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~,8ST R,;CT

At theo reo'quest of f\',oore, Gardner & Associates, Inc' l Asheooro,

North Carolina, an archaeological survey of approximately 60 acres

of l~nd was co~pleted. The area, a proposed wastewater disposal

olant site for the City of Hamlet"North Carolina, is located

approximately 1700 feet WSW of the SR1812 ffiarks Creek 8ridge.

From the point 1700 feet WSW of Bridge bordered on west by OCarks

Creck to a point 1000 feet WSW; thence SSE 2200 feet; thence

tiNE 1000 feet; thence JJNUj to starting point on IY:arks Creek.

An interceptor route from the wastewater disposal site left

this area approximately 500 feet ESE of ~arks Creek on the NE

perimeter of the site, proceeding NNE approximately 1700 feet to

SR1812; thence ~W across OCarks Creek paralleling SR1812 approx

i~ately 5eO feet; thence NNE joining line previously surveyed by

Dr. D8vid A. mcLean and reported in Archaeological Survey of Richmond

County 201 W~stewater Fecilities: Ellerbe, Rockingham, and hamlet,

fl',ay 22,1977.

~ith a crew of two, the survey began in the NE corner of said

land and was carried out by using a modified SO' by 50' Technique

(see Glossary). The modification was to uncover an area 4' by 4',

and then test soil to 4 inches in depth over entire 16 square foot

area.

Site 1 (seE map) contained 1 rhyolite chip. Site 2 (SEE ~ap)

contained a frag~ent of early colonial pottery, identified as blUE

pearlware with motif painted in underglazed blUE.



Site 3 (see ~.?c) contained 2 fragr'Ents of cclcnial pottery i~sGtiri2C

?5white etcnew~ret 2nd white over91~z£-~ with blue. Sit e 4 (S':;E ,-:-.2: p )

cor,tainec 1 la'rge rhyolite scr2per. Site 5 (see jeep) contain,,': E.
•

rhyolite and 5 milky quartz chips, and 1 broken scraper •

.~ll si tes are considered l,"SIGidflC;;:,T. "'nd it is reco;;"msnced

that construction may proceed.



.
A request was IT,ace· for an archaE-ole-gical survey of acproxi",i3tely

,
6C acre~ of land for a proposed ~astewater Disposal Plant for t~e

'" I

City of Hamlet, ~orth
~ , .
L"arC.iln8. f'Lr. C'JJen ~lj. Bluc8u of i:',core t

Gardner & Associates, Inc., Asheboro, l~orth Carolina. convEyed this

reque=t to St. Andrews College and Gr. David A. 1',cLean, Ser,ior

Arch~Eolo9ist. The survey was to be conducte~ follo~ing TEchnical

Specifications (see T-135, att2ched).

Area to be 5urv5ved

Beginning at a point approxir;ately 1700 feet WSW of Bridge on

r:,arks Creek, on 5R 1812. From this point to a point 1000 feet ~5~;

thence SSE 2200 feet; thence ~~E 1000 feet; thence W~~ to starting

point on m?rks Creek. Also surveyed was the interceptor route

w~lch left this area approximately 500 fEet ESE of ~!arks Creek on

the ~E perimeter of the site, proceeding N~E approximately 1700

feFt to SR 1812; thence ~W across ~.~rks Creek p2raJleling SR 1812

approximately 50C feet; thence ~~E, crossing SR 1E12 joining a line

previously =urvFyed by Dr. David A. ~cLean and reported in Archa~ologi-

cal Survey of Richmond County 201 ~astewater Facilities:

Rockingham, and Hamlet, P,-,ay 22, 1977.

Ellerbe,

St. AndrEWS Presbyterian College, Dr. David A. ~cLean, Senior

Arch2eologist;

CaroJin?:.

and moore, GarGner & Associates, Asheboro, North



Dr. David A. r','cLean, Senior ':'rchaeologist,
michael R. Sellon, Associate Archaeologist

~arch 25 and 27, 1978

Contract Specific2tions

See Technical Specifications T-135, a.ttached

Scope of ,"ark

A cultural assessment, from the prehistoric and historic artiracts

found during survey.

Summary of fin cines

four sites were identified on the 60 acre waste,"ater disposal

plant site; while a fifth site was located on the perimeter of the

intercp~tor line route (see ~ap for the location of all sites).

Site 1 contained 1 rhyolite chip. Site deemed insionificant.

Site 2 contained 1 fr~gment of early colonial pottery, identified

4

as blue pearlwere, with motif painted in underglazed blue. Site

deemed insionificant. Site 3 contained 2 frag.ents of colonial

pot te ry I one fragment was white stoneware, while the other was



~hite overolcz~d ~ith blue. Site ~~e~e~ insionific2nt.

Site !l cr>ntained 1 l?rr;e rhyclite scra;:.er. Site ceeC"ec

insionificant. Site S contained 8 rhyolite chips,S milky quartz

chips, and 1 broken scraper. Site dee~ed insionificant.

Evidence found at aIlS sites would tend to indicate ~rch8ic

occupetion. No pottery ",as found.

was sparse and open to question.

insionificant.

nGwever, typologic21 r3tsri21

All sites are clessified as

Cultural ~nviron~ent

The earliest colonial occupation in this area dates f~om the

latter half of the 18th Century. By tree-ring count, it ""GS ascertained

that the area has not beEn cultivated for a~proximately !Ie to 50

years. Prior to this tirrs, it had been used as farmLond.

Ecolooical Environment

The soil in the northern half of the area ~as light and sandy.

The southern half was light and sandy with gravel and some conglorr-

erate rraterial. ~cst of the soil ~as covered by pine straw and

humus to a depth of 4 inches; in many areas, however, the soil

was exposed.

The area was ~eavily wooded with longleaf, shortleaf, and loblolly

pine. The swampy area near ~arks Creek contained gum, maple, poplar,

o2k, and hickory.

Site 1W2S approximately 1500 feEt from water. Site 2 was



6

aD]::roxim~tely 7GC feet fron; RatEr. Site 3 °ll.:CS approxiIT':::tely 2-20C

feEt from w3ter. Site 4 llias approximately 1100 feet from water.

Site 5 lUas acp;roximately 150 feet from water.,

SamDlina ~rocEcure

The area was surveyed by using a modified 50' by 50' Technique.

Under the rPodific:::oticn,e4' by 4' area lJ"21S uncovered; and the 5.oi 1

~?~ te~tEC to c deptr of 4 inches over the entire 16 squcre fcot

are c. In ~any pIeces, the topsojl w~s exposed, so testing W2S

UnneC8!?,Sery. In these exposed areas, the Walkover reconnaissance

technioue was used (s8e Glc~sary for definitions).

Location of P·aterial

All material recovered by St. Ancrews archaeologists (unless

otherwise requEsted by owner of land) is placee in the Indian ~useum

of the Carolinas, Laurinburg, ~orth Carolina.

Fvaluation anc ~ecommendations

The location of 5 sites during the survey indicates the

presence of colonial and prehistoric occupation in this area.

Ho~ever, thp. re12tive paucity of artifacts causes this area to be

c13ssified ~s insionificent, archaeologically.

Cur findings indicate that construction activities would do

little or no damage to useful archaeological sites. We recommend

that work proceed as planned.

-=-----c=,N_A...c'(J,:::.U"-'I. r.f/l m 't'==
Dr. David A. mcLean
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

201
~\'z \\~~ "v'" ".,\.' ., '\' \:
',' . ·DIS?OSA L FL4HT

; t

v
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- PURPOSE:
-----This survey and the resulting report is to obtain an inventory

and evaluation of archaeological or historical resources
of cultural value on the land specified under contract title:

SCOPE:
This survey will be made along the proposed lines as presented
in Presented in rna 1)8 f'urnished by j·;oore Gerct,,,,.. p, t"S()('.

Asheboro, l'Z. C.
to ascertain the existence of archaeological data (including relics
and specimens) which should be preserved in the pub1ic interest.

OBJECTIVES:
1,

2.

3.
4.

5.

METIlODS OF
1,

2.

3.

REPORTS:

Determine i.f any sites, structures, objects, and districts
significant in history, architecture,archaeolgy, or culture
exists within the area specified.
If resources are found, record, identify, and appraise the
significance of each resource. '
Evaluate the impact of project installation on each resource:
Provide recommendations for mitigation of adverse impacts
anticipated.
Provide estimate of costs required for mitigation (salvage,
protection, etc. 1 .

SURVEY:
A walk-over reconnaissance survey will be made on land not
convered by undergrowth, grass or planted crops.
On terrain covered by undergrowth etc., a 12 quart sample
will be taken at intervals of 50 feet ..
Where sites are indicated the dog-leash method will be
employed.

Phase- I. A field report will consist of a narrative report
setting forth techniques of field work as appropriate and
the maps as necessary, to show location and type of signif
icant responses found by field survey techniques. An original
and one copy of this report will be submitted when completed.
Phase II.

Phase II. If significant sites are found, this Phase will
consist of all work necessary to identify, appraise, and
evaluate the significance of resources found or located by
work in Phase I. Impacts of proposed project installation on
each resource will be evaluated. Recommendations for mitigation
of adverse impacts will be set forth and an estimate of costs
required for salvage or protection, etc. A study report will
be prepared in sufficent scope and detail to fully appraise
potential projects impacts on historical and archaeological

resources as required by the National Environmental Protection
Act.



GLOSSARY OF TE~lS USED

**********
•

DiagnostiG Sites

Site: ~{here one or more artifaGts are found

InsignifiGant Site: ~ere surface collection is adequate to document
previous occupation or activities. No reason to impede construction
or destruction of site.

Important Site: imere surface collection is inadequate to joc~~ent previous
occupation and indicate that there is more to be found underground, but
not enough to be nominated to the National Registry, but enough to
recommend salvage archaeology.

Significant Site: Site or sites with important artifacts that would
indicate the need for careful excsvation and preservation. Such a
site would be recommended for nomination to the National Registry.

Methods of Surface Examination

Dogleash Technique: ~ere one end of a ten metre string is tied to the
searcher and the other to a post in the center of the site. The
searcher rotates in the site untilstri~g is wound up, This insures
careful survey of site.

50' by 50' Technique: ~ere visibility of the ground is poor and recovery
of artifacts by the walkover technique is poor or impossible. then
samples of earth (12 qts.) are removed at 50 sq. intervals, sifted
to recover artifacts.

Walkover reconnaissance technique: h~ere visibility of the ground or
earth is good and artifact recovery is good, searcher covers the
ground in approximately 10 ft. intervals collecting artifacts lying
on top of ground.

**********

Salvage Archaeology: h~en survey indicates that mitigating action is necessary
and a delay in construction is requested while rapid excavation is made
to ascertain and recover as much information as possible before site is
destroyed .

•
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ABSTRACT

Archaeological Reconnaissance of the 201 Facilities-Aberdeen

Southern Pines Alternate Plan was conducted by Archaeologist

from St. Andrews College assiE.ted by four advanced Archaeology

Students. Survey began at the outflow of Powell's pond on

SR 2053-following surveyed line south of Rays Mill Creek in

an s-s-w direction to proposed connection to County regional

interceptor approximately 75 yards south of the Aberdeen Lake

dam. Where land was not covered with water or marsh, 50' x 50'

technique was used. This method produced one pottery sherd

at Site I. Returning to Powell's Pond outflow survey followed

SR 2042 to SR 2074, thence up 2074 to beginning of SR 2075.

One broken projectile point tip (milky quartz) and several

(5) chips of milky quartz. Both sides of the road were inspected.

50' x 50' technique used where ground was covered. Both Site I

amd f"~'e II (as designated on map 201 Facilities) were considered

INSIGNIFICL>IT •
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INTRODUCTION

Project Description:

Archaeological Reconnaissance of S~utacrn Pines-Aberdeen

201 Wastewater Facilities located in Moore County and more

specifically in the tOlinS of Aberdeen and Southern Pines, N. C.

as described in 201 Facilities Map prepared by Henningson,

Durham & Richardson, Engineers, Charlotte, N. C. (Fig. V-3

Alternate III). Area surveyed circled in black in, as follows:

Beginniug at outflow of Powell's Pond on SR 2053 and following

Rays Mill Creek on the southern side on survey line in an S SW

direction to proposed connection to County regional interceptor

approximately 75 yards south of the Aberdeen lake dam. Returning

to Powell's Pond and followiug both sides of SR 2042 to junction

of SR 2074, following SR 2074 (both sides) to junction of SR 2075.

Board of Commissioners of Moore County and St. Andrews College-

Dr. David A. McLean, Archaeologist.

Clearinghouse No. _

Personn~ :

Dr. David A. McLean, Senior Archaeologist
Nelle Dodson, Assistant
Liza P~mill, Assistant
Melanie Coats, Assistant
Holly Carastro, Assistant

Dates: Dec. I, 1976 and Dec. 6, 1976
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Contra~~~pec~11~ations:

(See Technical Specifications No. 121 attached)

Scope of ~,ork:

Cultural assessment, prehistoric and historic

Archaeological survey.

Summar),: of Findi~:

No historic archaeological evidence was found in either

area A or B. Prehistoric finds as designated by Site I (Area A)

and Site II contained the following.

Site I:'
11;. broken fragment of pottery. Grit tempered, smooth
exterior, poorly fired.

Site II
I broken tip of projectile point, milky quartz
5 chips of milky quartz.

One interesting agenda should be mentioned here. In Area B

approximately two hundred yards from starting point near junction

of sa 2042 and sa 2070 there was a rather extensive deposit of

iron pyrite geodes of exceptionally brilliant color. Bright red,

purple and brownish red. Very little grit in the geodes. Area could

have been a source of Indian comnetics as well as tubular--pipes.

This area was divided when the present road was built. I suggest

that when this area is dug, samples should be taken to be sent to

the Indian Museum of the Carolina and the Natural Science Museum

in Raleigh.

Area B contained three to four feet of sandy soil with

a clay hardpan. Area B also contained Kaolin of a rather gritty

nature.

Area A alternated between sand and mud or marshy ground.
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Cultural Environment::

Historic?.

Area A follows along a creek that was once

known as Devil' s Gut which was once applied to the

present town of Aberdeen. Early settlements of Scots

were found around the Bethesda community.

Prehistoric:

Within a ten mile radius prehistoric evidence such as

projectile points, scrapers, pottery sherds, etc., indicate

that the land was once heavily occupied. 10 miles east a

crystal quartz Clovis point (predates Hardaway point--see

projectile point chart) The evidence indicates continuous occupa

tion from before 9,000 B.C. to approximately early 1700 A.D. Pottery

and stone chips are found in most open fields today. Site surveys

in this area have been made by Amateur Archaeologist Reid Voss,

of Whispering Pines, N. C.

S$.ffipling Procedure:

In Area A one senior archaeologist and four assistants Surveyed

the line taking oamples (12 qts.) every 50' where land was not covered

by marsh or water. This however was rare as most of the line was

marshy. Occasionally when hillocks came dow~ near the area being

surveyed we would eXallline these for possible evidence. Both sides of

the surveyed (25' on each side) line were examined.

Area B was parallel to the roads mentioned in description and for

the most part were clear of covering. Road cuts and ditch banks

were carefully examined. Where area was covered with grass and weed

samples were taken at 50' intervals.
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Location of ~mterial:

Indian UuseUlll of the Carolinas, Laurinburg
N. C.

Site Descript~on~:

Site I Area A was located on a small island

(lOOt x 21') 'bet"Neen Popular St. and Chestnut

St. Twelve samples were taken on the Island but

no other artifacts were recovered.

Site II Area B was on the side of a hill

on the Southern side of SR 2042 approximately

50 yds. S &Wof junction of SR 2074. Sandy

soil. S1:< additional samples taken within a

50' area revealed no additional artifacts.

Analysis:

Pottery "herd was examined under microscope

in 51:. Andrews College Lab.

Sit~ce the artifacts fou.nd were negligible

further investigation is not indicated. Project impact on

sites found and on the entire lille surveyed will not, in my

~st~nation, do dammage to either Historical or Prehistorical

heritage.

r rGcommeud that the sites be classified as

I~SIGNIFICANT aud ehould noe impede construction. However, I would

suggest that the iron pyrli:e gaodes be collected (15 or 20) and retained

for the museums pre,ionely menUoned.



GLOSSARY OF TEP;MS USED

~"*********

Diagnostic Sites

Site: ~lhere one or more artifacts are found

Insignificant Site: Where surface collection is
document previous occupation or activities.
impede construction or destruction of site.

adequate to
No reason to

Important Site: Where surface collection is inadequate to document
previous occupation and indicate that there is more to be
found underground, but not enough to be nominated to the
National Registry, but enough to recommend salvage archaeology.

Significant Site: Site or sites with important artifacts that
would indicate the need for careful excavation and preservation.
Such a site would be recommended for nomination to the National
Registry.

l:lethClE_l? of Surface Examination

Dogleash Technique: ilhere one end of a ten metre string is tied to
the searcher and the other to a post in the center of the
site. The searcher rotates in the site until string is wound
up. This insures careful survey of site.

50' by SO' Technique: Where visibility of the ground is poor and
recovery of artifacts by the walkover technique is poor or
impossible, then samples of earth (12 qts.) are removed at
50' sq. intervals, sifted to recover artifacts.

Walkover reconnaissance technique: Where visibility of the ground
or earth is good and artifact recovery is good, searcher
covers the ground in approximately 10 ft. intervals collecting
artifacts lying on top of ground.

********M'*

Salvage Archaeology: "!hen survey indicates that mitigating action is
necessary and a delay in construction is requested while rapid
excavation is made to ascertain and recover as much information
as possible before site is destroyed.
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, .coNTRACT TITLE:
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TEClINICAL SPECIFICATIONS

NO.'l~~
I-I,,' """ .", ,

, ' ARCHAEOLOGICAL FJi:CONNAISSANCE OF OAKBORO 201,

,
, PURPOSE:

This survey and the resulting report is to obtain an inventory
and evaluation of archaeological or historical resources
of cultural value on the land specified under contract title.

SCOPE:
This survey will be made along the proposed lines as presented
in 1~ps prepared by Moore Gardner & Associates.

Asheboro, N.C.
to ascertain the existence of archaeological data (including relics
and specimens) which should be preserved in the public interest.

OBJECTIVES:
1. Determine if any sites, structures, objects, and districts

significant in history, architecture, archaeolgy, or culture
exists within the area specified.

2. If resources are found, record, identify, and appraise the
significance of each resource.

3. Evaluate the impact of project installation on each resource.
4. Provide recommendations for mitigation of adverse impacts

anticipated.
5. Provide estimate of costs required for mitigation (salvage,

protection, etc. I .

METHODS OF SURVEY:
1. A walk-over reconnaissance survey will be made on land not

convered by undergrowth, grass or planted crops.
2. On terrain covered by undergrowth etc., a 12 quart sample

will be taken at intervals of 50 feet •.
3. Where sites are indicated the dog-leash method will be

employed.

REPORTS:

Phase'I. A field report will consist of a narrative report
setting forth techniques of field work as appropriate and
the maps as necessary, to show location and type of signif
icant responses found by field survey techniques. An original
and one copy of this report will be submitted 'when completed.
Phase II.

Phase II. If significant sites are found, this Phase will
consist of all work necessary to identify, appraise, and
evaluate the significance of resources found or located by
work in Phase I. Impacts of proposed project installation on
each resource will be evaluated. Recommendations for mitigation
of adverse impacts will be set forth and an estimate of costs
required for salvage or protection, etc. A study report will
be prepared in sufficent scope and detail to fully appraise
potential projects impacts on historical and archaeological

resources as required by the National Environmental Protection
Act.



ARCHAEOLOGICAL FlELD WORK AND
F1NAL REPORt

Applicant: Oakboro Town Council

Project Name: ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE OF OAKBORO 201
WASTEWATER FACILITIES

Location: Oakboro N. C. is located in Stanley County on N. C.
742 where the Norfolk & Southern RR bisects N. C.
742. The project under investigation is located
North. South and East of the center of Oakboro
as designated on USGS map Oakboro Quadrange 1971,
and 201 facilities map prepared by Moore, Gardner
and Associates, Inc., of Asheboro. N. C.

Area of Project: The following Field and Final report covers
area designated in Oakboro. N. C. 201 Wastewater
facilities map (planning study) prepared by Moore,
Gardner & Associates, Inc •• of Asheboro, N. C.

Clearinghouse: Moore. Gardner & Associates. Inc. Asheboro, N. C.

Dates of Inspection: Nov. 8, 11, 12, 1976

Inspection made by: Dr. David A. McLean. Archaeologist representing
St. Andrews College

Contract Between: St. Andrews College - Dr. David A. McLean and
Moore. Gardner & Associates. Inc.

Contract No.: 124

**********

PROCEDURE:
_. Sewer system was diVided into eight areas designated on .

201 Facilities Map as A,B,C,D,E.F.G.H, to facilitate
inspection and reconnaisance, and to distinguish site
areas. Surveyor's transit-level. aerial photos, USGS
and DOT maps were used in locating exact lines as drawn
on 201 Facilities Map. Walkover technique was used when
surface of ground was visible, tmel'e surface of ground
was covered. the 50' x 50' technique was used.

DESCRIPTION:
Area A containing 50 acres, more or less. and beginning
on SR 1953 (Barbee Church Rd.) at approximately halfway
between Barbee Church property and land owned by
Mr. G. smith-then follOWing SR 1953 to bridge over Long
Creek-then thence N.E. following the run of Long Creek
to junction of Bear Creek and Long Creek - thence N.W.
following run of Bear Creek appr~ately 600 ft.--thence .
back to starting point on SR 1953.
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l~alkovcr ref;o">:luaicsance cSEod on plowed arells ..
Site 3 (all sites indicated in blac~ on20l~aE)

produced five rhyolite chips aad one unidentifiable
tip of projectile point. S1.ts2 produced three
rhyolite chips (between pond and Long Creek).
Site 1 was thickly covered with grass and weeds,
50' x 50' technique was used, thirty rhyolite chips,
one Guilford Point (rhyolice). two Savannah River
points. Site 1 is located on a ridge terminating
near jllncticn of Bear Creek and Long Creek and West
by man-made 1'0"&' Area covers approximatel}' 150 meters by
50 meters.

A...~: Leaving bottom land indicated as Site 1 and proceeding
Wl3S as indicated on attached map 10,000 feet. Area
covered by cre-:,rs was 50' on each side of sew('c line.
Where terrain ~1SS visible walkover technique was used
where terrain was covered 50' x 50' technique was used.
No sites were located on this stretch. At the end of the
10.000' line (edge of field) where S~1ere line runs "lest,
Site 4 produced four rhyolite chips. Where line emerges
from woods approximately 1000 yards fro!ll SR 1974 produced
tr~ee rhyolite chips. Where line follows SR 1974 W29S no sltes
were found. Walkover tecimique adequate for this last stretch
except for t""wo wooded areas.

Area C: Leaving SR 1974 v147N proceeding to SR 1975 no sites
were located. Crossing SR 1975 approximately 50 meters on
Line N28W, Slte 6 produced four rhyolite chips, one broken
stem of Savannah River point. 50' x 50' used on this stretch.

A~: Beginning at end of area C and continuiug South on both
sides 0= creek (serving as sewage drainage at present time)
Area recently bulldozed and surface visible. No sites ·were
found. Continuing Game line from 1st Street to a point SSW
of Oakboro (,Jhere two lines from Area meet) Ground covered,
50' x SO' t.echnique used. No sites found in Area D.

Are~ Beginning at junction of E & D with two teams covered
both drainage branches as designated on map.
Branch line that ends near 3rd Street produced no sites.
Line following branch en western side and crossitig N. C.
205 produced Site 10 containing three rhyolite chips and
one guilford point at approximately 60 meters from N. C. 205.

Area F: Beginning at junction .f areas C, D &F and fbl1enOing line
F, Sand W. Ground visible to SR J.976. Walkover technique
used. Crossing SR 1976 and following sewer line 50 meters
Site 7 produced one broken Savannah River point.
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Area G: Beginning where creek and swampy area (near Big Lick)
cross N. C. 742 and following creek on both sides to
junction G, :Ii' ,H. Site 8 produced· 3 thyo1:l.te chips snd
Ime Guilford point. Site 9 contained one rhyolite chip.
Area alternating between heavy udnerbrush and open areas,
gardens and pastures. Both techniques were ussd.

Area H: Beginning where creek crosses NC742, 100 meters NW of
10th Street, folloWing both sides of creek to junction
B, F. H. Site 11 produ <ed one broken Savannah River
point, two rhyolite chips and one Guilford point. This
site was in the back yard of one of the residents, but
in an area heavily bu1dozed.

Time Consumed: 7 man days @ 8 hours.

EVALUATION OF AREAS:
Area A

Site 1: It was impossible to evaluate site adequately,
however, artifacts found would indicate that
further survey should be made before site is
destroyed. Grass cover should be removed.

Site 2: Insignificant

£:~H=c 3: Insignificant

Area 11
Site 4: Insignificant

Site 5: Insignificant

Area C:
Site 6: Insignificant

Area D:
No sites found

Area E:
Site 10: Insignificant

Area F:
Site 7: Insignificant

Az:ea G:
Site 8: Insignificant
Site 9: Insignificant

Area H:
Site: il: Insignificant

C0NCI.JiSJ:ONS AND RECOHMErmATIONS

With the exception of Site 1, other sites produced a miniF18l
amoaut of artifacts &nd do not indicate further investigation
be made. To the beat of my ability to determine, all sites
(e."'{cept f'lite.1.> are to b", considered insignif:tcant and do not
gontai~.~i~r:~~icanthistorical or archaeo1of,ica1 sites.



SUE 1. Area A

I do not believe there is, enough evidence to recommend Site I
to the NationalRegistry~however. 1 would suggest that it be
thoroughly investigated before destruction. I recommend one
of the follow:!.ng ac tioris:

When the land is secured for disposal plant that:

1. That tli", L::Ild be p.l<rJwed in order to give a Walkover Crew
adequate exposure of the scil.

2. That the land be bulldozed to remove the thick grass
coveringe to 'give adequate exposure of the soil.

If. after e one of the above is done and, rhere ill, adequate evidence
(artifactual) then miti~tion or salvage. archaeology
be carried out.

FINAL RID'ORT

Due to the small amount of artifacts found. an~ the absence of
pottery fragments, I hesitate to give a definitive cu1t:ure
ll:econstrur.tion. lIm·leve.... the cluea would indicate that the
area WaS occupied by Indians of the Archaic period. (See enclosed
projectile chart for typological and hypothetical dates)

St. Andrews College
Laurinburg. North Carolina

Novcmbc~ 22, 1976 David A. McLean, Archaeologist



GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED

**********

Diagnostic Sites

Site: Hhere one or more artifacts are found

Insignificant Site: Hhere surface collection is
document previous occupation or. activities.
impede construction or destruction of sitd.

adequate to
No reason to

Important Site: Hhere surface collection is inadequate to document
previous occupation and indicate that there is more to be
found underground, but not enough to be nominated to the
National Registry, but enough to recommend salvage archaeology.

Significant Site: Site or sites with important artifacts that
would indicate the need fur careful excavation and preservation.
Such a site would be recommended for nomination to the National
Registry.

11ethods of Surface E:i<amination

Dogleash Technique: l?here one end of a ten metre string is tied to
the searcher and the other to a post in the center of the
site. The searcher rotates in the site until string is wound
up. This insures careful survey of site.

50' by 50' Technique: Hhere visibility of the ground is poor and
recovery of artifacts by the walkover technique is poor cr
impossib18, then sarn~les of e~rth (12 qts.) are removed at
50' sq. intervals, sifted to recover artifacts.

Walkover reconnaissance techni3~: Hhere visibility of the ground
or earth is good ancr artifact recovery is good, searcher
covers the ground in approximately 10 ft. intervals collecting
artifacts lying on top of ground.

***********

,?ll.lvage Archaeology: Hhen survey indicates that mitigating action is
necessary and a delay in construction is requested while rapid
excavation is made to ascertain and recover as much information
as possible before site 1s destroyed.
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ABSTRACT

The 201 Wastewater Facilities of Asheboro-Randleman

(Disposal-Treatment Plant Areas) were surveyed by a

two man cre""d using the sO' x 50' technique as most

ground was covered. Evidence uncovered inal! sites

(except Area A, sites V, VI &VII) indicated only a

casual occupation by prehistoric Indians. Sites V,

VI and VII as indicated on Area Map A, are rocks

piled neatly, two feet high, four feet wide and six .

feet lc~g. These could have been cairns or burial sites,

on the other hand they may be just piles of rocks

placed there to be hauled away. However, I would

recommend that these sites not be destroyed until care

ful investigation has been made. Other than these three

sites, all other sites in Areas A & B are classified as

INSIGNIFICANT and destruction of these sites would not

be considered a loss to archaeological research. As

Indicated on Historical Site 11ap, Areas A &B do not

contain any known historical sites of significance.
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nrrR",nrJCTION

Project Description

Archaeological reconnaissance: for the Asheboro-Randleman

201 v1asetwater Facilities, Disposal and !uatment Areas

as indicated on maps furnished by Moore, Gardner & Associates

Inc., of Asheboro, N. C.

AREA A

The Asheboro treatment and disposal plant is located N. W.

of Asheboro, N. C. on Hasketts Creek approximately 3500 feet

from its junction with Deep River. The area contains approxi

mately 45 acres of very hilly, rocky terrain, falling off

to Basketts Creek on the east with very little flood plain

area (except for approximately 3 acres N. of Treatment plant)

Survey began N. of Treatment plant where Hasketts Creek bends

sharply eastward, approximately 700 feet from plant. Topa stakes

from previous survey were visible. Following copo stakes samples

were taken at or very near each stake for whole of the area

surveyed.

AREA B

Randleman Disposal and Treatment plant is located S••1. of

Randleman, N. C. on the east side of neep River. Area surveyed

contained approximately 10 acres. Survey began on west side

of treatment plant on steep slope that falls off to floodwater

plain of Deep River. Plain was marshy and unsuitable for human

occupation, and was approximately 25 yards.w:l.de. Survey

continued around south end of treatment plant and then north
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into freshet stream beds and up steep slope to area

used Dr borrow f11l. Area steep, rocky and unsuitable for

human occupation. Gullies cut in sides of hills were investigated.

Contracting Agencies:

Moore, Gardner &Associates, Inc. Asheboro, N. C. and

St. Andrews College-Dr. David McLean, Archaeologist.

Contract No. 126

Clearinghouse No.

Personnel

Dates:

Dec.

..-
Dec.

21-1976
Dr. David A. McLean. Sli'. ·.~cbaeologist

Miss Sue_B~rdee•.Aesistant
22, 23, 1976
Dr. David A. McLean, Sr. Archaeologist
Dr. Stuart Marks, Assistant

December 21, 22, & 23 1976

Contract Specifications:

See Technical Specifications No. l26-attached

Scope of Work:

Archaeological Survey of a prehistoric and historic

nature.
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SllMHARY OF FINDIN~~

AREA A

Site I
Polished stone scraper (lcnife for cutting small
objects and scraping hides) •• shale

Site II
Archaic hafted axe-chipped, rough finished
shale.

Site III
Chipped stone scraper •• shale
3 milky quartz chips

Site IV
Projectile point ••Morrow Mt. type
See chart.
Bro.£n hoe blade •••• shale
Chipped scrapar ••••• shale

Rock cairn or pile 6' x 4' x 2'

Site VI
Same as V

Site VII
Same as V

AP&B---
Site I

3 milky quartz chips

Site II
2 milky quartz chips
scraper polished--shale

Site III
6 milky quartz chips
1" "hoe

nTi ~::;RAL ENVIRONMENT

Historic:
Randolph County has been the home of Europeans since

the latter part of the 16th century A.D. The first County



Seat was johnsonville (circa 1775). Industries over

theirhlstory have been diverse. Pottery Was made around

1730 at the Mt. Shepherd Site.

Prehistoric:

Randolph County is a veritabl.e rese1roir of evidence

of Indian occupation eS!>,eccially in the Ca1ta~ay"Crcalcbasin.

The Indian Museum of the Carolinas in Laurinburg, N. C.,' the

Research Lab of Anthropology at UNC Chapel Hill, and the

Pembroke State University MUseum have tremendous collections

from this area. Numc~v~s amateur colleetors have many large

collections with stone implements typologically dating from

7,000 B.C. to late Colonial times.

SAMPLING PROCEDURE

AREA A

Following topo markers left by previous survey, sampling

was taken at each 50' marker. Where sites were identified,

the dogleash technique was used. Ditch banlts and wash cuts

were examined wherever possible.

ARM. B

On Dec. 21, 50' samples were taken, ditch banks were

observed, and up:-ooted trses were investigated. On Dec. 23

Dogleash techniques were used in sites I, II, and III and

50' samples elsewhere.

ANALYSIS

Location of Materials

Indian Museum of the Carolinas, Laurinburg, N. C.
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Site Descriptions

AREA A

Site I
Right bank on floodwater plain of Basketts Creek

Sandy area.

Site II
Steep slope, area very rocky

Site III
Steep slope, area very rocky

Site IV
Hill-top, outcrop of granitic rock nearby

Site V
50' outside wire fence west of second filter

on slope of hill. Rock pile 6' x 4' x 2'

Site VI and VII

Approdmately 50' from creek that enters
Basketts creek near entrance of Treatment plant.
Area flat--Just above floodwet..r plain. Rock piles
6' x 4' X 2'

AREA B

Site I
Steep slope, red clay, few rocks

Site II
Floodwater plain approximately 25' from

Deep River

SHe III
Roots of uprooted tree covered with earth.

EVALUATION

Since artifacts were limited and widely scattered, regions

evidently were not used as occupation sites. Perhaps a hunting

area. Sites V, VI, and VII may contain grave sites and should be

thoroughly investigated.
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.RECOIlMENDATIONS:

To the best of my ability, r would classify all

sites in both Areas A & B (with the exception of Sites V, VI and

VII-Area A) be classified as iNSIGNIFICANT. Sites V, VI and VII

in Area A should be mitigated. An Archaeologist with a crew of

four should be able to complete these sites' investigation in

one day at a cost of approximately $200.00. With the exceptions

noted, construction could begin whenever feasible without destroy

ing either historic or prehistoric sites of significance.

i. ~ : ,'.-.



GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED

**********

Diagnostic Sites

Site: Where one or more artifacts are found

Insignificant Site: Where surface collection is
document previous occupation or activities.
impede construction or destruction of site.

adequate to
No reason to

Important Site: Where surface collection is inadequate to document
previous occupation and indicate that there is more to be
found underground, but not enough to be nominated to the
National Registry, but enough to recommend salvage archaeology.

Significant Site: Site or sites with important artifacts that
would indicate the need fDr careful excavation and preservation.
Such a site would be recommended for nomination to the National
Registry.

Methods of Surface Examination

Dogleash Technique: t;here one end of a ten metre string is tied to
the searcher and the other to a post in the center of the
site. The searcher rotates in the site until string is wound
up. This insures careful survey of site.

50' by 50' Technique: Where visibility of the ground is poor and
recovery of artifacts by the walkover technique is poor or
impossible, then samples of earth (12 qts.) are removed at
50' sq. intervals, sifted to recover artifacts.

Walkover reconnaissance technique: Where visibility of the ground
or earth is good and artifact recovery is good, searcher
covers the ground in approximately 10 ft. intervals collecting
artifacts lying on top of ground.

***********

Salvage Archaeology: "!hen survey indicates that mitigating action is
necessary and a delay in construction is requested while rapid
excavation is made to ascertain and recover as much information
as pOSSible before site is destroyed.
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

NO.ltb',
. " :""~' ,,',,' '""Z "

. .coNTRACT :rIT-LE:
<

\''''' >', ..,., . •

. 'ARCHAEOLOGIC.a ASSE3Si'EIJT OF ASHEBORO-RANDLEMAN

. PURPOSE:
This survey and the resulting report is to obtain an inventory
and evaluation of archaeological or historical resources
of cultural value on the land specified under contract title.

SCOPE:
This survey will be made along the proposed lines as presented
in Maps prepared by I·:oore Gardner & Associates

to ascertain the existence of archaeological data (including relics
and specimens) which should be preserved in the public interest.

OBJECTIVES:
1. Determine if any sites, structures, objects, and districts

significant in history, architecture, archaeolgy, or culture
exists within the area specified.

2. If resources are found, record. identify, and appraise the
significance of each resource.

3. Evaluate the impact of project installation on each resource.
4. Provide recommendations for mitigation of adverse impacts

anticipated.
5. Provide estimate of costs required for mitigation (salvage,

protection, etc. I .

METHODS OF
1.

2.

3.

REPORTS:

SURVEY:
A walk-over reconnaissance survey will be made on land not
convered by undergrowth, grass or planted crops.
On terrain covered by undergrowth etc., a 12 quart sample
will be taken at intervals of 50 feet.
Where sites are indicated the dog-leash method will be
employed.

Phase I. A field report will consist of a narrative report
setting forth techniques of field work as appropriate and
the maps as necessary, to show location and type of signif
icant responses found by field survey techniques. An original
and one copy of this report will be submitted when completed.
Phase II.

Phase II. If significant sites are found, this Phase will
consist of all work necessary to identify, appraise, and
evaluate the significance of resources found or located by
work in Phase I. Impacts of proposed project installation on
each resource will be evaluated. Recommendations for mitigation
of adverse impacts will be set forth and an estimate of costs
required for salvage or protection, etc. 'A study report will
be prepared in sufficent scope and detail to fully appraise
potential projects impacts on historical and archaeological
reSOurces as required by the National Environmental Protection
Act.
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Archa.eological Investigations a.t the GF-104 (P. Gilmore) Site

by

Joseph B. Mountjoy

(1974)



Preface

This report is based on research conducted during the summer of 1973,

supported by the Department~of Anthropology and the Summer School of the Uni

versity of North Carolina at Greensboro. It has been prepared because it is

believed that the results of archaeological investigations conducted in the

State should be documented and deposited in appropriate archives where the

information can be preserved and consulted by professional colleagues. It is

in that spirit that the manuscript has been prepared, and therefore it is

primarily a description of the research conducted and the data collected.

Analysis continues at present, and it is hoped that results can be presented

more fully at some future date.

We are grateful to the University of North Carolina at Greensboro for

supporting this research and teaching endeavor, and want to especially thank

Prof. Herbert Wells (Director of the Summer School), Prof. Robert Miller

(Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences), and Prof. Harriet Kupferer (Head

of the Department of Anthropology). We also wish to acknowledge the helpful

council of Prof. Joffre Coe (Director of the Research Laboratories of Anthro

pology at UNC-ehapel Hill) and thank Mr. and Mrs Paul Gilmore for allowing us

to excavate on their land.

The students who took part in the summer work were: Ga;yle Hill, Janis

Johnston, Rebecca Mears, Robert Padgett, Ruby Rufty, and Hal Wright. They

conducted individual research projects respectively on soil chemistr,y, cera

mics, flora, geology and stone tool technology, ethnography, and fauna. Much

of the following report is due to their efforts.



INTRODUCTION

Our investigations during the summer of 1973 took place in a period of

nine weeks, from MB({ 14th through July 15th. However, prior to that timet in

the spring, we took several trips to investigate sites which were called to

our attention by students or local landowners. We took every occasion avail

able to visit any site without regard to geographical proximity, in order to

learn as much as possible about sites in North Carolina prior to the commence

ment of our summer work. During the summer, we continued to visit sites which

were brought to our attention, and inspected certain areas in which we antici

pated that sites might be located. This resulted in the location and study of

eighteen sites, of which the GF-I04 (P. Gilmore) site was one. All sites

inspected were reported on State Survey forms and sent to the Research Labora

tories of Anthropology in Chapel Hill. Relevant information included a sketch

map of the site location and a summary of the artifacts found. All artifacts

recovered have been waShed, labeled, catalogued, and classified, and are stored

in the archaeology laboratory at UNC-Greensboro.

The reasons for selecting GF-104 for more intensive investigation through

systematic surface sampling and excavation were various. Not the least of

these was convenience, the site being 16.5 miles from the University. This

allowed us to live in Greensboro and make use of the laboratory facilities

there while commuting out to the site daily. On the other hand, we were in

trigued by the sample of artifacts Which we had recovered in a general surface

collection from the site on April 14th, and the artifacts in the private coll

ection of Mr. Paul Gilmore. Projectile points included Palmer Corner-Notched,

Kirk Serrated, Morrow Mountain I Stemmed, Guilford Lanceolate, Savannah River

Stemmed, and Randolph Stemmed (Table 2), whereas pottery sherds included

1
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Yadkin Fabric Marked, Pee Dee Complicated Stamped, and Caraway Simple Stamped

(Table 2). Such a variety of cultural phases represented in the collections

seemed to indicate 8,000 or more years of utilization of this site area by

diverse cultllI'al groups. This was especiallY interesting due t6the rather

unimpressive location of the site-near the headwaters of the Northern Prong

Still.king Quarter Creek. Nothing about this location seemed to suggest why it

should be an attraction for different groups of people over such a long period

of time. This basic question, then, became the focus for our investigations

at the GF-I04 site.

A few words must be said here about the prooess of cataloging and classi

fying the artifacts recovered. At the outset of the work, we purohased several

oopies of The Formative Cultures of the Carolina Piedmont (Coe 1964) whioh we

out up and reassembled into two classification "key" books which could be used

in the laboratory or taken into the field. Thus we used that basio reference

£or all of our olassification. Likewise, we perused the Coe monograph to

assemble a list of all the different sorts of artifacts·which we were likely

to find, and added a few items to the list to complete our catalog sheets.

Both the catalog and olassification are presented in following tables. Such

utilization of a basic reference work has many potential pitfalls, but we hope

we have not done to great an injustice to Coe's system.



DESCRIPTION OF THE GF~104 SITE

The GF-104 site is looated near the town of Julian in the southeastern

corner of Guilford County, just north of the Guilford County-Randolph County

line, about 1,100 feet east of the junoture of routes 421 and 62 ·(Fig. 1).

The habitation area is fotind primarily on a terraoe and hillside within the

725' to 750' oontour interval (Figs. 2-4), on the north side of the North

Prong Stinking Quarter Creek, about 45' from the creek at the nearest point.

The habitation area encompasses approximately fou; acres (16,125 square

meters), situated within four cultivated fields. The southernmost of these

fields is owned by the Gilmore Plant and Bulb Company and farmed by Paul D.

Gilmore, and the other three are owned by Andrew L. Blackard. A fifth field,

farmed by Noah Hester, was sampled but appears to fall outside the effective

site area. The fields were numbered 1 through 5 (Fig. 3).

Field #2 was cleared from what was considered to be virgin. timber, about

25 years ago, using a bulldozer. Field #1 was cleared by hand out of pine.

When field #5 was cleared, Mr. Hester is supposed to have found pottery there,

but neither Mr. Gilmore or Mr. Blackard have found sherds or projectile points

there. Mr. Gilmore and his son have collected artifacts from this site for the

last 15 years, and Mr. Blackard and his son have collected artifacts here for

the past five years or so. The Gilmores have a collection of 689 projectile

points from the site, mostly Randolph Stenuned and Savannah River Stenuned, but

also including Guilford Lanceolate, Morrow Mountain II Stenuned, Halifax Side

Notched, Yadkin Large Triangular, Caraway Triangular,Palmer Corner.-Notched,

Kirk Stemmed, Kirk Corner-Notched, l~orrow Mountain I Stenuned, Badin Crude

Triangular, Pee Dee Pentagonal, and Stanley Stemmed. Other stonework includes

quarry blades, drills, fragments of steatite bowls, a hafted broad end-scraper,
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a chipped stone axe, and a large flat steatite bead (?). Their collection of

artifacts contains, in addition, 451 pottery sherds. Most of those classifiable

are apparently Yadkin Fabric-!>Iarked, with some Vincent Fabric-r.larked or COrd

Marked, Badin Cord-Marked or Fabric-Marked, and Clements Cord-Marked. The

Blackards have about 100 projectile points from the site, plus some sherds,

fragments of lug-handled steatite vessels, and part of what seems to be a

steati te pipe stem or tubular bead. They also have what is apparently a flat

disk-shaped two-hole silver pendant. Both Mr. Gilmore and Mr. Blackard offered

the observation that the larger projectile points tend to be found up toward the

top of the hill in field #1, and the small points down close to the creek on

the small knoll of field #3. The steatite is found, according to them, mostly

in the southeastern part of field #2.

In some places down near the creek, small washed out cuts show yellow

subsoil. Upslope, the land is tan-whitish in color, with a distinct browning

(to orangish) in the southwestern corner of field #2 and extending along the

western and southern sides of field #1. The trees to the east of this field

are sitting on earth about 10 em. higher than the tilled field area to the

west, probably attesting to rather marked sheet erosion southward down the

hillside.

When first visited, in April, field #2 had been plowed and rain-washed,

and the other fields were in corn stubble. Subsequently, fields #2 and #4

were planted in milO, and fields #1, #3, and #5 in corn. All these fields

border on or are surrounded by wooded areas. Although the study of the vege

tation will be presented in greater detail later, it can be noted here that

within the three major topographical variants at the site-bottomlands, slopes,

and ridges--the main species of trees were Sweetgum, Tulip Poplar, and several
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species of Oak. For undercover trees, Hornbeam and Dogwood were the most

prevalent, with some Hawthorne being found in the bottomlands. Short-leaf

Pine was noted in places but showed signs of dying out in the normal process

of development toward a climax forest vegetation.

Bedrock in the area of the site consists of sheared biotite granite

that is light-pink to gray in color and is mostly coarse grained. This

rock is cut by a large number of greenish schist dikes which have been meta

morphosed into slate in some cases. The soil is derived from this bedrock and

is a reddish, acidic soil (averaging below a pH of 5.6), with considerable

quartz content. The piedmont plateau soils of Guilford County tend to be low

in organic matter because the region was originally forested and the type of

farming used has not been conducive to the accumulation of organic matter. The

soils generally lack free carbonates such as lime, due to the leaching which

results from heavY rainfall and extensive drainage networks. The soil at GF

104 can probably be classified as Cecil Sandy Loam, which in virgin areas is

gray to a depth of one to two inches, then passes into brown which extends down

to eight or ten inches depth. The subsoil is red, stiff, cohesive, smooth clay,

which reaches a depth of three feet or more. In cultivated areas, like GF-104,

the surface soil often has a light brown or reddish brown color which results

from mixing some of the red subsoil with the surface material.

Climate of this area, according to the National Weather Service Office in

Greensboro, includes a mean annual temperature of 58.1 degrees Fahrenheit, with

a mean of 76.1 degrees in the summer. Mean annual rainfall is 43.05 inches,

heaviest in the summer, averaging 12.67 inches, and lightest.in the fall, with

an average of 9.05 inches. The growing season is approximately 192 days~



SURFACE STUDIES AT GF-I04

Vegetation

As has been noted previously, GF-I04 is situated on the northern side of

the North Prong Stinking Quarter Creek, about 45' from the creek,and in the

area between the 725' to 750' contour intervals. The site area studied was in

cuItivated fields which are surrounded by woods. The trees in the woods were

studied according to three main areas: bottomlands, slopes, and tops of ridges.

In general it was noted that all species varieties found were present in all

three areas, but there did seem to be some variation as to the relative abun

dance of individual species by area.

Short-leaf Pine (Pinus echinata Miller) was found in three main places:

on the ridge out to the south of field #4, to the east of field #1, and to the

east of field #3 (Fig. 3). The pines associated with field #4 covered only the

small high portion of the ridge there. Once the slope began, the number of

pines declined, and in general these pines showed evidence of dying out. All

around them, young trees of Shagbark Hickory (C",ry", ovata) were cropping up.

Small ~lhite Oaks (Quercus) were also found growing in these spots. The pines

located near field #1 also appeared to be dying out. These pines, however,

were surrounded by Tulip Poplar (Liriodendron tulipfera L.) and Sweetgum

(Liquidambar stryaciflua L.). No concentration of young trees was noticed in

this area, as was the case near field #4. On the other hand, the pines near

field #3 did not seem to be dying out. It appears that the disappearance of

pines is a good indicator of the area moving from once cleared land to more

mature forest cover. Why the pines seemed so healthy near field #3 is not

known.

The area across North Prong Stinking Quarter Creek to the south from

10
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field #2 was inspected carefully because it appeared to have older, perhaps

virgin, vegetation. This area included the slope up from the creek and the

top of the ridge overlooking the creek from the south. Some of the largest

trees in the site environs were found here. The dominant species were Tulip

Poplar and, collectively, several species of Oak--Black, Red, and White. Next

came Sweetgum. Several trees of White Ash (Fraxinus americana) and of Sourwood

(Oxydendrum arboreum) were also seen, as well as a small seedling of Winged

Elm (Ulmus alata) which was found in the lower portion of the slope and fairly

close to the creek. Only one Pignut Hickory (Cary glabra) was recorded for the

entire site zone. It was located in this area near the top of the rise, and

was quite large and old.

A low wet area was inspected on the west side of field #2. Here, mainly

Tulip Poplar and Sweetgum were found, along with a number of Beech (Fagus

grandiflora) trees. The trees in this area were generally large.

Only two Red Maple (Acer rubrum) trees were noted .in the bottomlands.

They were located right next to the creek near the south side of field #2. In

the same area a number of Beech trees were noted. Another Red Maple was seen

up on the ridge by field #1, but the dominant trees in this area were Tulip

Poplar and Sweetgum. Pine was also present, as mentioned before, along with

Black and White Oak species, Dogwood (Cornus florida L.), and Hornbeam (Carpinus

caroliniana Walt.). At the southern edge of this wooded area, two Copal

(Ailanthus altissima) trees were found. These are fast growing and short lived

trees which are not native to the New World, and presumably were recently

planted here.

The most different of all the areas investigated was that lying in between

field #1 and field #4. One of the land drainage gullies which empties into the
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creek passes through this low wet area. There are so many different species

within this small area that no one can really be called dominant. The trees

identified were: White Ash, White Oak, Copal , Beech, Dogwood, Shagbark Hickory,

Willow Oak (Quercus phellos), Black Oak (Quercus velutina), and Sweetgum.

Three other species of trees were recorded for the site area in general:

Swamp Chestnut Oak (Quercus michauxii Nuttall), Black Willow (Salix nigra

Marsh), and Sourwood (Sassafras albidum Nuttall).

There was some attempt to systematically study the other ground cover

around the site. Plants noted in the bottomlands include Jewelweed (Impatiens

capensis), Ma;y Apple (Podophyllum peltatuon), and Green Briar (Similax). Green

Briar was also found on the slopes and ridges, slong with Wild Ginger (Hexastyles

virginica), Pipsissewa (Chimaphilia maculata), Rattlesnake Plaintain (Goodyera

pubescens), Solomon's Seal (Polygonatum biflora) , and False Solomon's Seal

(Smilacina racemosa). Plants seen in an open, field-type, habitat include

Passion Flower (Passiflora incarnata), Queen Anne 's Laoe (Daucus carota),

Blackberry (RUbus argutus), Trumpet Creeper (Campsis radicans), Wolly Mullein

(Verbascum thapsis), Horse Nettle (Solanium carolinecse), Morning Glory (Ipomoea

purprea), Poke (Phytolacca americana), and English Plantain (Plantage lanceolata).

Local informants were asked to list edible plants which are found in this

general area. The common names of these plants are: acorns, hickory nuts, wild

sweet potatoes, wild cherries, wild strawberries, blackberries,dewberries,

mulberries, blueberries, cattail roots, sassafras roots, sassafras twigs, moss,

milkweed leaves, pokeweed leaves, dandelion leaves,stinging nettle leaves,

persimmons, pawpaw pods, locust beans, muscadines, foxgrapes, catgrapes, ground

cherries, and wild carrots. Some of these, of course, are duplicated in our

systematic classification of the vegetation around the site area.
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Several sources note that the climax forest for this area is composed of

Hickory, Poplar, and Oak trees. Based on this, it would seem that the area

around GF-I04 is either in or achieving a climax forest state. According to

Pinchot and Ashe (1897), this vegetation would be part of a lowland piedmont

forest. There are two types of piedmont lowland: loamy alluvial lands (around

small streams) which support Beech, Red Oak, White Oak, ~laple, and Tulip

Poplar trees; and silty lands with more Sweetgum, Blackgum, Bitternut, Overcup

Oak, and Swamp Chestnut. The area around GF-I04 would seem to be somewhere in

between the two. Beech and Red Maple are few, and only located on the banks

of the streams. There is some Swamp Chestnut and a lot of Sweetgum, but the

TUlip Poplar shows no sign of being pushed out.

Artifact Sampling

As was mentioned previously, when we first inspected the GF-I04 site,

in April, we obtained a general artifact sample, primarily from field #2. This

collection and a few subsequent finds have been grouped as the general "range"

collection (designated RC, see Tables 1 & 2) for the entire site. When we

decided to spend a major portion of the summer research effort on the GF-I04

site, we began to discuss various ways of sampling artifaots from the surface

of the area. It was our intent to recover some information about the horizontal

extent of the sitet the density of artifacts in various parts of the site, and

it inspect the possibility of there being functionally or temporally distinct

portions of the site area. Toward these ends, we settled on a system of ten

meter squares (100 sq. m.) designated "intensive collections" (nIC"), evenly

distributed over each of the fields (Fig. 3), from which all artifacts plus

unworked stone and soil samples were collected. The number of sample squares
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per field was calculated to cover a minimum of 15% of the total field area.

Once those collections had been obtained from a field area the field was

divided into qu.adrants and a "range" collection obtained from each (Fig. 3).

Although in theory we had intended to collect only "key" or "marker" artifacts

from the qu.adrants, we actually collected most of the artifacts which were

observed. All of the sampling was done after the fields had been tilled and

rain had washed the surface. Of course, after initial sampling, subsequ.ent

rains revealed some additional artifacts which were added to the appropriate

qu.adrant range collection. The results of the surface sampling are presented

in Tables 1-8, and some of the artifact counts are also shown on visual over

l~s of the site sampling squares (Figs. 5-11).

There are, of course, many reasons why one should be cautious when

attempting to infer such things as cultural phase distribution and activity

areas at a site such as GF-I04 based on surface sampling. Cultivated for many

years and artifacts collected from the surface by various people during this

time, much of the cultural debris originally there has been removed, and that

which remains lies jumbled up in the plow zone. Also of concern is the matter

of human error in sampling. Some individuals are more intent and thorough in

collecting artifacts than others. However, the method we used seemed to prOVide

the most potential for salvaging the maximum of information from the site.

Judging from the surface sampling data (Fig. 5), all of the fields sampled

and most of their respective areas have evidence of aboriginal occupation, but

the southeastern corner of field #1 and all of field #5 falling outside the

effective site area. Also, the northern end of field #4 shows scant evidence

of occupation. The greatest concentration of cultural material is located in

the southwestern corner of the site (field #2) and on along the terrace area
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TABLE lA ,

I~ I
---

GF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES i HC IC IC IC IC IC i IC : IC lIe
I 1 2 3 4 ,1 6 8 : q

t'Llll'JiliY , i : I , I•
Sherds i 38 12 q 1 i I i I .,

Plainware , 2') 51 21 1 I i I
,

Decorated 13 71 7, ,
! I I

Vessel Forms I I :

Jars flare rim) , i ! : i !
Jars straiaht rim I I I

,, ,
Jars conical base I I , I , , , ,

I I ,

Jars roul1dea base ! , I
,

I
, I 1, I

BCY..ls \ open) I i :
Bowls lco:stricted) 1 1 I , ,,
OLher forms I I ! I !

Smoking Pipes 1 I I , i
i'Bads I

I
I I i! i

Other I ! i ! i-

STONEWORK
Projectile Points : 9 11 1 1 1
Quarry Blades I 2 1 !
Chipped Stone Hoes ! 1

Chipped Stone Axes . , 1 ! I
Chipped Stone Drills

,
I I I,.

End Scrapers I I
,

I ,
-S ide Scrapers I ! I
Oval Scrapers I 1 I ! 1 ,
Pointed Scrapers , I I I
·Other Scraoers I :,
Other Bif'acial I 1 1 1: I

--Thick Flakes 1-'la in .. I 6 1 ~I
, :

Thick FlaKes Use Chioping I 1 I = I :
Thin Flakes Plain '131 1 261 6.1 111 20 1 42 "i
Thin Flakes Use Chipping ! 7 ~ 1---5r-I 1 3 1 2
Hammers tones I 1 I ! -= ,,- IMortars I I
Pestles , ! ! , ,

I ,
J~anos : I 1 I
Metates I I i ! !,
Steatite Vessels I

,
I I i,

Smoking Pipes ! I ! I i
Pitted Stone I I ; I i I,
Atlatl '!Ieights i 1 I I I

Polished stone Celts
,

I I I I I,
Polished Stone Axes , I I , I I

,
II

Polished Stone Gorgets I i I
Hough Rock I 171 69 I ~9 . 9 9 ; 2: 16 ! 4 16 20
Cracked Rook 12

,

') 21 1 ! I 1, , ,

Other , 4 1 1
, 11 . I Ii i, ,

BONE
UPl'lOrked , I I :
Needles : I I I i

Awls i , , , ,
I , ,

Fish hooks , ,
I I t It

i'Bamers : ! 1 I I
Other t I , I , i 1

,
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TABLE IB
GF-I04 SUR~'ACE SAMPLES RC IC IC IG IC IC IC IC IC IC

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SilliLL ,

Unworked Fragments
Unworked Hinges
Scrapers I .

Beads I ,
Other I i I

=.:;ME:;;:T::.:A=..L -'-_-'----'-_-L._J---..c::J_-'-_-'----l

_W_00;c;;.D -'-_-'-- ......--l_-'-_-'-_"----'_,J=:J

OTHER
Tile
China
Glass
Modern PotterY
Brick



TABLE 2

GF-I04 SURFACE SAMPLES RC IC IC IC IC IC IC IC IC IC
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

puTTj;ny
Badin Cord-Harked
Badin E~bric-Marked

Badin Net Impressed
Badin Plain
Vincent Cord-Harked
Vincent Fabric~Harked

Yadkiri Cord-Marked
Yadkin Fabric-Marked 6

"' 3
Yadkin Linear Check Stamped
Clements Cord-i'larked 2
Clements Fabric Harked
Uwharrie Net Impressed I

Uwharrie Brushed .

Dan River Net I~ressed

Pee Dee Simple Stamped -
Pee Dee Plain -
Pee Dee Complica ted Stamped 1
Caraway Plain
Caraway Complicated Stamped I

Caraway Simple S t,amped 2 I :
Caraway Brushed ,
Caraway Corn-cob Impressed
Caraway Net Impressed ,

II

Gas ton Simple Stamped I i
Other I I i

. PROJECTILE POIN1S
Hardaway Blades i I
Hardaway Dalton
Hardaway Side-Notched
Palmer Corner-Notched 1 i
Kirk Corner-Notched
Kirk Stemmed
KUK Serrated 1 I

I

Stanly Stemmed 1
Morrow Hountain IS temmed 1 i
Morrow Mountain II Stemmed i
Guilford Lanceolate 2 , I
Halifax Side-Notched !
Savannah Hiver Stemmed I i

Badm Crude '1'riangu.Lar : :
Vincent I I
radKin Large Triangular I I ; I
Uwharrie i ,
Clements ! ! ,
Roanoke Large Triangular ! I

,

Pee Dee Pentagonal I :
,

•I

Caraway Triangular i i ,
Clarksville Small Triangular ! i I , I,
fumdolph Stemmed 2 ! l' ! ! I !
Other I I I I

,



Jars (conical base) 1

TABLE 3A

GF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES

PlJI''l'liliY
Sherds

Plainware
Decorated

Vessel Forms
Jars (flare rim)
Jars (s tra igh trim)

18

IC1 IC
10 I 11

67 <1
i 53 4

14

IC IIC
12 . 13

31 13
22 I (j I

9 i 5

,
I ,

--_..

IC I IC i IC IC I IC IICi
14 ! 15 I 16. 17 18 119

I , !
3r 31 'i! 3 I 3.
l' 3 ! 'it 2

, 2
2' ! i 1 ! 1

, : ! ,,, 1 ,, , I ,
I

,
I I, ,

, : I

Beads i - i : i I :--. I =± I.;:.;.,:-:c:----------------+--j------+---f-'_._~ I -r-_O_t_h_er__. .. ..cI :....1.__L! I __L. I .. . _

!

I

I ;

I I I
I

,

I I I, ,
I , ,

I I

! I I

i I
,

, ,
18: 13 , 12 ! 11 23' 8
I' 2 , I 1

!
, 1

I

.

:J
I ~I

I,
I

I

! I

I !

I 1 I

I I
i 36 17 I 66 i 11

9' h i 11 9
, 11 i 4'

t 2j

1 -]
I,
I

i
!,
I

I
!
I,
;
I
1
I

, liJ 11,
I
I

!
!

i
!
!
I
I
I

!

Polished Stone Gorgets
Polis hed S tone Axes

Pitted Stone

Hough Rock

Polished S tone Gel ts
Atlatl Heights

Nanos
Metates

Side Scrapers

Cracked £R""o-'!.ck'=- ::'+--''-i-=7-,--''-+--'~-='__'_-_,.-7j_-'O-_

Other

Steatite Vessels
Smoking Pipes

STONEHORK
ProjectiIe'j'io-ints 2 i L......L 2 I -i I 1
Quarry 131ad·'="es.::.=:.=------ +---E-If---.L,·_-"'- ··--"'----T1-
Chipped S tone Hoes _ I
""C"'h:;ip"-p"-e'-d:,..;:S"t'-o"'n'-e--7A'-x"'e"::.s-----------'--+--+--1 I !
~i"!::.::.::;....;:;.,;:.:c::::...c~;';;;"'-:--------i--t--t-'-+--I- -t--}---}----+--"--Chipped S tone Drills 1

BONE
Um;orked
Needles
Awls
Fish hooks
i3eamers
Other

I I I
,

I ,
! ! I i ,
i I I i I I,
,

~ ! ! i,,
! ! ! , iI



TABLE 3D

19

GF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES Ie IC IC IC IC IC IC IC IC IC
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

S!ili11 , i .

lmworked Fragments r
Unworked Hinges i
Scrapers I !
Beads I I !
Other I I

METAL

WOOD
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GF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES IC IC Ie IC IC IC IC IC IC i IC
10 11 12 U 14 15 16 17 18 19

PO'l"l'EhY I ,
Badin Cord-i-larked 1 I
fudill Fabric"'Harked !
Badin Net Impressed i ,
fudiriPIain r
Vincent Cord-~iarked i
Vincent Fabric-Harked 2
Yadkin Cord-Harked I
Yadkin Fabric-Harked 9 3 A 2 1
Yadkin Linear Check Stamped r---EdClements Cord-Harked

~

-1-_. -
Clements Fabri.c-J1arked I I : .Uwh·iTl..J.e NetlmDressed--------·· I
Uwharrie Brushed -----r II

Dan Rive~J:~t Impre~sed
---~-~ .--r-f-.-----.~ - IPee Dee S imDle Stamped ---- , .'-1'-- I j 't--~_·Fee Dee-Pla~·-~-----'--- -_..- .- I , '

Pee Dee co;-nplicat'8cTS·t.amped---'·-- l--'I'-=r=- : -r--
Caraw~l P1ail2.-___________, II-=F~~---r--
Caraway COlODlicated Stamped
caraway Simple S tall!oDed ~_

, -T"-T=r--"~ ,--r-T--l,
Caraway Brushed .--+Caraway Corn·,cob Impressed I '. J~
Caraway Net Impressed ! '''i i
Gaston Simple S tampe'!:.. I ;

,
II I

Other I I I ! I --.J- I

PROJECTILE POIN1S
Hardaway Bla,!:es_____ I -

.~~,
! =RI ··t'± rHardaway Dalton

Hardaway Side-Notched I ~~ .. ==--~ - .. I. -
Palmer Corne:r··Notched J ,L
Kirk Corner-Notched - . -----r-i! -_.
Kirk S telluned I -~Kirk Serra ted - •.

I1 -t-S tan.lY S teJrJned 'r- I
Horrow Nountain I Stemmed I I
Morrow Hountain II Stemmed I I I 1.
Guilford Lanceola te

......._.,
I I], I I :

Halifax Side-Notched - , ----r !
1 i I i

S aVaIlnah River Stemmed I I I ,
Badlll Crude Triangular I

,

Vincent I I i
Yadkin Large 'J'riangular I I ,,
Uwharrie i , ,
Clements I I i

Roanoke Large Triangular i I ,

Pee Dee Pentagonal I i i
I

. .

Caraway Triangular I i I
Clarksville Small Triangular " I i I ,

Randolph S terr.med I I , I
I ,

Uther ! I i
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TABLE 5A , -~.-,

I i RC RC IRCGF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES I IC 1fTRf1 RC RC RC , HC
, 20 21 A B C D i E F G i H

PVi"l'"RY i
, I , I,

Sherds 1 1 431 J. : J.i 38 i 11 211 6,
Plainware i I 21 1 ,

I 23 i q 17'
Decorated i I Ii 181 1

, 1 I 1') i 6 AI 3
Vessel Forms i I- I i

, , I II

Jars (Hare rim) I 1 I I I II

Jars (s tra igh t rim) I I I I
,

I i I I,
base) I I

. , ,
Jars l conical i I , ,

I I,
Jars (roill1ded base)

I R I -r ,
~ .1 ! l ' . I -

BO'"ls C(jE.:On) i 1_1-_ 3+__I___l-_ll._L_ll
.. -~---~ , -- i

Polished S tone Celts : iii I
Polished S tone Axes I I' ! I '
l'olished Slone Gorgets I
Hough kock
Cracked. Roak
Olher

, 16 :

1 '

I I ,,
7 I 1 .171 6 .1! 26 I 1.1 ',~ 2
1

,

1~
, I 1 1I

i 1 i J , I I 2

BONE
Umwrked I I .1'
Needles I i I I
Awls I ! I i ,

fish hooks I ! I , I

Beamers i I, i i I
Other I

, I , ,
I ,

I
I
,

1:,
, 1, •, I,
,

I
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TABLE 5B

GF-104 SURFACE SAMPLES Ie IC HC HC HC HC HC HC HC RC
20 21 A B C D E F G H

SHELL I
Unworked Fra~ments

Unworked Hin~es

ScraDers .. ... . . .

&lads
Other I I

:.;;ME:..:T;:.;;AL::..- ---l_.....L._L--L_L.-....L~I:=1l._· --.;l-_C]

,;;.wu:.:O:.::.D -l-_L--L_J----L_..L..--J!..-....L_L-!I:=J

Tile
China
Glass ?

Modern Potterv 1
Brick

OTHER



TABLE 6
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GF-104 SURFACE SAJ.lPLES IC IC RC RC RC RC RC RC RC RC
20 21 A B C D E F G H

POTT£iiY
Badin Cord-i"iarked 2
Badin Fabric-Harked 2 2
Badin Net Impressed
Badin Plain
VihcehtG6fd:"'J1arked .. 1
Vincent Fabric-Marked 1 1
Yadkin Cord-Marked 1
Yadkin Fabric-Harked 11 1 q 2 6 2
Yadkin Linear Check Stamped
Clements Cord-Harked
Clements Fabric-Harked
Uwharrie Net Impressed
Ul"harrie Brushed
Dan River Net Impressed
l'ee Dee Simple Stamped
Pee Dee Plain I
Pee Dee Complica ted Stamped
Caraway Plain
Caraway Complicated Stamped
Caraway Simple Stamped 1 ,
Caraway Brushed ,
Caraway Corn-cob Impressed , ,
Caraway Net Impressed ! ,

. Gas ton Simple Stamped I i
Other I I

PROJECTILE POINlS
Hardaway Blades
Hardaway Dalton
Hardaway Side-Notched
Palmer Corner-Notched I 1
Kirk Corner-Notched 1
Kirk S terruned
Kirk Serrated 1
Stanly S tenuned
Horrow Hountain I S terruned 1
Morrow Nountain II S terruned ?

Guilford Lanceolate I 3
Halifax Side-Notched 2 1 I 1
Savannah River S terruned 2 1 1 1 I 1
Badm Crude TriangUl.ar :
Vincent i .3 , 1
Yadkin Large Triangular , I,
Uwharrie I I

Clements , I
Roanoke Large Triangular I ,

Pee Dee Pentagonal I
,

I
,

Caraway Triangular I I 1
Clarksville Small Triangular ! I i
fumdolph Stemmed I 2 I i

, 1 1
Other I I ! I 1 I



TABLE 7A
24

c

! RC!
._._~c----

ITOT~'GF-l04 SURFACE SAl~PLES

I
RC RC HC He HC i

- I J KI L M N !
I

POTJ'di.Y I I : i.
Sherds I 13 10 11 12 : 11 355

PlainHare I 10' 81 1 ! 5 I 1 23~I

Decorated I 3 21 I 7 I I 120
Vessel For::rs i i I I 1

Jars (Hare rim) , I i ! I ,
Jars (s traight rim I I I I ! I
Jbrs (conical base I I

I
I i i

Jars (rounded base I i ,
Bc)'"ls ( ooen) t! i : 19
boHls (cons tricted) I I i : 2
Other foms ,

I I I I

Smoking Pipes
reads , I I I
Other I

STONEWORK
Projectile Points 10 I 1 75
Quarry Blades I I ~

Chipped Stone Hoes I 1
Chipped Stone Axes I 1 I 1 2I

Chipped Stone Drills I 1 2,
End Scrapers I
Side Scr-apers I 1 1 I ~

Oval Scrapers I 2 I 5I

Pointed Scrapers I I
Other Scrapers !
Other bifacial 25 I
ThicK Flakes Plain I , 20
Thick F.Lakes Use Chi.pping ! I I 7
Thi.n Flakes Plain I L12 ~g 1 34 2 11 I 1219
Thin Flakes Use Chipoinv i c; 11 I 8 1 138
Hammers tones I 1 I I 2
Nortars ! I
Pes tles !
Nanos i I 2
Metates ! I
S tea tHe Vessels 1 I I 2
Smoking Pioes ! I
Pi t ted Stone I I

I I I

Atla tl \-Ieigh ts :
Polished Stone Celts I

I I !
Polished Stone Axes I I

Polished Stone Gorgets ; !
Hough R.ock I 671100 i 1 I I 742
Cracked Rock 51 6 I

, ! I 8e
Other I 1 3 I

I 1 I 31

BONE
Unlolorked I : 4
Needles I j

Awls : ! ! I

Fish hooks I i ! I I I

Beamers : I I I
Other : , i ! ,
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TABLE 7B

GF-I04 SUHFACB SANPLES HC HC HC HG He HC
1r0TALI J K L ~H N

SllliLL
Unworked Frav,ments
Unworked Hin"es I
Scrapers
Beads
Other I I

:..::ME::.::l::.:;'AL==-- ._= ---l_-L~L__L_L__L_L__L_L._li_::J

WOOD :::L_.l:=J

Tile ') 1 3
China 15 1')
Glass 10 12
Modern Pottery 1 --
Brick 1 1

OTHBR



TABLE 8
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GF-104 SURFACE SA}!PLES RC RC RC RC RC RC
bOTA+I J K L M N

POTTEHY
Badin Cord-j"larked 1 L!
fudin Faoric-Harked 1 1, 6.
Badin Net Impressed !

fudin Plain
Vincent Cord-Marked 1 21
Vincent Fabric-Marked 31 6'
Yadkin Cord-Marked 1
Yadkin Faoric-Marked 2 1 6,1
Yadkin Linear Check Stamped 1

,
I

Clements Cord-Harked 21
Clements Fabric-Narked I
U>lharrie Net Impressed :
lh{harrie Brushed - _.

I
Dan River Net Impressed
Pee Dee Simple Stamped
Pee Dee Plain ,
Pee Dee Complicated Stamped : 1 I
Cara>lay Plain I 1
Car31.ray Complicated Stamped !
Cara>lay Simple Stamped ! ." :
Cara>lay Brushed ,

!,
Cara>lay Corn-cob Impressed ,
Cara>lay Net Impressed I : , I

Gas ton Simple Stamped j I I I !

Other I I I ! I -I

PROJECTILE POIN1S
Hardaway Blades I I
Hardaway Dal ton
Hardaway Side-Notched
Palmer Corner-Notched I 2
Kirk Corner-Notched 1
Kirk Stemmed
Klrk Serrated I ."
Stanly S terrillled 1
Horrow Hountain I Stemmed 2
Morrow Nountain II Stemmed ~..

Guilford Lanceolate 1 I 7 i
Halifax Side-Notched '} I

Savannah River S temrned I 6
,
:

Badlll Crude lriangular i ! :
Vincent 2 , ! 6
Yadkiri Large TriangUlar I

, 1

Uwharrie ! ,
Clements I

Roanoke Large Triangular :
Pee Dee Pentagonal I :

,

Caraway Triangular i I I I
•

1
Clarksville Small Triangular 2 ! I i I , 2
fumdolph S tenuned 1 I l' I

, I 9 :I

Other I 1 I I I i I 2 ,
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which extends east-west through the oenter of field #2. Part of the concen

tration extends into the southern and southwestern parts of field #1 on an

extension of the terrace area. The density of artifacts drcps off somewhat

in the southeastern part of field #2, Where the land is lower, and then in

creases on the higher ground of field #3. Figure 6 shows the distribution

of all cultural phases (Palmer, Kirk, Lake Mojave, Stanley, Morrow Mountain I,

Morrow Mountain II, Guilford, Halifax, Savannah River, Badin, Yadkin, Vincent,

Caraway, Clarksville, Clements, and Randolph) represented at the site, based

on the projectile points and pottery recovered in the surface sampling. In

Figure 1, the presence of each phase is represented by a value of one.

Although these could have been split or lumped further, the information sought

was intended to give a general idea of cultural diversity in different areas

of the site. It should also be noted that many of the pottery sherds and

some of the projectile points were not classifiable as to cultural phase.

But given these limitations, cultural diversity, which might be taken as an

indicaticn of site focus, seesm to be highest on the terrace area in the

central and southwestern portions of field #2, and on the hummock of ground in

the southern part of field #3. There is also fair diversity of the artifacts

recovered in the southeastern quadrant of field #1. This probably reflects

the distribution in field #2, since most of the artifacts from that quadrant

came from the southwestern part.

By comparing the distribution of Archaic versus Woodland points (Figs.

7, 8), it appears that there is a rather close overlap of the two, except for

the northeastern part of field #1, which is the highest area of the field,

where the Archaic is represented and the Woodland is not. The frequency of

Woodland pottery in that area (Fig. 9) is almost neglignble. In terms of
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percentage, 14% of Archaic points were found in RC-A and IC-4, whereas only

.6% of pottery (Woodland) was found there. Pottery as a whole (Fig. 9),

reflects the general concentration of cultural debris in the areas of high

ground down close to the creek.

It was believed that the opposition between unworked stone flakes and

use-ehipped stone flakes (those with chipping along the edge from utilization)

(Figs. 10, 11) might reveal a distinction between tool manufacturing areas

and scraping or cutting activities. In general, chipping of tools seems to

have been done over all of the site area. It may be noteworthy that the

distribution of both unworked and worked stone flakes is more extensive than

Woodland pottery and projectile points. This is particularly true of the

northern part of field #1, and ma,y correlate with the possibility that the

higher portions of the site area were more important during Archaic times,

with the Archaic occupation more diffuse over the site and the Woodland more

concentrated. An alternative hypothesis could be that many of the unworked

and worked stone flakes in the northern part of the site pertain to the Wood

land period and indicate some sort of different activity by the Woodland

inhabitants in the higher and more northerly portion of the site. Analysis

of patina on stone flakes, both utilized and non~tilized, might yield Some

valuable information along these lines, but has not yet been done.



ElWAVATION AT GF-104

Once the surface sampling had been completed, all the c~llections were

washed, labeled, cataloged, and preliminarily classified as to cultural

phase. Then, certain data were plotted on overlay maps of the site area in

the hope that this might generate some potentially fruitful lines of investi

gation which could be pursued through excavation. We settled on the selection

of the area with the greatest concentration of artifaots and diversity of

cultural phases--the northwestern portion of field #2, and began the first

two-rneter square of the excavation in the center of IC-10 (Fig. 3).

We had hoped that there might be some undisturbed cultural deposit down

below the cultivation zone, but excavation at the first square (Nl-El) ended

at a depth of 15 cm., on top of sterile red clay subsoil witL no discernable

cultural features (Fig. 12). We proceeded to extend the trench to the east

four more squares, looking for subsoil features such as post molds, trash pits,

or burials. When this strategy proved unproductive, we decided to extend the

trench from square Nl~5 four squares south to square S4-E5 (Fig. 13). We had

noticed in excavating the east-west trench that the artifact count seemed to

increaSe as the trench was extended eastward (Tables 9, 10). But when we

excavated the trench southward, the artifact density decreased (Tables 9, 10).

Therefore, the last square excavated at GF-104 was an extension of the east

west trench out farther to the east (Nl-E6) to see if the artifact density

would continue to increase in that direction. It did not (Tables 9, 10).

In all the area excavated (Fig. 14), the depth of the cultural deposit was

consistently close to 15 cm., occasionally reaching a depth of 20 em. where soil

had been piled up somewhat during tilling, notably on the southern end· of the

north-south trench. The artifact tabulations are given in Figure 15 according

36
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fig. 12. The east-west trench at GF-I04, with
NI-E2 at 10 cm. depth.
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Fig. 13. Laying out the southern extension of the
trench at GF-104.
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N1-,E1 N1-E2 N1-,E3 N1-E4 Nl...,E5

Sl-E5

S2-E5

S3-,E5

S4-,E5

N1-,E6

o I 2 3 4 'meters
~ "'Uct1 19lii#&kl l'§!$_*'S~

Fig. 14. Excavated squares at the GF-104 site.
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Fig. 15. Artifact density according to excavated square.



TAllLE9A
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r m r I
_.'

GF-I04 EX:C!VATED SAMPLES Nl Nl Nl Nl i Sl: S2 S3 !S4
El E2 £31 E4 E5 r

E5I E6, E5 E5 IE5r
POTl'lillY r ~ I I , I
Sherds 66 98 lfiRi 132\ 124: 100 i 70: 50: 6s : 61,

Plainware 26 ')8 911 841 S2' 7') I is , 21' 30 ,4
Decorated 40 40 771 48 72' 25 1 ,') ; 2'1 i 5 I 271

Vessel Forns ... : : . I

Jars flare rim) Ii , , I ,
Jars straight rim Ii , I ; I
Jars conical base I Ii i • !
Jars rounded base " I

,
i,

Bowls (open) 4 11 3' 2: 3: 2- 3 11 31
Bowls (cons tricted) I ~ I 1: 1 I
Other forms I • I I I 1

Smoking Pipes 1 11 ! ~ i
Beads I I j ,
Other I I I 11 ,1 i I

S TONE'tlA RE
Projectile Points 1 11 5! 4i 4' , B
Quarry Blades 1 I I 1
Chipped Stone Hoes I I
Chipped Stone Axes I I I IChipped Stone Dril.lS l ! I I
End Scrapers I I I

,
I , I

Side Scrapers I
i

i ,
Oval Scrapers !

,
1 , I ,

i,
Pointed Scrapers 1 I , I
Other Scrapers 1 I

Other Bifacial I 1 I: 5 1
T:'1ick Flakes Plain I ?I ') 1 , 1 ij
Thick Flakes Use Chipping I , 11 1 11 i
Thin Flakes Plain : RR lAI> 200 226 26',142 1')3' 123 92 1201
Thin Flakes Use Chipping i 11, 11 16 18 III 81 11 10 5 61
Hammers tones ! I i ,
Mortars , I I,
Pestles

, ,
I ,

I IManos I I I

Metates I
,, I

Steatite Vessels I' I I 1 :
Smoking Pipes i I i I

Pitted Stone
, : I,

Atlatl Weights I i I I I I

Polished Stone Celts
,

i I I i, , ,
Polished S tone Axes I , i , ,
Polished Stone Gorgets , I I
Hough nock , 76 71 I 76' 1041 ')0 S4 ' 62 59 67 I 99:

cracked Rock 8: 11 I 10 l'i 26 16 18 ') 21 I 18
Other , I i ,

4 2 1 1 i ,
,

Um<orked , .,
Neeoles ,

I I , I

Awls I ! i I

nsh hooks I I , I
Beamers , ,

! : I,
Other I I

,
• ,

i,

BONE
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TABLE 9B

GF-I04 EXCAVATED SAMPLES Nl Nl Nl Nl Nl Nl S.l S2 S3 S4
E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E5 E5 E5 E5

SllliLL
Unworked Fragments i
Unworked Hinges
Scrapers
Beads
Other

METAL

.;;.W::...;OO;.:;D --1:.---L_LJL..._..l---..l-_...!-_J...---L_-l-_

OTHER
Tile
China
Glass
Modern PotterY
Brick



TABLE 10
43

GF-104 EXCAVATED SAMPLES Nl NI Ifl NI I'll III SI 32 S3 I S4 I,
El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E5 E5 E5 E5'

Wl'TERY >

,
Badin Cord-Marked I 1
Badin Fabric-Marked ' 6 6 6, I 1 1 3 I! 2,
Badin Net -lnIDressed I !,
BadinP:lcl in I i
Vincent Cord-Marked 3 1 1 2 2 l' 1 I

Vincent Fabric-r~rked 1 8 4 8 s 2 2 41
Yadkin Cord-Marked 2 ,
Yadkin Fabric-Marked 27 2cl 37 3Q 61 '1 2Q 15 28 16 :
Yadkin Linear Check S tall1Ded I i
Clements Cord-Marked 1 i,
Clements Fabric-Marked , 11 4
Uwharrie Net Impressed , ,, i
Uwharrie Brushed I
Dan River Net ImPressed ,
Pee Dee Simple Stamped !
Pee Dee PIa in ,
Pee Dee Complica ted Stamped , ,,,
Caraway PIa in ,

Caraway ComDhcateciStamped I
Carawav Simple S tamPeci , !

Caraway Brushed , !,
Caraway Corn-cob l.JnTlressed . ,

. CarawaY- Net ImDressed ! , i ,
Gas ton Simple Stamped I I I ,
Other '7 3 2<11 I 1 <11 1 21

,
!

PROJEC'l'lLE POIN'lS
Hardaway Blades I I
Hardaway Dalton
Hardawav Side-Notched
Palmer Corner-Notched !
Kirk Corner-Notcheci I
Kirk Stemmed
KirK Serrateci
Stanly S teJlnned I
Morrow Mountain I Stemmed 1 i
Morrow Mountain II S temmeci
Guilford Lanceolate I 1 i
Halifax Side-Notched !
Savannah River S temmeci 1 I

,,
Bad1n Crude 'lriangUIar I

,
Vincent , I
YaQkin'Large'rriangular I i I I ,
UWharrie I ,
Clements I , i

Roanoke Large Triangular i II

Pee Dee Penta;;-ona"l 1 j , ;

Caraway Triam,ular 1 I i i i
Clarksville Small Triangular ! , I !I

rtnndolnh Stemmed I I 1 I 2: 1 31 !
Other ! I 11 2 31

i ,



to excavated square, and the amount of artifact bearing soil assumed to be

approximately the Same in each. As can be seen in Figure 15, the general field

observations about changing artifact density from square to square in the trench

were rather accurate. It is noteworthy that this seems generally true of artifact

density but deviates somewhat when one considers pottery sherds, projectile points,

or stone flakes individually (Tables 9, 10).

Soil Analysis

Soil samples were collected from various parts of the GF-I04 site and sur

rounding vicinity, including the center of each surface sample Intensive Collec

tion square, four of the excavated trench squares, and places in the woods

surrounding the site (Figs. 16-20). The soil at each of these locations was

described as to color, texture, and mechanical composition. It was also sub

jected to chemical analysis for pH, nitrogen, phosphorous,and potassium, using

a L~~otte (model STH-5) soil testing kit.

Microscopic examination of the particles of soil in the samples from the

21 Intensive Collection squares revealed that the mineral oomposition of the

soil is predominantly white quartz, often as much as 80% of the sample. Yellow,

purple, pink, and clear quartz were consistently present in lesser quantities.

The quartz particles are worn and glossy, caused by abrasion with other grains.

The soil acidity readings are recorded for the surface samples and the

excavated area in Figures 16 and 20. Three samples from the bottom to the top

of the slope on the southern side of the creek which are not illustrated in

the Figures were respectively 4.8, 5.0, and 5.0. All of the soil tested Within

the GF-I04 site can be classified as acidic, varying from moderately acid through

strongly acid to very acid. Such acidity normally can be traced to the fact that

alkaline materials, chiefly calcium and magnesium, are lost from soil through
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Fig. 16. Soil acidity readings from the surface sampling squares
at the GF-I04 site. Values range from moderately acid
(5.6) to very acid (4.4).
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Fig. 17. Phosphorus readings from the surface sampling squares at
the GF-104 site. Values indicate pounds per acre, ranging
from medium low (50lbs.) to very high (200 1bs.).
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Fig. 18. Nitrate nitrogen readings from the surface sampling squares
at the GF-104 site. Values indicate pounds per acre, ranging
from medium (60 lbs.) to high (150 lbs.).



48

,

t

[160)
..... Cl :

.........~.... :

.; ·-··i22~]. __
: .

o ~ '0

""""'"se.ut I/O ..H(!I$

100

--._------------

Fig. 19. Potassium readings from the surface sampling s~~arcs at the
GF-104 site. Values indicate pounds per acre, ranging from
low (95 lbs.) to high (400 lbs.).
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Nl'-El

4.6
57

100
100

4.8
100
100 Sl-E5
100

6.0
57

S3~520
120

4.8
100
150 S4~5

100

Nl~l sample is from red olay at 20 om. depth
Sl~5 sample is from tan sandy soil at 20 om. depth
S3-E5 sample is from Feature #1
S4-E5 sample is from red olay at 20 om. depth

Fig. 20. Soil ohemistry readings from the GF-104 exoavations. Values
from top to bottom are aoidity, phosphorus, nitrate nitrogen,
and potassium.
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Fig. 21. Feature #1, in square S3-E5 at GF-104.
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cultivation and leaching. The pH influences the preservation of phosphates in

the soil, especially calcium phosphate--the primary material in bone. Also,

phosphorus (Figs. 17, 20), which is often a good indicator of human occupation

because it results from the concentration of animal matter, is leached out and

drained away when soil acidity is stronger than a pH of 5.6. The soils at

GF-I04 average below the crucial 5.6 pH value and therefore conditions for the

preservation of aboriginal bone are quite poor and phosphorous would not be

reliable for locating remnants of burials. It may be significant that lower

acidity seems to generally correspond with the area of site concentration,

although there are some highly acidic readings from. that area, such as IC-IO

(Fig. 1). It is notable that the least acid sample from the site came from

Feature #1 in square S3-E5 (Fig. 20). This small shallow kidney-shaped feature

(Fig. 20) contained only two minute stone flakes. Perhaps it was once a trash

pit which oontained mussel shells. The low phosphorus reading of a sample

taken from the feature makes it unlikely that the pit represents a burial.

In contrast to phosphates, nitrogenous materials break down less easily

in acidic conditions. Nitrogen tests which show local concentrations of nitro

genous matter which is not merely due to humus, can sometimes afford evidence

of the former presence of a burial. However, nitrogen is often introduced

through modern agricultural practices. The areas of high nitrate nitrogen

concentration at GF-I04 are fields #2, #3, and #5, and ICsqllares 1, 2, 4, 5,

and 7 (Figs. 18, 20). But this could well be due to modern fertilization of the

fields. The same is probably true of the differences in the potassium readings

(Figs. 19, 20).

Geology ~ Stone~ Analysis

Several techniques were attempted in the analysis of the stone artifacts
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from the GF-104 site, including classification of artifacts by type of rock,

geologic sampling of the site environs, examination of artifacts for wear char-

acteristics, and measurement of projectile points (Fig. 22). Virtually all of

the artifacts could be categorized into a limited number of rock types easily

distinguishable without the aid of petrologic processing. The categories of

slate, flint, basalt, steatite, quartz, quartz crystal, granite, and hornblende

were used for sorting the artifacts. Analysis was aided by Professor Carl Dinga,

geologist at UNC-Greensboro.

Slates of the Carolina Slate Belt occur about one mile north of Stinking

Quarter Creek, and parallel the creek. Many of the slates in this deposit are

highly silicified, grayish-white to blue-gray in color, with fine grain and

great. density. They are derived from volcanic ash, and closely resemble chert.

The physical properties of the slates, including conchoidal fracture, make them

an excellent raw material for the manufacture of chipped stone artifacts. Many

of the GF-I04 artifacts were made from this slate. Other artifacts were made

from quartz, which occurs in the area as an accessory mineral to the slate and

granite deposits. There are also some artifacts of true flint which probably

occurs in the form of stream cobbles. Several quartz crystals were found at the

site and were recorded in the" other stonework" category.

Some stone bowl fragments of steatite were found at GF-I04. Steatite occurs

locally in small quantities,although it is not known if the local supply is of

the quality or quantity necessary for stone bowl manufacture. Sizeable deposits

of steatite occur in talc beds near Deep River, and these deposits may have been

the source for the GF-104 steatite vessels.

Many thin stone flakes were recovered in the surface samplinG a'1d ,,:,,>we,han

at the GF-I04 site. In fact, the flakes constitute approximately 50% of the

total artifacts recovered. These flakes can be divided into two main groups;
z

,M
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Fig. 22. Selected projectile points from GF-104
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large flakes, usually of highly patinated flint or Carolina Slate, and small

black flint chips, many of which are percussion flakes. The small flint flakes

are particularly interesting in that so many of them exist at the site, while

projectile points or other chipped tools of "ae same material are rare. Almost

all examples of projectile points produced from the dark flint are Randolph

Stemmed. In the category of used thin flakes, it should be noted that most of

these flakes displ~ acute edge angles, and were possibly used as cut~ing blades

in butchering or related activities. Very few utilized thick flakes are present.

They have less acute edge angles, whiah may be associated with the processing of

vegetable material or represent woodworking (Wilmsen 1910; Binford 1968).

Pottery Analysis

Study of the pottery sherds from GF-I04 (Fig. 23) included their classifica-

tion, thin section analysis, refiring sherds, and firing briquettes made from

cl~ obtained in the area of the GF-I04 site. The classification of the sherds

is presented in Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10•. Not much progress was made with the

thin section analysis because we lacked a petrographic microscope. However, some

observations m~ be of value. There were many large igneous inclusions in the

paste of the Yadkin and Vincent sherds, especially amphibole. This might be

tempering material which was obtained by crushing old decayed granitic rock

which is found in small quantities around the site area.

Results from the refiring of the sherds were somewhat disappointing, but

this apparently resulted as much from the sort of kiln used as. anything else.

It was a top-loading kiln without a window or a peep hole to observe the sherds

during refiring. It was necessary to open the lid periodically to inspect the

sherds, thus creating severe difficulties with temperature control. Tiler" were

t f 9000
nine sample sherds used for refiring. They were fired to a tempera ure 0
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Fig. 23. Selected pottery sherds from GF-104.
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centigrade, and some color change was noted in six of them. These were all

light tan to medium gray before refiring, and turned pale orange. These six

included one Badin Fabric Marked, one Vincent Fabric Marked, two YadkiIl Fabric

Marked, and two undecorated sherds, one of which was gray and the other brown.

Two of the three sherds which did not change color were undecorated but were

well made and had smooth surfaces, so were possibly farily late in the cultural

seqaence. The third was reddish in color and impressed with a relatively fine

fabric. It also may have been qaite late temporally.

Firing of the clay briqaettes produced some notable color changes (Table 11).

It is interesting to note that the clay from field #3 and from the creek both

fired to an orangey tan color, whereas the two clay 'samples from field #2 fired

brown. It is also worthy of note that tempering the samples with sand did not

visibly alter the firing results. Both the creek clay and the yellow clay from

field #3 are similar to that used in the early sherds which turned pale orange

by 9000 centigrade.

Faunal Analysi s

From the surface sampling at GF-I04, a total of seven bones were recovered.

They were soaked with a preservative solution and then taken to Professor H. T.

Hendrickson of the UNC-'Greensboro Biology Department for identification. He

noted that two of them were from some large mammal, probably a cow. or a horse.

We also questioned local informants about fauna of the area, and compiled a

list of these animals, as well as a list of those animals mentioned by Lawson in

his Histo;y of North Carolina (1860),andby other authors writing about North

Carolina fauna (Barber, Hamnett, and Raver 1959; Hamnett and Thornton 1953;

Hamilton 1943). Certainly there would have been a wide variety of game available

for the Indian inhabitants of GP-I04, including opossums, rabbits, racoons, deer,
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TABLE 11
COLOR OF FIRED BRIQUErTES AT

100° INTERVALS

Source OOC 300°0 400°0 500°0 600°0 700°0

N1-E1 Red medium medium %ark brown brown
£fallfie- £f~!Wie- rown

N1-El - Sand Red medium medium %ark brown brown
£ranlie- £f~e- rownrow

S4-E5 Red liaht- medium ~tg~ brown brown
me llitW £f~llfiey
£fan y

S4-E5 + Sand Red liaht- medium ~tg~ brown brown
me ~urn £gllfiey
£fallfiey

Field #3 Yell"ow orangey li ht ~rangey ~fu,angey ~Kiingeygrey orgngey angrey

Field #3 _ Sand Yellow orangey ~~¥ey ~Kiingey ~fu,angey ~KRngeygrey

Oreek Grey dark %ark ~:s~ ~~angey ~Kiingeygrey rown-grey

Oreek - Sand Grey dark %ark ~5~ ~fu,angey ~Kiingeygrey rown-grey
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quail, turkeys, ducks, turtles, frogs, and crayfish. One mussel shell was

found in :stinking Quarter Creek near the site, and was identified by Dr.

Hendrickson assp. Unio wh:ich iscolJlIllon :in North Carolina streams. There may

have been more mussels here in the past, but the stream is now rather polluted.

However, the channel is quite narrow and the water shallow--not an ideal place

to find mussel shell beds or significant populations of sizeable fish.



CONCLUSICiNS

We remain unsure of the reason why through some 8,000 years lndians of

the Archaic then Woodland, and finally Historic period,selectedtheaz'ea of

GF-I04 to inhabit. Not only does this creek, as creeks go, seem 'rather un

attractive from the point of view of any specially available resources, but

based on our local site survey, this spot seems the only place along North

Prong Stinking Quarter Creek for quite Some distance showing a sizeable utili

zation through time.

We were surprised to find only one small feature in the subsoil of the

site Which might have resulted from Indian activities on the site. There

were no post molds, no trash pits (other than perhaps feature #1), no burials,

etc. Perhaps this is due'to the area of the site sampled th:-ough excavation,

conditions of the subsoil, or cultural practices ,of the aboriginal inhabitants.

However, it might lend some support to the idea that the site was used as a

temporary camping ground, perhaps by wandering groups not even engaged in a

stable seasonal round. This area would have provided them with spring-fed

creek water, vegetable and animal foodstuffs, and close access to part of

the Carolina Slate Belt. Also of potential importance is the location of the

site right along the historically known Trading Path extending northeast to

southwest across the North Carolina piedmont from the Roanoke River to the

Catawba country southwest of present-day Charlotte, North Carolina. This

might help explain the latest occupations on the site, but not the earlier

ones, unless the Trading Path has considerable antiquity (see Rights 1971:

Plate 29 and pp. 101-102). Whatever the reason, the site, like many others

in the piedmont of North Carolina, shows an interesting cultural continuity

of traditional utilization from Archaic times through Woodland and into

59



60

Historic times.

We began our investigations at GF-104 with the hope of recovering certain

sorts of information about the Indian inhabitants of the area, but finding all

of the cultural debris jumbled up in the cultivated soil zone forced us to

change somewhat our orientation. This has led us to the question of how one

deals systematically with such disturbed sites--sites which are usually passed

over by archaeologists in the search for undisturbed deposits. This problem

would seem particularly important in an areas such as the North Carolina

piedmont where so many sites appear to be of this sort. Realizing that all

archaeological deposits represent imperfect preservation of data regarding

the totality of a past cultural system anyway, this seemS best viewed as just

an extreme case in the continuum.

So now we are becoming interested in how to best recover the information

from suoh sites through systematic surface sampling and test excavation, as

well as looking into how our samples compare to the sampling represented in

other collections, such as the collections of the farmers who cultivate the

land. ~luch remains to be done along these lines, and it is in such a direction

that work regarding the GF-104 site continues.
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