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ABSTRACT

John Milner Associates, Inc (JMA) was retained by Sverdrup Corporation on behalf of the
Virginia Department sf flansportation (VDOT) to conduct Phase tr investigations at SitE
zl4AB348. The Phase II evaluation of the site was conducted in associationwith the U.S. Route
29 Corridor Study, Charlottesville and Albemarle Counry, Vrginia. The purpose of the Phase
II investigations was to assess site integrity and research potentiaf determine whether or not
the site is eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRI{P), evaluate potential
impacts, and provide management recommendations. Fieldwork was performed befireen
December 9 and 11, 1991 by a four person te.m. Phase II investigations at Site 444R348
indicated that the sils gonfeins both a prehistoric and a historic component. The prehistoric
component, which dates to the Middle Woodland p€riod (ca. A.D. 300 to 900), represents a
short-term hunting and butchering camp. Historic artifacts represent incidental field scatter and
date from the mid- to late- nineteenth century and the twentieth century. All artifacts
recovered from the site are contained within mlluvial deposits. Furthermore, soil profiles and
soil descriptions indicate the site has experienced at least two episodes of soil erosion and
artifact redeposition. Given that the artifacts are contained within a disturbed conte:rt which
lacks integrity, Site zl4AR348 is recommended not eligible for the NRHP. Therefore, no further
archeological investigations are recommended and the proposed highway project is expected to
have no effect on signilicant archeological resources at the site.
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1.0INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Goals of the Investigption
Johq Milner Associates, Inc (JMA) was retained by Sverdrup to conduct phase
tr archeologrcal evaluation of Site 44AR348 for the US. Route 29 Corridor Study,
Charlottewille andAlbemarle County, Vrginia. The purpme of the Phase tr investigations was
to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Presenntion Act of 1966, as
amended the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1966, as amended; the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act of L974, aad other applicable federal and state mandates. Phase n
investigations were conducted at Site 44AB348 because the Phase I survey (Stevens and Seifert
1990) recommended the site potentially eligible to the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and because the southern portion of the site lies within the right-of-way of Alternate
10 (i.e., the selected alignment) (see Figure 1).

The goal of the Phase II evaluation was to assess site integrity, delineate horizontal and vertical
limits, identi$ cultural affiliation and site function, assess the research potential of the site,
assess potential impactg and formulate management recommendations. Comparative research
and field investigations were used to accomplish these goals

Following a description of the environmental setting of the site area, subsequent sections of the
report present a discussion of the field methodg the Phase tr resultg the laboratory methodg
data analysis, and site interpretations. The concludi"g sections present the summary and
management recommendations and references cited. Figureg plateC tables, and an appended
artifact inventory complete the report. Because the report of the Phase I archeological
investigations provided a discussion of the paleoenviroamental contes, the ertant environmental
setting, and the prehistoric context (Stevens and SEifert L9X): TD), these discussions are not
reiterated in this report; rather, the reader is referred to sections L.2,13,2.1, and L2 of. the
Phase I archeological report (Stevens and Seifert L9%z TD).

12 Descrlptlon of the koJect Arca
Site 44AIB€ is located on a southwest facing ridge slope 6ye1l66king the confluence of two
first-order streams (Figure 2). The north-flowing str€emr which forms the western boundary
of the site, is a tributary of lvy Creek (Figure 1), whid in turn, is a principal tributary of the
South Fork Rivanna River. As indicated in Figure I the majority of the site is located within
the right'of-way corridor for Alternate 10. Stream margins form the southern and western
boundaries of the site. The northern and eastern site boundaries are defined by the paucity of
artifacts and the corresponding increase in ridge slope.

Figure 2 indicates that Site 44AR348 occupies a small, narrow ridge crest (or bench) and
gentle ridge slope. The underlying litholog consists of various igneous and metamorphic rocks
(e.g. phyllite, quartzite, granite, quartz, Feiss, and graywacke) of the Lpchburg and Lovingston
formations. These formations are Cambrian in age (Caher 1%3).

As noted in the Phase I report (Stevens and Seifert 1990: Table 9a), Site,l4AB348 is located
on Cecil loam hilly phase soils. Cecil so\ which include Cecil loan, Cecil loam hilly phasc,
and Cecil fine sandy l6am, constitute the dominate soil type QTVI) in the Phasc I study area
(Stevens and Seifert 1990: 4). Cecil soils are generally a dart yellowish brom (lOYRa/a) bam
to silt loam in the surface horizon and range from a strong brocm (7-tYR5/8) to yellowish red
(5YR5/6) clay or clay loam in the subsoil (Devererx et al. 190:15-16). Cecil loan hilly phase
soils occupy areas of greater topographic relief. Consequently, these soils are common in the
central and western portions of the country. Because C.ecil loam hilly phase soils are
particularly susceptible to erosion, especially in areas which have been cultinated, these soils



usually exhibit a rhinner surface horizon compared to tlpical Cecil loam soils. Furthermorg
Cecil loam hilly phase soils often erhibit a clay loam tesure in the surface horizon due to
e>densive weathering and erosion (Devererx et al. 1940:16).

Native vegetation in the project oici"ity formerly consisted of a mixed upland hardwood forest
dominated by oab chestnut, and hickory (Braun 1!)67). Present day forests consist of oak,
hickory and pine, with an understory of scrub vegetation, greenbriar, and poison ivy. The
project area occupies a fallow field which supports a variety of grasses. Riparian vegetation
along the nearby stream bottom includes a dense stand of pine, oat greenbriar, and scrub
vegetation- Adjacent fields are generally used for pasture though some are falloqr.
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2.0 PHASE II FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

2.1 Phase II Field Methods
The Phase I survey produced 2 positive shovel tests within a?2meter (a) x2, m area or ca.
484 sq m. Artifacts identified as a result of the Phase I survey included a quartz biface, a
quartz side scraper, and 8 secondary flakes. Based on the artifact assemblage and site locatioq
Site 44AR38 was interpreted as a small temporary camp or special-use occupation. However,
questions concerning site integrity, site size, and cultural affiliation remained unanswered.
Thus, the Phase II field investigations at Site 44AR348 were designed to assess site integrity,
delineate horizontal and vertical site boundaries, identiS cultural affrliadqa and site function,
and assess the research potential of the site. Consequently, the Phase II freld methods included
the systematic excavation of shovel tests and l-m-square test units.

Given the apparently small site size (ca. 484 sq m), the Phase tr scope of work called for the
excavation of 10 shovel tests and 5 l-m-square test uaits. A grid was established across the site
area, and shovel tests were excavated at 10-m intErvals in parallel transects 10 m apart. The
shovel tests were excavated 5 to 10 centimeters (cm) into sterile subsoil Soil matrices were
screened through L/+ilnch hardware cloth to ensure the uniform recovery of cultural material.
Information on each shovel test was recorded on standardized forms and included the number
and tlpe of artifacts, Munsell soil color designationg and soil te*ure according to standard
scientific nomenclaturE.

After excavation of the initial 10 shovel tests, it became apparent that (1) the site was
considerably larger than anticipated and (2) the majority of the site was located in proximity
to the ridge crest rather than the toe slope of the tidge as suggested by the Phase I data.
Consequently, the Phase II field investigations were modified to include the excanation of an
additional 20 shovel tests. The location of the shovel tests is illustrated in Figure 3.

Results of the Phase [I shovel tEst data indicate that site 44A8348 measures ca. 35 m (N-S) x
65 n (E-W), or ca. 2,T75 sqm (Figure 3). At 2,/75 sqno" Site .|4AR38 is nearly 5 times as
large as suggested by the Phase I investigations. However, as illustrated in Figure 3, only the
southern half of the site lies within the proposed rigbt-of-way corridor for the U.S. Route 29
Bypass.

An artifact distribution map was prepared in the freld to determiae artifact density, identi$
possible activity areas, and assist in the placement of the test units. T*enty-one of 30 shovel
tests produced culturd remairs, includi"g 19 shovel tests that produced prehistoric artifactq 1
shovel test that produced historic artifacts, and 1 shovel test that produced prehistoric and
historic artifacts. Table 1 lists the positive shovel test lot numbers and their corresponding grid
coordinates.

The 5 l-m-square test units were distributed across the site area in an effort to sample artifact
concentrationg help define site boundaries, and assess site integrity. The test units were hand
excavated by lGcm layers within aatural or cultural strata, and excavations continued at least
5 cn into sterile subsoil. Soil matrices were screened through l/+inch mesh hardware cloth
to ensure the uniform recovery of cultural material Artifacts 50 years of age or older were
collected by excavated layers and placed into plastic bagr kbeled by provenience. Infornation
on each test unit was recorded on standardized forms and included the number and type of
artifacts, soil stratigraphy, Munsell soil color designationg soil terf,ure, and cultural associations.

North facing and east f6cing profiles were illustrated and photographed for each test unit, and
the location of the test units was plotted on a base map (Figure 3). The horizontal provenience

o



of excavated test units was tied into the established grid sptem. Vertical provenience was
controlled thtoWh use of a transit, and individual test unit datum points were tied into the
central site datum point. No features were discovered; consequently, no soil samples were
collected.

22 Phase II Results
22.1 Soils and Geomorphologt
Prior to reviewing the results of the Phase tr investigationg it is important to discuss particular
geomorphological features of the site which influenced the site formation proc€sses and site
integrity. As noted previously, the site occupies a low-lying narrow ridge crest and the adjacent
ridge slope overlooking the confluence of hpo streams. Figure l indicates that a series of ridge
crests or benches lie upslope from the site. Plates I and2 document the ridge slope at the sitg
which varies between 3Vo and llVo. the site occupies a fallow fiel4 and shovel test data
demonstrate the field has been plowed in the past.

Figures 46 represent soil profiles and descriptions from three separate test units. Profiles from
Test Unit 1, which occupies a topographic high aEar the ridge cres! are illustrated in Ftgure
4. Figure 5 illustrates soil profiles from Test Unit 3, which is located near the base of the
ridge. Figures 4 and 5 depict north-wall and east-wall profiles. North-wall profiles represent
longitudinal profiles of the ridge slope, and east-wall profiles illusrate a cross-section of the
ridge slope. Figure 6 represents an idealized soil profile across the ridge crest between Test
Unit 1 and Test Unit 2. A soil description of the east-wall of Test Unit 2 is provided for
comparative purposes.

Review of soil profiles and soil descriptions (Figures 4 and 6 ) indicate thac (1) the original top
soil has been removed through erosion; (2) all thc artilacts recovered from the site were
contained within a series of collwial deposits; (3) soil profiles indicate both a recent and
historic plow zonel and (a) the majority, if not a[ of the artifacts have been redeposited as a
result of erosion and slope wash- The loose granular structure and the dark yellorri.sh brown
soil color of the uppermost soil unit indicate tlese sedi'nents are primarily derived from
colluvial deposits. The clear abrupt soil boundary obsened in Test.Unit 1 and Test Unit 2
indicate the uppermost soil unit is a plow zone horizon.

The second soil unit also appears to represent a combination of an earlier accumulation of
colluvium deposits mixed with disturbed sediments from the B horizon" The loose crumb and
granular structure (see Figure 4) sugests colluvial deposits, whereas the moderatg medium,
subangular blocky structure (see Figure 6) suggests an extended period of h-siu weathering
which is more tlpical of a stablE surface and B horizon soils. Furthermore, the soil terure (i.e.
silty clay loam to clay loam) is highly of a mixture of A horizon and B horizon soils.
The accumulation of prehistoric and historic artifacts in the second soil unit of Test Unit 3 and
data from adjacent shovel tests (Figure 2) indicates that artifacts near the base of the ridge
slope have been redeposited- Finally, the clear abrupt boundary betrreen the second and third
soil units indicates that the second soil unit is also a plow zone horizon Moreover, the
accumulation of historic artifacts in the second plow zone indicates this soil unit represents an
earlier or historic plow zone. In summary, soil profiles and descriptions from the PhasE tr test
units demonstrate that the artifacts from the site were contained within disturbed soils.
Consequently, these cultural deposits lack integnty.

2.2.2 Prehistoic Attifacts
Phase II investigations at Site 44A8348 produced a total of. 739 artifacts, induding 729
prehistoric artifacts and 10 historic artifacts. Table 2 provides a list of prehistoric artifacts by
tool type and flake t1pe, and Table 3 lists the historic artifacts by South's QV|T artifact
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categories. Appendh I provides a detailed breakdocm of artifacts by provenience and artifacf
t'"e. As indicated in Table \2. arttfadrs (3%) are tool or tml 42 artifads (6vo)
are decortication flakes;592 artifacts $lqo) are secondaryflakeq induding586 artifacts (nVo)
which are 30 millimeters (mm) or less; and T3 artifacts (llVo) represent debris or shatter.
Decortication flakes include flakes which exhibit cortex on the dorsal surface; vfiereas,
secondary (or interior) flakes represent debitage which exhibit no cortex on the dorsal surface.
Debris represents waste material from tool reduction or tool maiatenance c,hich does not
contain di^gnostic flake attributes.

Tools recovered from Site 44A8348 include 2 l*vanna projectile points, 2 projectile point tip
fragments, 8 biface or biface fragrnentg 3 side scraperq 3 unifaces (sc"apetg, 2ntilizxdflakes,
and 2 cores. All the tools from the site were manufactured from locally available quartz
cobbles except 1 chert biface fragment and 1 utilized flake of rhyolite. The Phasc I
investigations recovered 1 quartz bilace fragment and 1 quartz side scraper. Collectively, Site
14r' R348 produced 4 projectile points or point fragrnents (Plate 3), 9 biface or biface fragmsnts
(Plate 4), 9 scrapers and/or utilized flakes (Plate 5), and 2 cores.

The debitage assemblage from Site 4418343 is dominated by small to moderately sqall (ie,
less than 30 --) secondary quartz flaftes (83%). Debris (l0%o),deco*ication flakes (67o), and
secondary flakes greater than 30 -- (17o) comprise the balance of the debitage assemblage.
Flake counts by size and by the presence, or abcence, of cortex argue that reduction of bifacial
blanks and tool resharpening/tool rejuvenation were more importslt then core reduction and
bifacial tool manufacture at Site 44ABqa8. The absence of hammerstoneg anvilstoneg and
discardEd stage blanks support this interpretation. The fact that over 55Vo of the debitage is
represented by secondary flakes less than 15 mm in size strongly suggests that soft hammer
percussion techniques (i.e., antler, bone, and/or wood) were employed as the principal
technological strategl at the site.

The tool kit from the site, which includes projectile points, bifaces, and scrapers (unifaces),
clearly denonstrates that hunting and butchering activities constitute the primary site activities.
This interpretation of site function is supported by the absence of ceramicq food procassing
tools (e.g. ground stone tools), and features, aswell as the paucityoffire-crackedrock. Thus,
SitE 44enr+8 is best interpreted as a short fsrm ftunting and butchering camp v&ere reduction
of bifacial blanls and tool resharpening also occurred-

The presence of l-evanna projectile points documents a Middle to l"ate Woodland occupation.
Unfortunately, the absence of associated ceramics precludes refining &e period of occupation.
Hranicky and Painter (1989:80) suggest Levanna points date between A.D. 700 and 1450.
However, Gleach (f987:96) considers Levaona (Yadkin) poi"ts to date between A.D. 300 and
1700. In either case, the site appears to represent a single occupation attributable to the
Middle or Late Woodland period.

Appendix I, which identifies artifacts by material type, reveals that quartz comprises
approximately 97Vo of the assemblage. Rhyolite, an exotic raw materiaf constinrtes
approximately 2.4Vo of the assemblage, and quartzite comprises &e balance of the assemblage
at ,6Vo. Although the precise source of the rhyolite cannot be determined x1 this level of
analysis, the nearest rhyolite souroes oocur over 100 miles away in north-central Maryland and
north-central North Carolina. With the exception of one utilized flake, all the rhyolite artifacts
represent secondary flakes (1a) or decortication flakes,(3). These data suggest that tools from
exotic raw materials, such as rhyolite or cherf wsls highly curated. Furthermore, it sugests
that exotic materials were brought to the site as stage blanks or finished tools and were then
either manufactured or rejuvenated at the site, as needed.



Both Custer (L9&la,1984b) and Stewart (1985) have demonstrated that rhplite represcnts a
oorrmon exotic raw material t''pe in the Middle Atlantic region during the Mddle Woodland
period Based on the relative number of too\ the type of too\ and the amount of debitage
from rhyolite, these autlors speorlate that the presence of rhyolite at many Middle Woodland
sites in the MiddleAtlantic region mayreflect doum-the-line exchange amonggroupc operating
within a broadly defined territorial network. Given the fact that the site produced 2[*vanna
projectile points and several rhyolite flakax it is temping to suggest that Site 44AR38 dates
to the late Middle Woodland period (ca. AD. 300 to 900).

Examination of Appendix I and Figure 3 indicate that the rast majority of artifacts occurred on
the narrow bench in Test Unit I and Test Unit 5, or along the 40 m South traasect and in Test
Unit 2. Test unit profileg illustrated in Figures 46, document the disturbed rature of the soils
and veri$ that the majority, if not all, of the prehistoric artifacts from &e site have been
redeposited and are contained within tr*,o distinct plow zones. That is, presumably the original
site occupied the narrow ridge crest above the confluence of the two streams. Hox'ever, after
decades of plowing erosion, transpor! and colluvial deposition, the artifacts from Site 4'&{8348
have been redeposited in the areas subject to the greatest amount of erosion and slope wash.

Review of Figures 2 and3 and Plates t and2 indicate that the slope is greater oo the southern
side of the ridge than on the northern side. As predictd artifact densities are considerably
higher in these areas. Thus, the sparse density and sporadic distribution of artifacts north and
west of shovel test zl0S/15W (Figure 3) may reflect soil erosioq artifact transport, and artifact
redeposition as much as it reflects the density of occupation and activity locl For example, Test
Unit 4, located at the northern edge of the site, only produced 4 artifacts; whereas test units
in low-lying areas produced relatively high ildfsct densities.

2.23 Historic Attifacts
Historic artifacts were recovered from 2 shovel tests and Test Unit 3 (Figure 3). The historic
artifacts, concentrated between 30S/40W and 30S/50W, are located at the base of the ridge
slope (Plate 1). Figure 5 illustrates the north and east wall profiles from Test Unit 3.
Eramination of this figure reveals that the historic artifacts are mixed with the prehistoric
artifacts in Wo separate deposits of colluvi"-

Following the South Q9m artifact classification, historic artifacts from site 44AR38 wffe
characterized as architectura[ kitchen, and miscellaneous (see Table 3). Artifacts classified in
the architectural category included 1 small brick fr"gent, 1 cut naif 1 unidentifiable nail
flagment, and 1 plate window glass frrgment. Kitchen artifacts included 1 shErd of domestic
broum stoneware with an interior Albany slip (mid- to late-nineteenth century), 1 sherd of
geeq u',scallope4 shell-edge whiteurare (ca 1825-1891), 1 sherd of English ironstone with a
'Johnson Bros." maker's mark (1899-1913), 1 fragment of clEar bottle glass, and 1 fragment of
dark green bottle glass. 1Xs niscellaneous historic artifacts is a small fragmsat of coal

Review sf lvltlllins (1988), Brown (1982), Godden (1964: 355), and Fike (lW suggest that the
diagnostic historic artifacts from Site 44AB348 probably reprossnt two different periods of
deposition. The sherd of domestic brown stoneware with an interior Albaay slip and ths sherd
of greeq u""callope4 shell-edge whiteware probably date betreen the 1830s and the 188&
(Mutlins 1988:32; Brown 198210,19). The sherd of English ironstonc with the Tohnson Bro&"
maker's-mark dates benreen 1899 and 19li} (Godden 19{i4:355). Thus, the diagnostic historic
artifacts recovered from the site may represent at least two episodes of depositiou Tte
ls6nining artifacts (i.e., brick fragmen! nail fragmentq window glass fragnenf and the bottle
glass fragments) are not diagnrostic artifacts; therefore, these artifacts cannot provide additional
information regarding the historic periods of deposition and erosion"



Based on the paucity of historic artifacts, the nature of the artifacts, and the localiz€d
distribution of the artifactg (i.e., at the base of the ridge slope), it appears the historic artifacts
at the site represent incidental freld scatter which has been redeposited The mixing of
prehistoric and historic artifacts in the colluvial deposits of Test Unit 3 verifies the disurbed
nature of the soils and clearly demonstrates that &e cultural deposits at the site lac& integdty
(see Figure 5).
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3.0 ANALYSES AlrlD INIERPRETATIONS

3.1 Laboratory Methods
Recovered artifacts were returned to the JldA laboratory in Alexandria for cleanin& labe[ng;
and cataloging. Uthiq ceramig and glass artifacts c/hich had stable surfaces were washed in
warm water to remove the dirt. Metal objects and any other artifacts with unstable surfaces
were brush cleaned. Artifacts were classified by material of manufactrne, frrnctioo, and relative
time period if possible. All artifacts from a collection unit (i.e., shovel test or test unit) were
assigned a lot number. Appendix I provides an artifact inventory of the positive shovel tests
and test units. Following identification and analpiq artifacts were prepared for permanent
curation by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) according to VDHR
standards.

Historic artifacts, including ceramics, glasq and metal were identified and anal5zed following
categories in general professional use (Noel Hrrme 1969; South 197/). The analpis of
prehistoric artifacts focused on chipped-stoue tools and debitage. The analysis of chipped-stone
tools and debitage included the identification of all tools and leql frngments; debitage anal',sis
followed the methods outlined by Stahle and Dunn (1932) and Ahler (1989); and projectile
point analpis involved the identification of point tlpes by cultural affrliation for comparative
studies. Projectile points were anallzed and classified according to standard typologies
identified by Ritchie (1971 revised), Gleach (1987), and Hranicky and Painter (1989). These
typologies allow for relative dating and comparative analpis.

32 Analysis of hehlstoric Component from Site 44AB34t
Data generated from the Phase I investigation resulted in the formulation of environmental site
predictors and helped elucidate prehistoric settlement patterns in the central Piedmont of
Virginia (Stevens 1989; Stevens and Seifert 190). The Phase I report investigated sites by soil
tlpe and age, distance to nearest drainage, elevation above nearest drainage, site tlpe and
geomorphic location, and site size.

Previous research in Albemarle County (Hantman 1985:184 and Stevens 1989:2) demonstrated
that threE soil types (Cectl, Davidson, and Congaree) account for over 96Vo of &e recorded
sites in the county north of Scottsville. As noted previously, Site zt4AR348 is located on soils
of the Cecil loam hilly phase. The Phase I study indicated that Cecil soils accounted fot TIVo
of the project area and 80Vo of. the sites. Thus, the presence of Site 44AR348 on Cecil soils is
not surprising. Furthermore, SSVo of the riloodland sites identified during the Phase I survey
were located on Cecil soils in secondary strerm settings or upland environments. TLe
identification of Site 4y'.AB348 as a Woodland occupation raises the number of Woodland sites
located on Cecil soils within the Phase I project area to f36Vo.

Figure 3 and Table 9a of the Phase I report (Stevens and Seifert 1990) indicate that Site
44A8348 is situated within 50 feet of the nearest drainage aad20 feet or less aborrc the nearest
drainage. The Phase I data predicted that ffiVo of.theWoodland sites are 300 feet or less from
water and T feet or less above water (Stevens 1989:3). Site 44AR38 is located well within the
parameters established for Woodland sites within Albemarle County.

Following criteria established during the Phase I data analpis regarding site sizc and site type
(Stevens and Seifert 190: 55-56), Site rt4AB38, which measures \n5 sqm, is characterized
as a medium-sized camp (1,100 to 5,000 sq m) in a lowland setting Phase I and Phase II data
indicate thatTlo of the Woodland sites are located in lowland areas. Medium-sized siteg ie.,
those between 1,1.00 and 5,000 sq m (Stevens 1989:7) or 1,8(X) and 4,800 sq m (Hantman
1985:182-183), and small sites comprise 87.5Vo of the sites identified during the U.S. Route 29
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corridor study. Hantman's study of site size in Albemarle County produced similar results
(Hantman 1985: 182-183).

Site 44AR?48 represents a mediun-sizEd short term hunting and butchering camp or a low-
lying bench above a first-order streem. These Phase II results are expected moreover, they
conform to e$ant settlement pattern models presented for the central Piedmont of Virginia
(Stevens 1989). Hantman (1985) and Holland (1979) assert that Woodland sites are located
on alluvial soils (Congaree) along floodplains and terraces of major streams. Hoymrcr, the
Phase I and Phase II studies for the'U.S. Route 29 Corridor Study suggest a smalt but
significant, number of Woodland sites are also located in secondary stream seaings and upland
environments. Site 44AR38 is located ca. 1 mile from the confluence of hy Creek and South
Fork Rivanna River and just over 3 miles distant to the confluence of Nort! Fork and South
Fork Rivanna River. The South Fork Rivanna RiraEr between Ivy Creek and North Fork
Rivanna River is qpified by broad floodplains and well-drained" fertile soils (Devereux et aL
192f0: soil map). Within this segment of the river, Hantman (19&t) and Holland (1y79) located
many large Woodland villages. Assuming a catchment area with a 2 to 3 mile radius
surrsunding a village, it is reasonable to conclude that Site 44A8343 represents a late Middle
Woodland, short-term hunting and butchering camp (possibly a fall/winter occupation)
associated with a larger village complex along the South Fork Rivanna River.

33 Analysis of Historic Component from Site 44AR34t
Phasc II investigations produced 10 historic artifacts from 2 shovel tests and Test Unit 3. All
the historic artifacts were concentrated at the base of the ridge slope along the 30 m South
transect. Test Unit 3 profiles (Figu.e 5) disclose that the historic artifacts were confined to
mixed colluvial deposits within two separate plow zones.

Soil and geomorphological dat4 presented in Section 2.2.lidentrfy two plow zones (recent and
historic) and suggest at least two related sequences of colluvial deposition" All the artifacts
recovered from ridge slope and toe slope locations are contained within a natrix of colluvium
and have been redeposited. Soil and artifact data from Test Unit 3, which produced prehistoric
and historic artifacts, suggest at least two episodes of historic erosion and redeposition. The
age of the historic artifacts and their depth within the test unit support this interpretation.

The laws of superposition state that the earliest deposits (artifacts) will be at the boffom of a
stratigraphic colu-n and that the youngest deposits (artifacts) will be at the top of the column.
Theoretically, a singular catastrophic event of mass erosion and redeposition could result in
reverse stratigraphy. That is, the most recent artifacts would be erode4 transportd and
redeposited first and the oldest artifacts would be eroded, transportd and redeposited last.
Thus, the most recent artifacts would be contained within the lowest deposits and the oldest
artifacts would be on top, (i.e" reverse stratigraphy). Archeological examples of rerrcrse
stratigraphy have been observed and reported elsewhere in the Middle Atlantic (Stevens 1991).

Data from Test Unit 3 do not support this inlsrplstation The earliest diagnostic historic
artifacts recovered from the test unit (i.e., unscalloped shell-edge whiteware and domestic
brown stoneware within Albany slip) date to the mid-to-late nineteenth century (ca. 1830s to
1880s). Both artifacts were rec,overed from l*vel 3b at a depth of ca 2&30 cm below surface.
The other diagnostic historic artifact (i.e. English ironstone with a maker's mark) dates between
1899 and 19Ii. The sherd of ironstone was recovered from level ?a at a depth between 10 and
22 cm below surface. I-evel3b represents the uppermost level of the second (historic) plow
zone, and \*vel?-a represEnts the bottom of ths first (recent) plow zone. Thus, despite nixing
with prehistoric artifacts throughout the unit, the historic artifacts appear to be depooited in a
normal stratigraphic sequence (i.e., the older artifacts on are the bottom and the younger
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artifacts are on the top). Thug the stratigraphic and archeological data suggest at least two
episodas of colluvial deposition in the area. A hpothetical model to erylain this scquelce of
events is presented below:

1830s to 1880s: Deposition (1S30s-1880s?) --> Plowing ---> Erosion ->(Historic Plow Zone) Translnrtation --> Redepoeition --> Stability

1899 to Presenf Deposition (1899-1913?) --> Plowing ---> Erosion -->
(Recent Plow Zone) Transportation --> Redeposition ..-> Plowing Eecent)

Continued episodes of plowing throughout the historic and recent periods contributed to the
nixing of historic and prehistoric artifacts within both plow zones. The over-thic&ened plow
zones observed in Test Unit 3 (Fig*e $ testi$ to the e{ent of erosion and redeposition which
occurred on the toe slope. The nixing of prehistoric and historic artifacts in the colluvial
deposis at the base of the ridge not only demonstrates the disturbed rature of these deposits,
but also indicates that the site lacks integrg.

o
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4.0 SI'MMARY AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Summary
JIvIA was retained by Sverdrup Corporation on behalf of \IDOT to conduct Phsse II
archeological evaluation of Site 44A838. The site is located on a southc/est facing ridgp slop€
overlooking the confluence of two first-order streams. The Phase tr evaluation of the site was
conducted in associationwith the U.S. Route 29 Corridor Study, Charlottesville andAlbemarle
County, Virginia. The purpose of &e Phase tr innestigations was to ass€ss site integrity and
researeh potential determinewhether or not the site is eligible to the NRIIP, erilaluate potential
impactg and provide management recommendations. Fieldwork was performed between
December 9 and 11, 1991by a four person team.

The Phase I data suggested that the site represented a small camp and measured ca 484 sq m
in size. Consequently, the Phase II scope ofwork called for the excavation of 10 shovel tests
and 5 l-m-square test units. However, tle preliminary results of the Phase tr investigations
indicated that the site was much larger than originally anticipated. Ttus, the Phase tr field
investigations were modified to include the excavatioa of an additional 20 shovel tests.
Ultimately, the site measured ca. 35 m (N-S) x 65 m (E-w) or ca. ?,I75 sq m. Field results
indicate that the southern half of Site 4448348 is located within the proposed Alternate 10
rigbt-of way corridor for the U.S. Route 29 Bypass Gigures 2 and 3).

Twenty-one of 30 shovel tests produced cultural remains including 19 shovel tests that produced
prehistoric artifacts, 1 shovel test tlat produced historic artifactg and 1 shovel test that
produced prehistoric and historic artifacts. All 5 l-m-sq test units produced prehistoric
artifacts, and one test unit (Test Unit 3) also produced historic artifac8. Review of soil profrles
and soil descriptions (Figures 4 and,6 ) indicate thau (1) the original top soil has been removed
througb erosion; (2) all the artifacts recovered from the site were containEd within a series of
colluvial deposits; (3) soil profiles indicate both a recent and historic plow zone; and (4) the
majority, if not all, of the artifacts have been redeposited as a result of erosion and slope wash.
Therefore, the archeological deposits at the site do not retain integrity.

Phase II investigations at Site 44,{8348 produced a total of. 739 artifactE including 729
prehistoric artifacts and 10 historic artifacts. Site 44AR38 produced 2[*vanna (Yadkin)
projectile points, indicating a Middle to l-ate Woodland occupation. Gleach (19S7) has
produced data which suggest Levanna points were in use between A.D. 300 and 1700. The
presence of rhyolite debitage (an exotic raw material frequently traded during the Middle
Woodland period) suggests that the site may date to the Middle Woodland period. Together
these data suggest that the site was occupied between A.D. 300 and 900.

Tools recovered from Site 44AB38 includE 2 Levanna projectile pointC 2 projectile point tip
flagments, 8 biface or biface fragments, 3 side scraperg 3 unifaces (scrapers), 2 utiliz& flakes,
and 2 cores. All the tools from the site were manufactured from locally available quartz
cobbles except 1 chert biface fragment and 1 utilized flake of rhyolite. The recovery of
projectile points, bifaces (knives), and scrapers indicatesthat the site functioned as a short-term
hun$ng and butchering camp. The absence of ceramicq ground stone too\ and feature.s
substantiates the former interpretation.

Snall (1. to 15 mm) and medium-sized (15 to 30 --) secondary (i.e., no cortex) flakes
comprise ovet 83Vo of the debitage assemblage. The balance of the debitage assemblage
contains decortication flakes (6Vo) and debris/shatter (70%). Based on the dearth of
decortication flakes, debris, and cores (2), it appears that the inhabitants of Site gAR348
employed a lithic technologr which emphasized tool resharpening/tool rejurrcnation and/or the
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reduction of existing stage blanks rather than core reduction for the purpce of bifacial tool
manufacture. The absenc€ of discarded and broken stage blanks, hammerstoneq and
anvilstones provides indirecf evidence to support this interpretation.

Historic artifacts, in association with prehistoric artifacts, were recovered from the base of the
ridge slope in colluvial deposits. Historic artifacts recovered from the site were characterized
as architectnral kitchen, and miscellaneous (South lym. k&itectural artifacts, all of which
are non-diagnostig included 1 small 'rnglazed brick fragment, 1 cut-nail, 1 uaidentifiable nail
fragmenl and 1 plate window glass fragnent. Kitchen artifacts included 3 diagaostic ceranics
wares and 2 non-diagnostic bottle glass fragments (1 clear and 1 dark green). The diagnmtic
ceramic artifacts include 1 sherd of domestic brown stoneware with an Albany shp (ca 1830s-

1880s), 1 sherd of green, unscalloped, shell-edge whiteware (ca 1S25-1891), and 1 sherd of
English ironstone with a "Jshns6a Bros." naker's mark (189-198). The paucity of historic
artifacts from the site supports the iaterpretation that these artifacts represent incidental field
scatter which has been redeposited at the toe slope of the ridge.

Soil profile data suggest that at least two episodes of erosion, artifact transport, and artifact
redeposition occurred at the site. Furthermore, it appears that the historic and recent plow
zones observed at the site are related to the aforementioned periods of soil erosion and artifact
redepositioa Therefore, both the prehistoric and historic components at the site lack integrity
and are recommended not eligible for tle NRHP.

42 Management Recomnendations
Phase II investigations at Site 44AR38 indicated that the sile soptnins both a prehistoric and
a historic component. The prehistoric component, which dates to the Middle Woodland p€rid
(ca A.D. 300 to 900), represents a short-term hunting and butchering camp. Tool
resharpening/tool rejuvenation also occurred at the site. Historic artifacts represent incidental
field scatter and date from the mid- to latE- nineteenth century and the tqrcntieth century. All
artifacts recovered from the site are contained within colluvial deposits. Furthermorg soil
profiles and soil descriptions indicate the site has experienced at least two episodes of soil
erosion and artifact redeposition. Pres"mably, these events are related to the historic and
recent plow zones observed at the site. Given that the artifacts are contained within a disturbed
context which lacks integrity, Site 44A8348 is recommended not eligible for the NRHP.
Therefore, no furtler archeological investigations are recommended at the site and the
proposed right-of-way corridor is not expected to affect significant archeological deposits at the
site.

12
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Plate 1. Overview of Site 44.A.B348 with Test Unit 3 in the Foreground, Facing East.

Plate 2. Overriew of Site 44AR?48 from Datum Point with Stream Confluence io the
Background, Facing West.
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Plate 3. Projectile Point and Projectile Point Fragmeds from Sitc 44AR38:
(a-b) Lev'aana Points; (cdJ Proje*ite Point Fr"gr"ents.

Plate 4. Representative Bifacs and Biface Fragments from Site,l4ARfi8:
(a) Biface; (b-c) Biface Fragmeats.
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Plate 5. Reprcseatatirre Scrapcrs from Site 4448348: (ci) Side So"p"ts;
(c) Ead Scraper; (rd) Uniface.





Site 44ARa48 Shovel Test lot Numbers and Coordinates

I.of # Coordinates I'ot # Coordlnates

1 sa/F'rs L2 s40/Es
.,

s20/Es 13 s40/w5

3 s20/w15 L4 s40/w15

4 s20/w25 15 S,m/W25

5 s30/810 t6 S,m/W35

6 $onrlo t7 s40nil45

7 s30nil1o 18 ss0/E10

8 S30nil20 r9 s50/w0

9 s30/w4n m s5o/w10

10 s30/wso 21 sso/w20

11 s4o/E15
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Class

Tools

Flakes

Debris

Table 2. Prehistoric Artifacts from Site 44nR348.

Type

Levanna Projectile Point
Projectile Point Fragment
Biface or Biface flqgmsat
Side Scraper
Uniface
Utilized Flake
Core
Total

Decortication <15mm
Decortication 15-30mm
Decortication 3&45mm
Decortication >45mm
Total

Secondary <15mm
Secondary 15-30mm
Secondary lldJmm
Secondary >45mm
Total

Total 7A
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Table 3. Historic Artifacts from Site 44lR348.

Class

Architectural

Tlre

Unglazed Brick
Cut Nail
Unidentifiable Nail
Window Glass
Total

Total

L

1

1

1

4

I

Kitchen Brown Stoneware
Ironstone
Whiteware, Edge decorated
Clear Bottle Glass
Dark Green Bottle Glass
lotal

Miscellaneous

1

L

L

1

-1
5

L

10

Coal

Total
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11

11

11
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13
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'14

14

14

Prove.

ni ence
(Layer)

ARCHEOLOGICAL SPECII,IEII CATALOG

Shovel Test
Site l{uber: 44A8348

County: Atbemarle

Descripti on

1 DECORTICATIO}I FLAKE <15}f,I OUARTZ

1 DEBRIS AUARTZ

1 SECO},IDARY FLAKE 15.3OrrM OUARTZ

1 DECORTICATIO}I FI.AKE OUARTZ

15'30rm

1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15'30rm QUARTZ

3 SECONDARY FLAKE <I5rM OUARTZ

1 SECOIIOARY FLAKE 30-45t|m OUARTZ

1 OEERIS OUARTZ

2 DEBRIS OUARTZ

1 DECORTICATIOII FLAKE AUARTZITE

15-30rm

1 SECONDARY FLAKE 15'30rm QUARTZ

2 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15||m AUARTZ

1 DEBRIS OUARTZ

3 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15lr|n OUARTZ

1 SECO}IDARY FLAKE T5.3O[M AUARTZ

1 DEBRIS OUARTZ

2 SECOI.IDARY FLAKE <Istlm OUARTZ

1 CUT COIIT,ION }IAIL FRAGI{EIIT

1 EIOLOGICAL.COAL, EIC. COAL

1 PLATE I,JINOO.I GLASS ALL THICKTIESSES

1 BIFACE FRAGI,IENT OUARTZ

1 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.3ONM OUARTZ

5 DEBRIS OUARTZ

1 DECORTICATIO}I FLAKE <15I,II{ OUARTZ

4 DECORTICATIO}I FLAKE OUARTZ

15-30nm

2 DECORTICATIOTI FLAKE OUARTZ

30-45rm

3 SECOI{DARY FLAKE <15rM OUARTZ

1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15tIm OT,ARTZITE

3 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.3OrN OUARTZ

8 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15tln OUARTZ

1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15.30M OI,ARTZITE

3 DEBRTS OUARTZ

2 OECORTICATIO}I FLAKE <15IIII OTJARTZ

3 DECORTICATIOX FTAKE OTJARTZ

15-30rn
15 sEcolloARY FLAKE <15m

6 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.30M
3 DEBRIS

4 OECORTICATIO}I FLAKE

15-30rm

10 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15nm

AUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

Date Cot tctr/
Co[ lctd Donor
( 1991 )

SP

SP

SP

SP

01

02

02

03

cc

SP

SP

SP

ss

ss

SF

SF

ilK

ilK

12- 11

12-1',!

12- 11

12-9

12-9
12- 11

12- 11

12- 11

't2-9
12-9

12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-11

12- 11

12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-11
't2-11

12-11

12-11

12- 11

12- 11

12-11

12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9

12-9
12-9
12-9

12-9

't?-9

SS

ss

HK

ilK

ilK

itK

l,tK

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

SP

SP

SP

SP

SP

SP

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

SP

o
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I
1

1

1

1

1

1

'l

I

1

1

I

I
1

1

,
I

1

1

ARCHEOLOGICAL SPECIIIEII CATALOG

Shovet Test
Site lluber: 44A5348

County: Albenarte

Count Description Date Cot tctr/
Cot tctd Donor
( 1991 )

14

15

15

15

16

16

15

16

16

15

17

18

19

20

20

20

20

21

21

1 SI FACE FRAG}IEIIT

5 DEERIS

CHERT

OUARTZ

AUARTZ

OUARTZ

AUARTZ

OTJARIZ

OUARTZ

12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
12-9
'12-9

12-9
1?.-9

12-9
12-9
't2- 1',!

12-9
12-9
12-9

12-9

12-9
12-11

12- 11

ilK

SP

SP

SP

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

SP

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

1 SECONDARY FLAKE 15-30rm QUARTZ

2 DECORTICATIOI{ FLAKE <15il}I OUARTZ

1 BIFACE FRAGIIE}IT

3 OEBRIS

2 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15rm OUARTZ

1 SECO}IOARY FLAKE 15.30m OIJARTZ

1 DECORTICATION FLAKE OUARTZ

1 5 - 30rnr

1 DECORTICATIOII FLAKE <15Ifi AUARTZ

5 DEBRIS OUARTZ

2 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.30nm OUARTZ

2 DEBRIS

1 DEBRIS

1 DECORTICATIOII FLAKE

15'30rm

2 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15m AUARTZ

4 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.30m OUARTZ

2 DEBRIS OUARTZ

3 SECONDARY F.LAKE <15rn QUARTZ

o
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ARCHEOLOGTCAL SPECII,IEII CATALOG

Test Unit
Site l{tmber: 44A8348

county: Atbemarte

Count Description

1 DEBRIS AUARTZ

16 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15m OUARTZ

5 SECONDARY FLAKE 15.30M OUARTZ

7 DEBRIS OUARTZ

19 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15rm 0UARTZ

20 SECOIIDARY FLAKE '15'30rn OUARTZ

1 LEVAH}IA POI}IT OUARTZ

1 PROJECTILE POI}IT FRAG}IE}'IT OUARTZ

3 SIDE SCRAPER OUARTZ

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.2
1.2
1.2
1.3
1.5
1.3
1.3

1.3
1.3
1.3

1.3
1.3
1.4
1.4
1.4
2.'l
2.1

2.1

2.2
2.2
2.2
2.2
2.2
1.1

3.1

3.2
3.5
3.3
3.4

3.5
3.5
3.5

3.5

3.5
4.1
4.'l
4.1

5.1

,IA

1A

1A

2A

2A

2A

3B

3B

3B

5B

3B

3B

38

3S

3B

4S

4A

48

1A

1A

1A

28

28

29

2B

?B

2B
,IA

2A

3B

3B

4s

1 CORE

6 DEBRIS

7,I SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15lrm OUARIZ

30 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.3OrM OUARTZ

2 SECO},IDARY FLAKE >45rM OTJARTZ

1 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.30M CHERT

6 DEBRIS OUARTZ

12 SECONDARY FLAKE <15|rm AUARTZ

12 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15.30M OUARTZ

2 UIIIFACE OUARTZ

23 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15rM OUARTZ

3 SECONDARY FLAKE 15'30rm QUARTZ

3 BIFACE FRAGilE}IT OUARTZ

1 CORE

7 DEBRIS

Date Cot [ctr/
CoLtctd Oonor
( 1991 )

12-9 SP

1?-9 sP

12-9 SP

12-9 sF

12-9 sF

12-9 SF

12-9 SP

12-9 sP

'12-9 sP

12-9 sP

12-9 sP

12-9 sP

12-9 SP

12-9 SP

12-9 sP

12- 10 SF

12- 10 sF

12-10 sF

12-10 SP

12-10 sP

12-10 sP

12-11 sF

12-11 sF

12-11 SF

12-11 sF

12-11 SF

12-11 SF

12-10 CC

12-10 irK

12- 10 cc

12-10 CC

12-',t0 r,rK

12-10 cC

12-10 CC

12-10 CC

12-10 cc

12-10 cC

12- 10 ilr(

12-10 ilK

12-10 ilK

12-11 SS

1 UTILIZED TLAKE

1 19TH CEI|T TROISTOIIE

2 SECOXDARY FLAKE <15t[m

1 UTILIZED FLAKE

1 BRICK

1 UIIIDE}ITIFIED BOTTLE

FRAGTIE}IT

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

OUARTZ

PLAI}I LIHITE

OUARTZ

RHYOIITE

U}IIDE}ITI FIED

U}IGLAZED

DARK GREEII

133 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15NN OI,ARTZ

49 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15-3OrrN OUARTZ

1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 30.45M OI,ARTZ

1 OCI.IESTIC BRCIJII STOXETJARE ALBA}IY SLIP

1 19TH CE}IT I,'HITEIIARE EDGE DECORATED

1 U}IIDE}ITIFIED BOTTLE CTEAR

FRAG}IE}IT

5c

5c

5c

5c

5c

1A

1A

1A

1U}IIDE}ITIFIABLE }IAIL

2 DEBRIS OUARTZ

1 SECOilDARY FLAKE <15rm QUARTZ

1 DECORTICATIOII FLAKE OUARTZ

15-30m
1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15.50M RHYOLITE

a
1A
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1A

1A

1A

1A

2A

2A

2A

2A

?A

2A

2A

2A

2A

2A

2A

2A

3A

3A

3A

3A

3A

3A

3A

ARCHEOLOGICAL SPECIilEII CATALOG

Test Unit
Site ilmber: 44A8348

County: Al,bemarte

Descri pt i on Date Cot tctr/
Cot Lctd Donor
( 1991 )

5.1

5.1

5.1

5.1

5.2
5.2
5.?

5.2
5.2
5.2
5.2
5.2
5.2

5.2
5.2
5.2
5.3
5.3
5.3
5.3

5.3
5.3
5.3

12- 11

12-11

12- 11

12-11

12-11

12-11

12-11

12- 11

12- 11

12- 11

12-11

12-',t1

12- 11

12- 11

12- 11

12-11

12-1'.|

't?-'t'l
12- 11

12- 11

12- 11

12- 1'.|

12-'.t1

6 SECOXDARY FLAKE <15rm OTJARTZ

6 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15.3Orm OI,ARTZ

1 DEBRIS OUARTZ

1 UNIFACE OUARTZ

1 LEVANI{A POINT OUARTZ

2 EIFACE FRAGI.IENT Ot,ARTZ

3 DECORTICATION FLAKE RHYOLITE

15-30rm

3 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15m RHYOLITE

4 SECOXDARY FLAG 15.30m RHYOLITE
.| 

SECO}IDARY FLAKE 3O.45rm RIIYOLITE

5 DEBRIS OUARTZ

2 DECORTICATIOII FLAKE <15I,II,I OUARTZ

3 DECORTICATIOTI FLAKE OUARTZ

15-30rm

37 SECOIIDARY FLAKE <15rm AUARTZ

29 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 15-30m oUARTZ

1 SECOIIDARY FLAKE 30.45m OUARTZ

1 PROJECTILE POIIIT FRAG}IE}IT OUARTZ

5 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.3Orm RHYOLITE

1 SECONDARY FLAKE <15m OUARTZITE

9 DECORIICATIOII FLAKE OUARTZ

15-30rm

3 DEBRIS OUARTZ

11 SECO}IDARY FLAKE <15rm OUARTZ

9 SECO}IDARY FLAKE 15.30m OUARTZ

SS

ss

ss

ss

cc

cc
cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

cc

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

a
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