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Abstract

This report presents the results of Phase I 
archaeological investigations for the pro-
posed Potomac Church Site in Stafford 

County, Virginia. The project may involve a Sec-
tion 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. These investigations were conducted 
by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. 
on behalf of Ramboll, pursuant to Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 
1966, as amended, and its implementing regula-
tions as contained in 36 CFR Part 800 (Revised 
2004). The work also was undertaken in accor-
dance with the guidelines set forth in the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Guidelines for Historic Preserva-
tion and those outlined in the Virginia Department 
of Historic Resources’ (VDHR) Guidelines for 
Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Virgin-
ia (VDHR 2017).
	 The project area measured 49.6 acres (ac) 
(20.1 hectares [ha]). A previous survey had been 
conducted in 2008 but not submitted for review 
to the VDHR, and has been included as an ap-
pendix to this report. The current fieldwork was 
undertaken during January of 2023, and included 
development of a predictive model based in site 
locations, soils, slopes, proximity to water, and 
historic map data. Approximately 39.2 ac (15.9 
ha) had a high archaeological potential, 5.9 ac 
(2.4 ha) a moderate archaeological potential, and 
4.5 ac (1.8 ha) a low archaeological potential. 
For the high potential areas, the archaeological 
survey consist of controlled systematic shovel 
testing at 15 meter (m) (49.2 foot [ft]) intervals. 
For the moderate potential areas, survey consist-
ed of 15 to 25 m (49.2 to 82 ft) interval shovel 
test excavation. Low potential areas were exam-
ined by pedestrian survey. Some planned shovel 
tests were not excavated due to standing water, 
existing disturbances, or slopes in excess of 15 
percent. All areas not subjected to shovel testing 
were examined through pedestrian survey. 
	 A total of 414 shovel tests were excavated 
plus an additional 26 delineation shovel tests ex-
cavated at 7.5-m (24.6-ft) intervals. An additional 

451 planned shovel tests were not excavated due 
to standing water, existing disturbances, or slopes 
in excess of 15 percent. All areas not subjected to 
shovel testing were examined through pedestrian 
survey. The present survey identified an isolated 
early to middle stage quartz biface. This artifact 
represents the isolated discard of a tool broken 
during manufacture. Six historic glass artifacts 
were recovered from the Ap horizon in a single 
shovel test, appear to represent a brief episode 
of nineteenth casual refuse discard, and were not 
considered to be an archaeological site. In their 
isolation, these loci do not possess the potential to 
address significant research issues or those quali-
ties of significance and integrity defined in the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 
60.4 [a-d]), and thus, are not an historic proper-
ties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l). Therefore, 
RCG&A recommends no further archaeological 
investigation for these isolated finds.
	 The 2008 survey identified Site 44ST1045 
as a probable early twentieth century “ice house” 
pit with a concentration of bottle glass in a shal-
low ravine approximately 75 ft (22.9 m) west of 
the pit. The current survey found that this loca-
tion actually was approximately 100 m (328 ft) 
south/southwest of the previously mapped loca-
tion. The site was found to consist of an unlined 
hole associated with a bottle dump. The 2008 
survey recommended that Site 44FV1045 was 
not NRHP eligible due to the existence of similar 
sites in the region, an absence of artifacts in or 
adjacent to the pit, and an absence of structural 
remains at the site. The current investigation also 
found no evidence for artifacts in or near the pit, 
no structural remains, and no evidence that histor-
ic aerial or cartographic data placed a structure at 
this location. In addition, the glass bottles appear 
to be the result of refuse dumping and not clearly 
related to the pit. Therefore, Site 44ST1045 does 
not possess the potential to address significant 
research issues. The site does not possess those 
qualities of significance and integrity defined in 
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 



﻿

	 iii
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

CFR 60.4 [a-d]), and thus, is not an historic prop-
erty, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l). Therefore, 
RCG&A recommends no further archaeological 
investigation for Site 44ST1045.
	 The 2008 survey identified Site 44ST1046 in 
the eastern portion of the project area, on a south-
trending ridge straddling the forest and transmis-
sion line easement boundary. The site consisted 
of four shovel tests and a surface area that yield-
ed a total of 39 prehistoric artifacts, including 
2 bifaces, 1 uniface, 1 sandstone fragment, and 
35 lithic debitage. One of the bifaces was the 
stemmed base of a projectile point/knife that fit 
with the Savannah River, Holmes or Bare Island 
types. The 2008 study recommended avoidance 
or additional archaeological investigation of Site 
44ST1046. During the current survey, 15 m (49.2 
ft) interval shovel testing failed to identify any 
prehistoric artifacts in or near the previously 
mapped location of Site 44ST1046. Therefore, 
there is no evidence that Site 44ST1046 continues 
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to exist in the project area, and RCG&A recom-
mends no further archaeological investigation.
  The current investigation did recover eleven 
prehistoric artifacts close enough to the mapped 
location  of  previously  recorded  Site  44ST1047 
that  they  are  considered  to  be  part  of  that  site.
The  artifacts  consisted  of  ten  quartz  lithic  deb-
itage  and  one  quartz  tempered  possible  Early 
Woodland Accokeek ware sherd from Ap horizon 
contexts.  The  2008  survey  had  identified  three 
debitage from two shovel tests as Site 44ST1047.
The  low  density  and  variety  of  artifacts  and  the 
absence  of  evidence  for  intact  (unplowed)  cul-
tural  deposits  suggest  that  Site  44ST1047  lacks 
integrity  and  substantive  research  potential,  and 
thus  is  not  considered  to  possess  those  qualities 
of  significance  as  defined  by  the  National  Reg-
ister Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]).
RCG&A  recommends  no  further  archaeological 
investigation for the site.



	 iv
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

Table of Contents

Abstract .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . ii

List of Figures .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  vi

List of Tables .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  viii

I.	 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                 1
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                   1
Project Location and Description  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                  1
Research Objectives and Design . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                   1
Organization of the Report . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1

II.	 Natural and Cultural Setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                   4
Natural Setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                 4
Previous Investigations  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                          4
Previously Identified Archaeological Sites and Above-Ground Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                   4
Prehistoric Setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                             10

The Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic Period  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                      10
The Archaic Period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                      13
The Woodland Period  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                   14

Historic Setting  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               16
Settlement to Society (1607-1750) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                          16
Colony to Nation/Early National Period/Antebellum Period (1750 - 1860)  . . . . . . . . . .          17
The Civil War (1861-1865) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                18
Reconstruction and Growth/World War I to Present (1865-2022)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                 19

III.	 Research Design and Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                              21
Research Design  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                              21
Archival Research Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                      21
Archaeological Predictive Model  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                 21
Archaeological Field Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                    21
Archaeological Laboratory Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                               23
Historic Artifacts: Standard Analytic Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                       23
Prehistoric Artifacts: Analytical Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                           23

Prehistoric Ceramic Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                              23
Prehistoric Lithic Artifacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                24

Bifaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                         24
Debitage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                        25

Raw Material Classes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                    26
Records and Curation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                           26



	 v
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

 Table of Contents

IV.	 Results of Phase I Archaeological Survey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                        27
Archival Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               27
Archaeological Results  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                         27

Area A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                27
Site 44FV1045 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                   34

Area B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                34
Site 44ST1047 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                   36

V.	 Summary and Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                               39
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                    39
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                             40

References Cited .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 41

Acknowledgments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                 49

2008 Survey Report . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                        Appendix I

Artifact Inventory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                         Appendix II

Updated Site Forms  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Appendix III

Resumes of Key Project Personnel  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Appendix IV



	 vi
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

List of Figures

Figure 1.	 Location of the project area in Stafford County, Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                          2

Figure 2. 	 USGS Stafford, Virginia quadrangle (1984) excerpt showing the project area  . . . . . . . . .         3

Figure 3. 	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing soils in the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                      5

Figure 4. 	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing areas of steep slope and potential 
disturbance within the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                           6

Figure 5.	 Excerpt from the Stafford, Virginia USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map, 
showing the locations of previous surveys and previously identified ar-
chaeological sites within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                       7

Figure 6.	 Excerpt from the Stafford, Virginia USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps 
showing the locations of previously identified above-ground resources 
within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the project area  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                     9

Figure 7. 	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing the archaeological potential zones 
in the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                       22

Figure 8. 	 Excerpt from an 1863 map of Stafford County showing the approximate 
location of the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                28

Figure 9. 	 Excerpt from 1931 USGS quadrangle map showing the location of the project area . . .   29

Figure 10. 	 Excerpt from 1966 USGS quadrangle map showing the location of the project area . . .   30

Figure 11.	 Photograph of typical project area vegetation and topography, in the 
northwestern portion of Area A, looking northwest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                             31

Figure 12.	 Photograph taken from ST N925 E1525 looing north, showing wet area 
with dry grasses in the foreground, hardwoods on either side of the pow-
erline corridor; and powerlines in the background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                              31

Figure 13.	 Photograph of the sewer line, in Area B, looking south . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                          32

Figure 14.	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing the current archaeological testing 
of the project area and locations of sites and isolates identified in relation 
to the previously recorded site locations  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                     33

Figure 15.	 Photograph of isolated biface fragment (FS 2), dorsal and ventral views . . . . . . . . . . . .            34

Figure 16.	 Photograph of the Site 44ST1045 pit, looking north . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                            35



	 vii
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

 List of Figures

Figure 17.	 Photograph of Site 44ST1045 bottle dump at drainage head southwest of 
the pit, looking west . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                     35

Figure 18.	 Photograph of selected isolated glass fragments (FS 9): aqua glass, amber 
glass, aqua glass bottle base . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                               37

Figure 19.	 Photograph of selected lithic debitage from Site 44ST1047, ventral view: 
top to bottom, left to right. Row 1: secondary flake fragment (FS 7), 
tertiary, early/late stage core reduction flake (FS 8)’ Row 2: tertiary late 
stage bifacial thinning flake (FS 5), secondary, early/late stage core re-
duction flake (FS 5), tertiary, flake fragment (FS 6); Row 3: primary flake 
fragments (FS 1, FS 3, FS 5)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                              37

Figure 20.	 Photograph of ceramic sherd (FS 4) from Site 44ST1047, exterior view  . . . . . . . . . . . .            38



	 viii
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

List of Tables

Table 1.   	 Previous cultural resources surveys located within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the project area  . .  8

Table 2.   	 Previously identified archaeological sites located within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) 
of the project areaz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                      11

Table 3.   	 Previously identified above-ground resources located within 0.5 mi (0.8 
km) of the project area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                   12



	 1
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

Chapter I

Introduction

Introduction
This report presents the results of Phase I ar-
chaeological investigations for the proposed 

Potomac Church Site in Stafford County, Virginia 
(Figure 1). The project may involve a Section 404 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
These investigations were conducted by R. Chris-
topher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. on behalf of 
Ramboll, pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as 
amended, and its implementing regulations as 
contained in 36 CFR Part 800 (Revised 2004). 
The work also was undertaken in accordance with 
the guidelines set forth in the Secretary of the In-
terior’s Guidelines for Historic Preservation and 
those outlined in the Virginia Department of His-
toric Resources’ Guidelines for Conducting His-
toric Resources Survey in Virginia (VDHR 2017).
	 The fieldwork was undertaken during Janu-
ary of 2023. Dr. Michael Hornum served as Prin-
cipal Investigator and Senior Project Manager 
and supervised all aspects of the project. Dan 
Grose, B.A., Colleen Niebauer, B.A., and Joseph 
Flake, B.A., undertook the field investigations. 
Archival investigations were undertaken by Dr. 
Hornum and Katherine Grandine, M.A.

Project Location and Description
	 The proposed project is located east of Old 
Potomac Church Road and south of the Hospital 
Center Boulevard. The project will consist of the 
construction of an industrial/commercial build-
ings and associated infrastructure. The project 
area of potential effects measures 49.6 acres (ac) 
(20.1 hectares [ha]) (Figure 2).

Research Objectives and Design
	 The objectives of the Phase I archaeological 
investigation were to identify surface and sub-
surface cultural resources, and to assess the pre-
liminarily significance of such resources, applying 

the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 
CFR 60.4 [a-d]). The study was designed to pro-
vide a preliminary determination of: (1) the nature, 
age, and function of the resource; (2) the horizon-
tal and vertical boundaries of the resource; and, 
(3) the integrity of the resource. These objectives 
were met through a combination of background 
archival research and systematic sub-surface test-
ing of the project area. All archaeological work 
was completed following standards established 
by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
(VDHR), and complied with Archaeological and 
Historic Preservation: The Secretary of the Inte-
rior’s Standards and Guidelines.
	 Three tasks were identified as appropriate to 
the investigation: (1) archival research, (2) field 
survey, and (3) data analysis. Archival research 
was conducted to identify the appropriate historic 
contexts associated with the development of the 
area. Previously compiled survey data on file at 
the VDHR also were reviewed for resources in 
the vicinity of the project. Field investigations 
then were completed to verify archival data and 
to identify previously undocumented archaeolog-
ical sites.

Organization of the Report
	 Chapter I presents a description of the study 
and research objectives. Chapter II provides the 
natural and cultural setting of the study area, in-
cluding a review of previous research in the vicin-
ity of the study area. The research methodology 
is presented in Chapter III. Chapter IV details re-
sults of the archaeological investigations. Chap-
ter V provides management recommendations. 
Appendix I consists of a 2008 report on previous 
survey of the Project area that was never submit-
ted for review by the VDHR. Appendix II con-
tains an artifact inventory. Appendix III presents 
updated archaeological site forms. Appendix IV 
includes the resumes of key project personnel.
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Chapter I: Introduction
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

USGS 7.5' Quadrangle





 

Potomac Church
Phase IA ProjectProject Area

Figure 2. 	 USGS Stafford, Virginia quadrangle (1984) excerpt showing the project area
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Chapter II

Natural and Cultural Setting

Natural Setting
The project area is located in the Coastal 
Plain Physiographic Province in Stafford 

County, Virginia. The underlying geological mate-
rial is the Potomac Formation, Cretaceous sands 
interbedded with sandy clay and silt (USGS 2022). 
The proposed project area includes upland ridges 
and knolls as well as tributary drainages of Acco-
keek Creek, and is situated at approximately 115 
to 200 feet (ft) (35.1 to 61.0 meters [m]) above 
mean sea level (AMSL).
	 The soils mapped in the Project area include 
poorly drained, well drained, and somewhat ex-
cessively drained soils (Figure 3). Approximately 
11 ac (61.62 ha) of the Project area is mapped as 
poorly drained soils (the Bladen series), and these 
areas have a low potential for significant prehis-
toric archaeological sites. None of the prehistoric 
archaeological sites recorded in the study area are 
entirely within areas of poorly drained soils, al-
though one historic site is recorded within such an 
area. Therefore, poorly drained soils could have a 
higher potential for historic archaeological sites; 
otherwise, they also have a low potential for his-
toric archaeological sites. The remaining portions 
of the Project area, mapped as containing better 
drained soils, have a higher potential to contain 
historic and prehistoric archaeological sites. 
	 There are portions of the project area that 
are over 15 percent slope, totaling approximately 
19.7 ac (8.0 ha) (Figure 4). Areas with slopes this 
steep are unlikely to have archaeological sites ex-
cept in caves or rock shelters, and therefore have a 
low potential for archaeological sites unless sites 
already are recorded there. Areas with potential 
disturbance were noted in two locations, associ-
ated with a utility easement and a road (Figure 4). 
However, archaeological sites previously have 
been recorded in both areas and it is uncertain 
how much disturbance actually is present.

	 Stafford County enjoys a warm, continental 
climate with well-defined seasons. The growing 
season averages 222 days per year. Total annual 
precipitation averages 100.3 cm (39.5 in), with 
rainfall distributed evenly throughout the year 
(Isgrig and Strobel 1974:122).

Previous Investigations
	 Nine cultural resource investigations are re-
corded within the study area (Figure 5; Table 1). 
These investigations were completed for road ex-
pansion, development, and medical facility proj-
ects. One of the surveys (Tyrer and Muir 2019) 
traversed a small portion of the project area, and 
identified no sites within the project area. Two 
other studies were located to the southwest (Corle 
et al. 2006) and north (Stewart et al. 2012) of the 
project area. These studies identified five archae-
ological sites, which are discussed below.
In addition, the project area itself was surveyed 
previously and a report was prepared, but was not 
submitted to the VDHR for review. The report on 
the previous survey is included as Appendix I to 
this report. The previous study results are refer-
enced, as necessary, in the results discussion in 
Chapter IV.

Previously Identified Archaeological Sites and 
Above-Ground Resources
	 Data on archaeological sites, historic proper-
ties and districts listed in the NRHP, and cemeter-
ies were reviewed in the VCRIS database and the 
other resources mentioned above. The research 
identified 27 built resources and 16 archaeologi-
cal sites within the study area for the Project. 
None of the built resources but three of the ar-
chaeological sites are located within the project 
area (Figures 5 and 6). Four cemeteries has been 
recorded within the study area and none extend 
into the project area.
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




 

Potomac Church
Phase IA Project

Project Area

Poorly drained soil

Well drained soil

Somewhat excessively drained soil

Figure 3. 	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing soils in the project area
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Disturbance and Slope Assessment





 

Potomac Church
Phase IA ProjectProject Area

Potential Disturbance

Slope Greater than 15%

Figure 4. 	 Aerial photographic excerpt showing areas of steep slope and potential disturbance within the project 
area
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Archaeological Background





 

Potomac Church
Phase IA Project

Previously Identified Archaeological Site

Previously Conducted Cultural Survey

Half Mile Buffer

Project Area

Figure 5.	 Excerpt from the Stafford, Virginia USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map, showing the locations of previous 
surveys and previously identified archaeological sites within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the project area
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Figure 6.	 Excerpt from the Stafford, Virginia USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps showing the locations of previ-
ously identified above-ground resources within 0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the project area
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	 Three of the 16 archaeological sites record-
ed within the study area are located in the proj-
ect area (Figure 5; Table 2). These sites are a first 
half of the twentieth century possible icehouse pit 
and a bottle dump (44ST1045), a Late Archaic to 
Early Woodland lithic scatter (44ST0146), and a 
lithic scatter of undetermined prehistoric period 
(44ST1047). None of these sites have been evalu-
ated for NRHP eligibility. Near the project area 
to the north, south and west, archaeological sites 
include eight historic sites, three prehistoric sites, 
and two sites with historic and prehistoric compo-
nents. One prehistoric site is Middle Woodland in 
date, while the remaining prehistoric components 
are of unknown period. The historic components 
range from the eighteenth to twentieth centuries. 
Prehistoric site types include camps, lithic scat-
ters, and a quarry, while historic site types include 
dwellings, farmsteads, and cemeteries. One cem-
etery site (44ST1140) has been determined by the 
VDHR to be potentially NRHP eligible, while 
three sites have been determined by the VDHR to 
not be eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The re-
maining sites have not been evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. A total of 85.7 percent of prehistoric 
sites are located within 200 m (656 ft) of water 
sources.
	 None of the 18 above-ground resources re-
corded within the study area are located within or 
overlap the project area (Figure 6; Table 3). The 
closest above-ground resources are house 089-
5179 located 0.06 mi (0.10 km) from the project 
area and cemetery 089-5063 at 0.07 mi (0.11 km) 
away. The resources include 20 dwellings, 3 cem-
eteries, 2 commercial buildings, 1 double house, 
and 1 barn. The resources range in date from ca. 
1750 to ca. 1960. Two of the resources, the ca. 
1750 Cedar Hill Farm located 0.37 mi (0.60 km) 
southwest of the project area and the pre-1900 
cemetery on Old Potomac Church Road situated 
0.14 mi (0.23 km) south/southwest of the proj-
ect area, have been determined by the VDHR to 
be potentially NRHP eligible. Fifteen of the re-
sources have been determined by the VDHR to 
not be eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The 
remaining resources have not been evaluated for 
inclusion on the NRHP. 

Prehistoric Setting
The Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic Period
	 Traditional notions about the initial peopling 
of the North American continent have begun to 
challenge previous notions about the reach of 
the Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic period, tradition-
ally defined as extending from about 12,000 B.C. 
to 6,500 B.C.  Research at the Cactus Hill site 
(44SX202) in Sussex County has pushed back 
the beginning date for human occupation in Vir-
ginia back by about two millennia. There, two 
pre-Clovis components, identified by the pres-
ence of prismatic blades and blade cores found in 
association with hearth-like features, have been 
dated to 15,070+70 B.P. and 16,670+730 B.P., 
respectively (Boyd 2003:63). In addition, similar 
artifact assemblages have been identified at the 
Williamson site (44DW1) in Dinwiddie County, 
which Hall (1999, quoted in Boyd 2003:70) may 
represent “possibly the largest Clovis chert quar-
ry and base camp in all of North America.”
	 Beyond the exciting new perspectives of-
fered by sites like Cactus Hill and Williamson, 
however, the way in which archaeologists view 
subsequent periods also has changed. Numerous 
studies have tended to consolidate the Paleo-
Indian and Early Archaic periods, based on data 
derived from investigations at multi-component 
sites with Paleo-Indian components. These stud-
ies have suggested that adaptive patterns re-
mained relatively static throughout the period 
(Gardner 1979, 1983), although lithic technolo-
gies, elements of the basic tool kit, and the choice 
of “coalescent locations” did undergo some 
changes as the Paleo-Indian evolved toward the 
Early Archaic subperiod (Gardner 1989). 
	 Diagnostic projectile points for the Paleo-
Indian Period include Clovis, Mid-Paleo, and Dal-
ton types, while side-notched and corner notched 
Palmer, Kirk, and Warren points represent the tra-
ditionally defined Early Archaic Period (Gardner 
1980:3; Custer 1984:43). A base map illustrating 
the distribution of fluted point finds in Virginia 
shows that, except for the Flint Run Paleo-Indian 
complex, Paleo-Indian fluted points in Virginia 
are found most frequently in the counties south of 
Richmond and east of the Appalachians (Turner 
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1989:80). Turner (1989:81) suggested that this 
area represented the northern edge of the oak-
hickory forest type at the end of the Pleistocene. 
However, most palynologists have indicated that 
this area of southeastern Virginia was a northern 
pine-dominated forest into the early Holocene 
(e.g., Davis 1976; Delcourt and Delcourt 1981).
	 The environment during these periods was 
conditioned by the transition between late Pleis-
tocene and Holocene climates. The Late Glacial 
episode of the terminal Pleistocene saw the “last 
effects of the glaciers upon climate in the Middle 
Atlantic area” (Custer 1984:44). Palynological 
and faunal data suggest a “mosaic” pattern of veg-
etation in areas south of present-day Pennsylvania 
(Custer 1984:44). Steponaitis (1983:39) suggest-
ed that the Late Glacial vegetational assemblage 
along Coastal Plain rivers such as the Patuxent 
“may have included spruce and pine as the domi-
nant woody taxa, with stands of deciduous trees 
occurring in the more protected areas.” 
	 As the late Pleistocene transitioned into the 
early Holocene, summer temperatures moderated, 
winters became wetter, and both vegetation and 
fauna shifted in response. Recent research based 
on data from Cactus Hill suggests that this tran-
sition may have occurred earlier than previously 
thought on Virginia’s coastal plain; palynological 
and charcoal samples from Early Archaic hearth 
features at that site suggest that, by 8,000 B.C., 
oak/hickory forests were well established, with 
oak the dominant species. Analysis of faunal as-
semblages from the same Cactus Hill contexts 
indicated that deer, (possibly) elk, smaller game 
animals, and a variety of fish a reptile species also 
may have comprised part of the Early Archaic diet 
(Barber 2003:122-123).
	 Gardner (1979, 1983) originally identified six 
site types in the Shenandoah Valley Paleo-Indian 
settlement system, which Custer (1989) argued 
might be more widely applicable in the Middle At-
lantic. They included: (1) quarry sites; (2) quarry 
reduction stations; (3) quarry-related base camps; 
(4) base camp maintenance stations; (5) outly-
ing hunting stations; and (6) isolated point finds. 
High-quality lithics were considered to be the fo-
cal point for the settlement system, and hunting 
was the subsistence base (Gardner 1979; Stewart 
1980; Custer 1989). More recently, however, re-

search in Inner Coastal Plain areas, where even 
the traditional Paleo-Indian tool kit was fashioned 
using a variety of lithic resources, has questioned 
the rigid application of this “lithic determinism” 
to areas outside of the Shenandoah Valley (Barber 
2003:123).
	 As prehistoric settlement patterns and subsis-
tence regimes began to adapt to the more diversi-
fied resource base that was fueled by the spread of 
oak-dominated forests, lifeways apparently stabi-
lized. Bifaces of the Kirk Phase, which sometimes 
is viewed as transitional to the Archaic, may have 
developed during this time. Stewart (1980:6) has 
interpreted the use of rhyolite in the Great Valley 
during the Kirk Phase as indicative of expansion 
into new environmental zones, because the hunt-
ing-based economy refocused on more diverse 
species. In Northern Virginia, Johnson (1986:2-
11) noted larger numbers of sites and projectile 
point finds from the Kirk Phase, which he also 
interpreted as a response to a more diverse subsis-
tence base.
	 Analysis of the distribution of Paleo-Indian 
sites based upon DHR site forms demonstrates 
a definite tendency for them to cluster at the in-
terface of the Piedmont and Inner Coastal Plain, 
where a wider variety of resources could be ex-
ploited (Barber 2003:123). The upland terraces of 
small interior stream drainages, which some have 
felt to be the most typical settings for Early Ar-
chaic settlement (Turner 1976:263), have not been 
surveyed systematically or intensively (Bogley et 
al. 1985:4-5).

The Archaic Period
	 The Archaic Period extended from 6,500 
B.C. to 1,000 B.C., a time that included the tradi-
tional Middle Archaic (6,500 B.C. - 3,000 B.C.) 
and the Late Archaic (3,000 B.C. - 1,000 B.C.). 
Diagnostic artifacts of the Middle Archaic include 
bifurcate base St. Albans, LeCroy, and Kanawha 
points, as well as the Stanly, Morrow Moun-
tain, Guilford, and Neville points (Custer 1984; 
Stewart 1980). The date of 6,050 B.C. marks the 
emergence of the full Holocene environment and 
corresponds to the beginning of the Atlantic cli-
matic episode. This episode involved a warm and 
humid period that continued to about 5,000 B.C., 
followed by a cooling trend (Custer 1984:62-63). 
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Gardner summarized prehistoric adaptation in re-
sponse to the Holocene environment:

By 6,050 B.C., the Post-Pleistocene conditions 
had changed so dramatically that the adaptations 
of the long-lived Paleo-Indian-Early Archaic 
system could no longer function in a viable man-
ner. The hunting emphasis was thus abandoned 
and general foraging rose to pre-eminence. This 
resulted in a major settlement shift away from 
primary focus on sources of cryptocrystalline 
stone and the distribution of generalized, but 
seasonally available set of resources (Gardner 
1978:47).

For the southern Coastal Plain, Turner (1976:263) 
noted that the highest number of Archaic period 
sites were located in interior areas along fresh-
water streams. The pattern that emerges is one of 
a hunting-gathering subsistence base, with little 
or no reliance placed upon marine and riverine 
resources.
	 The Late Archaic period embraced yet an-
other set of climatic shifts that saw the onset of 
warmer and drier conditions (Kavanagh 1982:9). 
In the Middle Atlantic, vegetation patterns in-
cluded the reappearance of open grasslands, and 
an expansion of oak-hickory forests in the valley 
floors and on hillsides. Between approximately 
2,650 - 940 B.C., the basic modern Holocene for-
ests of the Middle Atlantic were established (Del-
court and Delcourt 1981).
	 Generally accepted diagnostic artifacts of the 
Late Archaic noted in proximate areas of south-
ern Maryland (e.g., Charles County) include Pis-
cataway, Vernon, Holmes, Susquehanna Broad-
spear, and Dry Brook projectile point types. The 
Late Archaic settlement pattern in Coastal Plain 
Virginia (Turner 1976:88) appears to have con-
sisted primarily of scattered campsites focused 
on major rivers, as resident populations adopted 
an increasingly sedentary, less mobile, character. 
This trend continued into the Early Woodland pe-
riod (Hodges 1991:202-203). Turner (1976:88) 
contended that prehistoric populations shifted to 
estuarine settings as the resources of interior eco-
systems were depleted, although reliance on es-
tuarine resources such as shellfish became mark-
edly pronounced only later during the Middle 
Woodland (Hodges 1991:223).

The Woodland Period 
	 The Woodland Period extended roughly 
from 1,000 B.C. to A.D. 1600. Turner’s analysis 
of Woodland Period settlement patterns in the At-
lantic Coastal Plain province contended that the 
highest number of Woodland Period occupations 
would be found in transitional estuarine zones, 
defined as those areas in which fresh and salt 
water mix (Turner 1976:82). The King George 
County shoreline of the Potomac River lies with-
in this type of transitional zone.
	 The Early Woodland Period generally is 
dated from about 1,000 B.C. - 500 B.C. (Gard-
ner 1982). In King George County, characteristic 
ceramics of the period include steatite-tempered 
Marcey Creek Plain; schist- and grog-tempered 
Bushnell; horneblende-tempered Dames Quar-
ter; and Croaker Landing Ware (Waselkov 1981). 
Some researchers (e.g., Wesler et al. 1981) also 
include Popes Creek Net-Impressed ceramics in 
the Early Woodland, although others associate 
this ware type with the Middle Woodland Period 
(Gardner 1982; Stewart 1981; Blanton 1992:73). 
Projectile points associated with Early Woodland 
sites include fishtail and corner-notched forms, as 
well as Calvert and Rossville points (Wesler et al. 
1981:183). 
	 Gardner (1982:58-60) proposed two settle-
ment pattern models for the Late Archaic/Early 
Woodland periods in the Inner Coastal Plain. His 
“fusion-fission” model suggests that macro-social 
population units came together seasonally along 
both fresh and salt water estuaries to exploit fish 
runs, and dispersed at other times to form micro-
social unit camps involved in exploiting other 
resources. The “seasonal shift” model suggested 
that the same population formed macro-social 
unit and micro-social unit camps in both fresh 
water and salt water zones, moving laterally be-
tween these zones on a seasonal basis (Gardner 
1982:59).
	 The Middle Woodland Period (ca. 500 B.C. - 
A.D. 1000) in the Coastal Plain appears to continue 
the Early Woodland settlement patterns elucidated 
by Gardner. Potter’s (1982) research on Chicacoan 
settlements suggests that, between approximately 
A.D. 200 - 550, many sites were small and dis-
persed. Site types for the early Middle Woodland 
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period included small, low-density estuarine shell 
middens and small habitation sites located in the 
interior. Potter (1982:367) postulated that the 
small middens represented family band resource 
procurement sites, and that the large middens were 
representative of seasonal fall and winter base 
camps. Later Middle Woodland manifestations in-
volve large midden sites located on necklands and 
coves; these may represent seasonal population 
gatherings for communal resource procurement 
(Blanton 1992:84). An increase in sites during this 
period is consistent with Turner’s (1976) view that 
prehistoric populations increasingly moved to ex-
ploit riverine and estuarine environments through-
out the Late Archaic and Woodland periods.
	 Diagnostic artifacts of the Middle Woodland 
include the “virtually ubiquitous” Mockley Cord-
Marked and Net-Impressed ceramics (Blanton 
1992:73), and gravel-tempered Nomini wares, dat-
ed A.D. 875 and A.D. 895, respectively (Waselkov 
1981:7-8). Blanton (1992:73) feels that the latter 
type may signify the beginning of an increasing 
provincialism as groups coalesced late in the peri-
od. Middle Woodland projectile points commonly 
found in the lower Potomac watershed of southern 
Maryland include Fox Creek, Selby Bay, and (for 
the terminal Middle Woodland) Jack’s Reef types; 
however, no similar set of diagnostics has been 
defined for Virginia’s Potomac River estuary. No 
definitive evidence of horticulture has been found 
in the region for this period.
	 The Late Woodland Period generally is de-
fined as extending from approximately A.D. 1000 
- 1600. Three specific ceramic types, together with 
characteristic Late Woodland triangular projectile 
points, are associated with Late Woodland occu-
pations along the lower Potomac estuary. By ap-
proximately A.D. 900, shell-tempered Townsend 
ceramics dominated cultural assemblages in 
southern Maryland (Clark 1980:18) and across 
most of Virginia (Turner 1992:103). However, 
shell-tempered Townsend tradition subsequently 
became increasingly identified with southeastern 
Virginia, while sand and crushed quartz tempered 
Potomac Creek Ware began to define sites in the 
Potomac watershed near the Inner Coastal Plain/
Fall Line (Egloff and Potter 1982:112). While Po-
tomac Creek ceramics have been identified most 
closely with the historically known Piscataway 

Indians of southern Maryland (Clark 1980:8), Pot-
ter (1976:62) suggested that its presence in sites in 
Virginia may indicate a continuing, although not 
always amicable, relationship between the Late 
Woodland tribes of southern Maryland and the 
Virginia tribes of the lower Potomac.
	 Waselkov (1981) and Potter (1982:377) de-
fined an additional Late Woodland ware type from 
sites on the southern Potomac shoreline. Yeocom-
ico Ware, with dates ranging from approximately 
A.D. 1480 - 1500 (Waselkov 1981:8), is a crushed 
shell-tempered ceramic with a clayey to slightly 
sandy matrix. Decorative markings on the shell-
smoothed exterior include horizontal cord impres-
sions or vertical lines of punctations. In addition, an 
undecorated variation called “Yeocomico scraped” 
also has been identified. Yeocomico Ware occurs 
in two major vessel forms: hemispherical bowls 
and globular jars with semi-conical to rounded 
bases. Potter suggested that, due to similarities in 
form, matrix, and decorative motif, Yeocomico 
Ware may be related to the Chickahominy wares 
found on sites in the James and Chickahominy 
River drainages (Potter 1982:377).
	 During the Late Woodland Period, prehistoric 
residents of the Coastal Plain developed the social 
and economic infrastructures that characterized 
this region at contact. Evidence suggests that the 
prehistoric subsistence base began to turn to plant 
husbandry between A.D. 700 – 900; float samples 
from the White Oak site (44WM119) in nearby 
Westmoreland County produced several elements 
that indicated the presence of maize in Late Wood-
land components (Turner 1992:102). Four factors 
appear to have governed the choice of village loca-
tion: proximity to estuarine resources; proximity 
to fresh water springs; proximity to marsh areas; 
and location on soils conducive to horticulture 
(Potter 1976:35).
	 Villages associated with shell middens and 
located adjacent to coves or tributary embayments 
of the Potomac, constituted the primary site types 
in the area; however, in most instances, these 
groupings were not palisaded, but were “internally 
dispersed,” a site description first proposed by Pot-
ter (1982)(Turner 1992:110). Large villages of the 
size and scope of Patawomecke (44ST2) appear to 
have been the exception rather than the rule during 
the early Late Woodland.  With the exception of a 
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brief hiatus around A.D. 900, the full-blown Late 
Woodland village system developed by A.D. 1300 
(Potter 1982:370-371). The number and frequency 
of smaller sites such as small estuarine shell mid-
dens and interior base camp/procurement sites de-
clined, although they did not disappear completely 
(Potter 1976:35; Potter 1982:370).

Historic Setting
Settlement to Society (1607-1750)
	 The recorded history of Stafford County can 
be traced to the early seventeenth century, when 
John Smith explored the upper reaches of the Po-
tomac River in 1608. Smith’s map (Stephenson 
1981:15) depicted a large Indian village, Pata-
womeck, between the mouths of Potomac Creek 
and Aquia Creek, in Stafford County in the area 
of Marlborough Point (Stafford County Histori-
cal Society 2019). Patawomeck was identified as 
containing “kings houses”. In actuality, at least ten 
villages were located in the area, “each consisting 
of 2 to 100 longhouses” (Stafford County Histori-
cal Society 2019).
	 Smith’s 1608 map also shows that he ex-
plored the upper reaches of Aquia Creek and the 
Rappahannock River, identified as “Tappohanock 
River”, to the fall line, which is along the south-
ern boundary of Stafford County (Stephenson 
1981:15; Rappahannock Early Settlement n.d.). 
Although European traders subsequently plied the 
navigable rivers forming the boundaries of Staf-
ford County, their expeditions apparently did not 
penetrate the interior section of the county.
	 The first English settlers in what became Staf-
ford County were the Catholic Brent family, who 
settled the mouth of Aquia Creek in 1647 (Staf-
ford County Historical Society 2019). In 1649, the 
area was included in the Northern Neck grant, later 
known as the Fairfax grant, a large grant given to 
supporters of Charles II, while he was exiled in 
France. This grant to six loyalists comprised 5.2 
million acres between the Rappahannock and the 
Potomac Rivers. When Charles II returned to the 
throne in 1660, he confirmed the grant to his sup-
porters. The proprietors appointed land agents to 
sell land in Northern Neck and to collect quitrents. 
The administration of the Northern Neck grant de-
scended through several generations, ending with 
the death of Thomas, Sixth Lord Fairfax, in 1781. 

Since Lord Fairfax remained a loyalist during the 
Revolutionary War, the State of Virginia claimed 
the unsold land of the Fairfax Grant in 1779 (The 
Fairfax Grant n.d.). 
	 During the late seventeenth century, the 
area that became Stafford County represented 
the northern reach of English settlement. The 
most populated area of the colony was around 
Jamestown in southeastern Virginia. During the 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the 
English population gradually expanded through 
settlement along the numerous Tidewater rivers, 
including the Potomac and the Rappahannock. 
Early Virginia originally was divided into eight 
shires. The northernmost reach of English settle-
ment initially was called Charles River Shire, but 
renamed York Shire in 1643 (Atlas of Historical 
County Boundaries-Virginia 2000). By 1664, 
Stafford County had achieved sufficient popu-
lation defined as “100 tithable persons”, or 500 
persons, and was carved from the northernmost 
section of York Shire (Boogher 1899:vi; Tracer-
ies 1992:10). Stafford County was represented 
in the House of Burgesses in 1666 (Boogher 
1899:v). The county boundaries encompassed a 
larger acreage than the current county (Atlas of 
Historical County Boundaries-Virginia 2000).
	 Seventeenth and early eighteenth century 
European settlers established dispersed planta-
tions along the banks of the navigable rivers, 
such as the Potomac and lower Rappahannock. 
In 1700, Virginia’s population numbered 58,560 
persons; by 1720, the population had grown to 
87,757. During the next twenty years, the colo-
ny’s population surged to 180,440 (Salmon and 
Campbell 1994:92). This rapid population growth 
was reflected in the expansion of settlement out-
ward from Jamestown. In 1710, the modern area 
of Stafford County was outside the most popu-
lated area of the Virginia colony; by the 1720s 
and 1730s, Stafford County, was well as nearby 
King George, Spotsylvania, and Caroline coun-
ties comprised the northwest frontier of the colo-
ny (Kulikoff 1986:95).
	 Throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, Virginia’s agricultural economy in 
the Tidewater was rooted firmly in the planta-
tion tobacco farming system that used the labor 
of indentured and enslaved persons (Greenhorne 
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& O’Mara 1993:10). Tobacco grown along the 
Rappahannock River was particularly prized 
for its flavor (“Stafford, Virginia: Our American 
Story” 2014). Enslaved persons were brought to 
the Rappahannock Valley during the late 1600s to 
work the tobacco fields (Stafford County African 
American History n.d.). Depressed tobacco prices 
during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
centuries contributed to a series of economic de-
pressions (Kulikoff 1986:79). Attempts by the 
Virginia legislature to mitigate the economic im-
pact of these depressions focused on encouraging 
town development and on regulations governing 
the quality of tobacco exports. Attempts at leg-
islating town development failed; the tobacco 
plantation centered economy, with its focus on 
export to European traders, lent itself towards in-
dependent outposts rather than centralized towns 
(Kulikoff 1986:106-107). As a result, town devel-
opment was slow in the Tidewater region during 
the seventeenth century.
	 One early effort at town formation in Staf-
ford County was the establishment of the town 
of Marlborough established in 1691 at Marl-
borough Point at the mouth of Potomac Creek. 
Marlborough Point was selected as the public 
port for Stafford County. The town had tobacco 
warehouses, a fishing industry, and also was the 
site of the county courthouse (Traceries 1992:10). 
However, when the courthouse burned in 1714, 
the town site gradually was abandoned (Staf-
ford County Historical Society 2019; Traceries 
1992:10).
	 A more successful town planting was the es-
tablishment of Falmouth at the fall line of the Rap-
pahannock River. Both Falmouth, then located in 
King George County, and Fredericksburg were 
chartered in 1727-1728 (Stafford County Histo-
ry n.d.; Stephenson 1981:21; Historic Falmouth 
2021). Falmouth was located at the westernmost 
point of navigation along the Rappahannock 
River. The town became an important river port 
with a tobacco inspection station, wharves, ware-
houses, and a ferry (Stafford County Historical 
Society 2019; Traceries 1992:10). Products from 
further inland were collected in Falmouth via a 
network of tobacco rolling roads and shipped to 
foreign markets down the Rappahannock River 

(Historic Falmouth 2021; Stafford County His-
torical Society 2019; Traceries 1992:28). 

Colony to Nation/Early National Period/Ante-
bellum Period (1750 - 1860)
	 During this period, the boundaries of cur-
rent Stafford County were established. During 
the mid-eighteenth century, the boundaries of 
Stafford County contained only land fronting on 
the Potomac River from Chopawamsic Creek on 
the north to Upper Machodoc Creek on the south 
(Stephenson 1981:21). By December 1776, an act 
established new boundaries for both Stafford and 
King George Counties. The borders of both coun-
ties were reconfigured to contain land stretching 
from the Potomac River to the Rappahannock Riv-
er (Harris 1990:13). The town of Falmouth then 
became located in Stafford County (Stephenson 
1981:21; Atlas of Historical County Boundaries-
Virginia 2000).
	 Falmouth continued to be a major regional 
shipping point through the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth centuries (Historic Falmouth 
2021). Tobacco continued to be the major agri-
cultural crop shipped through the port until the 
end of the eighteenth century. Falmouth also 
became an industrial center with the establish-
ment of Hunter’s Iron Works, ca. 1750. Hunter’s 
Iron Works manufactured weapons, equipment, 
and hospital supplies to support the continental 
troops during the Revolutionary War (Traceries 
1992:43; Historic Falmouth 2021). By the end of 
the century, the Falmouth also had cotton ware-
houses and three flour mills, representing a ma-
jor transition from tobacco production to grain 
and other agricultural products (Stafford County 
Historical Society 2019; Historic Falmouth 2021; 
Leithoff et al. 2016:13). The labor used in the ag-
ricultural fields, in the mills and in the iron works 
often were enslaved who arrived as cargo to Fal-
mouth (Stafford County African American His-
tory n.d.).
	 The Revolutionary War was supported by 
the residents of Stafford County. Few events oc-
curred in the county. British General Cornwal-
lis sent British cavalry to Fredericksburg. Both 
Fredericksburg and Falmouth were evacuated 
and Hunter’s Iron Works were partially disman-
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tled. In 1776, a British ship destroyed the house 
of William Brent overlooking the Potomac Riv-
er (Traceries 1992:33). Wagon trains of allied 
French troops under Rochambeau traversed Staf-
ford County on their way to and from the Siege at 
Yorktown. An American soldier noted in his jour-
nal that a wagon train camped at Potomac Creek 
November 11-13, 1781 (44 ST1014) (Leithoff et 
al. 2016:14). 
	 The first federal census in 1790 recorded 
the population in Stafford County as numbering 
9,588 (Family Search n.d.). By 1810, Stafford 
County’s population numbered about 4,200 en-
slaved Blacks, 350 free Blacks, and 5,400 Whites 
(Stafford County African American History n.d.). 
Throughout the decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the total population of the county generally 
declined, reaching a total population of 8,555 in 
1860 (Family Search n.d.). During the War of 
1812, British troops on their way to Washington, 
D.C., anchored in the mouth of Potomac Creek. 
The troops landed and raided nearby Marlbor-
ough Point (Traceries 1992:33).
	 During this period, transportation routes 
in the county improved. By the mid-eighteenth 
century, a stage coach road traversed the county. 
The general route was inland from the coast to 
accommodate easier stream crossings (Stephen-
son 1981:25). By the 1820s, the stage coach road 
crossed the county line between Prince William 
County at Chopawamsic Creek and linked Aquia, 
Stafford County Courthouse and Falmouth before 
continuing southward (Traceries 1992:29; Ste-
phenson 1981:39). The present day Route 1 gen-
erally follows the early stage coach route (Tracer-
ies 1992:29). By the 1860s, historic maps show 
that a number of roads criss-crossed the interior 
of Stafford County linking dispersed farmsteads 
with small towns (Figure 6).
	 In 1834, the Richmond, Fredericksburg 
and Potomac Railroad was formed to link Rich-
mond with the port at Aquia Creek. The railroad 
reached Fredericksburg in 1837. Passengers and 
goods were then transported in coaches overland 
to steamboats leaving from both Potomac Creek 
and Aquia Creek to Washington, D.C. (Tracer-
ies 1992:29; Stafford County Historical Soci-
ety 2019). The railroad was completed to Aquia 
Landing at the mouth of Aquia Creek in 1842 

(Stafford County Historical Society 2019). A trip 
between Richmond and Washington, D.C., that 
formerly took 36 hours by stage coach, took only 
12 hours by railroad and steamboat (Traceries 
1992:30).
	 During the nineteenth century, agriculture 
production in Stafford County transitioned from 
solely tobacco to a mix of tobacco, grains, cotton, 
and livestock. In 1850, over 58,900 bushels of 
wheat were grown. In 1860, the primary crops in-
cluded tobacco (148,075 pounds), corn (182,104 
bushels), wheat (61,919 bushels), oats (54,464 
bushels), and cotton (10,570 pounds) (Traceries 
1992:20). Livestock raising also became an im-
portant agricultural activity and included horses, 
cows, oxen, and other cattle (Traceries 1992:20). 

The Civil War (1861-1865)
	 During the Civil War, Stafford County be-
came a logistics and supply area for both the 
Confederate and Union forces at various times 
between 1861 and 1865. When the war began 
in April 1961, the U.S. government seized four 
steamships that plied the Potomac River between 
Washington, D.C., and Aquia Landing for Union 
use. The Confederates seized Aquia Landing and 
fortified it against Union occupation. Confederate 
forces retained Aquia Landing until early 1862, 
when they learned that the Union troops were 
planning an offensive on Richmond using Aquia 
as a base. The Confederates destroyed their base, 
removed the cannon, and burned rail ties and 
bridges while retreating southward. By spring 
1862, Union troops were rebuilding Aquia Land-
ing for their use, and Union troops were taking 
up positions along the north side of the Rappah-
annock River. The plantation house of Chatham 
on the north side of the river southeast of Fal-
mouth became the Union headquarters (Tracer-
ies 1992:34). Union troops held Stafford County 
until August 1862, when General Robert E. Lee 
advanced northward and engaged Union troops 
at the Second Battle of Manassas (Traceries 
1992:34-35).
	 Stafford County remained in Confederate 
hands until after the Battle of Antietam, Mary-
land, in November 1862. The newly appointed 
commander Union General Ambrose Burnside 
conceived a strategy to surprise Lee by racing 
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him to Richmond. One hundred thousand Union 
troops marched southward along the Warrenton 
Road and prepared to cross the Rappahannock 
River towards Richmond. Union troops occupied 
Stafford Heights on the north side of the Rappa-
hannock River. Burnside ordered that pontoon 
bridges be delivered to Falmouth to cross the 
Rappahannock River, but the shipment was de-
layed. The delay allowed time for Confederate 
troops to fortify the area south of Fredericksburg 
(American Battlefield Trust n.d.).
	 When Union troops began installing the 
pontoon bridges on December 11, 1862, across 
the Rappahannock River to Fredericksburg, Con-
federate snipers harassed the workers, halting the 
bridge buildings efforts. To rid the Fredericks-
burg of sniper, Union artillery shelled the town 
for four hours. Next, Union soldiers rowed across 
the river to clear out the snipers from Freder-
icksburg. The Confederates withdrew after a few 
hours of house-to-house fighting. On December 
12, the Union crossed the Rappahannock River 
and occupied Fredericksburg (American Battle-
field Trust n.d.).
	 The main fighting in the Battle of Freder-
icksburg occurred on December 13 when the 
Union attacked Confederate positions south of 
the Rappahannock River. The Union troops were 
repulsed with heavy casualties. A lull in the fight-
ing occurred on December 14, and, on December 
15, Union troops withdrew to the north side of the 
Rappahannock (American Battlefield Trust n.d.). 
While the Confederates won the battle, Union 
troops continued to occupy Stafford County 
throughout the duration of the war. A large body 
of Union soldiers were encamped throughout the 
county. Food and livestock from county farms 
were requisitioned to support the troops. In ad-
dition, trees and fences were felled for firewood. 
The multi-year occupation depleted the agricul-
tural and forestry resources of the county (Tracer-
ies 1992:34-35).
	 The Union occupation in Stafford Coun-
ty was a boon for enslaved persons. More than 
10,000 enslaved freedom seekers left their plan-
tations to cross to the north shore of the Rappah-
annock River to freedom behind the Union lines. 
These persons then travelled north from Aquia 
Landing to contraband camps in Washington, 

D.C. (Stafford County African American History 
n.d.).

Reconstruction and Growth/World War I to Pres-
ent (1865-2022) 
	 Stafford County, along with other Tidewater 
counties in Virginia, suffered severely as a result 
of the Civil War, and its population declined sig-
nificantly. In 1870, the county had a population 
of 6,420. The county’s population would not sur-
pass its 1860 population total until 1940. In 1950, 
the population rose to 11,902, the first time that 
the county population was above 10,000 (Family 
Search n.d.). In 1970, the county population rose 
to 24,587. In 1991, the county was recorded with 
63,051 residents (Traceries 1992:8). During the 
early decades of the twentieth-first century, the 
population passed 100,000. In 2000, the county’s 
population numbered 92,446 (Library of Virginia 
2019). By 2020, the county population reached 
156,927. Of this total, 70 percent were white, 20 
percent were Black, and 3.6 percent were Asian 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2020).
	 Agriculture in Stafford recovered slowly fol-
lowing the end of the Civil War. The impacts of 
having over 100,000 Union troops camped in the 
county and living off the land during 1862-1863 
strained the local agricultural resources (Staf-
ford County Government n.d.). In addition, the 
outcome of the Civil War was felt in dramatic 
changes in labor with the ending of slavery. The 
overall number of acres of improved farmland in 
the county decreased between 1860, when 62,377 
acres were farmed, and 1880, when 45,963 acres 
were farmed (Traceries 1992:20). Former large 
plantations were divided into smaller farms. The 
land had to be replenished and the agricultural 
economy rebuilt. The primary crops during the 
1870s and 1880s were wheat and oats, and live-
stock included horses, cows, sheep, and swine 
(Traceries 1992:20). Stafford County remained 
primarily agricultural through the first half of the 
twentieth century (Traceries 1992:20-21).
	 Transportation improvements including rail 
and roads continued throughout this time period. 
The Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac 
Railroad that originally terminated at Aquia 
Landing was extended north to join with the 
Washington and Alexandria Railroad in Quan-
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tico during the late nineteenth century (Traceries 
1992:7). This eliminated the steamship link to 
Washington, D.C.
	 The advent of motorized vehicles, includ-
ing automobiles and trucks, resulted in the need 
for road improvements at the national, state, and 
county levels. Two major highways constructed 
through Stafford County included Route 1 and 
Interstate 95. Route 1 was constructed during the 
1910s by linking historic sections of the stage 
coach road to form a continuous highway along 
the Atlantic seaboard. The road was enlarged in 

1923 and designated Route 1 in 1925 (Traceries 
1992:25, 31). During the 1950s, President Eisen-
hower instituted the interstate highway system. 
Interstate 95 which bisects the county, was com-
pleted through Stafford County during the 1960s 
(Stafford County Government, n.d.). These two 
highways linked Stafford County to areas of 
northern Virginia and Washington, D.C. By 1991, 
80 percent of Stafford County residents commut-
ed for work to areas outside the county boundar-
ies, and residential communities were construct-
ed on former farmland (Traceries 1992:8).
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Chapter III

Research Design and Methodology

Research Design
The objectives of the Phase I archaeolog-
ical investigation were to identify surface 

and sub-surface cultural resources, and to assess 
the preliminarily significance of such resources, 
applying the National Register Criteria for Evalu-
ation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]). The study was designed 
to provide a preliminary determination of: (1) the 
nature, age, and function of the resource; (2) the 
horizontal and vertical boundaries of the resource; 
and, (3) the integrity of the resource. These objec-
tives were met through a combination of archival 
background research; archaeological field inves-
tigations; and report preparation.

Archival Research Methods
	 Background research provided data on pre-
viously recorded archaeological sites and struc-
tures in the project areas and within a 0.5-mi 
(0.8-km) vicinity, and identified historic contexts 
and themes that provided guidance in assessing 
the potential significance of archaeological iden-
tified in or near the project area. Information on 
previously recorded sites, structures, and surveys 
in the project area and the vicinity was obtained 
from the Virginia Department of Historic Re-
sources’ on-line V-CRIS system.

Archaeological Predictive Model
	 Areas of archaeological potential were de-
termined for the Project area (Figure 7). Record-
ed site locations were areas of high archaeologi-
cal potential. Outside of the recorded site loca-
tions, the following areas also were considered to 
possess a high potential to contain archaeological 
sites. All but one of the prehistoric sites previous-
ly recorded in the Study Area were located within 
200 m (656 ft) of water sources, and all but one of 
the prehistoric and historic sites were situated at 
least partially within better drained soils. There-
fore, such areas possessed a high potential for 

archaeological sites. Poorly drained soils were 
considered to possess a low potential for prehis-
toric sites and generally for historic sites unless 
sites had been recorded in such areas, as were 
slopes over 15 percent for all types of sites un-
less sites had been recorded in such areas. The 
remaining portions of the Project area were con-
sidered to have a moderate archaeological poten-
tial. Approximately 39.2 ac (15.9 ha) had a high 
archaeological potential, 5.9 ac (2.4 ha) a moder-
ate archaeological potential, and 4.5 ac (1.8 ha) a 
low archaeological potential.

Archaeological Field Methods
	 For the high potential areas, the archaeologi-
cal survey consist of controlled systematic shovel 
testing at 15 m (49.2 ft) intervals. For the moder-
ate potential areas, survey consisted of 15 to 25 
m (49.2 to 82 ft) interval shovel test excavation. 
Low potential areas were examined by pedestri-
an survey. Some planned shovel tests were not 
excavated due to standing water, existing distur-
bances, or slopes in excess of 15 percent. All ar-
eas not subjected to shovel testing were examined 
through pedestrian survey. 
	 In accordance with VDHR guidelines, 
shovel tests measured 40 centimeters (cm) (15.7 
inches [in]) in diameter. Shovel tests were exca-
vated to a minimum depth of 10 cm (3.9 in) into 
culturally sterile subsoil. Soil was excavated in 
layers following natural stratigraphy into cultur-
ally sterile subsoils. All excavated soils were dry-
screened through 0.25-in (0.635-cm) hardware 
cloth. Locations of shovel tests were documented 
using sub-meter accuracy GPS units or measured 
to those that were so documented. Stratigraphic 
data were documented using Munsell Soil Color 
Chart (revised 1998) designations and standard 
soil nomenclature.
	 Digital imagery comprised the collected 
photo-documentation. Photographic records 
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were maintained during the present investigation. 
All procedures and methods of recordation were 
completed in accordance with the standards es-
tablished in the Secretary of the Interior’s Stan-
dards and Guidelines for Archaeology and His-
toric Preservation (United States Department 
of the Interior, National Park Service 1983) and 
the Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
Guidelines for Conducting Historic Resources 
Survey in Virginia (VDHR 2017).

Archaeological Laboratory Methods
	 Artifacts recovered during the Phase I in-
vestigations were inventoried in the field then 
transported to the laboratory of R. Christopher 
Goodwin & Associates, Inc., in Frederick, Mary-
land, for cleaning, cataloguing and analysis of the 
recovered materials. Laboratory procedures were 
performed in accordance with state and federal 
curatorial guidelines. The condition of individual 
artifacts was assessed for degree of stability pri-
or to carrying out any of the processing proce-
dures. Artifacts were sorted into those that could 
be wet washed or dry-brushed by hand, cleaned, 
air dried, and sealed in clean, archival re-sealable 
plastic bags. Provenience data were recorded on 
the outside of each bag as well as on acid-free 
paper tags placed inside each bag.
	 Artifact data was inventoried using a Micro-
soft Access® computer program to permit more 
expedient manipulation of chronological, func-
tional, and distributional data. Each entry includ-
ed the material class, artifact type, distinguishing 
attribute(s), and functional category, and site and 
provenience designations.  Standard Phase I level 
analytic methods for cultural materials are pre-
sented below.  

Historic Artifacts: Standard Analytic Meth-
ods
	 During Phase I investigations, artifact analy-
sis usually is limited in scope to the basic identi-
fication of material type, manufacturing type or 
method, and decorative elements. The informa-
tion from Phase I-level analysis is intended to 
provide data used for determination of relevant 
temporal periods and characterization of site type 
and function. The coded catalogue system for his-
toric artifacts incorporates artifact attribute data, 

artifact counts, comments, and manufacture date 
range information. 
	 The classification system proceeds from the 
most general attributes of an artifact and pro-
gresses to the most specific. The basic categories 
used to organize this information include Group, 
Class, Type, Sub-Type, Modification, and Date 
Range. Certain classes of artifacts are subjected to 
additional descriptive analyses that record specif-
ic measurements, glaze, color, and other relevant 
morphological aspects. Categories and classifica-
tory types are determined using standard litera-
ture in the field, including Miller (1980, 1991; et 
al. 2000), Noël Hume (1976), Jones and Sullivan 
(1989), South (1977), Worthy (1982), Majewski 
and O’Brien (1987) and others. Where possible, 
manufacture’s marks are used in conjunction 
with artifact types to refine temporal associations 
of particular artifact sub-assemblages. In addition 
to the general literature on artifact types, online 
resources are consulted for specific attributes, de-
scriptions, and visual data. These include Lind-
sey (2022) and Whitten (2022) for recent glass 
bottle and bottle mark research. Recent ceramics 
research is accessed at sites like the Florida Mu-
seum of Natural History (FLMNH) digital type 
collection (2016); the Maryland Archaeological 
Conservation Lab’s (MACL) digital collection of 
diagnostic artifacts from Maryland sites (2020); 
and the Digital Archive of Comparative Slavery 
(DAACS) website (Thomas Jefferson Foundation 
2015). More detailed analyses of specific ceramic 
types may be found in research published in the 
Ceramics in America series (Hunter 2001 – 2008; 
Hunter and Beckerdite 2009 – Present). 

Prehistoric Artifacts: Analytical Methods
Prehistoric Ceramic Analysis
	 Ceramic artifacts were documented accord-
ing to following regimen. For all sherds, the fol-
lowing attributes were documented: type, temper, 
size, condition, count, and weight. For sherd larger 
than very small and also of excellent or good con-
dition, the following additional attributes were 
documented: temper size, vessel part, plastic tech-
nique, surface treatment, and paint technique. Size 
included the following increments: very small 
(less than 2 cm [0.8 in]), small (2 - 3 cm [0.8 - 1.2 
in]), medium (3 - 6 cm [1.2 - 2.4 in]), large (6-10 
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cm [2.4 - 3.9 in]), and very large (10 - 15 cm [3.9 - 
5.9 in]). Condition included the following values: 
excellent, good, and poor. 
	 Terms used during the ceramic analysis were 
defined as follows. Conoidal was defined as syn-
onymous with “conical.” Inclusions are particu-
late matter, usually mineral in nature, present in a 
clay or fabric; these either occur naturally in the 
clay or are additives desired by the potter; often 
used synonymously with temper; inclusions also 
may be voids, such as those remaining from the 
leaching of shell or limestone. Paste refers to the 
clay or mixture of clay used for construction; paste 
includes the materials added to the clay. Segment, 
in analysis of cordage, refers to one revolution of 
a strand in the final combination creating a cord; 
when the cord is held vertically and viewed from 
one side, a segment is one diagonal unit. Strand, in 
analysis of cordage, is a unit composing the cord, 
which consists of one or more sets of fibers twisted 
individually or together. Temper is the material 
that is added to a clay to improve its working, dry-
ing, or firing properties; temper may be mineral or 
organic, but is usually non-plastic. Twist, in analy-
sis of cordage, is the description of the slant of seg-
ments or bars composing the cord; twist identifies 
whether the cord segments slope from upper right 
to lower left (Z) or from upper left to lower right 
(S). Type was defined as groups of ceramic arti-
facts that share the same surface treatment/deco-
ration within the same ware. Ware was identified 
as a group of ceramic types that share attributes, 
especially with regard to temper and texture.

Prehistoric Lithic Artifacts
	 During the first stage of analysis, all col-
lected lithic artifacts were subdivided into for-
mal descriptive categories. Cleaning procedures 
consisted of washing lithic debitage. Weight 
measurements were made to a tolerance of 0.01 
g using an Acculab digital scale (Model #V-200); 
dimensions were measured to a tolerance of 
0.01 mm.  Interpretations of utilization and raw 
material class were made using a Meiji Techno 
EMZ-Series zoom stereo microscope. Proce-
dures for measuring edge angles of lithic artifacts 
were based on the technique outlined by Keeley 
(1980). Measurements and descriptions of arti-
facts in each category were encoded by prove-

nience into a computerized database (Microsoft 
ACCESS).  Subsequent analyses of data used 
Microsoft ACCESS and EXCEL software.  
	 In general, lithic materials were divided 
into four distinct categories (Group, Class, Type, 
and Subtype) primarily based on interpretations 
of technological attributes, although interpreta-
tion of functional attributes also was a goal. The 
Group category includes basic divisions of lithic 
artifacts into Core, Debitage, Flake Tool, Bi-
face, Uniface, Groundstone, Fire-Cracked Rock, 
Use-modified tool, and other; these categories 
are based on technological interpretations.  The 
Class category consists of raw material designa-
tions, including rhyolite, argillite, jasper, chert, 
chalcedony, quartz, quartzite, ironstone, green-
stone, amphibolite, steatite, sandstone, and si-
licified sandstone.  The artifact Type category 
assigns the reduction stage of the lithic artifact.  
The subdivision includes Primary, Secondary and 
Non-cortical flakes, or from which flake reduc-
tion stage a uniface was made, finished or unfin-
ished bifaces or groundstone tools, and amount 
of remnant cortex on core surfaces. The Subtype 
or morphology category permits recordation of 
distinct descriptive attributes for biface stages, 
flakes, cores, groundstone tools, scrapers, awl, 
drill, use modified tools, beads, manos, abraders, 
metates, pestles, pipes, vessels and net sinkers.  

Bifaces
	 The biface group included all items exhibit-
ing bifacial modification, with three exceptions.  
Exempted were flakes with bifacial platforms, 
flakes exhibiting a bifacial edge, and flakes ex-
hibiting marginal (as opposed to invasive) bi-
facial retouch.  Included are items representing 
early stage reduction as well as finished bifacial 
tools.  Biface forms included finished forms such 
as projectile point/knife, knife, awl, and drill, 
as well as the following unfinished forms: flake 
blank, biface stages I – V.  Some bifaces exhib-
ited ambiguous morphologic attributes; these 
items were catalogued as Amorphous if the bi-
face was complete but could not be attributed to 
one of the other identified morphological types; 
as Indeterminate if morphology was obscured by 
material flaws or breaks; or as “Other” if an addi-
tional morphologic interpretation could be made.  
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In addition, pieces ésquillées also were included 
in the Biface group.  Although these items may 
represent bipolar cores or use-modified tools, in 
order to avoid confusion they were catalogued 
as bifaces based on the presence of bifacial flake 
scars (Gramly 1982).  Interpretations of morphol-
ogy, function, and temporal affiliation followed 
nomenclature and classifications established in 
Justice (1987) and (DeRegnaucort 1992).
	 Biface stages were defined as follows (based 
on Callahan 1979).  An early-stage (I) biface is 
given this designation only when the biface ex-
hibits a thick cross section; sinuous edges, promi-
nent arisses, and cortex must be present (Nils-
son 1988:32; Tyree 1990:102-106). An early 
– middle stage (II) biface consisted of a biface 
with a thinner, more rounded cross section than 
a stage I; sinuous, lateral and more regularized 
edges; relatively symmetrical excurvate form; 
little or no cortex; highly varied in longitudinal 
cross section; flake scars are somewhat patterned 
and may extend across the centerline of the bi-
face; tip and basal elements appearing, and no 
evidence of pressure flaking (Nilsson 1988:32; 
Tyree 1990:102-106).  A middle-stage (III) biface 
is defined as having a thickness to width ratio 
usually fewer than 3.0; straight, sinuous, excur-
vate edges; broad, expanding, patterned flake 
scars; pressure flaking rarely evident, and well 
defined tip and basal elements (Nilsson 1988:32; 
Tyree 1990:102-106).  A middle – late stage (IV) 
biface is characterized as having straight excur-
vate edges; tip and basal elements very evident; 
pressure flaking apparent for the first time, and 
the biface is partially shaped by pressure flaking.  
A late-stage (V) biface is defined by smooth edg-
es, regular outline, well-thinned, often complex 
patterned flake scars, extensive pressure flak-
ing resulting from shaping or use wear (Nilsson 
1988:32; Tyree1990:102–106).  A biface is con-
sidered a projectile point/knife when the hafting 
elements appear.
	 Each biface was analyzed by recording raw 
material class; presence of heat-treatment for 
each biface; weight of each item; and other rel-
evant information when applicable.  Length was 
measured along the longest axis parallel to the 
general edge orientation; width was measured 
from Edge B to Edge C. Each biface was oriented 

“left-right” following the procedure outlined by 
Cook (1976), in which the longer edge, when 
rolled, is designated the “right edge or C.”  The 
left edge was designated edge B, the proximal 
end edge A, the distal end edge D and if a promi-
nent middle ridge was present it was designated 
edge E. Thickness was measured at the thickest 
part of the artifact from dorsal to ventral.

Debitage
	 Debitage analysis sheds light on activity ar-
eas, sources of raw materials, and stages of tool 
manufacture.  The frequency of flakes and the 
amount of cortex retained on them help to deter-
mine raw material access, since local materials 
are expected to display more body cortex.  The 
size of the flake and the percent of cortex dis-
played help to determine the stage of tool manu-
facture.  The debitage group included flakes and 
shatter and excluded formal flake tools such as 
unifaces and bifaces. 	
	 Analytical procedures for debitage con-
sisted of sorting by raw material class and pres-
ence of heat-treatment; classifying by reduction 
stage; classifying by technological attributes; and 
weighing.  These procedures were used in an at-
tempt to incorporate analyses of the technologi-
cal attributes of individual flakes with traditional 
analyses by reduction stages (Bradbury and Carr 
1995).  
	 Reduction stages were defined as follows:  
Primary flakes were defined as flakes with 50 per 
cent and greater cortex remaining on the dorsal 
surface; secondary flakes were defined as those 
with less than 50 per cent cortex remaining on 
the dorsal surface; and non-cortex flakes were de-
fined by the absence of cortex. 
	 Technological attributes were ascertained 
and recorded under Sub-Type (Morphology); 
designations included flake fragments and core 
reduction flakes.  A designation of flake fragment 
is given to flakes with missing or broken plat-
forms, greater than 50 per cent of the termination 
or margin is missing.  Similar to shatter, but able 
to distinguish dorsal and ventral surfaces and/or 
where the platform might have been or direction 
of blow. A designation of undiagnostic flake is 
given when a flake cannot be identified as one 
of the above sub-types. The designation of core 
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reduction flake included primary core reduction 
and early/late stage core reduction flake.  Early-
stage biface thinning flake was characterized by 
a flake that exhibited a bifacial, low-angled, plat-
form that may be single or multi-faceted; thin 
and curved or twisted in long section, and mul-
tiple dorsal flake scars (Ritter and Tyree 1999:92; 
Flenniken 1987).  

Raw Material Classes
	 Raw material determinations primarily 
were based on macroscopic observations with 
additional information provided by a hand lens 
(10x) or stereomicroscope (10-30x). Raw mate-
rial definitions relied on Mottana et al. (1978) and 
Chesterman and Lowe (1992). In addition to raw 
material class, the presence of heat-alteration was 
recorded as absent, present, or possible. Evidence 
for heat-alteration included color change, luster 

change, and heat fracture scars, such as spalls, 
potlids, and crazing. One lithic material was iden-
tified, as detailed below.
	 Quartz designations are restricted to crys-
talline varieties of silica-rich rocks in which no 
individual grains are detectable under low (10x) 
magnification. In the collection, it was identified 
as vein, cobble and crystal forms. The material is 
so abundant, the most common mineral on earth, 
that identifying specific sources beyond cobbles 
collected from the streambed or over bank depos-
its is beyond the scope of this data recovery.

Records and Curation
	 Upon completion of the project, the artifacts 
will be deeded to the Commonwealth of Virginia. All 
artifacts, records, photographs, and field notes will 
be curated at the state repository for archaeological 
collections in the VDHR headquarters in Richmond.
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Chapter IV

Results of Phase I  
Archaeological Survey

Archival Results
Available historic maps and aerial photo-
graphs of the project area were reviewed 

to provide insight into potential historic cultural 
resources. No structures are shown in the project 
area on an 1863 map (Figure 8) or on the 1931 
and 1966 USGS quadrangle maps (Figures 9 and 
10). Aerial photographs from 1963 to 2018 also 
show no structures in the project area (NETR 
Online 2023). While there are no cartographic or 
aerial photographic data to suggest that structures 
existed in the project area, early twentieth cen-
tury Site 44ST1045 recorded in the project area 
suggested that additional historic archaeological 
components might be present in proximity to that 
site location. A 2008 survey of the project area, 
not submitted for review to the VDHR, is pre-
sented in Appendix I of this report.

Archaeological Results
	 The field survey was undertaken in ac-
cordance with the predictive model discussed 
in Chapter III. For the high potential areas, the 
archaeological survey consist of controlled sys-
tematic shovel testing at 15 m (49.2 ft) intervals. 
For the moderate potential areas, survey consist-
ed of 15 to 25 m (49.2 to 82 ft) interval shovel 
test excavation. Low potential areas were exam-
ined by pedestrian survey. Some planned shovel 
tests were not excavated due to standing water, 
existing disturbances, or slopes in excess of 15 
percent. All areas not subjected to shovel testing 
were examined through pedestrian survey. Field-
work was undertaken in January of 2023.
	 The project area mostly consisted of decidu-
ous forest at the time of the survey (Figure 11). 
The eastern portion of the project area included a 
maintained electrical transmission line easement 
with grassy vegetation (Figure 12). A sewer line 

easement also was evident in the eastern portion 
of the project area, west of the transmission line 
(Figure 13). A baseline for the shovel testing was 
run at 280 degrees from Old Potomac Church 
Road to the eastern point of the project area, and 
the survey was divided into Area A north of the 
baseline and Area B south of it (Figure 14).

Area A
	 In Area A, shovel testing included northings 
of N1000 to N1225 and eastings of E985 to 
E1630. A total of 199 shovel tests were excavat-
ed at 15 m (49.2 ft) intervals, while 266 planned 
shovel tests were not excavated due to slopes in 
excess of 15 percent, standing water, or existing 
disturbances (Figure 14). After the identification 
of two culturally positive initial shovel tests, four 
7.5 m (24.6 ft) interval delineation shovel test 
were excavated. A typical Area A shovel test soil 
profile (ST N1150 E1105) consisted of 11 cm (4.3 
in) of dark olive brown (2.5Y 3/3) sandy loam un-
derlain by 13 cm (5.1 in) of dark yellowish brown 
(10YR 4/4) sandy loam, and then 13 cm (5.1 in) 
of light olive brown (2.5Y 5/6) sandy clay loam. 
These strata fit within the parameters for Ao, Ap, 
and Bt soil horizons belonging to the Sassafras 
series mapped in the area (USDA NRCS 2023).
	 The present survey identified an isolated 
surface find at N1165 E1420, which consisted 
of a broken early to middle stage quartz biface 
(11.53 g) (Figure 15). The four delineation shov-
el tests failed to identify further artifacts. This 
artifact represents the isolated discard of a tool 
broken during manufacture. In its isolation, this 
locus does not possess the potential to address 
significant research issues. This isolated find does 
not possess those qualities of significance and in-
tegrity defined in the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]), and thus, is 
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Figure 11.	 Photograph of typical project area vegetation and topography, in the northwestern portion 
of Area A, looking northwest

Figure 12.	 Photograph taken from ST N925 E1525 looing north, showing wet area with dry grasses in 
the foreground, hardwoods on either side of the powerline corridor; and powerlines in the 
background
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Figure 13.	 Photograph of the sewer line, in Area B, looking south
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not an historic property, as defined in 36 CFR 
800.16(l). Therefore, RCG&A recommends no 
further archaeological investigation for this iso-
lated find.

Site 44FV1045
	 The 2008 survey identified Site 44ST1045 
as a probable early twentieth century “ice house” 
pit with a concentration of bottle glass in a shal-
low ravine approximately 75 ft (22.9 m) west 
of the pit, both located in the northern portion 
of the project area (Appendix I). The current 
survey found that this location actually was ap-
proximately 100 m (328 ft) southwest of the pre-
viously mapped location. The site was found to 
consist of an unlined hole associated with a bottle 
dump (Figures 16 and 17). The 2008 survey rec-
ommended that Site 44FV1045 was not NRHP 
eligible due to the existence of similar sites in the 
region, an absence of artifacts in or adjacent to 
the pit, and an absence of structural remains at the 
site. The current investigation also found no evi-
dence for artifacts in or near the pit, no structural 
remains, and no evidence that historic aerial or 
cartographic data placed a structure at this loca-
tion. In addition, the glass bottles appear to be the 

result of refuse dumping and not clearly related to 
the pit. Therefore, Site 44ST1045 does not pos-
sess the potential to address significant research 
issues. The site does not possess those qualities of 
significance and integrity defined in the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-
d]), and thus, is not an historic property, as de-
fined in 36 CFR 800.16(l). Therefore, RCG&A 
recommends no further archaeological investiga-
tion for Site 44ST1045.

Area B
	 In Area B, shovel testing included northings 
of N985 to N770 and eastings of E1000 to E1585.  
A total of 215 shovel tests were excavated at 15 to 
25 m (49.2 to 82 ft) intervals, while 185 planned 
shovel tests were not excavated due to slopes in 
excess of 15 percent, standing water, or existing 
disturbances (Figure 14). After the identification 
of three culturally positive initial shovel tests, 22 
7.5 m (24.6 ft) interval delineation shovel test 
were excavated. A typical Area B shovel test soil 
profile (ST N865 E1165) consisted of 12 cm (4.7 
in) of dark olive brown (2.5Y 3/3) sandy loam 
underlain by 13 cm (5.1 in) of light olive brown 
(2.5Y 5/6) sandy clay loam. These strata fit with-

Figure 15.	 Photograph of isolated biface fragment (FS 2), dorsal and ventral views
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Figure 16.	 Photograph of the Site 44ST1045 pit, looking north

Figure 17.	 Photograph of Site 44ST1045 bottle dump at drainage head southwest of the pit, looking 
west
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in the parameters for Ap and Bt soil horizons 
belonging to the Galestown or Sassafras series 
mapped in the area (USDA NRCS 2023).
	 Six historic glass artifacts were recovered 
from the Ap horizon in a single shovel test, N895 
E1150 (Figure 18). These artifacts included four 
aqua glass indeterminate form and manufacturing 
method fragments, one aqua non-machine made 
glass bottle base with an open pontil scar (pre-
1881), and one amber bottle glass fragment of in-
determinate manufacturing method. No artifacts 
were recovered from the four delineation tests 
excavated around this shovel test. These artifacts 
appear to represent a brief episode of nineteenth 
casual refuse discard and were not considered to 
be an archaeological site. In its isolation, this lo-
cus does not possess the potential to address sig-
nificant research issues. This locus does not pos-
sess those qualities of significance and integrity 
defined in the National Register Criteria for Eval-
uation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]), and thus, is not an 
historic property, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l). 
Therefore, RCG&A recommends no further ar-
chaeological investigation for this refuse discard 
locus.
	 The 2008 survey identified Site 44ST1046 
in the eastern portion of the project area, on a 
south-trending ridge straddling the forest and 
transmission line easement boundary (Appen-
dix I). The site consisted of four shovel tests and 
a surface area that yielded a total of 39 prehis-
toric artifacts, including 2 bifaces, 1 uniface, 1 
sandstone fragment, and 35 lithic debitage. One 
of the bifaces was the stemmed base of a projec-
tile point/knife that fit with the Savannah River, 
Holmes or Bare Island types. The 2008 study 
recommended avoidance or additional archaeo-
logical investigation of Site 44ST1046. During 
the current survey, 15 m (49.2 ft) interval shovel 
testing failed to identify any prehistoric artifacts 
in or near the previously mapped location of Site 
44ST1046. Therefore, there is no evidence that 
Site 44ST1046 continues to exist in the project 
area, and RCG&A recommends no further ar-
chaeological investigation.

Site 44ST1047
	 Seven shovel tests that straddled Areas A 
and B (one in Area A and six in Area B) yielded 
eleven prehistoric artifacts that were recovered 
close enough to the mapped location of previous-
ly recorded Site 44ST1047 that they are consid-
ered to be part of that site. The typical soil profile 
(ST N977.5 E1352.5) consisted of 7 cm (2.8 in) 
of grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sandy loam under-
lain by 22 cm (8.7 in) of light yellowish brown 
(10YR 6/4) sandy loam, and then by 12 cm (4.7 
in) of yellowish brown (10YR 5/8) sandy clay 
loam. Sometimes the second stratum was darker, 
as a dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) and the 
third stratum redder, as a strong brown (7.5YR 
5/6). These strata appear to fit with an Ao, old 
Ap (with variable amounts of organic material re-
maining), and Bt soil horizons belonging to the 
Galestown or Sassafras series mapped in the rea 
(USDA NRCS 2023). 
	 The artifacts consisted of ten quartz lithic 
debitage (26.8 g) and one ceramic sherd (4.89 g) 
(Figures 19 and 20). The debitage included three 
primary cortical flakes, two secondary cortical 
flakes, and five non-cortical flakes. Seven flakes 
were flake fragments, two early to late stage core 
reduction flakes, and one a late stage biface thin-
ning flake. The sherd is quartz tempered with 
faint cord marking. One faint S-twist impression 
suggests that it may belong to Early Woodland 
Accokeek ware. All of the artifacts were recov-
ered from Ap horizon contexts. The 2008 survey 
had identified three debitage (two quartz and one 
chert) from two shovel tests as Site 44ST1047 
(Appendix I). The low density and variety of 
artifacts, averaging 1.56 per culturally positive 
shovel test from the combined current and 2008 
investigations, and the absence of evidence for 
intact (unplowed) cultural deposits suggest that 
Site 44ST1047 lacks integrity and substantive 
research potential, and thus is not considered to 
possess those qualities of significance as defined 
by the National Register Criteria for Evaluation 
(36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]). RCG&A recommends no 
further archaeological investigation for the site.
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Figure 18.	 Photograph of selected isolated glass fragments (FS 9): aqua glass, amber glass, aqua glass 
bottle base

Figure 19.	 Photograph of selected lithic debitage from Site 44ST1047, ventral view: top to bottom, left 
to right. Row 1: secondary flake fragment (FS 7), tertiary, early/late stage core reduction 
flake (FS 8)’ Row 2: tertiary late stage bifacial thinning flake (FS 5), secondary, early/late 
stage core reduction flake (FS 5), tertiary, flake fragment (FS 6); Row 3: primary flake frag-
ments (FS 1, FS 3, FS 5)



	 38
R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.	 Contains Privileged Information -- Do Not Release

Chapter IV: Results of Phase I Archaeological Survey

Figure 20.	 Photograph of ceramic sherd (FS 4) from Site 44ST1047, exterior view
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Chapter V

Summary and Recommendations

Summary
This report has presented the results of 
Phase I archaeological investigations for 

the proposed Potomac Church Site in Stafford 
County, Virginia. The Project may involve a Sec-
tion 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. These investigations were conducted 
by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. on 
behalf of Ramboll, pursuant to Section 106 of the 
NHPA of 1966, as amended, and its implement-
ing regulations as contained in 36 CFR Part 800 
(Revised 2004). The work also was undertaken 
in accordance with the guidelines set forth in the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Historic 
Preservation and those outlined in the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources’ Guidelines 
for Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Vir-
ginia (VDHR 2017).
	 The project area measured 49.6 ac (20.1 ha). 
A previous survey had been conducted in 2008 
but not submitted for review to the VDHR, and 
has been included as an appendix to this report. 
The current fieldwork was undertaken during 
January of 2023, and included development of 
a predictive model based in site locations, soils, 
slopes, proximity to water, and historic map data. 
Approximately 39.2 ac (15.9 ha) had a high ar-
chaeological potential, 5.9 ac (2.4 ha) a moderate 
archaeological potential, and 4.5 ac (1.8 ha) a low 
archaeological potential. For the high potential 
areas, the archaeological survey consist of con-
trolled systematic shovel testing at 15 m (49.2 ft) 
intervals. For the moderate potential areas, sur-
vey consisted of 15 to 25 m (49.2 to 82 ft) interval 
shovel test excavation. Low potential areas were 
examined by pedestrian survey. Some planned 
shovel tests were not excavated due to standing 
water, existing disturbances, or slopes in excess 
of 15 percent. All areas not subjected to shovel 
testing were examined through pedestrian survey. 

	 A total of 414 shovel tests were excavated 
plus an additional 26 delineation shovel tests ex-
cavated at 7.5-m (24.6-ft) intervals. An additional 
451 planned shovel tests were not excavated due 
to standing water, existing disturbances, or slopes 
in excess of 15 percent. All areas not subjected to 
shovel testing were examined through pedestrian 
survey. The present survey identified an isolated 
early to middle stage quartz biface. This artifact 
represents the isolated discard of a tool broken 
during manufacture. Six historic glass artifacts 
were recovered from the Ap horizon in a single 
shovel test, appear to represent a brief episode 
of nineteenth casual refuse discard, and were not 
considered to be an archaeological site. 
	 The 2008 survey identified Site 44ST1045 
as a probable early twentieth century “ice house” 
pit with a concentration of bottle glass in a shal-
low ravine approximately 75 ft (22.9 m) west of 
the pit. The current survey found that this location 
actually was approximately 100 m (328 ft) south/
southwest of the previously mapped location. 
The site was found to consist of an unlined hole 
associated with a bottle dump. The 2008 survey 
identified Site 44ST1046 in the eastern portion of 
the project area, on a south-trending ridge strad-
dling the forest and transmission line easement 
boundary. The site consisted of four shovel tests 
and a surface area that yielded a total of 39 pre-
historic artifacts, including 2 bifaces, 1 uniface, 1 
sandstone fragment, and 35 lithic debitage. One 
of the bifaces was the stemmed base of a projec-
tile point/knife that fit with the Savannah River, 
Holmes or Bare Island types. The 2008 study 
recommended avoidance or additional archaeo-
logical investigation of Site 44ST1046. During 
the current survey, 15 m (49.2 ft) interval shov-
el testing failed to identify any prehistoric arti-
facts in or near the previously mapped location 
of Site 44ST1046. The current investigation did 
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recover eleven prehistoric artifacts close enough 
to the mapped location of previously recorded 
Site 44ST1047 that they are considered to be part 
of that site. The artifacts consisted of ten quartz 
lithic debitage and one quartz tempered possible 
Early Woodland Accokeek ware sherd from Ap 
horizon contexts. The 2008 survey had identi-
fied three debitage from two shovel tests as Site 
44ST1047. 

Recommendations
	 In their isolation, the biface and glass frag-
ment loci do not possess the potential to address 
significant research issues or those qualities of 
significance and integrity defined in the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 
[a-d]), and thus, are not an historic properties, as 
defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l). Therefore, RCG&A 
recommends no further archaeological investiga-
tion for these isolated finds.
	 The 2008 survey recommended that Site 
44FV1045 was not NRHP eligible due to the ex-
istence of similar sites in the region, an absence 
of artifacts in or adjacent to the pit, and an ab-
sence of structural remains at the site. The current 
investigation also found no evidence for artifacts 
in or near the pit, no structural remains, and no 

evidence that historic aerial or cartographic data 
placed a structure at this location. In addition, 
the glass bottles appear to be the result of refuse 
dumping and not clearly related to the pit. There-
fore, Site 44ST1045 does not possess the poten-
tial to address significant research issues. The site 
does not possess those qualities of significance 
and integrity defined in the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]), and 
thus, is not an historic property, as defined in 36 
CFR 800.16(l). Therefore, RCG&A recommends 
no further archaeological investigation for Site 
44ST1045.
	 The current investigation found no evi-
dence that Site 44ST1046 continues to exist in 
the project area. Therefore, RCG&A recom-
mends no further archaeological investigation. 
For Site 44ST1047, the low density and variety 
of artifacts and the absence of evidence for intact 
(unplowed) cultural deposits suggest that the site 
lacks integrity and substantive research potential, 
and thus is not considered to possess those quali-
ties of significance as defined by the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 
[a-d]). RCG&A recommends no further archaeo-
logical investigation for the site.
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ARTIFACT INVENTORY 
  



Category Group Class Type Sub-Type CommentsCount  Weight (g)

Artifact Inventory 2/1/2023

44ST1047  44ST1047

Heat

Level 2 8 to 24 cmbsTransect 

N1000

Shovel Test 

E1345
Area 

Area A

Strat II DG 6 Jan 2023FS 1

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Primary Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 10.47N

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 10.47

Level 2 8 to 22 cmbsTransect 

N985

Shovel Test 

E1345
Area 

Area B

Strat II JF 11 Jan 2023FS 3

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Primary Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 9.13 Bipolar flake fragmentN

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 9.13

Level 2 6 to 24 cmbsTransect 

N955

Shovel Test 

E1345
Area 

Area B

Strat II CTN 11 Jan 

2023
FS 4

CERAMICS Indeterminate Type Indeterminate Vessel 

Part

Quartz Temper Cord Marked, Small 1 4.89 buff color exterior, 

blackened/burnt interior. One 

faint S-twist impression may 

suggest Accokeek?

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 4.89

Level 2 5 to 25 cmbsTransect 

N985

Shovel Test 

E1352.5
Area 

Area B

Strat II CTN 11 Jan 

2023
FS 5

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Non-cortex Biface thinning flake-late stage, 

Unmodified

1 0.44N

Debitage Quartz Non-cortex Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 0.1N

Debitage Quartz Primary Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 4.2N

Debitage Quartz Secondary Early/Late Stage Core Reduction Flake, 

Unmodified

1 0.64N

Total Count= 4 Total Weight= 5.38
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Category Group Class Type Sub-Type CommentsCount  Weight (g)

Artifact Inventory 2/1/2023

44ST1047  44ST1047

Heat

Level 2 10 to 20 cmbsTransect 

N985

Shovel Test 

E1337.5
Area 

Area B

Strat II JF 11 Jan 2023FS 6

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Non-cortex Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 1.04N

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 1.04

Level 2 7 to 29 cmbsTransect 

N977.5

Shovel Test 

E1352.5
Area 

Area B

Strat II CTN 11 Jan 

2023
FS 7

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Non-cortex Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 0.03N

Debitage Quartz Secondary Flake Fragment, Unmodified 1 0.46N

Total Count= 2 Total Weight= .49

Level 2 12 to 28 cmbsTransect 

N977.5

Shovel Test 

E1337.5
Area 

Area B

Strat II JF 11 Jan 2023FS 8

LITHICS Debitage Quartz Non-cortex Early/Late Stage Core Reduction Flake, 

Unmodified

1 0.29N

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= .29

Total Count= 11 Total Weight= 31.69Site Number Totals
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Category Group Class Type Sub-Type CommentsCount  Weight (g)

Artifact Inventory 2/1/2023

-  Isolate 1

Heat

SurfaceTransect 

N1165

Shovel Test 

E1420
Area 

Area A

DG 6 Jan 2023FS 2

LITHICS Biface Quartz Unfinished biface Early-Middle stage, Unmodified 1 11.53 broken, end portion onlyN

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 11.53

Total Count= 1 Total Weight= 11.53Site Number Totals
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Category Group Class Type Sub-Type CommentsCount  Weight (g)

Artifact Inventory 2/1/2023

-  Isolate 2

Heat

Level 1 0 to 18 cmbsTransect 

N895

Shovel Test 

E1150
Area 

Area B

Strat I JF 12 Jan 2023FS 9

HISTORICS Glass Indeterminate Method Amber Indeterminate Bottle, Curved Fragment 1 1.68

Glass Indeterminate Method Aqua Indeterminate Form, Curved Fragment 4 1.86

Glass Non-Machine Made Aqua Indeterminate Bottle, Base 1 21.94 open pontil scar

Total Count= 6 Total Weight= 25.48

Total Count= 6 Total Weight= 25.48Site Number Totals
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Category Group Class Type Sub-Type CommentsCount  Weight (g)

Artifact Inventory 2/1/2023

-  Isolate 2

Heat

Total Count= 18 Total Weight= 68.7Project Totals
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Virginia Department of Historic Resources DHR ID: 44ST1045
Archaeological Site Record

 

Archaeological site data is protected under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA 1979). Page:  1  of  3  

Snapshot Date Generated: February 07, 2023

Site Name: No Data

Site Classification: Terrestrial, open air

Year(s): 1900 - 1949

Site Type(s): Artifact scatter

Other DHR ID: No Data

Temporary Designation: 1361-2/3

Site Evaluation Status

Not Evaluated

Locational Information

USGS Quad: STAFFORD

County/Independent City: Stafford (County)

Physiographic Province: Coastal Plain

Elevation: 150

Aspect: Facing East

Drainage: Potomac

Slope: 25 - 50

Acreage: 0.320

Landform: Sideslope

Ownership Status: Private

Government Entity Name: No Data

Site Components

Component 1

Category: Indeterminate

Site Type: Artifact scatter

Cultural Affiliation: Indeterminate

Cultural Affiliation Details: No Data

DHR Time Period: Reconstruction and Growth, The New Dominion, World War I to World War II

Start Year: 1900

End Year: 1949

Comments: August 2008
 
Possible icehouse pit and a bottle dump dating circa 1908-1939; no additional structures or artifacts
recovered in the immediate vicinity.

Bibliographic Information

Bibliography:

Hornum, Michael B. and Katherine Grandine. 2023. PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FOR THE PROPOSED POTOMAC CHURCH
SITE, STAFFORD COUNTY, VIRGINIA. Prepared for Ramboll by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.

Informant Data:

No Data
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Archaeological site data is protected under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA 1979). Page:  2  of  3  

 
CRM Events

Event Type: Survey:Phase I

Project Staff/Notes:

No Data

Project Review File Number: No Data

Sponsoring Organization: No Data

Organization/Company: R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.

Investigator: Michael Hornum

Survey Date: 1/12/2023

Survey Description:

Phase I archaeological survey of 49.6 acres.

Current Land Use Date of Use Comments
Forest 1/12/2023 12:00:00 AM No Data

Threats to Resource: Development

Site Conditions: Unknown Portion of Site Destroyed

Survey Strategies: Subsurface Testing, Surface Testing

Specimens Collected: No

Specimens Observed, Not Collected: Yes

Artifacts Summary and Diagnostics:

No Data

Summary of Specimens Observed, Not Collected:

Bottles

Current Curation Repository: No Data

Permanent Curation Repository: No Data

Field Notes: Yes

Field Notes Repository: RC Goodwin

Photographic Media: Digital

Survey Reports: Yes

Survey Report Information:

Hornum, Michael B. and Katherine Grandine. 2023. PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FOR THE PROPOSED POTOMAC CHURCH
SITE, STAFFORD COUNTY, VIRGINIA. Prepared for Ramboll by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.
 

Survey Report Repository: RC Goodwin

DHR Library Reference Number: No Data

Significance Statement: The current investigation also found no evidence for artifacts in or near the pit, no structural
remains, and no evidence that historic aerial or cartographic data placed a structure at this
location. In addition, the glass bottles appear to be the result of refuse dumping and not
clearly related to the pit. Therefore, Site 44ST1045 does not possess the potential to address
significant research issues. The site does not possess those qualities of significance and
integrity defined in the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]), and
thus, is not an historic property, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(l).

Surveyor's Eligibility Recommendations: Recommended Not Eligible

Surveyor's NR Criteria Recommendations, : No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Considerations: No Data

Event Type: Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance

Project Staff/Notes:

Based on the existence of similar sites throughout the region and the absence of artifacts in or in the immediate vicinity of the pit, and the lack of
evidence for structural remains in the general vicinity of Site 1361-2/3, CRI recommends Site 1361-2/3 not eligible for nomination to the NRHP under
criterion D; Criteria A through C are not considered applicable.  No further work is recommended.

Project Review File Number: No Data

Sponsoring Organization: Private Developer
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Archaeological site data is protected under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA 1979). Page:  3  of  3  

Organization/Company: CRI (DSS)

Investigator: Klein, Mike

Survey Date: 8/1/2008

Survey Description:

Surface mapping, shovel testing, and photographs.  Shovel tests were spaced at 50-foot intervals.  The steep side slopes above the pit features and
bottle dump grade toward level in the vicinity of the pit and bottle dump, making the slope immediately surrounding the features lower than suggested
by the soil and topographic maps.

Current Land Use Date of Use Comments
Forest 8/1/2008 12:00:00 AM No Data

Threats to Resource: Development

Site Conditions: Site Condition Unknown, Surface Features

Survey Strategies: Subsurface Testing, Surface Testing

Specimens Collected: No

Specimens Observed, Not Collected: Yes

Artifacts Summary and Diagnostics:

The site designates a pit, probably the remnants of an icehouse, located near the base of a slope above an ephemeral stream.  The pit measured 18 feet
in diameter, and extended approximately five feet below the ground surface.  Approximately 75 feet west of the pit, on the opposite side of the stream
bed, was a concentration of bottle glass in a shallow ravine.  None of the bottles had painted labels, suggesting that the concentration predates 1939. 
The presence of raised letters spelling out the container’s capacities provides a TPQ of 1913 for the deposit.

Summary of Specimens Observed, Not Collected:

No Data

Current Curation Repository: No Data

Permanent Curation Repository: No Data

Field Notes: Yes

Field Notes Repository: CRI, Richmond, VA

Photographic Media: No Data

Survey Reports: Yes

Survey Report Information:

Klein, Mike, Ellen Brady, Emily Lindtveit, and Tracey McDonald 2008 A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the South Campus Property, Stafford
County, Virginia

Survey Report Repository: VDHR

DHR Library Reference Number: No Data

Significance Statement: No Data

Surveyor's Eligibility Recommendations: No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Recommendations, : No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Considerations: No Data
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Archaeological site data is protected under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA 1979). Page:  1  of  3  

Snapshot Date Generated: February 07, 2023

Site Name: No Data

Site Classification: Terrestrial, open air

Year(s): 15000 B.C.E - 1606 C.E

Site Type(s): Lithic scatter

Other DHR ID: No Data

Temporary Designation: 1367-1

Site Evaluation Status

Not Evaluated

Locational Information

USGS Quad: STAFFORD

County/Independent City: Stafford (County)

Physiographic Province: Coastal Plain

Elevation: 150

Aspect: Facing Southeast

Drainage: Potomac

Slope: 6 - 10

Acreage: 0.260

Landform: Ridge Top

Ownership Status: Private

Government Entity Name: No Data

Site Components

Component 1

Category: Industry/Processing/Extraction

Site Type: Lithic scatter

Cultural Affiliation: Native American

Cultural Affiliation Details: No Data

DHR Time Period: Early Woodland

Start Year: -15000

End Year: 1606

Comments: August 2008

Bibliographic Information

Bibliography:

Hornum, Michael B. and Katherine Grandine. 2023. PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FOR THE PROPOSED POTOMAC CHURCH
SITE, STAFFORD COUNTY, VIRGINIA. Prepared for Ramboll by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.

Informant Data:

No Data



Virginia Department of Historic Resources DHR ID: 44ST1047
Archaeological Site Record
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CRM Events

Event Type: Survey:Phase I

Project Staff/Notes:

No Data

Project Review File Number: No Data

Sponsoring Organization: No Data

Organization/Company: R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.

Investigator: Michael Hornum

Survey Date: 1/12/2023

Survey Description:

Phase I archaeological survey of 49.6 acres.

Current Land Use Date of Use Comments
Forest 1/12/2023 12:00:00 AM No Data

Threats to Resource: Development

Site Conditions: Unknown Portion of Site Destroyed

Survey Strategies: Subsurface Testing, Surface Testing

Specimens Collected: Yes

Specimens Observed, Not Collected: No

Artifacts Summary and Diagnostics:

The artifacts consisted of ten quartz lithic debitage and one quartz tempered possible Early Woodland Accokeek ware sherd from Ap horizon contexts.

Summary of Specimens Observed, Not Collected:

No Data

Current Curation Repository: RC Goodwin

Permanent Curation Repository: Unknown

Field Notes: Yes

Field Notes Repository: RC Goodwin

Photographic Media: Digital

Survey Reports: Yes

Survey Report Information:

Hornum, Michael B. and Katherine Grandine. 2023. PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FOR THE PROPOSED POTOMAC CHURCH
SITE, STAFFORD COUNTY, VIRGINIA. Prepared for Ramboll by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc.
 

Survey Report Repository: RC Goodwin

DHR Library Reference Number: No Data

Significance Statement: The low density and variety of artifacts and the absence of evidence for intact (unplowed)
cultural deposits suggest that Site 44ST1047 lacks integrity and substantive research
potential, and thus is not considered to possess those qualities of significance as defined by
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]).

Surveyor's Eligibility Recommendations: Recommended Not Eligible

Surveyor's NR Criteria Recommendations, : No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Considerations: No Data

Event Type: Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance

Project Staff/Notes:

Based on the small size of the assemblage, the absence of diagnostic artifacts and cultural features, and the relatively shallow deposit of material, CRI
recommends Site 1361-7 as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP.  No further work is recommended.

Project Review File Number: No Data

Sponsoring Organization: Private Developer

Organization/Company: CRI (DSS)

Investigator: Klein, Mike

Survey Date: 8/1/2008
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Archaeological site data is protected under the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA 1979). Page:  3  of  3  

Survey Description:

Shovel testing on a grid.  The shovel tests were spaced at 50-foot intervals.  Radial shovel tests were located 25 feet from the positive shovel test in the
grid directions.

Current Land Use Date of Use Comments
Forest 8/1/2008 12:00:00 AM No Data

Threats to Resource: Development

Site Conditions: Site Condition Unknown

Survey Strategies: Subsurface Testing

Specimens Collected: Yes

Specimens Observed, Not Collected: No

Artifacts Summary and Diagnostics:

A quartz tertiary flake, one fragment of quartz shatter, and a fragment of chert flake-like shatter.

Summary of Specimens Observed, Not Collected:

No Data

Current Curation Repository: CRI, Richmond, VA

Permanent Curation Repository: No Data

Field Notes: Yes

Field Notes Repository: CRI, Richmond, VA

Photographic Media: No Data

Survey Reports: Yes

Survey Report Information:

Klein, Mike, Ellen Brady, Emily Lindtveit, and Tracey McDonald 2008 A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the South Campus Property, Stafford
County, Virginia

Survey Report Repository: No Data

DHR Library Reference Number: No Data

Significance Statement: No Data

Surveyor's Eligibility Recommendations: No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Recommendations, : No Data

Surveyor's NR Criteria Considerations: No Data
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MICHAEL B. HORNUM, PH.D. SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER 

Dr. Michael Hornum earned a Ph.D. in Classical and Near Eastern Archaeology from Bryn Mawr College. 

Dr. Hornum has served as field supervisor or project manager on dozens of projects for a variety of private, county, 

state, and federal clients. He has directed or managed projects in Florida, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, New Jersey, 

North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. His experience cuts across all phases of 

archeological investigation, including surveys, evaluations, data recoveries, and archaeological damage assessments. 

Since joining R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. in 1993, Dr. Hornum’s projects have included 

investigations at prehistoric and historic sites, ranging from the late Paleo-Indian through the Late Woodland periods, 

and from the late seventeenth through the early nineteenth centuries. 

Dr. Hornum has extensive experience in ensuring Sections 106 and 110 compliance on Federal installations. 

His projects have included large Phase I surveys at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Fort George G. Meade, Naval Surface 

Warfare Center Carderock, Naval Air Station (NAS) Oceana, Naval Security Group Activity (NSGA) Northwest, 

Naval Radio Transmitter Facility (NRTF) Driver, and Naval Weapons Station (NWS) Yorktown. Dr. Hornum also 

has managed archaeological evaluations at Aberdeen Proving Ground, NSGA Northwest, the USDA's Beltsville 

Agricultural Research Center (BARC), and Naval Air Station (NAS) Patuxent River. Dr. Hornum has guided data 

recovery excavations at Aberdeen Proving Ground, NSGA Northwest, BARC, and NAS Patuxent River. He also has 

designed interpretative exhibits for Navy installations in Virginia, West Virginia, and Puerto Rico. These exhibits 

have included panels, artifact display cases, and in one case, an interactive computer kiosk. Dr. Hornum has managed 

projects at the Petersburg and Cedar Creek Civil War battlefields. Dr. Hornum also has created Integrated Cultural 

Resources Management Plans (ICRMPs) for managing archaeological resources at various installations. 

 Dr. Hornum has considerable experience in establishing archaeological compliance for major pipeline 

projects. During the FGT Phase III expansion project, Dr. Hornum directed three archaeological evaluations of 

prehistoric sites, and served as project manager for the data recovery at Site 8LE2105. Dr. Hornum managed the 

Pennsylvania portion of the Independence Pipeline project, which included survey and archaeological evaluations of 

six sites. Dr. Hornum also served as project manager for over 50 miles of pipeline replacement (Line 1278) in eastern 

Pennsylvania, including survey, archaeological evaluations of thirteen sites, and data recovery at three sites. Dr. Hornum 

managed Phase I through III investigations for both the Eastern Market Expansion Project in Ohio, West Virginia, and 

Virginia, and the Rockies Express East Project in Ohio and Indiana. Dr. Hornum managed data recovery investigations at 

Site 46MR139 in Marshall County, West Virginia for the Appalachian Gateway Project. Dr. Hornum also managed data 

recoveries at Sites 44FR370 and 44FR372 in Franklin County, Virginia as part of the Mountain Valley Pipeline Project. 

Dr. Hornum managed the archaeological investigations for the TEMAX, TEAM 2012, and TEAM 2014 projects across 

southern Pennsylvania, the East Side Expansion Project in eastern Pennsylvania and New Jersey, the Line MB Extension 

Project in Maryland, the Leach XPress Project in Kentucky, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia, the WB XPress 

Project in Virginia and West Virginia, and the Eastern Panhandle Project in Maryland, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia.   

 Dr. Hornum also has worked with other private clients, and with state and local agencies to bring their 

projects into compliance. Among his Maryland projects were archaeological data recovery at Site 18HO284 in 

Howard County, nine evaluations at Chapman’s Landing in Charles County, and archaeological survey at the 

proposed Tanyard Cove, Beech Tree, and Willow Grove developments in Anne Arundel and Prince George’s 

counties. His Virginia and West Virginia projects include archaeological surveys at several properties for Virginia 

Natural Gas, Inc., Eastern Associated Coal Corporation, and Norfolk and Southern Railroad. In Pennsylvania, Dr. 

Hornum directed archaeological survey for Pennsylvania DOT’s proposed Kittanning Bypass, and was instrumental 

in creating an Archaeological Protection Plan for the City of Pittsburgh. 



KATHERINE E. GRANDINE, M.A.  SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER / SENIOR HISTORIAN 

 

 Ms. Katherine Grandine, Senior Project Manager/Senior Historian, received a Master of Arts degree in 

American Civilization with Emphasis on Historic Preservation in 1983 from the George Washington University, 

Washington, D.C. She has been professionally active in the field of historic preservation since 1981. Ms. Grandine 

has extensive experience in conducting historical research for a wide variety of projects and applications. Her 

project experience includes historic research for nationwide context studies and for local history, architectural 

surveys in numerous states, Historic American Buildings Survey documentation, National Register of Historic 

Places nominations, local landmark and historic district nominations, historic property mitigation documentation, 

and cultural resources planning documents.  

 Ms. Grandine is especially proud of her contributions to the development of nationwide military historic 

contexts, including the National Historic Context for Department of Defense (DoD) Installations from 1790 to 

1940, support and utility structures from 1917 to 1946, Air Force and Navy Wherry and Capehart housing, and the 

book Leading the Way: History of Air Force Civil Engineering 1907 – 2012. She has conducted numerous 

architectural surveys at military installations nationwide. She also conducted research and managed cultural 

resource investigations for 36 state parks and wildlife management areas for the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources. She has performed numerous reconnaissance-level and intensive-level architectural surveys in a variety 

of urban and rural settings in Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia, North Carolina, New Jersey, 

and at numerous DoD installations nationwide. She has conducted literature searches for Phase I archaeological 

surveys and undertaken in-depth archival research for Phase II and Phase III archaeological studies in the Mid-

Atlantic region. She has extensive experience in researching in local primary sources including land records, 

deeds, wills, inventories, and tax records to support archaeological and architectural documentation projects. She 

has managed numerous architectural survey and evaluation projects and written National Register nominations for 

individual properties and large historic districts. She has co-authored integrated cultural resources management 

plans and numerous technical reports, and provided technical support for a variety of cultural resources projects. 

She also has provided documentation assessing project impacts to historic properties to assist Section 106 reviews 

for architectural compliance with various state historic preservation offices. She has worked on pipeline projects in 

the northeast region (Pennsylvania, Maryland, and New Jersey), the southeast region (West Virginia), and the 

central region (Ohio). Projects include the Texas Eastern Market Area Expansion (TEMAX), East Side Expansion 

Project, Auburn Line Extension, Rockies Express East Project, Line 1655, and the Duke Energy/Spectra Energy 

TEAM 2014 projects, Leach Xpress, and WB Xpress. 

 


