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ABSTRACT

This si:ucly reports on  an  intensive
archaeological survey of three tracts of land in
Edgecombe, Nash, and Vance Counties in North
Carolina. Bach tract reptesents approximately 200
acres. The stuc[y was conducted at the request of
ARCADIS Geraghty and Miller, Incorporated.

Our field investigations found that conditions
at each tract varied greatly. At the Long tract, located
in HBdgecombe County, approximately 30% of the tract
consisted of cultivated and fallow ﬁelds, while the
remainder was wooded, At the Hickory tract located in
Nash County, the entire project area consisted of
cultivated fields. At the Wesvanco tract in Vance
Coun‘cy, the project area consisted mainly of wooded
areas accessed by dirt roads.

The arclqaeological survey consisted of shovel
testing at 100-foot intervals, Shovel tests were not
excavated in areas of stanc]ing water, in areas of
extensive disturbance, or in areas with more than 75%
ground visihility. These areas were walked and
sujajected to a pedestrian survey.

Prior to this study no archaeological sites had
been identified in the immediate project areas. In

a.&clition, no National Register properties were
identified in the immediate ptoject areas, Asa result of
this study, a total of 12 sites, a cemetery, and three
historic resources were located. At the Long tract,
these sites include 31ED345, 31ED346, 31ED347*,
and a s-tand.ing historic resource, none of which are
potentially eligible for the National Register, although
more documentation is recommended for the historic
resource. At the Hickory tract, seven sites and a
stan&ing historic resource were located and included
3INSG0, 31INS91, 3INSG92, 31INS93™, 3INS94+,
31INSO5, and 31NS96. Of these sites, 31NSQ0 is
recommended as potentially eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. Prior to any construction
activities on the Hickory tract, we recommend that
testing be undertaken at this site. At the Wesvanco
tract, sites 3TVN258 and 31 VN260"* were located, in
addition to 31VN259*, a cemetery, and a group of
hListoric structures in various states ofdila.pidaﬁOn. The
cemetery, site 3IVN259™, is the only site
recommended as potenﬁaﬂy eligi]ale from this tract.
Prior 1o any ground clishul)ing activiies, we
recommend that further work be undertaken at this site
to determine the possi]sility of unmarked graves and the
true extent of the cemetery.
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INTRODUCTION

The intensive archaeological investigation of
the three tracts in Edgecombe, Nash, and Vance
Counties was conducted by Rachel Campo and Van
Steen of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Bob
Froneberger of ARCADIS Ceraghty and Miller, Inec.
The Long tract is located west of the town of Rocky
Mounty in Bdgecombe County (Figure 1). The
Hickory tract is located north of Rocky Mount in Nash
County (Figure 1). The Wesvanco tract is located
southeast of the town of Henderson in Vance County
(Figure 1). This work was undertaken in order to
record archaeologica.l sites and historic resources
present on these tracts.

The Long tract is situated between NC State
Highways 64 and 64A, to the west of 38R 1225
(Kingshoro Road) and south of Tar River {(Figure 2).
The eastern portion of the tract, adjacent to SSR
1225, consisted of cultivated and fallow fields, while the
remainder of the tract, accessed l)y dirt roads, consisted
of mixed hardwoods and pines. This tract was relaﬁvely
flat, with no areas of high elevation. A total of three
sites (31ED345, 31ED346, and 31ED347*") and a
stantling historic resource were identified in Long tract.
Further documentation is recommended for the
historic resource. No further work is recommended for

the other three sites.

The Hickory tract is located east of Interstate
95, north of state highway 44/33, south of Fishing
Creelz, and west of Beaverdam Swamp (Figure 3). This
tract consisted entirely of cultivated fields. The entire
tract had at least 75% surface visibility, A few small
streams ran tln‘ough the tract. The tract had a few
small hills and rises, one of which produced a large
prehistoric site. This site, 3INS90, is recommended
as potenﬁaﬂy eligi]:v[e. Six other sites, (31NS91,
31NS92, 31NS93*, 31NS94*, 31INS9S, and
31NS96) and one standing historic resource were
identified, with no further management work

recommended {or these sites.

The Wesvanco tract is located east of Highway
1 Bypass, west of State Highway 39, and north of
Martin Creek (Figure 4). The majority of the tract was
heavily wooded, with very few areas of high elevation,
The tract was accessed ljy a number of smaﬂ, overgrown
dirt roads. Three sites (31VN258, 31VN259*, and
31VN260""), including a cemetery, and three historic
resources in various stages of dilapiclaﬁon were
identified in the Wesvanco tract. Of these, only the
cemetery is recommended as potentially eligible. No
forther management work is recommended for the
other sites in this tract.

The proposed work on these sites has the
poten’daI to &amage or even cleshoy a.tc]:taeological sites
in the immediate vicinity. For this reasom, we
recommend that further work be done at two of the
tracts prior to any ground disturhing activities.

We were requested by Mr, Bob Froneherger of
ARCADIS Ceraghty and Miller, Inc. to submit a cost
proposal for intensive level surveys of the project areas
on June 16, 1999, This proposal, submitted on June
21, 1999, was approved on June 23, 1999. These
investigations incorporated a review of the site files at
the North Carolina Office of State Archaealogy by
Rachel Campo on June 24, 1999. No previously

recorded sites were identified in the project areas.

The survey, which was designed to i&en‘dfy

preh.{storic or historic resources within the project areas,
was conducted July 6-13 and required a total of 150
person hours to complete the survey.
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base map is USGS Hartsease 1981, 1:24,000).
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Figure 2. View of Long tract
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NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Physiofraphy

The three project tracts are situated in two
distinctly different physiographic regions of North
Carolina (Figure 1).

The Long tract is situated in Bdgecombe
County, immediately east of Rocly Mount, south of
the Tar River (Figure 2). The northern boundary of the
site is US 64, while the eastern edge is defined by NC
Secondary Road 1225 which runs south to Kingshoro.
The parc‘el is rouglﬂy bounded to the south lny Walnut
Creek drainage. The atea {oclay, altbough surrounded
lay agricul’aual felds, is heavily wooded.

Et‘lgecom]ae County is in the eastern part of
North Caro]ina, entirely within the coastal p]ain. Ttis
rouglﬂy rectilinear in shape, oriented northeast-
southwest aud divided by the Tar River, which flows
southerly. Edgecombe, containing about 511 square
miles, is lmunded_ to the north by Halifax, to the west
by Nash, to the south by Wilson and Pitt counties, and
on the east by Martin County.

The Hickory tract is located at the extreme
northern edge of Nash county, bounded to the west and
northwest by farm roads and to the south by NC 44.
The eastern bounclary generaﬂy follows the eclge of
Beaverdam Swamp (Figure 3). This parcel is situated in
a rural section of the county and the surroun&ing land
is almost entirely agricul‘cural.

Nash County is immediately northwest of
Edgecombe County, separated by the Tar River.
Although the county itsell is on the physiograp]:u'c
}Joun&ary between the coastal pla'm to the southeast and
the piedmont to the northwest, the survey tract is
situated in a area of coastal plain ’coPograp]ny and soils.
Nash, which includes 542 square miles, is drained by
Fishing Creck (which forms its northern boundary with
Halifax County), Swift Creek (which flows east-west

through the north central portion of the county), and
the Tar River (which separates Nash from Edgecombe).
To the west is Franklin County, to the southwest is
Johnston County, and to south is Wilson County.

The Wesvanco tract is situated in Vance
County, southeast of Henderson. It is bordered to the
west by US 1 and to the south by the slope toward
Martin Creek. Framing the tract to the north is the
intersection of US 1 and NC Secondary Raad 1148
(Figure 4). Opposite the tract, on the west side of US
1 is existing industrial development, while the
surrounding area is mixed agricul{ural and residential,

Vance County is situated entirely within the
piedmont. It is rectangular in shape, oriented north-
south, and is situated in the north-central part of
North Carolina, on the Virginia border. Vance
contains 249 squate miles and is bordered to the west
hy Granville County, to the east by Warren, and to the
south and southeast by Franklin County. One of the
major clrainages in the county was dammed [or the
creation of John H. Kerr Reservoir (originally the
Buggs Island Reservoir) in 1944, The Tar River forms
the boundary between Vance and Franklin counties.

The coastal p]ai.n is an area characterized by
unconsolidated soils of sand, silt, and clay. The
’cypicaﬂy flat topogra.p]ny has evolved ’rlirough a long
series of geologic changes incluc]ing up]i'&s and erosion.,
The six terraces formed by erosion where further
defined by sea level changes during the Pleistocene
(Gade et al. 1986:116). The resulting parallel drainage
system, which is to be expected on uniform, gentle
ElOPES, are often slow moving, formi:ng large swamp and
ﬁoo&pla'm areas. A good example of this is the Tar
River.

E&geeom}ae County has the topograp]nyfypical
of the Inner Coastal Plain. Over 80% of the county is
flat, with grades ol less than 2%. Where slopes are
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present i]:ley are usua]ly associated a waterway and often
with its resulting erosion. The Long tract also typifies
this area, consisting of a very level plain with a very
slight sloPe at its eastern and southern edges, as it
begins to drop into Walnut Creek. Elevations are about
110 {eet above mean sea level (AMSL), although in the
immediately vicinity they range down to about 65 feet
AMSL.

As previously indicated, Nash County includes
both areas of coastal plain and piedmont, with much of
the county consisting of the &l line — an area of
transition between the old crystalline rocks of the
piedmont and the recent, flat sediments of the coastal
plain. The fall line is marked by ra,pids and falls in the
rivers, marking the extent of inland navigation. Tt is
also marked by a series of urban centers attracted to the
Zone ]Jy reaclily available water power and the natural
termination of river traffic (Gade et al. 1986:8).

The Hiclzory tract, clear[y dominated ]:y the
coastal plain, is level with elevations of about 124 to
130 feet AMSL. The minor slope present is directed to
the small drainage running tbrougll the tract and to
Beaverdam Swamp.

The piedmont, located between the mountain
and coastal plain regions, is an area of dendritic
drainage and red clay. Robertson (1960:61) identifies
the area as a Penep]ain, dissected l)y modera’cely swift
streams ﬂowing south or southwest. The name
"piedmont" means "foot of the mountains," which
describes the general topography: a rolling eroded
platean with rounded hills and low ridges (Gade et al.
1986:146). Vance County is gently sloping to rolling
and, in many areas, has fairly broad ridges. In contrast
to the other survey tracts, the Wesvanco site is more
steeply sloped, tending southward toward Martin Creek.
Elevations ranging from 500 feet AMSL at the
northern edge to about 450 feet AMSL at the southem
end.

Vance is classified by Gades and his colleagues
as within the Piedmont Lowlands — “an area of down-
faulted basins filled with younger, unaltered
se&imen’cary rocks and display'mg more fuﬂy dissected
surface terrain than the Piedmont Uplands” {Gade et

al. 1986:146). The area, geologically, exhibits greater
diversity, but includes part of the Carolina Slate Belt
and the range of lithic materials attractive to early
occupants of the region,

Geology and Soils

The coastal plai.u's parent materials are marine
or fluvial deposits which consist of varying amounts of
sand, silts, and cla.ys. The various geologic formations
are all overaid by a relaﬁvely thin mantle of
undifferentiated Iight—colored sands and gravels with
clay layers of Pleio-Pleistocene age. These, in turn, are
recognizecl as a series of ferraces.

The coastal plain is a rather impoverishecl area
forlithic resources. However, this should not imply that
lithics are a.])sent, only that tlney are usua.uy scarce. For
example, there are often river pebhles of relatively lug]:
quality quartz found in gra.vel bars and metavolcanic
rock does occasionauy outcrop in the upper coastal

Table 1.
Soils on the Long Tract, Edgecombe County
% of
Soil Series Survey Area
Goldshoro fine sandy loam, 0-2% 6.4
Lynchburg fine sandy loam 58
Norfolk loamy sand 43.3
Rains fine sandy loam 26.0
Wagram loamy sand 18.6

p[ain or fall line. In adclition, even greater numbers of
resources are available in the Slate Belt, just within the
adjacent piedmont.

The Long survey tract includes five soil types,
shown in Table 1. Of thege the Lym:h and Rains soils .
accounting for neeu:ly a third of the tract, are poorly
drained and as a result are usuaﬂy in’cerpnsted to have a
low potential for the identification of prehistoric or
historic sites. Both the Lynchburg and Rains soils are
'rypicaﬂy found in smooth interstream areas and shallow
depressions. The Lynchburg soils have generally dark A
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or Ap horizons overlying a light yellowish brown
su])soﬂ, while the Rains soils aze more reducezl,
exhibiting gray A and B horizons to depths of several
feet (Goodwin 1979).

The remainder of the soils are moderately to
well drained, ‘cypically found on ]:u'g]:Ler elevations.
Profiles typically exhibit brown A or Ap horizons over
yeHOW’iSll brown or brownish yeﬂow subsoils.

The Hiclaory tract contains five different soil
geries, including the Goldsboro, Noxfolk, and Rains
series identified in the Long tract (Ta]ale 2). In this

Table 2.
Soils on the Hickory Tract, Nash County
) % of

Soil Series Swrvey Area
Coldsboro fine sandy loam, 0-2% 28.6
Norfolk loamy sand, 0-2% 29.9
Norfolk loamy sand, 2-6% 5.3
Rains fine sandy loam " 333
Tomotley fine sandy loam 2.4

sﬁrvey tract about a third of the area is covered with
poorly drained soils, dominated by the Rains series. The
Tomotley soils, however, have very similar reduced A
and B horizons. It is unlikely that prehistoric or
historic sites will be encountered on these poorly
drained soils. Indicative of its proximity to the
pied.mont, there are a {few soils on the tract which have
slopes ranging up to 6%, but they are in the minority
{Allison 1989).

As previously mentioned, the piedmont's
Ian&scape hasa ro]]j.ug surface of gentle to steep s[opes.
Each peneplain is cut or hounded hy valleys of even
steeper slopes which often have a clep’ch of several
hundred feet. This landscape is most noticeable in the
interior, away from the Fall Line eclge, where the effects
of increased erosion are clearer. As you move toward
the mountainous Blue Ridge. peneplain development
hecomes more incomplete and monadnocks more

al)undant.

Perhaps the most significant feature of the
piedmont’s geology is its effect on prehistoric lithic
teclmology. Quartz is the most abundant material,
heing found in the Kings Mountain formation and also
readily available as veins in the crystalline gneisses and
schists which underlie (and yield through
decomposition) the red clays of the nearby piedmont
upIands. The quatts, however, is harder than the
associated rocks and decomposes more slowly than the
surrounding matrix. As a result, vein quartz often
appears on the surface or very near to the surface. The
metavolcanics, such as argi.uite and r]:Lyo]ite, are wiclely
available from localized outcroppings of the Carolina
Slate Belt, west of the project area. OFf particular
importance are the cryptocrystaﬂine deposits which
supply the best materials for knapping, Although other
materials, such as chalcec]mny and even chert, are
occasionally found as tools in this section of the North
Carolina Piedmont, these materials are extra-local,
coming from either nearby counties ot, in the case of
chert, from either Tennessee ot western Nocth
Carolina.

The Wesvanco project area consists of only
four defined soil series, including the Appling-Utrhan
Land Complex; Appling sandy loam 2-8% slopes; Clecil
sandy clay loam 2-8% slopes, eroded; and Durham

Tahle 3.
Soils on the Wesvanco Tract, Vance County

% of

Soil Series Survey Area
Appling-Urban Land Complex, 6-10% 6.6
Appling sandy loam, 2-8% 60.6
Cecil sandy clay loam, 2-8% 131
Dutham 10amy sand, 1-6% 19.7

loamy sand 1-6% slopes (Table 3). Theee soils exhibit
considerable varia]:»ility, but are generally well drained,
gently sloping to modera’cely steep soils formed from
crystalline rocks. The Appling soils have a brown Ap
horizon resting on a yellowish-brown clay loam, while
the Cecil soils are the “’cypica[" red clays of the

Piedmont uplancls and, in the survey area, are found
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both partially intact and eroded (Stimpson et al. 1980).

Although only about 13% of the soils in the
project area are classified by the Soil Congervation
Service as eroded, with the loss of all of the original A
horizon and, in many cases, some of the underlying B
horizon, pie&mon’t soil erosion has been 3 common
problem. The cavses can be traced to poor farming
practices, such as shallow plowing and limited crop
rotation, and the conversion of rural areas to zesidential
subdivisions, shopping malls, industrial complexes and
highway systems (Gade et al. 1986:149). Areas of
expcae& red cla.y or gunies were noted in several areas,
demonstrating the &agile nature of the piedmont.

Vance County is part of what Trimble {1074)
calls the New T'obacco Planting Area, He observes that
the area generaﬂy had a fairly lﬁg]n erosive land use
history which Pealzerl in the late nineteenth century, In
spite of this he projects that soil loss was likely 0.5 foot

or 1855-

By the time of Great Depression, the Soil
Conservation Service characterized much of
southeastern Vange County, including the survey area,
as exhibiting “moderate sheet erosion.” To the
northwest, where slopes were steeper, ergsion was

significantly worse (Lee 1934).

This suggests that the
archaeological po‘cenﬁal of the
fract, most especially in those
areas of steeper slop es or the Cecil
soils, may be affected Ly previgus
erosional damage, This situation
is consistent with the findings of
the shovel tests. A]t]:oug}:l some
areas were identified lacleiug an A
]JOriZDL'I., it was intact over most
of the tract.

Clim ate

Elevation and geography
hoth affect the climate of the
three stucly The
Appalachian Mountains to the

areas. -

¢

[Figure 5. Open forest of pine and mixed hardwoods on the Wesvanco tract. |

west of the county hlock cold air masses from the
northwest, and elevations in the pie&mont area, ranging
from 650 feet to 1,500 feet AMSL, help maintain
re}a’ci\rely mild temperatures, with mxld, ghort winters
and warm summers. Moving to the coastal plain the
winters still tend to be mil&, but t}Je JUIMMers are
typic:aﬂy hot and humid because of moist maritime air.

In the piedmont, in the vicinity of the vicinity
of Vance County, July temperatures, generally the
warmest of the year, average between 06 and 89° F,
while January temperatures, generally the coldest of the
year, average ahout 28-51'F. The area is also
characterized by a humid climate with abundant
rainfall, averaging about 46 inches anmually. The
growing season for most crops is during the months of
Agpril through September, when 54% of the annual

rainfall aceurs.

In terms o£ human com{or’c, the inner coastal
plain doesn't exhibit conditions that are too different
from those in the piezlmon’c. Around E&gecombe and
Nash counties the temperatures average ahout 78°F in
the summer and 41°F in the winter. Rainfall averages
hetween 45 and 48 inches 1ocany, with about 56%

occurring &uring the growing season,

PR
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Figure 6. Second growth forest covered in kudzu on the Wesvanco tract.

on miclslopes and even several of
the ri(lgetops, the understory is
not dramatic (Figure 5). In
several areas of abandoned
cultivated land, however, pine
forests have develope& with a
dense understory of small
hardwoods and herbaceous
vegetation, most especially kudzu
(Figure 6).

In the coastal plain the
vegetation is hased primarily on
topographic location. Upland
arcas are f:requen’cly in pine, often
found associated with soils of low
ferl:ili’cy, high aciclity, and
excessive drainage. Most often
such areas have been su]::jectecl to
extensive &is*turl)ance, often
agricultural, and the pines

Floristics represent an early stage of revegetation. Areas of

The piedmont is
characterized by the dominance of
a pine forest cover, due primarily
to three centuries of human land
use in the region (Gade et al.
1986:8). Qaks, hickories, and
dogwoods also characterize the
forests of the Piedmont (State
board of Agriculture 1896:37). -
Qak-pine forests account for
most of the forest acreage in the
area, a.lthoug]n the vegetation has
been clramatically altered from the
origi.nal or natural potenﬁgl
vegetation prior to the
intervention of European settlers.
Today, loblolly-shortleaf pine
forests are abundant and include

red oak, white oak, gum, ln'ckory

Figure 7. Cultivated fields in the Hickory tract, Nash County.

and yeﬂow-poplar trees.

The bulk of the Wesvanco survey tract is hardwood may exist with oaks, maples, sweetgumn, black
forested, with pine and oak dominating. Where the gum, and mockernut hickory. More common, however,
oalc-pine or oale—hicleory forests are developed, such as are mixed forests, containing hoth pines and
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~

Figure 8. C

ultivated fields typical of th

(Figure 9).

-

e Long tract in Edgecomhe County.

hardwoods. On slopes overloolzing swamps heech-oak-
hiclzory forests ocour with understories such as redbud,
dogwood, grape, and pawpaw — creating an attractive

e&ge arca £or LIOWBEIS S‘LI.C]B. as &EEI. In ’c]ne lowla.n&s alre ) n

more miesic species, such as Cypress, gum, Sycamore,

water }:lickory, lowland o.aks, soft
maples, and willows.

Many areas, however,
have been dmmaﬁcaﬂy c]:lange&
by culﬁvation, with few natural
species still ]Jeing found on a
regular basis. This is certainly the
case at the Hickory tract in Nash
County where Vir.'l:ua.]ly all of the
s‘cudy area is currently plan’ce& in
TOW CIOps {Figure 7).

A very similar situation
is present at the Long tract in
Edgecom]:e county, where the
purvey area includes cultivated
lands (Figure 8) and fallow felds.
In addition, however, significant
portions of the tract include pine
with a dense hardwood understory

12
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Previous Research

There are a number of previous cultural )

resource management reports which itemize much of
the research conducted in Vance, Nash and Eclgecom]:e
counties (see, for example, Lautzenheiser ot al. 1996
and Holm et al. 1999 for Vance and Nash counties
respectively). Like elsewhere in North Carolina there
has been 2 mix of compliance studies, covering relaﬁvely
small areas, and longer-term research. In fact, research
in this northeastern corner of North Ca.rolina, while
Lagu:n I)y IoEEre Coe and his B'hlclen‘t, Sb:nley South, on
the basis of the Roanoke Rapic].s research in the 1950s
{South 1959 and Coe 1964}, for many years afterward
was dominated by David Phelps and his students at Best
Carolina University ({Or a ynopsis see P]:lelps 1983).

PerhaPs one of the more signiﬁcant projects
conducted in Nash County is Phelps' work at the
Thorpe site, which procluced materials ranging from the
Palecindian t]:xrougl'l Waodland (P]Jelps 1980).
Although evidence of some previoualy identified wares
(such as the Vincent series) was found, the site was

dominated ]ay what P}lelpa called Cashie — the

progenitor of the historic Tuscarora wares.

Later work in the Deep Cresk reservoir of
acliacent Eclgecoml:ve County, and speciﬂcaﬂy at the
Parker Site, procluc&cl a range of pottery, inclur].ing what
is thought to represent some very early ﬁ]:-er—tempered
(reflecting a southern intrusion) and steatite-tempered
(raﬂacting a northern intriision) wares (Pllelpa 1981).
In spite of the uniqueness of these early potteries, the
site was pro]aa]aly more s1gmﬁcan’c for its contribution

toward the J,efu:ntlon of the Early Woocuancl Deep
Creek pottery series.

Perl'lapa the most Eign.i.‘Eicant research in Vance
County, cerl:amly the most extensive, was undertaken in
anticipation of the John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir. A
range of Archaic and Woodland sites were found in both
North Carolina and Virginia with the bulk ea.sily ﬁi‘ﬁng

into the pre-existing c}:u:onology established by Coe and
his colleagues for the piedmont region (White 19'79).

These invegtigations incorporated a review of
the files at the North Carolina Office of State
A.rc]naeology. No previousl‘y recorded sites were found
within or immediately adjacent to any of the project
boundaries.

Prehistoric Overview

Qverviews for North Carolina's prehistory, -
while of diﬂering lengths and complaxjty, are available -
in virl:u.ally every compliance report prepa.recl. There are,
in addition, some "classic" sources well worth attention,
such as Joffre Coe's Formative Cukures (Coe 1964), as
well as some new general overviews (such as the one
previously mentioned loy Phelps [1983] for the constal
plain and another ljy Wa.tc}. [1683] for the pieclmont).
These can he aupplemen‘l:ed with a broad range of theses
and dissertations produced by students of North
Carolina's coﬂeges and universities. Also extremely
helpful, per]:aps even essential, are a handful of recent
local synt}neﬁc statements, such as that offered }:n_,r
Sassaman and Anderson (1994) for the Middle and
Late Axchaic. On}y a few of the many BOUrces are
included in this study, but they should be adequate to
give the reader a "feel" for the area and help establish a
context for the various sites identified in the study area.
Figure 10 offers a generalizecl view of North Carolina's
cultural Periocls.

In the Carclina Piedment, lithic scatters are
the most common type of preln'storic site encountered.
Goodyear et al. (1979:131-145) found that sites

containing lithic scatters located in the inter-riverine
Piedmont were geograpluicauy extensive and exhibited
little artifact clivel:sity. These sites have been interpretecl

ag:

limited or Bpecia]izecl activity sites

which represent resource ex'ploitation
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Regiond! Phases
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964:Figure 116 and Phelps 1983: Figure 2).

Figure 10. A generalized cultural sequence for the North Carolina coast and piedmont (partially adapted from Coe
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or other distinct funetions. Nearly all
jnvestigators working in the
Piedmont have related these sites to
activities i.nvolving '11unt'mg, nut
gatheﬁng, and procuring of lithic raw
materials {Canouts and Goodyear
1985:1885).

Al’thoug]:t the vast majority of these sites are located in
eroded areas and exhibit little to no subsurface integrity,
Canouts and Gooclyeat (1985) argue that tlley have

analytical value. This value lies in their horizontal
rather than vertical dimensions. They argue that:

future investigators of uplancl sites
must effect broad-scale spa‘l:ia.]
aual'ys&ﬁ compara]:le to the temporal
analyses effected tllr'ou.gh excavation
of cleep}y stratified sites. Both
endeavors are necesgary, and peither
s sufficient for the total
understanding of Piedmont
prehistory” {Canouts and Goodyear
1985: 193).

One observation that Canouts and Goodyear
(1985) made is that lithio raw material ratios change
tlarough time. For instance, at the Gregg Shoals site in
Elbert County, Georgia, the Early Archaic asseml)lage
reflects greater use of non-local cryp’cocrys’caﬂine
materials and the Late Archaic, greater use of non-
quartz local material (see Tippitt and Marquardt 1981).

Turning to the coastal plain Phelps (1983:50)
provicles an overview of the issues which he feels were
significant there nearly two decades ago. Cu:riously,
most are still as important today. They include a hetter
unclerstancling of Palecindian site distribution,
excavation of single component Archaic gites,
exploration of the sites that span the Archaic-Woodland
{ransition, stu&y of the changes in settlement and
gubsistence patterns at Barly and Middle Woodland
sites, and excavation of sites that vaide a greater range
of activities for each phaae.

This last topia seems of specia.l concern,
althoug]: it is simple — sites, and lots of them, need to
be examined in order to understand the range of

diversi’cy present. Sites from the sandhills t]:rough the
tidewater need to explored to understand the impact of
both topograplly and the environment. And a.lt]aough
not Bpeciﬁcally men’cioned Ly Phelps, it geems that an
anc'xuary vesearch topic should be to improve our
uncleratanc]ing of the plethora of pottery typologi&a that
dominate the Carolina coastal Plain.

Palecindian Period

The Paleoindian Period, most commonly dated
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is evidenced by
Lasauy thinned, side-notch projectile points; fluted,
lancelot proiectile points; side Scrapers; end scrapers;
and drills {Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williarns 1965).
Oliver (1981, 1985) has Proposecl to extend the
Paleoindian dating in the North Carolina Piedmont to
perhaps as early as 14,000 B.P., incorporating the
Harclaway Side-Notched and Palmer Corner-Notched
types, usually accepted as Barly Archaio, as
representatives of the terminal p]na.ae. This view, verbally
suggestecl Ly Coe for a nu.m}:ler of years, has
considerable technological appeal.! Oliver suggests =

_ continunity from the Harclav.ray Blade through the

Hardaway-Dalton to the Hardawey Side-Notched,
eventually to the Palmer Side-Notched (Oliver
1985:199-200). While comn'.ncingly argued, this
npproa.cltl is not u.niversa]}y a.ccepted.

The Palecindian occupation, while widespread,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
most ﬁequently found along major river &ra.inages,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy "oriented toward the exploitation of now
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survey data
for Palecindian tools, most notably fluted points, is
rather dated for North Carolina (Brennan 1982; Peck

' While never discussed ]:1y Coe at lengt]:t, he did
observe that many of the Hatclaway points, &epecm]ly from the
lowest sontexts, had facial ﬂutmg or ﬂ:unmng which, "in cases
where the side-notches or basal portions were missing, . . .
could be mistaken for fluted points of the Paleo-Indian
period” (Coe 1964:64). While not an especially strong
statement, it does reveal the formation of the concept.
Further insight is offered by Ward's (1983:63) all too brief
comments on the more recent investigations at the Hardaway

site (see also Daniel 1992).
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1988; Perkinson 1971, 1973; of. Anderson 1990). In
spite of this, the distribution offered ]Jy Anderson
(1992h:Figure 5.1) reveals a rather general, and

W'icleﬂpreacl, occurrence Ehroug]aout the Tegion.

Distinctive projec’cile points may include
Iancoelales such as Clovis, Dalton, perlia.pﬂ the
Hardaway, and Big Sandy (Coe 1964; Phelps 1083;
Oliver 1985). A temporal sequence of Palecindian
projectils points was proposed by Williams (1965:24-
51), but according to Phelps (1983:18) there is Little
stratigrap]:.ic or chronometric evidence for it. While this
i certai.nly true, a number of aul'hora, such 2s Anderson
(1992a) and Oliver (1985) have assembled impressive
data sets. We are inclined to believe that while often not
conclusiVely proven Ly atratigraphic excavations {and
such pmof may be an unreasonable expectation), there
is a large body of circumstantial evidence. The weight of
this evidence tends to provicle considerable support.

Unfortunately, relaﬁvely little is known about
Paleoindian subsistence stralegies, settlement systems,
or social organization (gee, llowever, Anderson 1992b
for an excellent overview and sy'nthesis of what is
known). Generaﬂy, archaeologists agree that the
Palecindian groups were at a band level of society {see
Service 1966), were nomac]ic, and were both hunters
and foragers. While p-opulaﬁon &enﬂity, based on
isolated finds, is thought to have been low, Walthall
suggests that toward the end of the period, “there was an
increase in popula.ﬁon density and in ’cen’itoriality and
that a number of new resource areas were ]:Jegi_nning to

be exploited" (Walthall 1980:30).
Archaic Period

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.2 does not form a sharp break with the

? The terminal poini for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Paleoindian and many researchers suggest a
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is
also the question of whether ceramics, such as the fiber-
tempewrl Stallings ware, will be ineluded as Amhaic, or will
be included with the Woodland. Oliver, for exampla, arguea
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes
"complicatea and confuses classification and interpretation
needlessly" {Oliver 1981:20). He comments that according to
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Paleoindian Periocl, but is a slow fransition
characterized by a modern climate and an increase in
the cliversity of material culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad spectnum of small mammals,
alt]:loug}l the white tailed deer was hlae}.y the most
commonly exploitecl animal.  Archaic periocl
asaenﬁlagm, exemplified I)y comer-notc}lecl and broad-
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps
because the swamps and Jrainages offered especiaﬂy
attractive ecotones.

Some researchers (see for example, Ward
1983:65) suggest that there was a noticeable popula’cion
increase from the Paleoindian into the Early Archaic,
This has ’cen’cativaly been associated with a greater
emphasis on foraging. Diagnostic Eatly Archaic
artifacts include the Kirk Corner Notched point. As
previously discussed, Palmer points may be included
with either the Palecindian or Archaic period,
depencli_ug on theorstical perspective. As the climate
became hotter and drier than the previous Palecindian
pario&, 'rasulﬁ_ng in vagetational cha.n.gea, it also
affected settlement patterning as evidenced ]::y a long—
term Kirk phase midden cleposit at the Harc]away site
{Coe 1964:60). This is believed to have been the result
of a change in subsistence strategies.

Settlements &uri.ng_ the Early Archaic auggest
the presence of a {ew, very la.rge, and apparently
intensively occupie&, pites which can best be considered
base camps. Harrlaway might be one such site. In
aclc]ition, there were numerous small sites which
procluced only a few artifacts — these are the "network
of tracks" mentioned by Ward {1983:65). The base
camps pro&uce a wide range of artifact types and raw

the orig'mal definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizon" and that "the preserce of ceramics
Prmficlas a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods {Oliver 1981:21). Others would
counter that such an approaoh ignores cultural continuity and
forces an artificial, and per]lapa unrealistic, separation.
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:38-44), for exa.mple, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of "Late
Archaic Pottery." While this issue has heen of considerable
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has
never affected the Piedmont, which seems to have embraced
pottery faz later, well into the conventional Woodland pericd.
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materials which has suggested to many reseatchers long-
term, PEI]Ila.PB seasonal or mulﬁ-seasonaL occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites are t]:ought of as special
purpose or foragiug sites (gsee Ward 1983:6?).

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.)
cliagnosﬁc artifacts include Morrow Mountain,
Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projec{'ile points. Phelps
(1983:25) also notes that the gradual increase from
Palecindian to Archaic in the Coastal Plain seems to
peak cluring the Middle Archaic Morrow Mountain
phase. Much of our best information on the Middle
Archaic comes from sites inveaﬁgated west of the
Appalac]:dan Mountains, such as the work l')y ]'eﬁ
Chapman and his students in the Little Tennessee River
Valley (for a general overview see Chapman 1977,
1085a, 1985h). There is good evidence that Middle
Archaic lithic teclmologies cha.ngecl c].ramatica]ly. End
scrapers, at Hmes asgociated with Palecindian fra.c]it'lons,
are a.iscontinuecl, raw materials tend to reflect the
greater use of loca]ly available materjals, and mortars are
initially introduced. Associated with these technological
claanges there seem to also be some signjﬁcant cultural
modifications. Prepared burials begin to more
commonly occur and storage pits are identified. The
work at Middle Archaic river vn.uey sites, with their
evidence of a diverse floral and faunal subsistence laa.se,
seems to stand in stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle
Archaic "Old Quartz Industry" of Georgia and the
Caro]inas, W‘]:tere axes, choppers, a.n& grou.ncl a.ncl
polishe& stone tools are very rare,

The available information has resulted in a
variety of competing settlement models. Some argue for
increased sedentism and a reduction of mobﬂity {see
Goodyear et al. 1979:111), Ward argues that the most
appropriate model is one which includes rela.‘ciwly stable
and seclentary hunters and gatherers "prima.tily a&aptecl
to the varied and rich resource base offered by the major
alluvial vaﬂeys" (Ward 1983:69). While he recognizes
the presence of "inter-riverine" sites, he discounts
explanations which focus on seasonal rounds, suggesting
"alternative explanations . . . [including] a wide range of
adaptive responses." Most importantly, he notes that:

the seasomal transhumance model
and the Bec].en’cary model are opposite
ends of a continuum, and in

likelihood variations on these two
themes pro]:ua]aly existed in different
regions at different times throughout
the Archaic period (Ward 1983:69).

Others suggest inoreased mol;ility cluring the
Archaic (see Cable 1982), Sassaman (1983} has
suggested that the Morrow Mountain phasa people had
a great deal of residential mo]:ility, bhased on the variety
of environmental zones ﬂmy are found in and the lack
of site diversity. The lngh level of mobility, coup]ed with
the mpid replacement of these points, may help explain
the seemingly large numbers of sites with Middle
Archaic assemblages. Curiously, the later Chilford
phaﬂe pites are not as m&ely distri}ju‘ée&, per}naps

‘suggesting that only certain micro-environments were

used {of. Waxd [1983:68-69] who would likely reject
the notion that Bu]:)s’can’ciaﬂy different environmetital
zones are, in fact, represented).

Recently Abbott et al. (1995) argue for a
combination of these models, nobting that the almost
certain inerease in popu.la’cion levels pro]aa]:v}y resulted in
a contraction of local territories. With small territories
there would have heen significa.ntl'y greater pressure to
successfully exploit the limited resources by more
E:equen't movement of camps. They discount the idea
that these territories could have been exploi’fecl from a
ai:ngle base camp without horticultural tec]mo‘fogy.
Abbott and his colleagues conclude, “increased
residential mobility under such conditions may in fact
represent a common stage in the aevelopment of

gedentism” (Abbott et al. 1995:9).

From excavations at a Sandhills site in

Chesterfield County, South Carolina, Gunn and his
colleague (Gunn and Wilson 1993) offer an alternative
model for Middle Archaic settlement, He accepts that
the upla.n&s were desicoated from glo]aal warming, bt
rather than ].umtmg occupation, this environmental
change made the area more attractive for residential
hase camps. Gunn and Wilson suggest that the open, or
ﬁ—inge, habitat of the upland margins would have been
attractive to a wide variety of plant and animal species.

Another point of some controversy is the idea

that the groups responsil:le for the Middle Archaic
Morrow Mountain and Guilford points were intrusive
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("without any background" in Cos's words) into the
North Carolina Pie&mont, from the west, and were
contemporaneous with the groups procluoing Stan}y
points (Coe 1964:122-123; Phelps 1983:23). Phelps,
building on Coe, refers to the Morrow Mountain and
Guilford as the "Western Intrusive horizon." Sassaraan
(1995) has recently proposed a scenario for the Morrow
Mountain groups which would support this west-to-east
time-transgressive process. Abbott and his colleagues,
perhaps unaware of Sasseman's data, dismiss the
concept, commenting that the shear distribution and
number of these points "makes this position wholly
untena]ale" (A}Jlaott et al. 1995:9).

The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000 to
3,000 or 4,000 B.P, is characterized hy the
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectile points (Coe 1964). These people continued to
'mtens‘wely exploit the uplan&s much like caclier Archaic
groups within North Carclina, the bulk of our data for
this perioc}. comes from the Uwharrie region.

One of the more debated issues of the Late
Archaic is the typology of the Savannah River Stemmed
and its various diminutive forms, Oliver, reﬁning Coe's
(1964) original Savannah River Stemmed type and a
small variant from Gaston (South 1959:153-157),
&evelope& a complete sequence of stemmed points that
decrease uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981,
1985). Specifically, he sees the progression from
Savannsh River Stemmed to Small Savannah River
Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed to Swannanoa from about
5,000 B.P. to about 1,500 B.P. He also notes that the
latter two forms are associated with Woodland pottery.

This reconstruction is still debated with =
" number of archaeologists expressing concern with what
they see as typological overlap and amlaiguify. Tlley
point to a dearth of radiocarhon dates and good
excavation contexts yet, at the same time ’fhey express
concern with the application of this typology outside the
North Carolina Piedmont (see, for a synopsis,
Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994::35).

In addition to the presence of Savannah River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964:112-113; Sassaman
1993}, polished and pecked stone artifacts, and grinding

18

stones. Some also include the introduction of fiber-
tempered pottery about 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic
(for a discussion see Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-
44). This innovation is of special importance along the
Georgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have
had only minimal impact in North Carolina.

There is evidence that c]:u.ting the Late Archaic
the climate beQa.u to approximate modern climatic
conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in a more lush
vegetation pattemn. The poﬂen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oak-hickory nut
masts which previouﬂly were s0 wiclespread. This cl-m.nge
pro]aal)ly affected settlement patterning since nut masts
were now more isolated and concentrated. From
research in the Savannah River vaﬂey neat Aiken,
South Ca.ro]J'J:La, Sassaman hq.s found considerable
Jivemity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring
in virtually every upland environmental zone. He
suggests that this more complex settlement pattern
evolved from an increasingl‘y complex socio-economic
system. While it is \mlikely that this model can be
simply transferred to the Piedmont of North Carolina
without an extensive review of site data and micro-
environmental data, it does demonstrate one ap‘proach
to unclersfanding the transition from Archaic to
Woodland.

Woodland Period in t[:le’PieJmont

As prewously discussed, there are those who
ses the Woodland I)e§inn1'ng with the introduction of
pottery suggestive of influences from northern cultures.
In the Pieclmont, the Early Woodland is marked lny a
pottery type defined by Coe (1964:27-29) as Badin.?
This potiery is identified as having very fine sand in the
paste with an occasional pel‘)]:le.'i Coe identified cord-

? The ceramics suggest clear regional differences
duri.ug the Woodland which seem to ou}y he magniﬁe& du.u'.ug
the later phases. Ward (1983:71), for example, notes that
there "marked distinctions" between the pottery from the
Buggs Island and Gaston Reservoirs and that from the south-
central Piedmont.

4 Cae, in fact, notes that the Badin paste is very
similar to that which characterizes Thom's Creok (Coe
1995:154).
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marlaed, {a]m&maﬂeed, net-impreasecl, and plain surface
finishes, Beyond this pottery little more is known about
the makers of the Badin wares than is known about

those who made New River wares.

The dominant Middle Woodland ceramic type
in typically identified as the Yadkin series. Characterized
l)y a crushed quartz temper, the pottery includes surface
treatments of corcl-ma.rlee{l, fa]:ric—marleecl, ancl a very
few linear cheok‘stampecl sherds (Coe 1964:30-32).
Although seemingly very different from Badin, Coe has
recently commented that there was “a [ong periocl of
gradual cl:umge" (Coe 1995:154), suggesting that we
should be expecting a number of intermediate
Badin/Yadkin sherds in the Piedmont. It is regrettable
that several of the Beemingly "best" Yadkin sites, sach as
the Trestle site (31An19) explored by Peter Cooper
(Ward 1983:72-73), have never been published.

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200
B.P. to 400 B.P.) may bhe characterized as a
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural
assem]:ulages. While outside the Carclinas there were
major cultural changes, such as the continued
&eveloprnent and elaboration of agricultu:e, the
Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not apprecia}:u}y
different from that observed for the previous 500-700
years, From the vantage point of the Middle Savannah
Valley Sassaman and his colleagues note that, "the Late
Woodland is difficult to delineate {'ypologicaﬂy from its
antecedent or from the subsequent Mississippian period"”
(Sassaman et al. 1990:14). This situation would
remain unchanged until the development of the South

.Appalacl’lian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson
1971).

The Late Woodland is typically associated with
small triangular paints such as Uwharrie, Caraway, Pee
Dee, and Clarksville (Coe n.d., 1964;49; Oliver 1985;
South 1959:144-146). The characteristic pottery is the
Uwharrie series which contains crushed quartz {one
characteristic of which is its tenclency to ptotruc].e
through the wall of the pottery). This series included
cord-marked and net—impressecl surface treatments , but
in the Uwhamie the gtamping was Jivnaq\;tently
overscrapei Lips were ﬁequently notched or pi.nc]uecl
and the rim was often decorated with incised hatch
marks. Coe also comments that a consistent

characteristic was the use of sof'l:, thick cords {or both

_tlm corclage and nets which were used to stamp the

pottery (Coe 1995:157). The ware was desaribed by Coe
in the unpu]:]m]uecl Poole site report {Coe n.d.).% This
pottery appears to represent an evolution from the
earlier Yadkin wares (Coe 1995:156) and, like with the
transition from Badin to Yadkin, Coe suggests that the
evolution of the Uwharrie was also gra.clual — again
suggesting that we should be seeing a variety of
intermediate “types.”

Of equal interest is a radiocarbon date of A.D.
1610, suggesting that this pottery lasted well into the
protohistoric. Coe also notes that "Town Creek and
other vi,uages situated along the fall line between the
Piedmont and the Coastal Plain seem to have formed a
southern Loun&ary for the procluction and use of
Uwharrie wara,” which he suggests was made 1)}' the
ancestors of the Sara, Tutelo, Occaneechi, Saponi, and
Keyauwee (Coe 1995:158).

Woodland m the éoastal Plain

It is l)etween 4,000 and 3,000 B.P. when
Phe‘lps (1983:26-27, Pigure 1.2) notes that the coastal
pla.in can be divided into & northern and southemn
region. Qur attention will focus on the northern region,
along with brief remarks on the a&jacent Piedmont.

Along the northern coastal pla.in the Early
Woodland has pro&ucecl occasional sites with fiber-
temperecl pottery, but it is most oommonly characterized
by Deep Creek pottery identified by Phelps (1983:29-
31). This pottery is temperecl with coarse sand mlalzing
it fee] san&y to the touch.® The pottery may be cord

5This srl:ucl'y was intended to be pu]:].r.s]lerl under a
monograph series entitled, University of North Carolina
[a};oratory ofAmcrr'can Arcfmea]ogy Publications, but was never
complete&. The work was conducted in 1936, althcugh the
ensuing repott is undated.

¢ Tn North Carolina, as in South Carolina, type
desuriptiona tend to be loose}y written with attributes poorly
defined. To further domp]icate typological issues, there is
almost no petrogmplﬁc or chemical studies of these wares.
Consequently, descriptive references such as "sandy,” "coarse,"
and "fine" are meant only as general statements.
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marl::ecl, {abric irnpressed,. simple srtampe&, net-
impressed, and plain. Phelps has suggested subsuming
the New River (a similar pottery identified on the
southem coast) into Deap Creek "in order to standardize
typology across the Coastal Plain" (Phelps 1983:31).
This has apparently not attracted much support,
although frankly neither has the use of Loftfield's New
River type. One factor which certainly complicates such
efforts is the near total absence of excavation data
coupfe& with good radiocarhon  dates (a pro]alem
admitted l:y Pllelps [1983:32]). Little is known ahout
posai])le cultural agsociations, althoug}l there is some
limited evidence that at least some of the small variants
of the Savannah River Stemmed may be found with
Early Woodland materials. For example, Oliver notes
the co-occurrence of Gypsy Stemmed points with
Swannonoa pottery, dated to about 200 B.C. at the
Warren Wilson site (Olwar 1981:185). JO]:[D Davis
reports the association of a Gypsy Stemmed point with
Yadkin pottery (although Badin is also reported)
radiocarbon dated to between 410 B.C, and A.D. 10 at
31FY549 (Davis 1987:1, 5).7 The large triangular
Roanoke point {South 1959:14:6-148) is [ikely also
associat&c_l with Early Woodland ceramics.

Tn epite of our near total ignorance of Ea.]:ly
Woodland sites, many suggest that the subsistence
€CONOoIy Was based pri.marily on deer liunting and
fis}]ing, with supplemental inclusions of small
mﬂm.mals, }Ju:ds, mptilw, and shellfish. This is based on
the continuation of a genera]ize& Late Archaic pattern,
which may or may not be appropriate.

Somewhat more information is available for
the Middle Woodla.ncl, erpically given the range of about
2,300 B.P. to 1,200 B.P. The best data concetning
Middle Woodland Coastal Zone assemblages comes

! Al’choug]n very interesting, this feature should be
cautiously interpreted since the carhonized material came
from a depth of only 4 to 12 om below the ground surface and
Davis notes that the feature was somewhat Jm-persecl Ly
“natural processes.” Further, the association of what is
reported as hoth Badin and Yadkin pottery in the same
feature may llelp account for the re]atively large radiometric
span. Billy Oliver (personal communication 1396), hawever,
reports that another similar feature was also recovered from
this site, Bh:]:l.ough it has not been reportec]..
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from Phelps' (1983:32-33) work in the north coastal
region and can be only cauﬁously extended to either the
southern coast or the Sandhills. The pottery is his
Mount Pleasant series which includes very coarse quartz
temper and exhibits {-alatic-impteeae&, cord‘ma.rlzecl, net-
impressed, and plain surface treatments. Associated
items include small varieties of the Roanoke Large
Triangular pointy, Yadkin points, sandstone abraders,
shell panclan{'s, PO]jE]JEEl stone gorgets, celts, and woven
marsh mats.

Significantly, both primary inhumations and
cremations are found. It seems to be characterized ]:Jy a
pattern of settlement mo]:ili‘cy end short-term
ocoupation. Phelps (1983), for example, notes a
decrease in the number of small sites along the smaller
tributary streams and an increase in the number of sites
along major streams and estuaries. He suggests the
presence of seasonal subsistence camps (focused on
either coastal shellfish or riverine species further inlancl)
couple& with secIentary villages. The shift in settlement
patterns, according to Phelps, may be related "o
increased dependence on domesticated plants” (Phelps
1983:36), a conclusion with very little support.

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200
B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural
assemblages. While outside the Carolinas there were
major cultural cl:langes, such as the continued
davelopment and elaboration of agricultu.re, the
Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not apprecia.l)ly
different from that cbserved for the previous 500-700
years. From the vantage point of the Middle Savannah
River Valley Sassaman and his colleagues note that,
"the Late Woodland is difficult to delineate typologica]}y
from its antecedent or from the Buljaequen‘t
Mississippian period" (Sassaman et al. 1990:14). This
situation would remain unchange& until the
&evelopment of the South Appalnchian Mississippian
complex (see Perguson 1971).

Phelps would challenge this view, at least for
the north coastal region, hol&ing instead that "from
A.D. 800 onward archaeological assemblages of the
Late Woodland period in the North Coastal region can
be related to ethnohistoric information and si:udies, thus
Provi&ing the relative comfort of social and lingujstic
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identities and the use of the direct historical approach”
(Phelps 1983:36). In the north Phelps has done a
superl: jo}J iclentilgying the Carolina Algonluans (on the
coast) and the Tuscarora {on the interior). The
Algonlaans are associated with the C'o].ington p}xaae and
the associated pottery is Bheﬂ-tempere& with fabric-
impreese&, si.mple-afamped, plai.u, and incised surface
treatments (Phelps 1083:36, 39-43; see also Cardner
1090; Phelps 1981, 1982, 1984). The inland
Tuscarota appear to have heen proc[ucing the Cashie
series pottery, which is temperecl with grit and pel)hles
and has fa]:ric—i.mpreaaecl, simple-stamped, incisecl, and
plain surfaces (Phelps 1983:37-39, 43-47).

Mispissippian

The Mississippian in the North Carolina is
'mﬁmately tied to the Pee Dee. In spite of this Ward
only briefly mentions the culture in his ayntheﬂis of the
North Carolina Piedmont (Ward 1983:63) and until
recen’c}y one had to piece f:oge‘cher ideas and concepts
largely from Reid's (1967} typology of the pottery
{which does provide a little background) or Perguson’s
(1971) examination of what he called the South
Appalachian Mississippian, which included central and
northern Georgia, the Middle Chattahoochee River
Valley, and the Atlantic Coastal Plain. More recently
Coe (1995) has filled in at least some of the blanks in
Pee Dee research, although much etill remains to be
explored,

Coe's earliest disoussion of Pee Dee focused on
Town Creek and he cornmented that the ocoupation was
“one of the best archaeological records of the movement
of a people in the southeast” (Coe 1952:309). The
peopls bearing the Pee Dee culture moved into the
Carolina Piedmont from the south, displacing the
native Uwharrie culture, and after a rela.tively brief
period of time retreated to the south in the face of the
aclvancing Siouans. Pee Des has received many dates
since first discussed and, tllrougl'l time, has gmc].uauy
been pushed eatlier — first to about A.D. 1450 and
most recently, lny Oliver (1992) to occupy the span
from about A.D. 1100 1o 1500.

The most complete information concerning
the extensive work at Town Creek comes from Coe

{1995) and his co-authors that review lithics, faunal
remains, plant nlateria.ls, human remains, and of course
the Pee Dee pottery. Sull to be resolve&, lnowever, i the
relaﬁonslﬁp of Pee Dee to the range of other
complicated stamped materials found in the Carolinas.

Protohistoric and Historic Native American

Whatever simplicity the Carolina Piedmont
exhibits Ju.ri.ug the Wocdland or even Migsissippian, is
shattered in the Proto-Historic and ea.rly Historic. Coe
observes that:

Sara and Tutelo pottery evalved into
a new style named Dan River; what
was thought to be early Qccaneechi
is presently termed Hillshoro; the
Sapol:u' s‘fyle was named Linwoocl;
and the Keyauwee pottery of this
period is called Caraway (Coe
1995:159).

Coe expla.ins that what was Previously called Linwood is
today classified as Caraway. In spite of this, he
c]JHhJngs]:les ’g]:le two, commenting that the Saponi
wares have a different rim treatment and the padcues
were carved with steel knives rather than stone tools
(Coe 1995:161).

In spite of Coe's desire to “wrap up” eveq’t]:u'.ng
in the Piedmont in this neat pacl:za.ge, the more detailed
research of his students suggests the situation is far

from clear. For those wiuing to care{'ully explore

Wilson's 600+ pages on the Carolina and Virginia
Siouan groups, there is the tantalizing suggestion that
the Hillsboro wares may not even represent a Siouan
group. More over he explains, by way of a summary:

Because of the numerous
si:ortcomi.ngs in the ceramic record
for the Carolina and Virginia
Pieclmont, and the lack of precise
dates for most of the asseml)lages, a
true synthesis cannot be aﬁemptecl
(Wilson 1983:483).

He does, however, offer some generalizations which help
us complete a picture or “snapshot” of the Piedmont
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during the Historic Period.

For example, Wilson observes that the
distribution of Pee Dee and Buppoaedly Siouan forms
suggests that the two groups wers inferacting along the
upper Wateree/lower Catawba, as well as the upper Pee
Dee and lower Yadkin &raiuagea, alt]mugh w]ny there is
a gap between the two regions is far less clear.
Nevertheless, the Pes Dee probably introduced such
traits as ljumm]:u.ng and mmphcated stamping, cazuella

“bowl forms, and rim applique stripa, He goes on to
observe that, “it now seems prol:a.l)le that there was a
L]nevelopment cluriug the ea.rly part of the Late
Prehistoric periocl of ceramics along the Catawha and
Yadkin Rivers that came later to be called ]:ry the generio
name ‘Catawha’ (Wi]son 1093:484). In contrast, the
more northern Dan River a.ssem]:lages suggest little
contact with the Pee Dee.

During the Protohistoric Period there is far
Jess known. The Hillshoro wares, which Coe identifies
with the Occaneeclﬁ, seem to have a strong resemblance
to the ceramics along the Roanoke River at the Fall
Line to the northeast. Caraway's abundant comp].icated
stamped pottery suggests a connection with the lower
Yadkin, but little else can be observed concerning this
far too poorly dooumnented usem]:lage. Wilson remarks
that the "enigmatic” Linwood series is even more poorly
understood. Going back to much eatlier efforts to
ic]entify the ancestral home of Linwood in Virginia, he
notes that the issue has never been resolved. Even more
importantly, he comments, “identification of the
Linwood Series with the Saponi of 1701 should not be
taken as a given, especia]ly with the revisions that have
been necessary for the other ceramic-ethnic group
relationships proposecl by earlier researchers” (Wi]son
1983:487).

Moving into the Historic Period, Wilson
points out that the only information available for the
lower Catawba is the fleeting mention of Elkin,
mentioned by Coe as l)emg associated with the Catawba
Indians of 1700. Yet not]ning has ever been pu]alisllecl
on this asaem]ala.ge and the onl'y available information is
that provided by Wilson from the analysis of a very
small collection. Not unexpectec]ly, it is dominated l)y
smootl-\ing, Lu.rnis]:ing, complica’ced stamping, and
cornaob impressing. He suggests that complicated
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stamping end perhaps some other Lamar-like
characteristics continved at least into the late
geventeenth century. The shift from this to what is
recognized toclay as “Catawba,” cannot be explained.

The only other information for the Piedmont
is that from the upper Dan River drainage. There,
excavation at Lwo sites has prod.ucecl the late seventeenth
century version of the Dan River ware, which Wilson
calls the Oldtown Series (Wilson 1983:615-618). He
found that rim folds, present in the earlier Oldtown
wares (and frequently associated with the Occaneechi),
drop out in the later Oldtown pottery. He admits this
&isappaara.nc.e of rim folds may relate to the
Qccaneechi's loss of power and control over trade routes
at the hands of Nathaniel Bacon in 1676. But he notes
an equa.uy p].ausi]a]a exp]anation. It may be that the
folded rim origi.natecl far to the south, with the
Ca'l:awl)-a, and that as their focus turned from the north
to the south with the establishment of a English
settlement in Charleston in 1670, their influence on
the northern Piedmont waned.

Al'l:hougln the ceramic sequendce for the Dan -
J.rainage is pretty well understood, he comments that
similar patterns cannot be found in other areas —
simply because too little research has been done.
Moreover, much of what is available is poorly reporl:e(l.
In summary, Wilson offers a synthesis of Piedmont

Siouan ceramies:

Prior to the Late
Prehistoric period, the ceramics of a
region prol:al:ly manifests
characteristics derived from the
cultures located within discrete river
drainages. Interactions would be
linear, and the general pattern of
cllange and exc]:lange of ceramic
a’cbril)uf:es, traits, and modes would
follow a general Coastal Plain-
Piedmont-Mountain direction. This
linear orientation would be tied to
communication and information flow
up a.ncl down river systems, and not
between clrainagw.

With the expansion of the
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Pee Dee culture up the Wateree and
Pee Dee Rivers, the same general
pattern of interaction is followed
during the Late Prehistoric period for
the lower Catawba and lower Yadkin
Information and
interaction is most intense up and
down the rivers. But, as illustrated by
the presence of Pee Dee sherds in
Pisga.h asaem}slages of western North
Carolina (Dickens 1976:198) and
on the Dan River, these influences
are also felt across the d.rainagea. In
the Piedmont this is manifest by the
Legin.nings of a norf:]n—south, and a
decline of the east-west, orientation
in the ceramics. Contact with the
Spaniards in the 1540s and 1560s
prol:a]:ly prcrvidecl an impetus to the
cnanging  interaction  pattern.
Certainly, with the establishment of
English colonies in Virginia and
South Carolina, the foous for
Piedmont Indian interaction shifted
deciclecuy north-south, an arientation
which was tied tot he Great Trac]jng
Path, the Qccaneechi Trail, that out
across river clrainages as it ran from
the Falls of the Appomattox River in
Virginia, to the Fall Line at
Augusta, Georgia. This c]:mnge is
clearly evident in the increase of
“southern™ traits in the ceramics
along the Dan River (Wilson
1983:491-492).

&rainageﬂ.

In spite of decades of research, the implications of this

scenario i8 far from clear.

Moviug to the Coastal Plain the situation is
somewhat less complex, thanl?s to ]aoth the more
concentrated work lny P]:ualps and his students, as well as
to the somewhat simpler cultural circumstances. For
example, &iscussing the coastal region, Gardner explains
that “the cultural pattern of the Late Woodland was
eomparal:le — if not identical — to that of historic
periocl Algonquins obsgerved by English colonists in
15684" (Gardner 19G0: 8), .A.ltl'lollgl‘.l the situation may

be similar IEOt the Tu.scarota., work at these sites is far
less thorough. Phelps, in fact, noted that, “although a
number of Cashie phase pites are now on recorcl, no
comprehensive Etu&y of setilement type and distribution
has been initiated” (Phelps 1983:46).

Historic Qverview

The three gurvey areas are found in two
cligﬁnct}y different historic regions. The Vance County
project site iy part of the region Pn'marily occupied }Jy
the Pediment Siouan. Their I'Listory, ianperfectly
understood even toclay, is lsrieﬂy recounted lay Mooney
(1894:37-53) and Rights {1947), with & more recent
analysis by Wilson {1983). Exposure to disease and
aleohol qu.ic].zly reduced these groups, so that 13y only
1728 the remnants of Saponi might be described as
“pitiful remnants” (Rights 1947:106).

In contrast, the Tuscarora were far more
powerful and in 1701 Lawson reported that they had 15
towns and a total popu.lation of about 5,000. Poor
treatment, improper h:a::lmg practices, the introduction
of "aleohol, the pressure of se&lemen’c, and extensive
sla.ving drove the Tuscarora to war in 1711. North
Carolina appea[ecl to South Carolina for assistance and
Colonial Barnwell led an expedition against the
Tuscarora.

Whatever poliﬁcal reasons there may have for
the support, clea.rly there was also the l‘.I.OPE of acquiring
yet more slaves and plunder. After the January 1712
victory by Barnwell, he complained that while, “we were
putting the [Tuscarora) men to the sword, our Indians
got all the slaves and the plunder, only one girl we got”
(quoted in Rights 1947:57). Bamwell, however,
managecl to acquire a faul'y ].arge number of slaves later,
1uri:.\g them to Core Town undex the pretext of a peace
settlement. As might be expec't&& this served only to
inflame the situation more and cause new strikes. Again
North Carolina petitionecl South Carolina, which this
time sent Colonel Moore in 1713. After a decisive
defeat at Catechna in Greene County, many Tuscarora
moved north to Pennsylvania. Those remaining in
Notth Carolina were erven’cuﬂ.u'y settled on a reservation
in Bertie County, with the last dying in 1802.

With the elimination of the Tuscarora, the
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northeastern section of North Carolina was open for
settlemen’t.

It was also about this time that the Proprictary
government, always suﬁering under inefficient
governors and neglect, collapsed. In 1729 the Crown
Furcila.secl the interests of all but one of the proprietors.
Lord Carteret, the sole holdout, maintained his sha.re,
known as the Granville District, embracing the upper
third of North Carolina, Si.gniﬁcantly, this area
included about two-thirds of the people in the Co[ony at
the site — and all three of the Ed:u&y tracts. As migll’c be
imagined, this district caused considerable confusion up
unti] the American Revolution, when it was seized by
the people Iiving in the area.

Even before the Crown's pu.rcllase, however,
there was an effort to create a new precinot or county
it the area of the Tar River and at least by the end of
the second decade of the eig]nteenth century the area was
considered to be Edgecom]m (alt]nough this was not
confirmed by the Assembly until 1741).

. In 1744 Granville was laid out to include all of

the Eclgecombe precinct and was even’ma.ﬂy subdivided
to form Granville County (1746) and Halifax County
(1758). In 1777 Nash County was created from the
western part of Eclgecom]:e County,

Collet's 1770 A Compleat Map of North-
Carolina (Figure 11) reveals that all three tracts are
situated in the vicinity of major ‘l:racling paths gerving to
connect the arcas with either Virginia to the north or
various ports to the west.

In the piedmont, Bute County (no longer in
existence) was formed from Granville in 1764 and was
then further subdivided to form Franklin and Warren
counties in 1779. In contrast to Edgecombe and Nash
counties, whose political histories do back to the
colonial period., Vance County was created from
Granville, Warren, and Franklin counties until 1881
(Corbitt 1950).

Bute sent delegates to the Continental
Congress in New Bern in 1774 and when the
Revolution broke out in April 1775 the Royal

gdovernment broke down and 2 provisional government

2db

was established. In 1776 the Fourth Provisional
Congress met at Halifaz, authorizing North Carolina

representatives to the Continental Congress to declare
independence.

Revolutionary War battles in the project areas
was limited, There were no major activities in Vance
County, a.[t];\ougll Lord Cornwallis did travel tl'\xough
Edgecombe County on his way north in 1781. Holm
(1999:12) reports that Cornwallis camped near the
present Roc]zy Mount-Wilson airport and engaged local

militia at several creck crossings.

In the area of piec]mout Vance County the
early settlers were pri.marily from Virginia and tobacco
became the main cash crop }Jy the late_ eighteenth
century. With tobacco came slaves and as early as 1790
the trend toward Iarge slave populaﬁons in the tobacco
counties along the Virginia border was already very clear
(Leﬂer and Newsom 1954:129). In :Fact,. Warren
County, which included part of Vance, was the only
county in North Carolina with a la.rger slave population
than free poPulation. In ocontrast, Nash and
Eclgecom]:é counties tended toward cotton and
subsistence crops and around a quarter of the
population consisted of African American slaves.

During the antebellum Vance Par‘ticipatecl in
the meteoric rise of Lnght leaf tobacco, which
encouragecl the construction of the Ralelgh and Gaston
Railroad and later the Townsville Railroad. To the
southeast agriculture also encouragecl the c].evelopment
of the Wilmington and Raleigh Railroad, completed by
1840 and encouraging additional development. Much
of this transportation improvernent is cleaﬂy visible on
the 1865 U.S. Coast Survey of North Carolina (Figure
12).

The similarities ~ and differences — between
the three areas are clearly illustrated by the 1850
census. Slaves accounted for 50.6% of the Edgecombe
population, 48.9% of the Cranville population, and
40.4% of the p-op'u_laﬁon in Nash Cou.nty.

Nash was also the county with the greatest
diveraity of agricuh:u:e, proclucing hoth cotton (345
bales) and tobacco {5,388 pounds), but also large
quantities of com and other subsistence crops. In
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contrast, Cranville
ranked first in terms of
tobaceo production,
]:»oa.sting a yield of
3,420,884 pou.ucls,
comparecl to  their
paultry producﬁon of 76
bales of cotton. The
county also ranged fifth
in wool producﬁon with
22,134 pounds.
E&gecomije County, in
contrast, proclucecl only
404 pounds of tobasco,
far below adjacent Nash
County, but 3,097 bales
of cotton, Pl&cing it

fourth in terms of

cotton proclucﬁon
(DeBow 1854).
The study areas

were Iargely sln.ielc}.ed

duri_ug the Civil War, Coun’cy

Le //‘ "

f(\ \ \ \\\Jk i

from direct conflict [Pigure 13. Porl:lon ofa 1903 15' topograp}no map showmg the Long tract in Edgecombe

M et s

although Union forces
under Potter did strike
the rail lines and cotton mills in Nash County in 1863.
At the end of the war Sherman passecl southwest of

Nash and Edgecombe, going through Smithfield and
- Raleig}l.

After the Civil War the local communities
returned to agriculture, at various times casting their
fortunes with either cotton or tobacco. By the end of
the nineteenth century, I:lOWever, all three areas were
heavily invested in tobacco. Eclgecom}:be's tobacco crop
accounted for 4,000 acres and a production of
4,000,000 pounds of bright leaf. Nash County had
devoted 5,500 acres to tobacco, with a return of
4,500,000 pounds. Vance, being a relatively new
county, and smaller, was produr:hlg otlly 2,000,000
pounds of tobacco annually, as well as about 3,000
bales of cotton (State Board of Agncultu.re 1896:335,
371, 403). All three counties also had very large black
popula‘fions - reﬂecﬁng their early reliance on slavery.
Eagecomlas's population was naarly two-thirds ])1&01%,
Vance followed close behind with a 63.4% black

population, and Nash evidenced the smallest African
American populahon, accounting for only two-fifths of
the citizena.

The ascenc{ancy of tobacco held tlnough much
of the early twentieth century. In 1939, for examp[e,
Roclzy Mount, in Nash Coun'l:y. was listed as the third
largest tobacco market in the state, behind Wilson and
Greenvills.

The only early twentieth century map
identified is a 15" Jtopograp]:dc shect show-ing the vicinity
of the Long tract in Edgecombe County (Figure 13).
Dating from 1903 this identifies several structures,
oriented to the near]:y east-west road gystem, on the
edge of the survey tract. This is a typical nineteenth
century settlement pattern iﬂustxaﬁng the increasing
importance of the road system, as well as the decline in
the use of water traneportation.
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METHODS

Field Methods

The iniﬁauy proposed field techniques involved
the placement of shovel tests at 100-foot intervals
along transects also placed at 100-foot intervals with
shovel tests expected to be 1.0-foot in diameter and
1.0-1.5-feet below the surface, or to subsoil. In areas
considered to have a low probahﬂi‘cy for the recovery of
archaeological sites, shovel tests were excavated at 200-
foot intervals. In areas of stancling water, wetlancls, and
slope of greater than 15%, no tests would be excavated.
All soil would be screened through ¥ inch mesh, with
each test numbered sequenﬁaﬂy. All cubtural remains
would be Co]lecfecl, except for S]:leﬂ, morfar, and I)ricl::,
which would be quantitatively noted in the feld and
discarded. Notes would be maintained for profiles at
any sites encountered.

During the survey it was noted that portions
of the project areas had moderate to excellent surface
visi.]:ility, g0 in addition to shovel testing, a peclesi:rian
survey was perfo:mecl. When sites were discovered,
areas around them were examined to understand site
dynamics. This was done to help determine site
boundaries and site integrity.

Should sites be identified ]by shovel testing,
further tests would he used to obtain data on site
boundaries, artifact quantity and diversity, site
integrity, and temporal affiliation. These tests would be
placed at either 25 or 50-foot intervals in a simple
cruciform pattern until two consecutive negative shovel
tests were encountered. The information required for
completion of North Carolina Office of State
Archaeology site forms would be collected and
p]:lo’tographs would be taken, if warranted in the

opinion of the field investigators,

Long Tract, Edgecombe County

Upon arriving at the Long tract, we noticed

that the eastern-most portion of the tract (adjacent to
Kingsboro Road) consisted of cultivated and fallow
fields. In addition, houses currently occupied were
located in the northern portion of the survey tract. The
eastern portion of the tract was also su]ajecf:ed to a
pe&es’crian survey due to the excellent grou.ncl Visﬂ:ﬂjty.
Sites located during pedestrian survey in the fallow and
cultivated fields were shovel tested to further determine
the site boundaries and site integtity. The remainder of
the tract was shovel testecl, as mentioned above, A total
of three sites and a stancling historic resource were -
located during the survey of the Long tract.

Hickory Tract, Nash County

The Hickory tract consisted entirely of
cultivated fields. The ground visil)i]i‘cy over the tract
ranged from at least 50% to upwards of 75%,
permitting a pedestrian survey at 100-foot intervals
throug]nout the f:ielcls, in addition to shovel testing in
areas of lower visibility (50%). A number of sites were
located on the basis of intensive pedestrian survey,
which were suljsequently shovel tested to further
determine the site boundaries and site integrity. A total
of seven sites and one s’cancling historic resource were

identified in this tract.

Wesvanco Tract, Vance County

The Wesvanco tract consisted maiﬂly of mixed
hardwood forests with a few cleared areas, and two areas
of mobile homes. The entire tract could be accessed }Jy
a number of overgrown dirt roads that run t]:lroughout
the tract. During shovel testing of the area, a number
of large modern trash piles were discovered (Figure 14).
These areas of trash were not shovel tested due to sa.£ety
concerns. In ac]diﬁon, the areas surrounding the
mobile homes were not shovel tested due to the
presence of lan&scape& yarcls and gravel parlzing areas.
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Figure 14. View of modern trash in the Wesvanco tract, Vance County.

Site Evaluaﬁon

determination is made }Jy

Archaeology.

Sites will be evaluated for further work based
on the eligibility criteria for the National ‘Register of
Historic Places. Chicora Foundation only provides an
opinion of National Register eligibility and the final

the Office of State

The criteria for eligi]nili’cy to the National
Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR60 .4,

wlﬂch states:

30

the quality of significance in
American history, architecture,
arc]:la.eology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites,
lmilclings, structures, and objects
that possess integrity of location,
esign, setting, materia,]s,
worlzmanship, feeling, and
asgociation, and

a. that are associated with events

that bave made a sigru'.ﬁcant
contribution to the hroad patterns
of our llistory; or

b. that are associated with the lives
of persons significant in our past;
ot

c. that embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, pen'od, oT
method of construction or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess blgh artistic values, or
that represent a signif:icant and
distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual
distinction; or

d. that have yielded, or may be
lﬂzely to yielcl, information
important in prehistory or history‘

National Register Bulletin 30 (Townsend et al.
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five
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steps for forming a c[early defined explicit rationale for
either the site's eligibility or lack of eligibility. Briefly,
these steps are:

® identification of the site’s data sets
or categories of archaeological
information such as ceramics, litlaics,
subsistence remains, architectural
remains, or sub-surface era{'ures;

s identification of the historic
context app]ica]ale to the site,
provicling a framework for the

evaluative process;

= identification of the important
research questions the site might he
able to address, given the data sets
and the context;

*  evaluation of the site’s
arc]:aeological integrity to ensure
that the data sets were suEiciently
well preserved to address the research
guestions; and

» identification of important
research questions among all of

those which mig]:lt be asked and

answered at the site,

This approach, of course, has been developed
for use documenting eligi]aili’cy of sites I)eing a.ctua]ly
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places
where the evaluative process must stand alone, with

relaﬁvely little reference to other documentation and

where typically only one site is ]veing considered.

Lab oratory Ana[ysis

The cleaning and analysis of artifacts was
conducted in Columbia at the Chicora Foundation
laboratories. These materials have been catalogued and
accessioned for curation at the North Carolina Office
of State A.tchaeology, the closest regional repository.
The site forms for the identified archacological sites
have been filed with the North Carolina Office of State

Archaeology. Field notes and photographic materials
have heen preparecl for curation using archival
standards and will be transferred to the North Carolina
Office of State Archaeology as soon as the project is
complete. Analysis of the collections followed
pmfessiona]ly accepted standards with a level of
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the
remaing.
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RESULTS

Introduction

The intensive shovel testing and pedes‘crian
survey identified a total of thirteen sites and five
historic resources in Long, Hickory, and Wesvanco
tracts. Of these, site 3INS90 located on the Hiclzory
tract and 31VN259, an historic cemetery located on
the Wesvanco tract, are recommended as potentially
eligible. Further wotk is recommended for these sites
prior to any grouncl distur]:ing activities. Further
documentation is recommended for Historic Resource
1 on the Long tract. No other management work is
recommended for the other sites and historic resources
recorded in these tracts,

Identified Sites

A total of three sites and a standing historic
resource were located on the Long tract in Eclgecombe
County. These sites include two isolated pre]:n.istoric
ocourrences (31ED345, 31ED346), a historic surface
scatter (31 ED347%") and Historic Resource 1 (Figure
15). At the Hickory tract, a total of seven sites and a
stancling historic resource were located, These include
a very 1arge, potenﬁaﬂy e]igiljle pre]:u's‘coric lithies site
(31NS90), two small prehistoric lithic scatters
(31INS91, 31NS96), two isolated prehistoric lithic
occurrences (31NS92, 31NS95), two historic sites
(3INS93**, 31NS94""), and Historic Resource 1
(Figure 16). Testing at the Wesvanco fract located an
isolated prehistoric lithic occurrence (31VN258), a
potentially eligible cemetery (31VN259™), a historic
site (31VN260"*), and Historic Resources 1, 2, and 3
{Figure 17).

Long Tract, Edgecombe County

Site 31ED345 is an isolated r]:tyo]]iﬁc flake
located in a cultivated field less than 100 feet south of
a small stream at the northeastern e&ge of the tract.
The flake was located during pedestrian survey and

su]asequent shovel testing procluced no other artifacts
(Figure 18).

The site’s central UTM coordinates are
N3979440 E258420 and the elevation is 105 feet
above mean sea level (AMSL). The site is located on
Norfoll: sandy loam. Normally, these soils have an A
horizon of brown (10YR5/3} sandy loam and light
yellowish brown {10YR6/4) to 12 inches, followed by a
B horizon of yeHowis]:L brown {1OYR5/6) Eandy clay
loam. These shovel test soils revealed that the A
horizon has been depleted, most ]il:cely due to plowing,
cultivation, and erosion.

The data sets present at the site inchude only
one non—cliagnostic rhyoui’cic fake. 'This artifact does
not permit a discussion of significant research
questions. In addition, the location of the site and the
eroded soils at the site suggest that the site will not
procluce data sets necessary to address signiﬁcant
research questions.

As a result, site 31ED345 is recommended as
not e]_igi]:le for the National Register of Historic Places

and no further rnanagement work is recommended.

Site 31ED346 is a small prehistoric lithic site
located in a recently plowed field 200 feet south of a
small stream in the northeastern edge of the tract. The
site is located 300 feet south of Highway 64A. The
central UTM coordinates are N3979440 E258290
and the elevation is 105 feet AMSL.

The site includes a quartz biface ﬁagmen’c and
three quartz fakes, which were located on the surface
during pedesh-ian survey of the field. The lithics were
recovered from an area measwring 2,250 ft2. Ten
shovel tests placacl in a modified cruciform pattern
intended to cover the area of the surface scatter
Pro&ucecl no other artifacts {Figure 19).
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Figure 15. Sites located in the Long tract, Edgecombe County (base map is USGS Hartsease 1981, 1:24,000).
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Figure 16. Sites located in Hickory tract, Nash County (base map is USGS Ringwood 1963, 1:24,000).
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Site 31ED346 is located on Wagram loamy
sand with 0-6% slopes. In general, these soils have an
Ahorizon of dark grayish brown (2.5Y4/2) loamy sand
to seven inches helow the surface over a pale yeﬂow

2.5Y7/4) Ioamy sand up to 29 inches below the
surface. The B horizon occurs below this as a yellowish
brown (10YR5/8) loamy sand. Shovel testing revealed
that the A horizon soils have eroded slightly, most

li.[zely due to recent plowing and erosion.

The data sets present at the site include only
four non-diagnostic quartz lithics, These artifacts do ~
not permit a discussion of sign.iﬁcant research
questions. In addition , the location of the site and the
eroded soils at the site
suggest that the site will

window glass fragments, an aqua glass jar Lagment, a
whiteware Eragment, a brown salt glazed stoneware
f_ragment, and a Bristol exterior glaze& gtoneware
ﬁagment. Shovel tests were placed in a cruciform
pattern with the center shovel test placed in the center
of the surface artifacts. This test, N200 E200
contained two small whiteware Eragments. Eigh’c
additional shovel tests pro&uced no other artifacts

(Figure 20).

Site 31ED347* is located on Norfolk loamy
sand with 2-6% slopes. Generally, these soils have an
A horizon of brown (10YR5/3} loamy sand and light
yellowish brown {10YR6/4) loamy sand to 12 inches.

not pro&uoe data sete
necessary to address
significan’r research .

questions.

Asa result, site
31ED346 is not
recommended as e]igible

e —

Register of Historic
Places and no {'Lu—ther

|
for the National |
|
management work is ||

recommenclecl. |

——
—_—

Site 31ED347* s |.
a historic scatter located i
900 feet south of ‘
Higllway 64Aand 2400 |
feet west of Kingshoro
Road in a heavily
wooded area accessed by
an overgrown logging
road. The central UTM
coordinates are
N3979230 E25778¢
and the elevationis 110 ? 2:0
feet AMSI.. The site SCALE IN FEET
was located along the
side of the dirt road and
surface artifacts were
collected, i_ncluding two

Figure 18. Map of 31ED345, Long tract.

CULTIVATED
FIELD

QO NEGATIVE SHOVEL TEST
“~~. SURFACE SCATTER
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Figure 19. Map of 31BD346, Long tract.

OVERGROWN ACCESS ROAD

would require a
much broader
range of data
then we have
found at

31ED347*. For
; * example, te
N explore site

hncﬁon, it is

. necessary for the
site to yielcl more
. arti.ﬁaots, features,
and material
suitable for

dating. It is also
necessary for the
site to exhibit, at
WooDs the very leas-t,
I some &egree of

’ intra-site
patterning,
perT h a p B
concentrations of
nails or otller
construction
O NEGATIVE SHOVELTEST hardware reflected
“~_. SURFACE SCATTER in surface
R collections or
shovel testing
density. None of
theSe (].a’ca setd are
present. It seems

very u.ulilzely that

The B horizon consists of yellowish brown (10YR5/6)
samly cla.y loam. Shovel tests revealed that there has
been very little erosion of the A horizon soils, a.lthougl-;
there may have been some clamage to the site from
1oggi.ug activities.

The data sets recovered during surface
collections and testing represent the kitchen and
architecture artifact groups. These artifacts sugdest
that the site dates to the late nineteenth or ea.rly
twentieth century, While there are a number of
pertinent research questions that late nineteenth and
early twentieth century sites can address, such questions

38

the site has the
a}:)i]i‘ry to provide the data sets necessary in order to
address these questions. The site appears very
superﬁcial, yieldi.ng very few subsurface artifacts.

As a result, we recommend the site as not
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places and recommend no further
management actvities.

Historic Resource 1 is a house and large
warehouse or industrial structure located at the corner
of Highway 64A and Kingshoro Road. The house is

currently occupied and the larger structure is used as a
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flea market on the weekend called “the Packhouse.”
No shovel testing was done in the accompanying yards
{or these structures. The central UTM coordinates are
N3979500 E258500.

The house is a single story rectangular
building with a side gabled roof constructed of metal
sheeﬁng (Figure 21). The exterior is covered in metal
siding, and seems to have concrete foundations. A
hrigk central cll'mmey is visible from the front view of
the house. The roof extends to cover a full-width Porch
with wooden posts, concrete foundations and concrete
steps. There is a single double pane window located in
the front of the house between two panele& doors that
each have six pane windows.

The larger structure appears to have heen
constructed as a warchouse or storage building (Figure
22 and 23). It is a two story structure constructed of
horizontal  wood siding and

material, such as tobacco or cotton, would have been
hoisted up te the second story for storage tllrough these
doors, rather than climbing steps. ‘The name of the -
building, “The Packhouse,” also suggests its former
function

While this resource is not recommended as
potenﬁaﬂy e]igi]ale, we are recommemling that further
documentation of the resource be undertaken prior to
any grounc[ disturh ing or construction activities in the
area. Standing rural storage buildings that have
retained integrity and much of the original construction
materials, such as the Packing House, are not
Further documentation of the building

would add to our understanding of the area’s economic

]:listory and distribution of goocls.

commaon.

machine cut nails with wooden
post foundations. A metal siding
skirt has been placed at the base

of the base of the lnu.lclmg on the -

northern side. The side ga]:»lecl i
roof is constructed of metal
shee’cing. There are doors in the ' 225
northern (which faces Highway ;

04A) and eastern sides of the , Woops
Louse on both stories. All of ;NEDO-

these doors, except the door
currently used as an entranceway, 7S -
are boarded up. In addition, six
windows of the noxthern side of
the bui.lcling have also been
boarded up. A small tin roofed,
one story porch with wooden

posts covers the entranceway to o 25 50

the })uﬂding, which is accessed })y P —

. SCALE IN FEET
cither a wooden ramp or steps

resting on concrete blocke.

There warehouse or
storage function of the })uﬂcling
is suggestecl by the appearance of
doors located on both stories of

building. Large quantities of

h:igu,re 20. Map of site 31ED347*, Long tract.

® POSITIVE SHOVELTEST
O NEGATIVE SHOVELTEST
"~~~ SURFACE SCATTER

DIAT RCAD ’
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Figure 22, View of Historic Resource 1,“The Packhouse,” on the Long tract.
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Figure 23. View of Historic Resource 1, “The Paclkhouse,” Long tract.

Hickory Tract, Nash County

Site 31NS90 is a very large prehistoric lithic
scatter located in the castern portion of the tract in a
cultivated field. The site is situated 1500 feet west of
Beaverdam Swamp and 4800 feet east of Interstate 95.
The central UTM coordinates are N4002000
E250170 and the elevation is 120 feet AMSL.

Site 31NS90 is located on a slight hill that
slopes southeast towards Beaverdam Swamp. The site
seems to be concentrated on this southeast slope face.
The site was first noted during peclesh-ian survey of the
field. A general surface collection was begun until we
realized that the site covered a large area that would
require greater horizontal control than a general
collection. Rather than continue collecting the site in
a complete general coHection, we walked transects at
100-foot intervals, collecting artifacts along these
transects also at 100-foot intervals in order to

determine the site houndaries. This intensive collection
enabled us to pinpoint the heaviest surface
concentrations of ertifacts. Based on these surface
co]lec’cions, the site covers an area that measures
990,000 ft2. Dueto this large size, we decided to test
the site in a modified cruciform pattern, with the east-
west line of shovel tests place& in the heaviest
concentration of artifacts near the overgrown road that
bounded the field (Figu.re 245. The other north-south
lines were excavated in areas convenient for testing that
would do the least disturhance to the plan’cs. Shovel
testing was then done at 100-foot intervals, Tt was
decided that closer interval testing would need to he
performed at the next level of testing for the site.

More than 200 artifacts were recovered from
this site (listed in Table 49, with 177 collected from the
surface of the site and 30 artifacts recovered from the
subsurface. The majority of the artifacts (162)
consisted of quartz and rllyoui’dc flakes. Fourteen
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Used Morrow

Artifacts Recovered from 31NSQ0

Prov. Flakes Flakes Shatter Mitn. Carraway

Hammer

Point r:mg Biface frag. _stone Core Cobble

Surface:

Gen. Tl 1 37
Gen. Coll. 2 18
N100-300 E300 a8
N400 E300 7
N800 E300
NGOG E300
N200.900 BA0D
N500 B400
NOOQ E40¢
N100 E60G
N200 E&00
N300 E500
N$0D ES00
NS00 E5S00
N300 E6Q0
N500 E600
NOOO E6O0
N100 E700
N200 E700
N300 EZ00
No00 5700
N800 ET00
Napo ET00
N300 E80O
N500 ESD0
N200 EQ00
N400 EQ00
N500 EX0
N&G0 EX00 1
NZ06 EQ00
N800 E00D 1
NE00 E1000 1

Subsurfac:

N20O EO 1

N200 E10¢ 1

N200 B200 3
N200 Ee00
N200 BE700
N300 E200
N300 E6C0 3
N400 E200
N400 Ee00
N50¢ E200
NEOG E&00
No0d E600
N700 E800

B o =t BB W = W) 00 O = b e

W N

—

—_
—

Lo R

1 2 1
1
1 1 1

| )

Total 162 14 9

s}

thyollitic flakes were placecl in the used flake category,
alt]nougl'l many of these flakes appear to have fresh
eclges and may not ac{‘uaﬂy represent prel'ajstoric use.
Other non-diagnos'l:ic lithics recovered from the site
include three point fragments, nine hiface fragments,
three possible hammerstones, and two cores. Three
&iagnostic lithic artifacts were also recovered and

include two Morrow Mountain points and a Carraway
Triangular point. All three points are made of a
thyolliic material. One of the Morrow Mountain
points is somewhat unusual in its small size, meaguring
28 mm in length, falling just under Cooe’s minimum
length of 30 mm. However, the width to length ratio
of 1:1.5 is within his original definition (Coe
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1964:37). While this is a small specimen, it appears to
otherwise fall within the Morrow Mountain definition.
The other Morrow Mountain point measures 51 mm in
Iengﬂl, while the Carraway Triangular point measures
27 mm in lengﬂl. These three points give us some
indication of the periods du.ring which the area was
used. Morrow Mountain points date to the Middle
Archaic Period (8,000-6,000 B.P.) and Carraway
Triangular points date to the Late Woodland Period
(1,200-400 B.P.).

Site 31NS90 is located an Goldshoro fine
sancly loam. Ty'pica.ﬂy, these soils have an A horizon of
dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) fine sandy loam to 10
inches helow the surface, overlying a B horizon of light
yellowish brown (2.5Y6/4) sandy clay loam. Shovel
testing at the site revealed that the A horizon has
eroded by approximately four inches, and in many
cases, the B horizon was visible at the surface. This

clamage is most lilzely due to the continued plowing and
cultivation of the field.

The data sets at site 3INS90 include mainly
non-&iagnosﬁc lithics and a few (liagnostic Lithics. The
&iagnosﬁc lithics p11ace use of the site cluring the Middle
Archaic and Late Woodland Period. These dates
suggest that this is a multicomponent site that may
have heen used extensively over the years,

A site’s eligibility must be assossed based on its
potential to address signi{:icant research questions.
There are a number of research questions that the site
may have the potential to address. The site’s ability to
address these questions will rest on further examination
of the site. Research topics have been outlined by
Sassaman and Anderson (1994}, hased on the Middle
and Late Woodland context they developed for the
South Carolina Department of Archives and History,
which are also applicable to the North Carolina area.

These signiﬁcant research questions include:

® The typofogicaf associgtion o)[ the
MALA point and especiaﬂy its spread
to other arcas of North Carofina. To
address this question, of course, it
would be necessary to identi’fy a site
with sealed contexts and large

A

asaem])]ages, similar to the original
Pen Point site.

® The iypo]ogica/ sr’gniﬁcance of the
Morrow Mountain I and II divisions.
To be able to address this question
sites must not only possess £ai1'1y
large numbers of these points, but
there must also be assemb]ages of
preforms, discarded points, and
flakes, all securely associated with the
points,

w The tcmpom/ pfacement of the
Morrow Mountain p]tase in North
Carolina's Middle Archaic cfzrono]ogy.
This question demancls, of course,
the presence of sealed features
capable of ptovi&ing either
radiometric or at least OCR dates.

Many of the research gquestions posed ]3y
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:183-192) are so broad
as to be best addressed throug}l conipatison research
incorporating either existing records or collections from
rnultiple sites. Others are primarily met}:lodological and
are related to the tec]miques used to either iclenﬁfy or
document Archaic sites. Some research topics, however,
are cleatly appropriate {or individual site locations,
C'learly, the guestion of extended use of the site ]:)egs
additional questions which Sassaman and Anderson
outline, For example: ’

w What information about group size
or duration of eccupation can be
determined ][rom assemlv]agcs? Can
specw'a] activity arcas be r'dentrj';'ea’
within  larger  assemblages? Are
structural remains present? Are the
remains that are)[auna’ the result o)[ane
or a )(ew visits, nuimerous visits, or
seasonal or year-round encampments?

In addition, the large surface scatter of Hakes

and poten’cial tools at the site may also p:ovi&e evidence
of technological changes in tool manafactures.
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A site’s eligibility is also based on the integrity
of site, which reflects its al’)i]ity to address research
questions. At this level of testing, It is difficult 1o
ascertain how plowing has affected the site's integrity.
However, the sheer size of the surface scatter
demonstrates that data sets have been preservecl at the
subsurface level, al’c[lough tlley have been turned up ]Jy
plowing. The size of the scatter and the multi-
component nature of the site also suggest that the site
has the poten‘cial to addresa ‘cy'pological questions, and
guestions concerning 1ong—term use of the site. The
1arge number of artifacts also indicates that the site has
the ability to produce a quantity of artifacts sufficient
for examining questions pertaining to intra-site
patterning, and possﬂale ’tec]mological changes.
Overall, at this level of testing, it appears that the site
does possess the integrity necessary to address research
questions.

T]ae above discussion

be avoided in this area until further archaeological
testing can be undertaken.

Site 31NSO1 is a small surface scatter of
lithics located in a cultivated field on the eastern side of
the farm, approximately 1,000 feet west of Beaverdam
Swamp and 3,500 feet north of Highway 44/33. The
central UTM coordinates are N4001920 E250240
and the elevation is 120 feet AMSL. The site was
located as we walked to transects in a recently plowed
feld at the field’s edge (Figure 25).

A total of two hammers-tones, a center
fragment ofa rhyoHitic hiface ﬁagmen‘c, and a r]:\yoﬂitic
flake were recovered from the surface, covering an area
that measured 75 feet by 20 feet. Nine shovel tests
were placecl in the area of the surface artifacts, but no

subsurface remains were recovered.

indicates that 31NS90 has
the ability to address
Bigniﬁcant research questions
that would aid in our
understanding of the Middle
Archaic Period, and perhaps
the Late Woodland Period.
only through
further archaeological testing
will it be
conclusively assess the site’s
ellgll)llﬂ:y for the National
Register of Historic Places.
For this reason, we
recommend 3INS90 as
potentially eligible for the
National Register and
recommend that further
testing involving the
excavation of several units he
undertaken to determine the
preservation of subsurface
remains and fea’cures, and
further assess the site's a]nﬂity
to address research questions.
Al ground dis’(uﬂsing
construction activities should

However,

possil)le to

Figure 25. Map of 31N391, Hickory tract.
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INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THREE TRACTS IN NORTH CAROLINA.

The site is located on Norfolk loamy sand with
2-6% slopes. Generally, these soils have an A horizon
of brown (LOYR5/3) loa.my sand and lig]lt yeuowis]:L
brown {(LOYRO6/4) loamy sand to 12 inches. The B
horizon consists of yellowish brown (LOYRS/6) sandy
clay loam. Shovel tests revealed that the A horizon is

somewhat clep leted, most lilzely dueto repeated Plowing
and cultivation of the field.

The data sets recovered from 31NS01 include

four non—cliagnos’cic lithics, which does not permit the
site to be dated. Soils also show some erosion and
obvious disturbance through cultivation. In order for
the site to he considered potentiaﬂy eligi]:le, the site
would need to have the potential to address important
research questions. Genera]ly, diagnostic materials
elucidate research questions pertinent to the site Leing
considered. However, without diagnostic materials, or
a greater number of artifacts, it is not possi.]:le to
construct significant research questions. Based on the

supex:[‘icial nature of the

CULTIVATED FIELD

O HNEGATIVE SHOVELTEST
. ® POSITIVE SURFACE COLLECTION
«———TR 22 TRANSECT DESIGNATION

SITE BOUNPARY

Figure 26. Map of site 3, Hichory tract.

site, the small artifact
nu_m]aer, and the lack of

non—diagnostic

materials, we

recommend this site as
not eligible for the
National Register of
Historic Places. No
further management
work is recommended.

Site 31NSO2

isolated
occurrence located in a
cultivated field on the
eastern e&ge of the
farm, approximately
300 feet north of
Highway 44/33 and
1,500 feet west of
Beaverdam Swamp.
The site is located on a
slight rise that slopes
southeast to Beaverdam
Swamp. The central
UTM coordinates are
N4001860 E250180
and the elevation is 120
feet AMSL.

is an

0 25 B0
[

SCALE IN FEET

A L'nyoﬂiﬁc
Savannah River
Stemmed point, a
rhyoﬂ.iﬁc sha’cter, and a
hammerstone were
located at the l)eg'ml:u'.ug
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of two transects, Table 5
. that able O.
eoverng an area E_: Artifacts Recovered From 31NS93**
measures 9,375 Glass
» ,) N

(Flgure “6) Six Prov, W[lltewg_re Aqua Ame’[hyst CIEE‘E Mill Nails _ Misc, -
shovel tests were placecl TR 4 SC 9 1
along Transect 101 | TR4SC10.11 3 1 1 1 1
and 25 feet west of the | TR53C 12 1
transect in an effort to TR & SC 14 1 1 UID metal
and recover subsurface TR7 5C 14 1 1 1 1 UID metal
remains. At Transect IR7SC15 1 i
102, § hovel TR 10 SC 10 1

, Tour shovel tests TR 11 SC 12 1
were placed in a TR11SC 13 1
cruciform pattern. TR138C14 1
None of these shovel Tt 19 3 4 4 3 1 2 (36)
tests producecl

artifacts,

The eite is located on Norfolk loamy sand with
2-6% slopes. As mentioned above, these soils have an
A horizon of brown {10YR5/3) loamy sand and ]lg]Jt
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) loamy sand to 12 inches.
The B horizon consists of yellowish brown (10YRS/6}
sandy clay loam. Shovel tests revealed that the A
horizon is somewhat &epleted, most likely due to

repeated, and recent, plowing and cultivation of the
field.

Data sets recovered from the site include two
non-diagnostic lithics and a Savannah River Stemmed
point, which dates to the Late Archaic. Although the
site can be dated to the Late Archaic Period, this small
number of artifacts does not permit signiﬁcant research
questions to be formulated. Because no subsurface
artifacts were recovered, it is unlikely that the site will
procluce artifacts that have the potential to address
research questions. For these reasons we recommend
that 3INS92 3 is not eligible for the National
Register. Howevet, we do suggest that if construction
activities are to take place in this portion of the farm,
an intensive surface collection bo undertaken at this
area to ensure that the site does indeed include on.ly
four artifacts, since at the time of the survey, the field
had heen recenﬂy plowecl, malzing surface artifacts more
difficult to recognize.

Site 31NS93** is a historic scatter situated

directly north of 31INS90 on the eastern edge of the
farm in a cultivated field (Figure 27). It is located
3,500 feet north of Highway 44/33 and approximately
1,500 feet west of Beaverdam Swamp. The central
UTM coordinates are N4002140 H250150 and the
elevation is 120 feet AMSLL.

The site was located cluzing pe&ea‘h:ian survey
of the field area. A total of 36 artifacts were collected
from the surface (listed in Table 5) in an area
measuring 625,000 [t2. Shovel testing was undertaken
along transects in areas that would not damage plants.
These shovel tests produced no artifacts. The only
dateable ceramics recovered £t(_)m the site include
undecorated whiteware ﬁagmeu’cs, which has a date
range from 1813 to 1900, placing the occupation of
the site some time after 1813,

'The site is located on Goldshoro fine sandy loam.
Typically, these soils have an A horizon of dark grayish
brown (10YR4/2) fine sandy loam to 10 inches below the
surface, over[ying a B horizon of ]jg]:d: yeﬂowish brown
(2.5Y6/4) sandy clay loam. Shovel testing at the site
revealed that the A horizon has eroded ]Jy appro:dmately
four inches, and in many cases, the B horizon was visible
at the surface. This damage is most likely due to the
continued p]owing and cultivation of the field.

The ~ data sets for site 3INSQ3**
include 36

ceramic, glass, and
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metal artifacts. These artifacts l)elong to the kitchen
(n=34) and architecture (n=1) antifact groups. The
small data sets present do not permit a discussion of
sigm'ﬁcant research questions. In order to address any
research questions, it would be necessary that the site
contain more a.rtifacts, fea{-ures, and materials suitable
for cb:onological control. These data sets are not
present at

3INSe3™. L

E250170 and the elevation is 120 feet AMSL.

The site was located during peclestrian BlUrvey
of the field along transects (Figure 28). Shovel testing
was undertaken in cruciform patterns where possible so
that plants would not be datmaged. No positive shovel
tests were producecl from this testing. The surface

is u.nlileely that
this superf:icial
site has the
abilit y to
pro&uce such
data sets. For 5
this reason,
31NS93" s ;

n o t

CULTIVATED FIELD

recommended
as e]_igi]ale for
the National
Register and no w N200 -
further -
management i

work 18 '

recom.mencled. ; +

Site
3INS94™ is a
historic surface
scatter situated
in a small ‘

cultivated feld

on t]le eastern
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edge of the
farm, It is
located 3,000
feet north of
Highway

44/33, and

approximafely
1,500 {eet west
of Beaverdam
Swamp. The
central UTM

coordinates are

N400L930
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Figure 28. Map of site 31N394*, Hickory tract.
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TR 402

O NEGATIVE SHOVELTEST

@ POSITIVE SURFACE COLLECTION
l«— TR 22 TRANSECT DESIGNATION
Yo SITE BOUNDARY

Figure 29. Map of site 31NS95, Hickory tract.

cultivation of the
feld.

The data
sets at I1INSO4*
include ceramic,
glass, and nail
artifacts, which
belong to the
kitchen and
architecture artifact

groups. While
+ there are a number
N of pertinent
research quesHons
that late nineteenth
and early twentieth
century sites can
address, such

TR 404

research questions
would require a

much ]Jroacler
range of data then
we have found at

this site. For

0[ —-—u example, to'explore
SCALE IN FEET site function, it is

necessary for the

_ - site to yielcl more

artifacts, feat-ures,
and material

suitable for dating .

scatter covered an area measuring 180,000 ft2. Brick
was noted at the southeastern ec!ge of the site. A total
of 18 artifacts were recovered from the surface
couec’cions, as noted in Table 6.

The site is located on Goldsboro fine sandy
loam., Typicauy, these soils have an A horizon of dark
grayish brown {10YR4/2) fine sandy loam to 10 inches
below the surface, overlying a B horizon of light
yellowish brown (2.5Y6/4) sandy clay loam. Shovel
testing at the site revealed that the A horizon has
eraded lay appraximately four inches, and in many
cases, the B horizon was visible at the surface. This
damage is most Ii.l?Ely due to the continued plowing and

50

Tt is also necessary

for the site' to
exhibit, at the very least, some degree of intra-site
patterning, per]:laps concentrations of nails or other
construction hardware reflected in surface collections or
shovel testing density. Nome of these data eets
necegsary are present. It seems very unlikely that the
site has the a]:uhty to provide the data sets necessary in
order to address these questions, The site appears not
only very superficial, yielding no materials in the
shovel testing, but also appears to have been intensively
plowed, further reducing the potential to recover in situ
historic remains.

As a result, 3INSQ4* is recommended as
ineligible for inclusion on the National Register and no
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Table 6.
Artifacts Recovered from 31NS94™*

Prov, Artifacts
TR2058C6 1 whiteware fragment
1 red glass
2 aqua g]a.ss
3 clear glass
T2068C 1 1 UID ceramic
1 UID nail
5 clear glass
TR 206 8C 3 1 whiteware fragment
1 milk glass
2 clear glass

TR2078C4 1 mmilk glass

the B horizon was visible at the surface. This erosion
has most ]jlzely taken place t]lrougll plowi.ng and
cultivation of the fields over the years.

The data sets present at 31N 595 include only
two non-diagnostic lithics, Such a small data set does
not permit a discussion of signif:icant research
questions., It is also lm]ﬂeely that the site will proc[uce
data sets necessary to formulate such questions, based
on the sparsity of artifacts in this area. For these
reasons, site 31INS9S is recomrnem:led as not e]igi]:)le
for inclusion on the National Register, and no further

managetment wortk is recommmended.

Site 31NS96 is small lithic scatter located in
cultivated feld 2,500 feet north of Highway 44/33 and

further management work s
recommended.

Site 3INSO5 ie located ina ||
cultivated field 1,600 feet west of ‘
Beaverdam Swamp and 3,200 feet
north of Highwa.y 44433, The central
UTM coordinates are |
N4001790E250130 and the ||
elevation iz 120 {eet AMSL., ‘

The site was located &uring a
pedestrian survey of the feld along
Transect 403 {Figure 29). Two large \
primary quartz flakes were recovered |

om an area measuring 25 feet by 28
feet in diameter, Shovel testing in a |
cruciform pattern pro&uee& no other 5
artifacts.

The site is located on
Norfolk loamy sand with 2-6% slopes.
Generally, these soils have an A
horizon of brown {10YRS5/3) loamy
sand and light yellowish brown
(10YR6/4) loamy sand to 12 inches.
The B horizon consists of yellowish
brown {10YR5/6) sandy clay loam.
Shovel tests revealed that the A

horizon has eroded and in some cases, Fig“—‘fe 30. Map of site 31NE96, Hiclzory tract.
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1,500 feet west of Beaverdam Swamp. The central
UTM coordinates are N4QO1750 E250140 ancI t]:le
elevation is 120 feet AMSL.

During a pedestrian survey of the field, a large
r}:lyol]iﬁc core was noted at the eclge of the field near
Transect 403 (Figure 30). At the first surface
collection, a quartz flake and a ﬂ:lyou.itic Hake were
collected. The surface collection covers an area that
measures 1,250 ft2. Shovel testing in a cruciform
pattern pmduced no other artifacts.

The site is located on Norfolk loamy sand.
These soils have an A horizon of brown (10YR5/3)
loamy sand and light yellowish brown (10YR6/4} loamy
sand to 12 inches, and a B horizon of yellowish brown
(LOYRS5/6) sandy clay loam. Shovel tests revealed that
the A horizon has eroded and in some cases, the B
horizon was visible at the surface. This erosion has

most lilaely taken place tllmugh plowing and cultivation
of the fields over the years.

The data sets present at the superﬁcial site
include only three non-cliagnos‘ric lithics. This small
number of artifacts does not enable aignif:icant research
questions to be developed. In addition , the sparsity of
artifacts in a plowed field suggests that the site will not
produce data sets necessary to address signiﬁcant
research questions. For these reasons, 3INS96 is
recommended as not eligﬂnle for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places. No further

management wotk is recommended.

Historic Resource 1 is located directly west
of the Hickory tract, approximately 1,000 feet east of
Interstate 95 and 1,800 feet northeast of Highway
44/33.

The structure is an abandoned gtorage lmjj&ing
constructed of metal sicling with a metal roof and
concrete foundations {Figure 31). Tt i a two story
Luildi.ug with a set of doors at the west side of the
}Juﬂ&ing and a sing]e second story door on the east side

LF‘igm—e 31. View of Historic Resource 1, Hickory tract.
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of the building. The structure is overgrown on the
north and south sides with vines.

This structure is located outside of the
proposed impact area. We recommend it as ineIigi]ule
for inclusion on the National Register and no further
management work is recommended.

Wesvanco Tract, Vance County

Qite 31VN258 is an isclated occurrence of
two hammerstones. The site is located 800 {eet east of
Martin Creek Road and 200 feet west of the north-
south dirt road that runs t]umugh the tract, The site is
situated on a terrace approximately 600 feet north of a
finger of Martin's Creek, The central UTM
coordinates are N4018770 734440 and the elevation
is 480 feet AMSL.,

The site was located during a pedestrian survey
of a recent bulldozer cut through a forested area (Figure
32). The two hammerstones were located within an
arez measuring 15 feet l)y 10 feet. No other artifacts

were recovered from the surface of the hulldozer cut and
the thick leaf litter did not permiit a peflestrian sutvey of
the forested area. Routine shovel testing in the area
proclucecl no artifacts. A series of nine shovel tests were
placed in a cruciform pattern centering on the positive
surface collection. These tests producecl no other
artifacts,

The site is located on Appling sandy loam with
2 to 8% slopes. Typical Appling soils have ten inches
of an A horizon of brown (10YR5/3) sandy loam
overlying a B horizon of vellowish brown {10YR6/8)
sandy clay loam. The shovel test soils at site 1 showed
some depleﬁon of the A horizon.

The data sets present at 3TVN258 include
only two non-cliagnosﬁc lithics in a recently disturbed
area, Alt]:mugh these types of artifacts are uncommon
isolated occurrences, testing produced no other
atifacts, suggesting that the site includes only these
two artifacts. Due to the lack of diagnostic artifacts,
the only research questions that could be formulated are
very broad, and would not be considered signiﬁcan’c. In

addition, the data set is insufficient to

BULLDOZER OUT

0 Q \ 9]
VY Y YYY YN Y Y Y .
WOo0Ds
0
) 2 50 o O NEGATIVE
SCALE IN FEET M. . SURFACE

Figure 32. Map of 31VN258, Wesvanco tract.

address research questions. It is
unlikely that he site has the potential
to procluce artifacts that can address
important research questions, as
testing revealed no other artifacts.
For these

recommended

reasons, site 1is
ineligﬂ:]e for
inclugion on the National Register
and no further management work is
recommended.

das

Site 31VN259* is a
historic cemetery located 750 {eet east
of Martin Creek Road and 100 feet
west of the dirt yoad that runs tln:ough
the tract. The central UTM
coordinates are N40Q 18720 E734450.
The cemetery is situated in a cleax:ing
surrounded ]Jy mixed hardwoods and
kudzu (Figure 33). Three historic
structures are located 200 feet
southeast of the cemetery. The
cemetery consists of approximately 30

SHOVEL TEST
SCATTER
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Figure 33. View of 31VN259**, historic cemetery, Wesvanco tract.

gravestones, fieldstones, and temporary markers, These
vigible markers cover an area measuring approximately
00,000 £, al’c]nough it is ]ilzely that there are
unmarked graves located in the area. The two mest
common surnames on the cemetery markers are Abbott
and Wormack, and many of these stones date to the
late nineteenth and twentieth century. The eroded field
stones present at the cemetery suggest that the cemetery
is older than the dates shown on the stones.

Cemeteries are often viewed in the context of
historic places, &esign, 1a.mlscape, or historic people
under National Register Criteria A, B, and C.
However, National Register Bulletin 41 clearly indicates
that cemeteries can and should be assessed under
Chriteria D as sites that have yielclecl or may be lilzely to
yield information in prelﬁstory and llistory. Under
Criterion D, a cemetery's eligil:ili‘cy assessed flLtoug}l

steps similar to arcl-laeological site assessment. First,
the site's data sets are identified. These would include

grave goods, coffin hardware, human remains,
lamlscape features, coffin remains, or associated
p[anﬁngs. Second, the historic context applical)le to
the cemetery must be identified in order to provide a
framework for the evaluative process, The known
historic context for this cemetery ranges from the late
nineteenth century to the twentieth century, and
possi]aly earlier. T]:m:d, important research questions
that the cemetery may be able to address, given the data
sets and context must be identified. Given the context
of the cemetery, there are a number of important
research questions acldressing sociceronomic status,
social organization, et]:micity, and budal rituals.
Fourth, the integrity of the cemetery must be addressed
to ensure that the data sets are well preserved to address
the research questions. The positioning of the stones
indicates that the cemetery has good integrity and has
not heen altered.

This analysis indicates that the cemetery has
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the poten’cial to address important research questions the cemetery, we s‘rrongly recommend that before any
and is therefore recommended as potentiaﬂy eligible for grouncl c]isﬁu:bing activities take place in the vicinity of
the National Register of Historic Places, While it is the cemetery, a pentrometer study be undertaken to
possible that construction can be undertaken outside of determine the number of unmarked graves present and
the true extent of the
cemetery.

B it e
[ ———— —_— - = 31VN260** is a
Listoric site located
along a dirt road that
runs tllroug]:t the
Wesvanco tract,
approximately 700
feet east of Martin's
CIBEIE ROad ancl
2,500 feet north of a
finger of Martin's
CIEGIE- T]Je Centl’al
UTM coordinates are
N4019320 E734530
and the elevation is

480 feet AMSL.
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The site was
located near two large
WooDs pﬂes of modern trash
- (Figure 341, A
surface scatter of
historic artifacts was
noted in a clearing

?;:?HO west o£ the dirt road.
The majority of the

SCALE IN FEET scatter was

concentrated less than
E200 10 feet west of the

road and appearetl to

WwooDs

DIRT ROAD

ave been recen’cly
® POSITIVE SHOVELTEST bulldozed. A small
sample of artifacts was
O NEGATIVE SHOVELTEST colleoted  from  the
~ -~ SURFACE SCATTER scatter and included a
whole blue bottle with
a rusted cap, a small
clear glass bot‘tle, and

a whiteware plate rim.

Figure 34. Map of site 31VN260**, Wesvanco tract, The 4%-inch Dlue
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Figure 35. View of Historic Resource 1, Wesvanco tract.

bottle reads “CENUINE PHILLIPS MADE IN
USA” on the bottom. This hottle most h'leely
represents a Plliﬂips Milk of Magnesia bottle which was
introduced in 1924 (Fike 1987:141). The small clear
bottle measures 2Vs-inches and may represent a

. medicine or toﬂet‘ry bottle. Shovel tests were Plaoecl at
the edge of the scatter in a cruciform pattemn to
determine the subsurface extent of the site. Two
positive shovel tests pro&ucecl two pieces of blue on
white porcela.in and a milk glass cap which measures 2-
inches in diameter. The cap reads “BRISTQOL-
MEYERS CO. MUM® NET WT .42 OZ. MADE
IN U.S.A. NEW YORK NY.” No information could
he located on this parﬁcula.r bottle cap, although the
“Mum” procluct was originauy proclucecl ]Jy George B,
Evans of Phjladelpizu'a. and sold for 25 cents in 1926.
These artifacts suggest that the site was occupied in the
early twentieth century.

The site is located on App]ing sa,ncly loam,

56

which generally has ten inches of a brown (10YR5/3)
sandy loam A horizon overying 2 B horizon of
yellowish brown {10YR6/8) sandy clay loam. The
shovel tests soils were consistent with this typica.l
description for Appling sandy loam. The data
sets collected from the site include medicine and
toiletry hottles and ceramics. A number of Litchen
group artifacts were also located in the surface scatter,
but were not collected. The artifacts recovered from the
site suggest that it was occupiecl in the first half of the
twentieth century. There are a number of important
research questions that early twentieth century sites
may address. For example, questions regarcling site
funcﬁon, socio-economic  status, et]:micify and
consumer choice are pertinent research topics for
twenticth century sites. However, this site does not
appear to have the integrity necessary to address
research guestions based on the recent disturbance of
the site. For this reason, we recommend the site as
ine].igil)le for placement on the National Register. No



Figure 36. View of Historic Resource 2, Wesvanco tract.

further management work is needed.

Historic Resources 1, 2, and 3 are situated
in the southern portion of the tract a.long the dirt road
that runs through the tract. These structures, shown
on the Henderson, NC 1970PRS82 topographic quad
map. T]Jey are located 1,000 feet east of Martin's
Creek Road, and 300 feet north of a finger of Martin's
Creek. The central UTM coordinates are N4018530
E734475.

These three structures appear to be a house
and two ou’cl)uilclings, al’cl’lougll these structures are so
clilapicla.’ced that it is difficult to determine their
function. The area surrounc]ing these structures is
littered with modern refuse and camper tops. Historic
Resource 1 appears to have been a two story l)ulldmg
with machine cut wood siding and a tin roof. The
I)uilding has heen overtaken ljy lzud.zu (Figure 35), and
it was not possible to see more of the structure’s detail.

Historic Resource 2 was in a worse state of decay than
Historic Resource 1. This structure is located
approximately 50 feet north of Historic Resource 1.
The only visible details of the structure are the metal
roofing and machine cut wood si&ing seen in Figure
36. This structure may have been a house, but it was
very difficult to decisively determine the function of this
builcli.ug. Historic Resource 3, located approxima’cely
75 feet northeast of Historic Resource 2 appears to
have been a storage I)Luldmg The remnants of this
structure consist of hand and machine cut roofing
supports, machine cut rooﬁng planlzs, and concrete
foundations (Figure 37).

These historic resources do not possess the
sign.ificance necessary for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. For this reason, we
recommend Historic Resources 1, 2, and 3 as
i_ne[igible. No further management work is recommend
for these resources,

57



INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THREE TRACTS IN NORTH CAROLINA

Figure 37. View of Historic Resource 3, Wesvanco tract.




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Long, Hickory, and Wesvanco tracts in
E&gecoml)e, Nash, and Vance Counties respec’tively,
were surveyed in order to locate and record
arcllaeological sites and historic resources present on
the tracts, The surveys were conducted using shovel
tests along transects spaced at 100-foot intervals in
100 or 200-fvet increments. In addition, under
conditions of excellent ground vizibility, pedestrian
SUrveys were also undertaken,

The survey tracts are located in the Piedmont
and the Coastal Plain. The topography of the
Piedmont is characterized Ly gently sloping to
moderately steep hills. In the Coastal Plain, the
topography is generally flat with grades of less than 2%.
Where slopes are present {lley are usuaﬂy associated
with a waterway and often with its resulting erosion.

The survey tracts included a variety of natural
and man-made environments, inclucling cultivated and
fallow agricultural Gelds, plante.cl pine forests, mixed
pine/]narclwood forests, and wetlands. The Long tract
consisted of pines with a dense hardwood unclerstory
and cultivated and fallow fields. A Hnger of Walnut
Creek creates a small wetland area in the northeastern
portion of Long tract. The Hickory tract consisted
enﬁrely of cultivated felds, with a few small
intermittent streams running tbroug}: the tract. The
eastern portion of the tract is bordered by Beaverdam
Swamp. The Wesvanco tract included pine and oak
dominated [orests, and herbaceous vegetation, especially
kudzu. The southern portion of the tract is bordered by
Martin's Creek and a few small fingers of this drainage

create wetlands in Wesvanco tract.

Asa re_sult of the archaeological survey of
Long tract, three sites and one historic resource were
located and recorded. Of these sites and resolrces,
further documentation is recommended for Historic
Resource 1 before any construction activitiea are
undertaken at this tract. Thé remainder are not

recommended as eligilale for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places and no further management
worlk is recommended for these other sites and
Tesources,

Historic Resource 1 is located at the corner of
Kingshoro Road and Highway 64A. There are two
standing structures, a house and a storage ]:Juilc]ing
which are currently in use, that will Tequire further
documentation prior to development of the Long tract.
This docurnentation, is recommended due to the
condition of the ]:uﬂ&ings and the uncommon nature
of the storage bullclmg Further documentation, which
would include additional Pho’cographi.ng and researcl'ling
of the property, would add to our un&erstan&ing of the

- area’s economic ]:listory and distribution of goods.

A total of seven sites and a historic resource
were ocated and recorded at the Hickory tract in Nash
County, Of these sites and resource, only one, site
31INS90, is recommended as potentially eligible
because this site has the potenﬁal to address sig}:u'.ﬁcan’c
research questions pertaining to the Archaic and
Woodland Periods, In order to further assess the site's
eligibility for the National Register, we recommend that
further archaeological testing be undertaken.
Speciﬁcaﬂy, a number of excavation units should be
opened, in addition to intensive surface collection.
Until such work can be u_n(lertalzen, the site should be
avoided by all construction activities. No further
management work is recommended for the other sites
and historic resource.

The Wesvanco tract pro&uce& a total of three
sites and three historic resources. Site 31VN259*, a
historic cemetery, is recommended as potenﬁaﬂy
eligible. Based on the markers, the cemetery has been
used since the nineteenth century, We recommend
that a pentrometer survey and historical research be
undertaken to determine the extent of the cemetery's
houndaries prior to any ground clisfu.rbing activities in
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this area. It is very ].i}eely, given the presence of eroded
feldstones at the edge of the cemetery, that there are 2
number of unmarked graves that would be disturbed ]ay
any grouncl clis’turl)ing activity near the cemetery, This
work would help further assess the cemetery’s eligibility
for the National Register of Historic Places. No
further management work is recommended for the
other sites and historic resources.

It is posaible that archaeological remains may
be encountered in other portions of the survey tracts
during construction activities. Construction crews
should be advised to report any discoveries of
concentrations of artifacts (such as bottles, ceramics, or
projectile points) or brick rubble to the project engineer,
who should in turn report the material to the North
Carolina State Historic Preservation Office or to the
client's archaeologist. No construction should take
place in the vicinity of these late discoveries until ‘I'_lley
have heen examined ljy an arc]:laeologist.
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