southeast

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Zinc 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 12

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 32  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Zinc 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 13

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cold 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Two black granite headstone
fragments with no visible le ering.
Possibly not in situ, located next to a
large pushpike

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 15 cm  20 cm (triangular shape)  

Width 12 cm  12cm at base  

Depth (or Length) 2 cm  2cm  

Materials

Primary Material:  Granite 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Fragment 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Possibly not in situ

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Large pushpile adjacent along the north side
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 14

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Large sandstone block, sunken into
ground, possibly toppled.
Measurements taken from visible
por on of stone.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 40  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 15

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone/Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 10  N/A  

Width 58  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 20  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 19

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Depression next to Feature 8

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height N/A  N/A  

Width N/A  N/A  

Depth (or Length) N/A  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 20

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 15cm  N/A  

Width 12cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Likely a local quartzite. Grey in color, and ne grained

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Falls roughly in line with the headstones of a4 and A7

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 21

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A small cluster of stones, p ok
possibly marking a headstone
loca on. A blass bo le in burried
with the neck s cking up among
them

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone, Quartz 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Two quartzite and 3 quartz markers present in a cluster. Seem to fall in line
with b38

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 22

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A sandstone, buried with the side
s cking up from the ground. Likely
foot stone related to b5

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 8cm  N/A  

Width 23cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 1cm at the top, 5cm at the base  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 23

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 6cm  N/A  

Width 10xm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 4cm from ground  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials A small Sandstone block a rectangular shape

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons It seems to be a impact foot Stone to B6

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 24

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Warm 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A sandstone head stone, buried
side- up with the at por ons facing
west-east. Possibly associated with
be which likes about 7  to the easr.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 9cm  N/A  

Width 25cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 6cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 25

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Likely the headstone for b4. Lies yo
the north of b5

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

Measurements Primary Dimensions (cm if not specified) Secondary Dimensions (cm if not specified)
Height 8cm  N/A  

Width 13cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 6cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Addi onal Photos facing north and east redpec vely
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 26

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 6cm  N/A  

Width 8cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 7cm from ground  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Standing, Fragment, Tilted 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 27

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A Sandstone foot Stone, most likely
associated with b 11

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 5cm  N/A  

Width 10cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 5cm from ground  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Standing, Tilted, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Likely in situ footstone for b-11

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A



5/19/2021 admarble - All Grave Conditions

https://creatorapp.zoho.com/export/jfalchetta/cemetery-data-collection/print/All_Grave_Conditions 3/4

Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 28

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 6cm  N/A  

Width 13cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 22cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 29

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 15  N/A  

Width 11  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 15  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 30

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 20  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Appears to be chiseled at on the West and East Side, slightly lted
towards the east

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 31

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 15  N/A  

Width 16  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 7  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 32

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A likely headstone, with a missing
foot Stone.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 10cm  N/A  

Width 27cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 17cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Located approximately 30 cen meters west of another at stone, wood
does not seem to be a grave marker.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 33

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 7  N/A  

Width 17  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 8  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 34

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 6  N/A  

Width 14  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 14  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 35

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 4  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 17  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 36

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 4  N/A  

Width 18  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 37

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 8  2  

Width 20  18  

Depth (or Length) 14  10  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Quartz and eldstone

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 38

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 7  N/A  

Width 18  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 11  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 39

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 23  N/A  

Width 28  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 8  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 40

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 17  N/A  

Width 19  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 5  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 41

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 13  N/A  

Width 25  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 42

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Small sandstone fragment,
embedded in ground, appears to be
at north east corner (foot) of
depression. Possibly associated with
stone A-15

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 10  N/A  

Width 13  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 5  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 43

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 9  N/A  

Width 25  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 16  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 44

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 11  N/A  

Width 15  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 11  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 45

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 15  N/A  

Width 22  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 15  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Mo led white and pinkish quartz cobble. Embedded in ground.

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 46

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 11  N/A  

Width 19  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 8  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 47

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Large eldstone cobble, recently
moved, there is green grass below it.
It is close to the foot of a line of
graves.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Relocated 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 48

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 49

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 7  N/A  

Width 19  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 12  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Does not fall in line with other visible grave stones or depressions, may
have been moved.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 50

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 25  N/A  

Width 17  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 8  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Stone is not upright as many are that are of similar shape and size, original
posi on is lost.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 51

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 14  N/A  

Width 12  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 3  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Integrity diminished by not being sure stone is in situ

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 52

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 13  N/A  

Width 22  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 53

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 5  N/A  

Width 13  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 13  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 54

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height 10  N/A  

Width 27  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 24  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 55

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width 23  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 19  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 56

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 12  N/A  

Width 24  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 11  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 57

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

The possible marker is a bo om of a
glass bo le s cking up from the
ground. It is unclear what if may be
marking, but it seems to have been
deliberately burried

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 5cm  N/A  

Width 5cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Completely buried  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 58

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

The Headstone seems to be broken
at the top. No puts down visible, but
Falls in line with B15 to the South,
And b35 approximately 20 feet
North

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height 2cm  N/A  

Width 24cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 5cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Fragment, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Missing foot Stone, headstone possible broken at the top

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A



5/19/2021 admarble - All Grave Conditions

https://creatorapp.zoho.com/export/jfalchetta/cemetery-data-collection/print/All_Grave_Conditions 4/6

Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 59

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

A headstone and puts down are
both present. Headstone laying at,
while foot Stone standing on its dide

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone/Footstone 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height Headstone: 1cm  Footstone: 6cm  

Width 15cm  12cm  

Depth (or Length) 18cm  3cm  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Standing, Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 60

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Warm 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Slate 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Falls between c10 and b42, seemingly in ljne. No depression or footstone
visible
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 61

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Sunny 
Windy

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Possible headstone. Looks to be
placed deliberately on its side. No
footstone or depression associated
is visible

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on East

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 19cm  N/A  

Width 26cm  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 4cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Sandstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 62

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 6  N/A  

Width 20  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 9  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 63

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 64

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

An unmarked depression close to
the foot of the hill

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  About .8 m  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  About 2m from nw to se  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No marker

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 65

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

The easternmost recorded
depression on loca on. False
approximately 15 it's 20 feet East
from C3, and C4.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 2m  N/A  

Width 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 15cm deep  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No materials le  standing

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons
Located at the foot of the Hill, near the Eastern edge of the property.
Approximately 15th Street North from C1, add 20 feet East from C3 and
C4.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 66

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cold 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on Southeast

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height About 2m  N/A  

Width 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 20cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No remaining materials

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons No headstone or decora ons associated with this burial are immediately
bisible

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 67

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 2m  N/A  

Width 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Approx 20cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons No headstone, or foot Stone visible. C4 is representa ve only by a east
west oriented depression in the ground.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons 30 cm north of c-3, and running parallel
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 68

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

An unmarked depression at the foot
of the slope

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height 1-2m  N/A  

Width 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) 10-20cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No materials remaining

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Very ill de ned dimensions, but a seemingly obvious anthropogenic
depression facing se

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons At the bo om of the slope
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 69

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cold 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height About 2m nw to se  N/A  

Width About 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) About 20 - 25 cm deep  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No headstone associated with the depression

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 70

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 1.8m  N/A  

Width 1m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons No headstone or any other marker located. The feature is a shallow east-
west pit that lies adjacent to a9.

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Photo rec ons: west, south respec vely
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 71

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 72

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 1.5m  N/A  

Width .8m  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Approx 10cm  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons The pit is located close to the southern end of the property. In roughly lines
up with the pit of the A6 feature

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Addi onal photographs are taken from the following Direc on respec vely.
Facing west, facing north, Facing East.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 73

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 74

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 75

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 76

Date 23-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Depression, possible burial.
Elongated depression roughly on
north south axis with other nearby
burials.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Ruin 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Depression, no stone

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 77

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

No marker, very clear grave sized
depression.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height 200  N/A  

Width 120  N/A  

Depth (or Length) About 20 cm deep at deepest part  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials No marker

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 78

Date 24-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

There is a slab of quartz, located
slightly West of a depression in the
ground.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: Headstone (no/missing
footstone) 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Positive

fi fi
Height 1.2m  25cm headstone  

Width 1.2m  20cm headstone  

Depth (or Length) About 10cm deep  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials Quartz, possibly not associated with the drpressikn

Overall Condi ons

Status: Abandoned State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons Located far to the north from all others

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A



5/19/2021 admarble - All Grave Conditions

https://creatorapp.zoho.com/export/jfalchetta/cemetery-data-collection/print/All_Grave_Conditions 6/6

Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 79

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Deep depression, in line with others.

Loca on of carver mark:   

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  

Landscape Forest

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials Fieldstone 
N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 80

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A



5/19/2021 admarble - All Grave Conditions

https://creatorapp.zoho.com/export/jfalchetta/cemetery-data-collection/print/All_Grave_Conditions 2/6

Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 81

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 82

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not Recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 83

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

None

fi fi
Height Not Recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 84

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not Recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 85

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? No 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not Recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Sunken 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 86

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Overcast

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Plas c/ berglass

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 87

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Soil

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Cross-Slope

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 88

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 89

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 90

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 91

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 92

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 93

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Plas c/ berglass. No depression.
One eldstone 2  north.

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A



5/19/2021 admarble - All Grave Conditions

https://creatorapp.zoho.com/export/jfalchetta/cemetery-data-collection/print/All_Grave_Conditions 3/6

Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 94

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 95

Date 25-03-2020

Weather Cool 
Rain/Snow/Fog

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons N/A
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 96

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Sunny 
Warm

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  No 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Negative

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Par al depression 3 feet by 2 feet
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 97

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Collec on of several broken at rocks
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 98

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Possible depression, not clear at all, but lines up with other depressions
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 99

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Quartz 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Several fragments of quartz with brick and sandstone, brick and bo le glass
about 3 feet wide
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 100

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Two large quartz frames embedded in ground worth a small brick
embedded and bo le glass
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 101

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Many fragments of broken at stone, sandstone. Not embedded.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 102

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Sandstone cobble si ng on surface. Possible marker
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 103

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons
2 markers oriented north south de nite markers, possible head stone and
foot stone of di erent graves. Western most is 7 feet east of another
stone. Both embedded into ground.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 104

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Triangular shape stone embedded in ground.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 105

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  Fieldstone 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Trapezoidal stone embedded in ground
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 106

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons large quartz fragment, in ground
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 107

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Sandstone boulder in ground
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 108

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Fieldstone possible marker, maybe moved, maybe founda on related.
Embedded in ground.
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Grave Condi ons Survey Form

Area N/A

Transect N/A

Feature Number 109

Date 23-03-2021

Weather Not Recorded

Name(s) of Interred N/A

First burial date: N/A Last Burial Date: N/A

Inscrip on N/A

Stone carver (if known):  N/A 

Addi onal Comments on
Iden ca on

Not Recorded

Loca on of carver mark:  N/A 

Descrip on 

Enclosure:  N/A

Marker Type: N/A 

Family Marker ? N/A 

Marker Orienta on N/A

Family Name:  N/A

Landscape Not Recorded

Secondary marker/furniture:  N/A Grade slope: 

Not Recorded 

fi fi
Height Not recorded  N/A  

Width Not Recorded  N/A  

Depth (or Length) Not Recorded  N/A  

Materials

Primary Material:  N/A 

Addi onal Materials N/A

Comments on Materials N/A

Overall Condi ons

Status: Not Recorded State of Internment: Not Recorded 

Comments/Observa ons on Overall Condi ons N/A

Addi onal Comments/Observa ons Eroding Concrete chunk with some tabular rock fragments sca ered
around









Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

 

Photo 4: Feature 2, close up of metal engraved plaque on fallen marker (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 5: Feature 3 (March 2020). Photo 6: Feature 4 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 7: Feature 4, closeup of inscription (March 2020). 

Photo 8: Feature 5 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 9: Feautre 6 (March 2020). 

 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

 Photo 12: Feature 8 (March 2020). 

xx



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 13: Feautre 8, ceramic vase or other vessel in ground 
near burial (March 2020). 

 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 15: Feature 9 closeup of inscription (March 2020). 

Photo 16: Feature 10 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 17: Feature 11 (March 2020). 

Photo 18: Feature 12 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 19: Feature 13 (March 2020). Photo 20: Feature 14 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 21: Feature 15 (March 2020). 

Photo 22: Feature 16 overhead view (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 23: Feature 16 facing east (March 2020). 

Photo 24: Feature 17 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 25: Feature 18 (March 2020). 

Photo 26: Feature 18 closeup of inscription (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 27: Overview showing Feature 6 in foreground, Feature 
8 in center with associated grave depression and Feature 19 
grave depression beyond. 

Photo 28: Feature 20 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 29: Feature 21 (March 2020). Photo 30: Feature 21 closeup (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 32: Feature 23 (March 2020). 

Photo 31: Feature 22 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 33: Feature 24 (March 2020). Photo 34: Feature 25 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 35: Feature 26 (March 2020). Photo 36: Feature 27 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 37: Feature 28 (March 2020). Photo 38: Feature 29 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 39: Feature 30 (March 2020). 

Photo 40: Feature 31 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 41: Feature 32 (March 2020). Photo 42: Feature 33 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 43: Feature 34 (March 2020). 

Photo 44: Feature 35 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 45: Feature 36 (March 2020). Photo 46: Feature 37 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 47: Feature 38 (March 2020). Photo 48: Feature 39 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 49: Feature 40, showing associated depression  
(March 2020). 

Photo 50: Feature 41 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 52: Feature 43 (March 2020). 

Photo 51: Feature 42 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 54: Feature 45 (March 2020). 

Photo 53: Feature 44 (March 2020).



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 55: Feature 46 (March 2020). Photo 56: Feature 47 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 57: Feature 48 (March 2020). Photo 58: Feature 49 (March 2020).



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 60: Feature 51 (March 2020). 

Photo 59: Feature 50 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 61: Feature 52 (March 2020).  



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 63: Feature 54 (March 2020). 

Photo 64: Feature 55 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 65: Feature 56 (March 2020). 

Photo 66: Feature 57 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 68: Feature 59 (March 2020). 

Photo 67: Feature 58 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 70: Feature 61 (March 2020). 

Photo 69: Feature 60 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 72: Feature 63, flowers and grave depression (March 2020).

Photo 71: Feature 62 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 73: Feature 64 (March 2020). Photo 74: Feature 65 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 75: Overview showing Feature 67 in foreground with scale and Feature 66 in 
background, both are grave depressions.

Photo 76: Feature 68 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 77: Feature 69 (March 2020). 

Photo 78: Overview showing Feature 70 in foreground with scale and Feature 71 adjacent 
with stone (March 2020).



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 79: Feature 72 (March 2020). 

Photo 80: Overview showing Feature 73 in foreground with scale with Feature 74 
adjacent in the background, both are depressions (March 2020). 





Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 83: Feature 77 (March 2020).  



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 85: Overview photo of row of grave depressions  
including Features (in order from foreground to background) 
84, 83, 82, 81, 18, 80, 96, and 98 (March 2021). 

Photo 86: Feature 86 (March 2020). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 87: Feature 87 (March 2020). 

 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 89: Overview of Features 90 through 95 (March 2020). 

Photo 90: Feature 97 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 91: Feature 99 (March 20201). Photo 92: Feature 100 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 93: Feature 101 (March 2021). 

Photo 94: Feature 102 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 96: Feature 104 (March 2021). 

Photo 95: Feature 103 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 97: Feature 105 (March 2021). 

Photo 98: Feature 106 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 100: Feature 108 (March 2021). 

Photo 99: Feature 107 (March 2021). 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 101: Feature 109 (March 2021). 



Appendix F 



Appendix F:
Material Removed from the Cemetery During Clearing Activities

Description of Items in Pile Items Removed
Wire fencing and cut logs Wire fencing and cut logs
Rusted car door fragment Rusted car door fragment
Metal framing, plastic flower pot, carpet Plastic flower pot, carpet 
Carpet, styrofoam, plastic lawn chair, mattress 
springs Carpet, styrofoam, plastic lawn chair 
vinyl, bed/furniture springs, PVC pipe sections, 
chrome pipe, plastic sheeting/bags PVC pipe sections, chrome pipe









Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 5: Carpet and styrofoam being removed (March 2021). 

 



Documentation of the Morningstar Tabernacle No. 88 Moses Hall and Cemetery
and Remote Sensing of the Morningstar Cemetery and Gibson Grove A.M.E. Zion Church

Photo 7: PVC and chrome pipe removed from the property (March 2021). 
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1.6 This area is located in the Hampstead Upland District of the Harford Plateaus and Gorges 
Region, within the Piedmont Plateau Province. Both sites are underlain by Boulder Gneiss 
of the Wissahickon Formation: a pebble- and boulder-bearing metamorphic rock, typically 
a medium-grained gneiss or schist (Cleves et al., 1968; Reger & Cleves, 2008). 

 
1.7 The enclosed portion of the Morningstar Cemetery survey area is mostly a wooded burial 

ground. Until earlier in 2021 when it was cleared, the northern section had been completely 
overgrown with invasive bamboo. Survey obstacles included trees and existing grave 
markers, as well as areas of dense bamboo stems, hay bales, and the remains of the former 
lodge structure. The survey was conducted across all accessible ground, but in some places 
it was impossible to push the GPR cart around in order to collect data. The small survey 
area beyond the chain-link fence to the north was mostly clear and low grass, with one 
small pine tree and a former concrete sign base the only obstacles. 

 The Gibson Grove Church survey area was confined to the open, mown grass area t  
 of the church. The survey extended as far as trees, dense vegetation, and the 

steep topography allowed.  
 
1.8 The geophysical surveys were undertaken between July 6th-9th, 2021. Weather conditions 

both prior to and during fieldwork were generally good for GPR survey, although heavy 
rains on July 8th altered the soil moisture and caused a change in the geophysical contrast. 
This is apparent in the results from the Morningstar Cemetery, although it does not appear 
to have adversely affected the data quality. 

 
 
2  Geophysical prospection methods 
2.1 Geophysical methods include a range of non-invasive techniques for detecting subsurface 

disturbances associated with buried remains. It is important to note that these techniques 
do not detect the features themselves, but rather physical variations – or anomalies – that 
require interpretation. For a buried feature to be detected there must therefore be some 
degree of physical contrast between it and the natural soil and subsoil that surrounds it; if 
no such contrast exists, that feature will effectively be invisible. It should also be noted that 
different subsurface situations may give rise to very similar, if not identical, above-ground 
geophysical anomalies. The interpretation of such results therefore requires experience 
working with shallow geophysical data, and familiarity with archaeological and natural 
features and deposits. Interpretation may also draw on excavation and other archaeological 
evidence that can aid in the identification of specific feature types, materials, and depths. 
Only through investigation using more intrusive methods can datable artifacts and material 
be obtained, and causative features be accurately determined. 

 
2.2 Many archaeological features exhibit physical contrasts to natural soils and sediments, 

either through the addition of foreign material into the soil (e.g., building materials such as 
bricks and rocks), or by altering the soils and subsoils (e.g., conversion of magnetic 
properties through heating, or the silting up of cut features such as pits and ditches). A 
selection of geophysical techniques is available for archaeological prospection, including 
magnetometry, electrical resistance, and GPR. Each method measures a different physical 
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property and therefore a particular method or combination of methods may be chosen that 
will be best suited to the conditions at a given site. 

 
2.3 GPR is a relatively new addition to the geophysical archaeologist’s toolkit, being greatly 

enhanced by dedicated computer software for processing and display, as well as a better 
understanding of the types of environments where this method can be applied successfully. 
In contrast to most other methods, GPR has the potential to provide information on the 
depth of subsurface remains by recording energy reflections from sub-horizontal features 
(such as cultural layers, soil horizons); vertical features (e.g., trenches, foundations); and 
discrete bodies (such as rocks and boulders). Where conditions allow different features to 
be resolved it can be possible to identify vertical relationships between them. Since the 
energy reflections occur where there is a change in the velocity of the emitted GPR energy, 
such as between different materials, soil textures, or water content, it may not be possible 
to detect features where there is a gradual transition or no contrast from one material to 
another. 

 Of the range of archaeological features commonly encountered, burials present difficult 
targets for geophysical prospection methods as there may be little contrast to allow their 
detection. Bones are too small to be detected with any method and, despite digging of the 
grave and interment of a casket, wrapped body, or other human remains, the grave is usually 
immediately backfilled with the same material that was removed, reducing the potential for 
a geophysical contrast. Despite this, previous investigations have shown that graves may 
be located by: (i) identifying disruptions in the natural stratigraphy of the soil; or (ii) by 
detecting the less-compact soil of the grave fill; or (iii), if present, by detecting an air-filled 
cavity. In general, however, over time this contrast is reduced such that older burials may 
be impossible to distinguish. Successful results therefore depend on a number of factors, 
including the nature of the soils and sediments at a site, the age of the burials, and the 
surveyor’s experience in analyzing such data. 
One of the most useful aspects of GPR for archaeological investigations is the ability to 
produce amplitude time-slices – horizontal plans that correspond to different depths below 
the ground surface that more closely resemble archaeological plans. When used in 
combination with the individual radar profiles, interpretations can be produced for different 
depth ranges. Further details on this method are provided in Appendix 1.  

 
 
3.  Methodology 
3.1 In order to accurately locate any resulting anomalies, geophysical surveys are undertaken 

over a regular grid. This also ensures that data are collected evenly and consistently across 
the survey area. For these investigations a combination of arbitrary grids and differential 
Global Positioning System (DGPS) was employed depending on the site conditions. The 
dense tree canopies at both sites prevented DGPS from being used to georeference the GPR 
data during collection across the entire area, with data instead being collected along tapes 
with start and end coordinates manually recorded for each file. 

 At the Morningstar Cemetery, an arbitrary grid was established based on the NW corner of 
the enclosed burial ground. A N-S baseline was established 0.5m to the east of the western 
chain-link fence between the cemetery and the residential property. From this, tapes were 
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used to extend a survey grid across the area of interest. For the ROW area to the north of 
the chain-link fence a DGPS was employed to simultaneously obtain accurate location 
information and georeference the data. Two Emlid Reach RS2 GPS units were used to 
collect GPR data. This was subsequently tied into existing site features (including extant 
fence corners, ROW stakes, previous survey datum points) and the arbitrary site grid to 
ensure accurate geolocation of the results. The survey grid and all geophysical data 
measurements employ the metric system. 

 For the Gibson Church survey, an arbitrary grid was established from the NE corner of the 
church structure. An E-W baseline was extended from this point running west along the 
north side of the building. Tapes were used to extend the grid across the area of interest.  

 
3.2 At the Morningstar Cemetery the GPR investigation was conducted using a GSSI 

UtilityScan ground-penetrating radar system with a digital 350 MHz antenna. To allow 
confident identification of subtle burial reflections associated with burials, GPR profiles 
were collected along parallel transects spaced 0.25m (~10”) apart. This close spacing—as 
well as the N-S transect orientation perpendicular to the marked burials—increases the 
number of profiles that pass over each grave, thereby improving the likelihood of their 
identification.  
Data were collected along each traverse in alternate directions, (i.e., grid south to north, 
then north to south), and individual radar samples were recorded at 0.016m (0.66”) intervals 
along each transect. 
In this way, GPR transects totaling 9.33 km or 5.8 miles were collected, covering an area 
of 0.59 acres (0.24 hectares). 

  
3.3 For the Gibson Grove Church investigation a GSSI SIR-3000 ground-penetrating radar 

system with 200 MHz antenna was used to collect the area survey data, with the GSSI 
UtilityScan and 350 MHz antenna employed for the additional transects. In general, HAP 
has found the 200 MHz antenna to be more effective at detecting grave shaft anomalies, 
although this system is much larger and more cumbersome. This survey was conducted 
first, and since review of the data did not reveal any clear benefit using this antenna it was 
decided to switch to the pushcart of the UtilityScan system.  

 To the west of the church  GPR data were collected along 
parallel transects oriented N-S. For the narrower spacing to the north of the church the data 
were collected along traverses aligned E-W. Each transect was spaced 0.25m (~10”) apart, 
with radar samples again recorded at 0.016m (0.66”) intervals. 

 This GPR survey covered an area of 0.058 acres (0.024 ha.), resulting in a total of 0.6 mile 
or 0.96 km of data. 

 
3.4 All GPR data were collected and recorded onto the dedicated data recorder and 

subsequently downloaded onto a PC. Data processing was undertaken using GPR-SLICE 
v7.0. Minimal treatment was undertaken prior to the production of time-slices, limited to a 
standard procedure of time-zero correction and gain correction. Following initial analysis 
of the time-slices, additional processing steps included Kirchoff migration to collapse 
hyperbolic reflections back into point source reflections, and applying a Hilbert transform 
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to convert the sinusoidal radargram pulses to simpler positive pulse envelopes. These 
additional steps aided analysis of the results, and reference was made to all processed data 
during analysis and interpretation. 

 
3.5 To allow conversion of two-way travel time to real depth, the average velocity of the ground 

was found by matching computer-generated hyperbolae to the data. This velocity is specific 
to different sediments and water content, and for both survey locations it was found to be 
around 0.075 m/ns. It is worth noting that this is the average velocity for the entire profile, 
and the component velocities will be different for different materials, such as asphalt, 
topsoil, subsoil, feature fill, as well as variations in water content. Therefore, the calculated 
depths given here should be taken as approximations but are expected to be within 10-20% 
of the actual depths. 

 
3.6 Following processing, the individual radargrams were combined to produce a 3-

dimensional block of data. This was then ‘sliced’ horizontally to produce the amplitude 
time-slices corresponding to different depths within GPR-SLICE. Slices of 0.1m (4”) 
thickness were produced from the ground surface down to 2.0 meters below surface 
(m.b.s.), corresponding to around 7 feet. These time-slices allow the horizontal 
relationships between reflections to be more easily identified, and both radargrams and 
time-slices were consulted to produce the interpretation presented here. 

 
3.7 GPR time-slices were subsequently imported into ArcView, a Geographical Information 

System (GIS) package to allow the results to be georeferenced and integrated with maps of 
surface features, as seen in the accompanying figures.  

 
 
4 Limitations of GPR 
4.1 It is important to stress that there are limitations with GPR for the detection of historic 

burials or other subsurface cultural remains. As indicated in Section 2, GPR relies on 
distinctive, measurable contrasts in electrical conductivity between the buried remains and 
the natural soils surrounding them. If the contrast is too small, due to a small target feature 
or decomposition/degradation or collapse of material within the burial and grave shaft, the 
GPR reflection may be too weak to recognize and the burial can be missed.  

 
4.2 The nature and condition of the ground surface affects the quality of GPR data and the 

depth of penetration of the radar signal. Sites covered with concrete, gravel, high grass, 
trees and bushes, landscaped features, debris, obstacles, etc. limit the survey access and the 
coupling of the GPR antenna with the ground. These can lead to gaps in the survey and 
archaeological interpretation where data collection was not possible. They can also limit 
the effectiveness of the survey and usefulness of the results by reducing the ability to 
distinguish anomalies of interest.  

 
4.3 The GPR antenna frequency determines the smallest dimensions of buried feature that may 

be detected, as well as the maximum exploration depth (also see section 4.4). Higher 
frequency antennas provide increased horizontal and vertical spatial resolution, but for 
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limited depths. Conversely, lower frequency antennas offer greater exploration depths but 
at the expense of spatial resolution. For the investigation of burial grounds, HAP has found 
the frequency range of 200-450 MHz to produce the most useful data. Decisions on which 
antenna to employ are usually made after inspection of site conditions and on-site testing 
with different equipment. 

 
4.4 The maximum depth of exploration is also dictated by the electrical conductivity of the 

ground since this property determines the attenuation of the GPR signal. Wetter, more 
conductive materials (e.g., clay-rich soils) can significantly reduce GPR penetration to the 
point where no signal is reflected. Consequently, buried cultural features might not be 
detected in clay-rich environments. 

 
4.4 The distance between GPR transects is decided based on the size of the targets: in the case 

of graves, a traverse interval of 0.25m (<10”) is chosen and, when possible, these are 
aligned perpendicular to the anticipated predominant orientation of burials. This ensures 
multiple passes across adult and child inhumations. Features with dimensions smaller than 
the traverse interval may be missed. 

 
4.5 In the accompanying figures, a distinction is made between detected anomalies and their 

archaeological interpretation. All anomalies considered potentially significant are 
highlighted in one image, with possible interpretations presented in a separate interpretation 
of GPR anomalies. This interpretation map is produced based on analysis of all GPR data 
collected for this investigation, as well as the author’s experience in working on similar 
sites in similar environments. However, it should be cautioned that this represents one 
interpretation of the data. Furthermore, it is possible that some cultural features may be 
undetectable using the equipment and methodology employed here for the site conditions 
at the time of survey. 

 
 
5 Morningstar Cemetery Results - Figures 4-23 
 
5.1 Figures 4-19 show amplitude time-slices to illustrate the results obtained by this survey at 

different depths. Each slice is 0.1m (4”) thick, and they are shown from the ground surface 
to a depth of 1.6 m.b.s. (meters below surface) (around 63” or 5’ 3”). No significant 
anomalies were identified below this depth. The data are shown after processing described 
in Section 3.4 above, including both migration and Hilbert transformation.  

 
5.2 As these figures illustrate, this GPR survey has detected numerous geophysical anomalies 

caused by a range of surface and subsurface disturbances. Many of these have distinctive 
characteristics that help to identify their origins (e.g., burials and tree roots), while some 
require analysis of both time-slices and the individual radargrams. These are discussed in 
the following sections according to depth to provide more detail on the nature of the results 
obtained in this investigation. 
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5.3 A quick glance through the time-slices reveals that several burials are strongly suggested 
on account of very strong (high amplitude) and distinctive rectangular reflections. These 
are especially clear in Figures 10-16 as the dark gray to black anomalies caused by a void 
or air space associated with the casket. However, the majority of potential burials are 
discernable only as very subtle, low amplitude reflections. These are discussed in further 
detail in the following sections. Other GPR reflections are also visible, some relating to 
shallow disturbances such as soil compaction, structural debris, as well as the dendritic 
pattern of tree root anomalies. 

 
5.4 As is commonly seen in such data, burials (and other features) lie at a range of depths below 

the ground surface and therefore do not all appear in a single time-slice. To aid 
interpretation and future reassessment of the results, a summary of significant anomalies 
from all depths has been produced from all the GPR profile and time-slice data. This color-
coded image is shown in Figure 20 to illustrate patterns and the distributions of various 
GPR reflections. A final, simplified interpretation is presented in Figure 21 that combines 
all significant anomalies into one map. 
For ease of interpretation, burials are divided into “probable burials” and “possible burials” 
depending on the confidence that such an interpretation can be made. This distinction is 
based on several characteristics of the geophysical anomaly (i.e., strength, dimensions, 
depth, and orientation), as well as its association with a grave marker or other similar 
anomalies. In the case of possible burials, other explanations are possible and cannot be 
ruled out, although it is more likely that the anomaly is burial related. A third category of 
anomalies – “other feature/disturbance” – includes GPR reflections that could tentatively 
be interpreted as being related to burials, but are more likely to have an alternative 
explanation (e.g., tree roots, animal burrows, natural soil variations). It should be noted that 
for these anomalies it is impossible to rule out inhumations as potential causes. 
Possible grave shaft anomalies, highlighted as “possible cuts” in Figure 20, are another 
piece of evidence that can help to identify unmarked burials. 

 
5.5 The burials 
 As noted above, this survey has detected burials due to a range of GPR anomalies of 

differing strength. Some burials are quite clearly defined and, while these could be 
identified as definite burials, this level of interpretation is avoided unless the source of the 
anomaly has been positively verified using another line of evidence or more intrusive 
means of investigation. Instead, high and medium amplitude rectangular reflections 
between 0.6-1.4 m.b.s. (24-55”) that are aligned approximately E-W and appear to form 
rows of burials are identified as probable burials. Figure 21 shows 189 such burials. Some 
of these reflections are notable clearer than others, and the greater contrast could indicate 
the presence of a subsurface void associated with a coffin, or possibly a burial vault or liner. 

 Possible burials are suggested by weaker GPR reflections that are likely associated with 
inhumations or ground disturbance caused by digging a grave shaft, although other 
explanations for these anomalies are possible. These include natural soil variations, tree 
roots, or disturbances caused by burrowing animals. An additional 189 possible burials are 
identified in Figure 21, producing a total of 378 probable and possible burials. 
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 It would be feasible to extend the GPR survey right up to the paving, however, it is unlikely 
that this lower part of the slope would provide meaningful results. Under current conditions, 
the vegetation and bumpy ground will reduce data quality. Clearing this would help but 
given the weak nature of possible burial anomalies identified on the nearby higher ground, 
it would likely be impossible to confidently identify potential graves in this area. More 
importantly, this slope appears to be the result of grading associated with construction of 
the highway and suggests that up to 4ft of soil may have been removed. Given that most of 
the detected probable and possible burials from this entire survey lie within the upper 1.4m 
(4.5ft), and within 1.1m (3.6ft) in the area to the north of the fence, if burials had previously 
extended this far north it is questionable whether any intact remains exist today. 

 
6.3 It was asked whether it be appropriate to extend the survey farther to the east, where the 

strip of apparently undisturbed land between the Cemetery fence and the edge of paving 
becomes narrower, until there is no undisturbed terrain (Photo 3). This area was also 
discussed on site and it was decided to omit it. This was largely due to the bamboo stalks 
preventing the collection of useful data (as on the other side of the fence to the south), as 
well as some large rocks and other debris. This area could be cleared for survey; however, 
given that the AOI measures between roughly 6 and 12ft N-S, maybe up to 15ft, the 
resulting data would be of little use as a discrete narrow strip (foreground of Photo 2). 
Confidently interpreting any geophysical data improves with broader areas of coverage to 
help distinguish anomalies of interest from other types of disturbance. Evidently some of 
this narrow strip has been built up to maintain the grade of I-495, and it is unclear whether 
the remaining land has been cut to assist drainage. In short, GPR survey could be 
undertaken here, but it will require additional clearance and the results will very likely 
provide limited information.  

 
6.4 The question was raised about extending the survey to the west. In the area to the north of 

the modern fence, the GPR survey extended westward as was feasible given the vegetation 
and ground conditions. This corresponded to around 3ft to the west of the AOI (defined as 
a northern continuation of the fence between the private residence and cemetery to the 
south) at which point the young conifers and other dense vegetation prevented data 
collection. It would be necessary to remove some or all these trees to ground level and cut 
back other vegetation to survey here. With only one "possible burial" detected  

 (see Section 6.5 and Figures 20-21), 
the existing GPR data suggest that this line marks the edge of the burial ground, but more 
coverage would help to confirm this. 
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7 Gibson Grove Results - Figures 26-43 
 
7.1 Figures 26-41 show amplitude time-slices to illustrate the results obtained by this survey at 

different depths. As with the Morningstar Cemetery results, each slice is 0.1m (4”) thick, 
and they are shown from the ground surface to a depth of 1.6 m.b.s. (meters below surface) 
(around 63” or 5’ 3”). The data are shown after processing described in Section 3.5 above, 
including both migration and Hilbert transformation.  

 
7.2 As the time-slices illustrate, the GPR survey has detected several geophysical anomalies 

caused by different subsurface disturbances. A summary of significant anomalies from all 
depths has been produced from all the GPR profile and time-slice data and is presented in 
Figure 42. A final, simplified interpretation of possible burials is presented in Figure 43. 
Other, non-burial-related features may be present; however, this relatively small survey 
area prevents any confident interpretation. 

 
7.3 Evidence for unmarked burials 
 As for the Morningstar data, the interpretation of potentially burial-related anomalies is 

divided between “probable”, “possible”, and “other feature/disturbance” depending on the 
confidence that such an interpretation can be made. In this investigation, one probable 
burial is suggested by a very distinctive high amplitude, rectangular reflection detected 
below 27” (0.7 m.b.s.). Given the shape, dimensions (c.6.8’ x 2.6’ / 1.9 m x 0.8 m), east-
west orientation and depth of this anomaly – and the proximity to the church in an area 
where burials were suggested to have been present – it is highly likely that this represents 
an unmarked burial. No clear evidence for any other burials has been detected immediately 
adjacent to this one reflection on either side, although a possible burial is suggested  

by a low amplitude reflection between c.40-47” (1.0-1.2 m.b.s.). Another possible 
burial has been identified  south of the probable burial; however, this reflection 
lies at the survey edge and may continue beyond it. (A fallen tree in this area prevented the 
area survey extending any further to the south.) Additional GPR transects do not provide 
further information that help to identify the cause of this anomaly with greater confidence. 
Neither of these possible burial anomalies is as clear as the probable burial and both could 
be caused by other soil variations or disturbances. 

 Other burials might be present in this area to the west of the church but might be masked 
by several reflections interpreted as being due to large tree roots and/or former tree 
locations. 

 To the  of the church, one possible burial and one other feature/disturbance have been 
identified. While no interments were expected in this area, characteristics of these 
reflections and the proximity to the church building make it impossible to rule out 
unmarked graves as explanations in either case. Alternative explanations for these and other 
shallow GPR reflections around the church include former tree or animal disturbances; 
however, they might be explained by earlier archaeological investigations conducted by 
Alexandra Jones (Jones 2010, in Falchetta et al. 2021: 42-43; Fig. 38). In addition to a 
dense shovel test pit (STP) survey (on a 2m grid), she excavated 6 1.5m x 1.5m units based 
on the STP results. The precise locations of these units are unknown. Given the depth of 
the one probable burial anomaly, this is not explained by an archaeological excavation unit. 
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7.4 Comment on soils within the Gibson Grove Church survey area 
 Interestingly, despite concerns about the channery soils at this site and the anticipated 

shallow bedrock, the GPR data indicate that the soils within the survey area are deep and 
would be suitable for digging graves of a sufficient depth. This also applies to the 
northwestern and southeastern portions of the Morningstar Cemetery where soil maps 
suggested the Brinklow-Blocktown channery silt loams were also present. 
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The results and subsequent interpretation of geophysical surveys should not be treated as an 
absolute representation of the underlying features. It is normally only possible to prove the nature 
of anomalies through intrusive means, such as trial excavations. 
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Appendix 1 -  Ground-penetrating RADAR 

 
Ground-penetrating RADAR, or GPR, involves the transmission of high-frequency radar pulses 
into the ground from a surface antenna. Where this energy meets discontinuities in the soil, such 
as a change in soil types and buried remains, some pulses are reflected back to a receiving antenna 
while others continue down to be reflected by more deeply buried changes. The elapsed time 
between the energy transmission and reflection provides information on the depth of buried targets 
and is used to produce a vertical slice through the ground – a radargram. Unlike other geophysical 
prospection techniques, such as magnetometry or earth resistance, this profile allows vertical 
relationships between deposits to be investigated. Furthermore, many closely spaced transects may 
be combined to form a three-dimensional block of data that can be re-sampled horizontally. This 
is used to produce a series of subsurface plans for increasing depths, referred to as amplitude time-
slices. The depth penetration of the radar pulses is dependent on both the frequency of the antennas 
employed and the electrical conductivity of the soils and sediments. Lower frequencies may be 
used to provide deeper penetration, but at the expense of resolution.  
Radargrams are measured in terms of time (two-way travel time of the radar pulse); however, it is 
possible to calculate real depth values if the velocity of the material through which the radar energy 
is travelling is known. This can either be achieved in the field or by fitting computer-generated 
hyperbolae to the data after data collection.  Further information on this technique may be found 
in Conyers (2004; 2006), Gaffney & Gater (2003: 47-51, 74-76), Goodman et al. (1995), and 
Goodman and Piro (2013). 
Whilst previous investigations have shown that GPR can often detect later historic graves (e.g. 
Bevan 1991; Conyers 2006; King et al. 1993), early historic and prehistoric graves are far more 
difficult to identify. If the fill of the grave itself is less compact than the surrounding sediments, 
the sides and base of the grave may be detected using GPR; however, the inhumations themselves 
are unlikely to produce any clear reflection. It is therefore not usually possible to distinguish 
between any detected pit anomalies and graves.  
Historic features such as foundations, floor layers and rubble spreads, produce clearly identifiable 
radar reflections. Lenses and deposits of sand, gravel, or boulders will produce similar reflections, 
and distinguishing between them may be difficult and require additional information from other 
geophysical techniques or intrusive methods. 
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