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44RB60 - VMI Collections 

Greenstone Silicious Yellow 
Quartzite Quartz Chert Basalt Shale Jasper Total 

Bifacial Knives, ovoid 
to triangular 8 1 1 1 1 12 

Bifacial drill 1 1 

Scrapers 
resharpened corner-

notched projectile point 1 1 
large, bifacial 6 1 7 
unifacial, large, thick 1 1 
unifacial, on flake 2 2 4 

large flake chopper 1 1 

large bifacial chopper/ 
scrapers 4 4 

chipped ax 1 1 

small grooved ax, chipped 
and pecked 1 1 

grooved hoe-like implement 1 1 

large, thin flake imple
ment, hoe-like 1 1 

Rough bifaces: possible tools, 
preforms, blanks, etc. 19 2 10 3 34 

TOTAL 42 2 15 4 5 1 69 

.. 
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44Rb60 - Artifact Inventory - VMI Collections 

Greenstone Silicious 
Projectile Points Quartzite Quartz Chert Basalt Shale Total 

Eared triangular 1 1 

Potts 1 1 

untyped: small elongated 
stemmed 1 1 

untyped: stemmed, flared 
base 1 1 

untyped: expanded stem 1 1 

untyped: large bladed, 
notched-stem 2 2 

untyped: large bladed, 
corner-notched 1 1 

small Savannah River 1 1 2 

Savannah River 3 3 

Savannah River or large 
Morrow Mt variant 2 2 

Guilford 1 1 2 

Morrow Mt II 3 3 

Morrow Mt I (large) 1 1 

Stanley 1 1 2 

Kanawha-like 1 1 

Kirk stemmed 1 1 2-
Total Projectile Points 15 2 6 1 2 26 

.. 




• 

44Rb60 - VMI Collections 

Qtzt Chert Quartz 
Silicious 

Shale 
Greenstone 

Basalt Jasper 
Ferruginous 
Quartzite 

Debitage: primary and 
secondary flakes, shatters, 
core remnants, etc. 

50 12 9 4 3 1 1 

1 chunk, epidote 

2 sherds, stoneware (late 19th-20th century) 

1 burned glass bottleneck 

~ 
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Legislation 

A problem that legislative bodies have always had is that of dealing 

with issues that are new and unfamiliar to the legi slators. Archaeology 

is an ideal example of this kind of difficulty and one can p l ainly see how 

Congress has had to grapple with the inadequacies of ths legislation on 

the books. It seems now that most of the difficulties of the l aws have been 

ironed out and the system seems to work ~easonably well. 

The first law to hit the books concerning archaeology was the 

Antiquities act of 1906. This law formed the basis for subsequent legisl ation . 

It called for the prot ection of ar chaeological sites on government land 

and allowed fro fines for the destruction of sites. It also called for 

the National Park Service to control the excavation of these sites by 

issuing permits for their excavation . 

The next act of significance was the Historic Sites act of 1935. 

It called for the initiation of a National Register of historic places 

and allowed the Nati onal park Service to protect sites of National 

significance. This law also stated that sites do not necessarily have 

to be on fe~eral land to be protected . and allowed for contractual agreements 

between the National Park Service and private l andowners. 

The third significant law was the Historic Preservation act of 1966. 

It expanded the National Register to include sites of local and regional 

significance. It also established a program of matching federal funds 

to individual states for the establishment of statewide survey programs 

and preservation offices . It also provided for funds for specific projects. 

The fourth and fina l major act concerning archaeology was the 
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environmental Policy Act of 1969. This act reasserted our commitment 

to the protection of our heritage by stipulating that before any major 

federal construction may be undertaken, the impact of the construction 

must be determined by qualified ar chaeologists . 

Since the 1969 s tatement, several other laws have been passed to 

clarify the policies of the previously ment ioned four. One of these 

worth mentioning is the Moss-Bennett act of 1974; which states that up 

to 1% of the budget for a federal project may be spent for the environmental 

impact study. Today, this is the major source of funding of survey archaeology. 

Many companies have recently come into existance to take advantage of the 

money available. 

Another significant source of funding up until r ecently was the 

program set up by the His toric Preservation act of 1966. Thi s act allowed 

f or matching funds for sta~ preservation programs and offices. These 

funds were to be used for the excavation and explora tion of sites e ligible 

for the National Register. '. Also, the following guidelines were gi ven for 

National Register eligibi lity: 

l)sites associated with historically s i gnif i cant persons or events 

2)s i tes that exhibit distinctive charecteristics of workmanship 
or desi gn 

3)sites that have or will yield important i nformation about our 
his t ory. 

After a site has been placed on the National Register it cannot 

be r emoved . If we decide to continue study of any site on the trail, 

we can not rely on any outside funding. 
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The Area 

The area for my excavation is a relatively small rectangular 

field that is bisected by the "Chessi e" trail. The a r ea is approximately 

three miles eas t of Lexington on s tate Rt. 703. The field is bounded by 

South River to the wes t, Rt . 680 to t he south, and Rt. 703 to the north 

and east. The f i eld is approximately 650'x900 1 and can be divided into 

several dis tinct zones or strata . (See Map I). These strata are: 

f loodp lain -- 170,000 sq. ft. 
secondary terrace 270 ,000 sq , f t. 
natural drai nage channel 72 ,000 sq. ft. 
the ··chessie t r ail - - 48,000 sq . ft. 
prehis t oric site (44Rb0060 ) 18,000 s q . ft. 

The two heavily disturbed area s ( t he drainage channel and the trail 

itself) were not examined furthe r than a surface sear ch in order to l ocate 

any s tructures . According to Mr . Huf fman , the drainage channel does 

flood on a seasona l basis and it was decided t hat any s ites in the area 

would be totally ruined. 
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Methodology 

The first order of buisness in the actual field work was a t honmgh 

search of the entire area . Its purpose was two-fold . First, it allowed 

me to become very familiar with the general layout of the field and it also 

gave me the opportunity to identify any existing stuuctures or features 

worthy of investigation. The only stnucture on the property is a trestle 

wh ich remains from the crossing of the railroad over the drainage channel. 

This indicates that the channel was in existance before the railroad was 

constructed. 

The r e is a large amount of garbage (ie. refrigerators,stoves, and 

wood) strewn along the edge of the trail that was clepO$itedy · accqrding 

to Mr. Huffman, during the 1969 flood. This had to be t aken int o 

account when the actual excavation was done because tremendous amounts of 

soil can be moved in a flood . and .artifacts could easily be carried i nto 

an area where there i s actually no site. 

The next step of the survey is to s ketch a map of the a rea in 

order to determine the exact sizes of the strata. Then, using this map , 

one can formulate a plan of shovel cuts and test pits that will g ive 

thorough but unbiased coverage of the entire area.(see map II) The shovel 

cut lines were done at 25 foot intervals and were located in order to 

bisect each of the three strata perpendicularly. The shovel cuts were 

instrumental in determining the si ze of the site Rb 60 . . 

A numbered grid system was then imposed over the map of the area 

and one meter squares wer e chosen at random using a computer. I t was 
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decided that seven, one meter squares could be excavated in the time 

allowed, The test pits were distributed as follows : 2 in t he f1oodplain, 

2 in the secondary terrace, and 3 in the s ite itself . I decided that it 

would be more profitable to d~vate more time to the known site than to 

the other areas because the shovel cuts had indicated that there was very 

little chance of finding another site in the fili@Qdplain or secondary terrace. 

The seven test pits were located using a Brunton compass. The soil 

of the test pits was carefully removed using a trowel and mattock .until 

the soil became sterile or no longer showed any signs of human dis turbance. 

Any a rtifacts found were bagged and the depth of the artifacts was recorded 

using the layer in which it was found. All of the artifacts wer e cleaned 

and identified in ·the lab. 

After all of the field work was completed, a final map of the area 

was drawn using a transit to accura tely locate all of the important features 

on the map. (MAP I) 
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Conclusions 

The most important result of this survey is probably the definition 

of the exact size of the site Rb60 (within 25 feet). The shovel cut 

lines allowed me to determine that the site is 150'x75'. Unfortunately, 

no artifacts were found that would give an indication of the cultural 

aff i liation but the ar t ifacts found when the original survey was performed 

i nd icated that the site is probably a midLlate archaic transient camp 

or base camp. 

A. question that arises when considering the depth of the 

artifacts found in the site . All of the artifacts were found from 8" to 

14" in depth ,in the plowzone . There were plowmarks in t he sterile clay 

below the 14" depth indicating that t he artifacts have been plowed; up . 

What W'ould explain the fact that a ll the ar tifacts were in the bottom 6" 

of the plowzone? One possible explanation is that the top 8" of soil was 

deposited by flooding after the cultivation of the field was stopped . 

According to the l andowner Mr . Huffman, the land was plowed until 1979. 

There has not been any significant f looding since 1979 to account for the 

large soil deposit. Also, if 8 inches of soil was deposited, it seems 

unreasonable that prior to the deposition there was onl y 6 inches of 

topsoil. The other possible explanation of the artifact distribution 

is that the artifacts have set tled in t he soil. One would not expect 

there to be much (if any) settling of this type. 

If this type of settling of artifacts has occured, then it must 

have occured in the last 3 years (since the soil was cultivated up unt il 

3 years ago). This seems to me to be an incredible amount of vertical 

movement for the artifacts. It a l so may be necessary to apply this new 

insight to sites that have ! already be excavated. 
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Another interesting observation is the effect that the trail has 

upon the area surrounding the trail. The trail, when constructed, was 

build up about 4 - 6 feet and makes a formidable barrier for flooding. 

The difference in soil t exture between the shovel cuts on opposite s i des 

of the trail ( shove l cut line 2) indicates this effect. Although this 

affect is readily apparent, no further conclusions about it can be drawn 

from this survey other than simply that the trail has significantly affec ted 

the flood patterns in this area. 

One final note: Under us ual :i circums tances this type of survey is 

done before major federally funded construction. If this were the case, 

one would probably recommend continued study and a Phase II survey of the 

site before construction could begin. Since there is no immediate threat 

of destruction of the site, then there is no intermediate need to continue 

work here . 
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