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ABSTRACT

During a period beginning in April 1991 an approximately 62 acre of
the Mark Center properties has been under investigation by International
Archaeological Consutlatants. The surveyed property is not currently
scheduled for development and the archaeological survey of the area has
been undertaken as a result of the owner's progressive outlook towards
identifying Alexandria's cultural resources (Figure 1).

The area was systematically investigated in close cooperation with
Alexandria Archaeology and included all phases of archaeological study as
appropriate. It is located along I-395 Shirley Highway and bounded on the
north by Seminarey Road and on the west by Beauregard Street (Figure 2).

A methodology to carefully investigate the area was developed and
approved from discussions with Alexandria Archaeology. The topography of
the survey area consisted of a series of gravel terraces that were bisected by
drainages with associated slopes. Shovel testing of the terrace area was
undertaken on a 50 foot grid pattern. A total of 437 shovel tests were
excavated during the first phase of the investigation and artifacts were
recovered from 33 tests. Intersite shovel tests on a 25 foot grid pattern around
these tests showed the prcezace of two archaeological sites; a prehistoric lithic
scatter and a late i5ui-mid 19th century historic site. '

A phase two investigation of both sites was undertaken with the
prehistoric site producing very few artifacts and no intact cultural features.

The phase two investigation of the historic period Terrace I Site
(44AX162) included the excavation of 11 test units and the investigation of
three dirt piles that were the result of trail maintenance. The location of
these test units were placed in an area of poisin ivy and green brier that
indicated previous disturbance or occupation of the area and indicated the
limits of the site. Results of the test units refined the area of occupation and
an intensive surface collection and metal detecting methodology clearly
defined the area of a small structure.

A phase three mitigation of the structure was undertaken with a total
of 42 units excavated to define the remains of a small structure. The cabin
was constructed in two phases with the earliest portion dating from circa 1800
with a later addition constructed perhaps in the second quarter of the 19th
century. It was destroyed by fire and abandoned by approximately 1870. The
artifactual remains, including abundant teawares, indicate that the occupants
lived at a low to middling socio-economic status. It is possible that this was
the home of a tenant or possibly slaves associated with the owner of the
property during this period, George Hunter Terrett.

The area showed a sparsely occupied area in the rural western side of
Alexandria that persisted from the earliest colonial period well into the 19th
century. : ]
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. Figure 2 Map showing survey area in western portion of the City of
‘ Alexandria.
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INTRODUCTION

Over a three year period an area of land located within Mark Center in
western Alexandria was under investigation. Although the property was not
currently scheduled for development, the archaeological survey was
undertaken to identify any cultural resources that may be present. This
progressive planning has allowed the archaeology to progress without the
usual time constraints and has offered a unique opportunity to study the
entire area as a whole. The entire investigative process was closely and
regularly coordinated with Alexandria Archaeology, with frequent visits and
discussions as each phase of the project was completed or a new phase was to
commence.

The text provides a prehistoric and historic context, then focuses on the.
survey area. This focus is combined with the archaeological data that was
recovered and interpretations and analyze are presented. As a portion of the
text, a section with management plans and recommendations has been
included. The appendices that are included with the text include those
requirements specified by Alexandria Archaeology including artifact catalog,
personnel and consultants resumes, communications and related
documentation. The Public Summary has also been included as an
appendices so that the interested individual can be informed without the
voluminous amount of detail presented within the text.

The reported prehistoric context represents the most up to date
information available on the prehistory of the Alexandria and Fairfax County
areas. It also includes drawings of projectile points and the area specific or
local variants of better known point typologies. A short section on any
uniqueness of prehistoric finds in the area is presented to form an area
specific context for artifactual materials that were anticipated to be
encountered.

The methodologies that were used in all phases of the investigation
and how they were derived is presented. Several unique applications were
implemented during the investigation with the help and consultation of
Alexandria Archaeology. Many of these are represented in the
communications that are included in Appendix C-Relevant
Communications. The methods are explained and illustrated in these
communications for those readers who will be reviewing this document and
its results in the future. All methodologies were prepared in connection with
discussions with Alexandria Archaeology and all methodologies were
approved before implementation. -

The investigation proceeded over a period of several years and for the
purposes of grouping sites and methodologies the standard phases of
archaeological investigation have been incorporated into the report. It will be
seen that the quantity of cultural material throughout the survey area was
sparse. Any prehistoric occupation within the area will likely be limited to
those areas outside the survey area that are more suitable for habitation. The
historic occupation of the area was likewise extremely limited primarily as a
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result of the abundant steep slopes, extremely poor soils and its isolated
location between several business hubs.

One prehistoric lithic scatter was located and tested on Terrace 2B and
no intact features and very few artifacts were recovered. Alexandria
Archaeology reviewed the site and the findings and concluded that further
testing was not recommended.

The one site that required all three phases of investigation was the
Terrace 1 Site (44AX162). This site consisting of a historic dwelling with two
episodes of construction, was occupied primarily during the first two quarters
of the 19th century until it was destroyed by fire. The structure is believed to
have been a maximum of 12 x 24 feet (288 sq. ft.). A total of 42 units (378 sq.
ft.) were excavated during the final mitigation of the site.

The analysis of the materials recovered and the features encountered
on the Terrace 1 Site indicated that the structure was constructed in a manner
suggesting limited resources. The material assemblage that was recovered
suggests that the occupants lived at a low to middling economic level with
limited material possessmns of varymg qualities. Personal remains such as
buttons, tobacco pipes and ceramics in conjunction with the faunal analysis
suggests a small family unit of unknown ethnicity.

Historical records for the property show that the structure or cabin
remained within the Terrett family, a landed family of prominence and
stature, throughout its existence in the first half of the 19th century. The
structure on the Terrace 1 Site is located on property which was inherited by
three heirs of George Hunter Terrett. The 1853 records of the division of the
properties after the landowner George Hunter Terretts death shows that his
1,172 acres was divided among his 12 heirs. The structure was destroyed by
fire very near this time and its occupants are unknown. Each parcel of land
and his 22 slaves were divided with an average of two slaves to each heir.
The three heirs received six slaves as their part of the division of property.
Whether any of these slaves occupied the structure or that it may have been
occupied by a tenant cannot be determined.



PREHISTORIC CONTEXT

Introduction

This chapter reviews the survey areas prehistoric context. The basic
approach taken here follows that of Fairfax County (Johnson 1986) but with
some revisions to reflect a focus on Alexandria. This chronology also
emphasizes the Coastal Plain, in which Alexandria is located. Other areas are
discussed as needed. The overall conceptual perspective is an
env1ronmental-ecolog1cal one as is typical of prehistoric archeology in the
Middle Atlantic region. This chapter begins with an overview of the climatic
and environmental changes during the last 10,000 years. This is followed by
sections on the various cultural periods. The Contact period, even though it
is a brief 100 years, is given greater coverage because more is known or
speculated about it.

Several published overviews can be found that cover the topics
presented here. Schmitt (1952) wrote the first thorough overview for the
region. The Archaeological Society of Virginia has recently published a four
volume set on Virginia prehistory (Reinhart and Hodges 1990, 1991, 1992;
Wittkofski and Reinhart 1989). Potter has a book in press covering the rise of
the tribes and chiefdoms of the Potomac valley. Stephenson's (Stephenson,
Ferguson, and Ferguson 1963) classic report contains most of the useful

~artifact descriptions used by local practitioners. Gardner (1986) and
Humphrey and Chambers (1985) have written popular accounts of the area's
prehistory. All of these are useful resources. The presentation given here is a
little different in that the usual Paleo-Archaic-Woodland period format is not
used; reasons for this are given in a later section. Overall, though, the
information contained here is not inconsistent with what has already been
reported elsewhere.

Ecological Overview

General Physical Setting

The project is situated along the boundary between the Piedmont
Uplands and Coastal Plain physiographic provinces. This boundary also
coincides with the approximate boundary between the tidal and fresh water
Potomac River. As a consequence, the river offered any prehistoric
inhabitants relatively easy access to the diverse resources of two dramatically
different physiographic zones and of two distinctly different types of riverine
habitats: an entrenched fresh water river and a broad, shallow estuary. Not
only were the diverse zones attractive to prehistoric hunter-gatherers, but



also the boundary itself offers unique opportunities for subsistence and
historic cultural and economic interaction.

Figure 3 depicts the general northeast-southwest orientation of the
physiography and the Fall Line. The eastern most province contains
unconsolidated sediments of the Atlantic Coastal Plain, which consist of silt,
sand, gravel, and clay. The gravel has been found to contain important
quantities of quartz and quartzite which could have been used by prehistoric
peoples (Johnson 1979). The naturally occurring gravels have also been, and
are currently being, quarried for concrete and other historic uses. These
deposits overlay Piedmont bedrock in a wedge-shaped formation which
gradually thickens toward the southeast (Johnston 1964:6,9). The topography
is generally flat with deeply cut stream valleys dissecting the uplands in the
west and gradually broadening toward the east and south.

The Piedmont Uplands, which is a 15-20 mile wide band of highly
metamorphosed bedrock containing quantities of quartz and soapstone,
useful for both prehistoric and historic inhabitants, forms the "backbone" of
Fairfax County, west of Alexandria. This province is underlain by resistant
bedrock and is characterized by a higher topographic relief and elevation than
in the Coastal Plain. In a few areas, such as Tysons Corner, there are residual
Coastal Plain deposits mixed with Bryn Mawr gravel, which provide stream
cobbles to the small easterly flowing streams (Drake and Froelich 1977). These
streams include Pimmit Run which empties into the Potomac below Little
Falls (Potomac Fall Line), Four Mile Run which empties into the Potomac
south of National Airport, and Holmes Run which empties into the Potomac
as Hunting Creek on the southern boundary of Alexandria. These interior
cobble sources would have been important to prehistoric occupants of the
Piedmont-Coastal Plain boundary.

The diverse physiography appears to have an impact on climate,
producing a noticeable contrast between that of, for example, the area of the
Potomac above Great Falls and the area of Mason Neck at the mouth of the
Occoquan River. As an illustration, annual rainfall in the former area
averages about two inches more that it does in the latter area, and, the
average annual temperature is about three degrees cooler in the north
(Parsons, et al 1977:11-1, 1I-2). This distance is only slightly over 20 miles.

The Piedmont Uplands portions of the Potomac River above and for
about seven miles below the Fall Line at Little Falls is characterized by a
relatively deeply entrenched river with only minor terracing along its
southern (Virginia) bank. Terraces, generally small, occur mostly at the
mouths of the many small tributaries entering the river. Steep, rocky bluffs
and narrow alluvial and colluvial terraces generally characterize the
shoreline from Great Falls to Spout Run at Rosslyn. Great Falls and, to a
lesser extent, Little Falls provide natural barriers to waterborne transportation
and commerce into the interior.

The upper tidewater estuary of the Potomac, bordering Arlington,
Alexandria and Fairfax County, offers a very different picture. Current
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estimates are that it was not until about 7000 years ago that the present Fall
Line was established (Gardner 1980:3). Prior to that time the Fall Line would
have been further downstream. Probably a significant terrace system would
have existed in the presently submerged tidal areas along the current Potomac
channel below Washington, D. C. The archaeological implications for this
will be discussed later. Ecologically, such conditions would have created
wetland resources different than those present today. They may have been
similar to those along the present Piedmont Potomac. Current conditions
probably took several thousand years more to be achieved. The presence of a
nearly exclusive Savannah River-Homes cultural episode followed by later
habitation sites along the current shoreline indicate that relative
environmental stability may not have been achieved until approximately
4500 B.P. (B.P.= "years before present”). This is consistent with the climatic
picture provided by Delcourt and Delcourt (1981) as discussed below.

Climatic Setting

Three main sources have been consulted for climatological
information (Table 1). These are Delcourt and Delcourt's (1981) overview. for
the Eastern United States, Carbone's (1976) study of the Shenandoah Valley
and Dent's (1979) study of the Upper Delaware Valley. Delcourt and Delcourt
(1981) are used for a broad context. Although neither Carbone (1976) or Dent
(1979) really represent prehistoric conditions for Alexandria, the Shenandoah
Valley study -- because it is closer--is useful for estimating climatic changes
and their resultant effects on cultural and biotic communities in this area.
Dent's work is presented because it shows a more northern, or cooler climate,
than the Shenandoah Valley. This can be used as a contrast to help estimate
conditions in Northern Virginia.

Table 1 shows the Paleo-climatic episodes hypothesized by Dent and
Carbone within the overall framework provided by Delcourt and Delcourt .
(1981:138). Delcourt and Delcourt's (1981:148-152) vegetation maps and
analysis, which provide the foundation for their climatic reconstruction,
place the Northern Virginia area within a jackpine-spruce forest zone by
14,000 B.P., a mixed conifer-northern hardwoods zone by 10,000 B.P., a
boundary zone between oak-chestnut and oak-hickory-southern pine by 5000
B.P., and oak-hickory-southern pine and oak-chestnut boundary at 200 B.P.
The most difficult part of this model for archaeologists to come to a consensus
on is the period 14,000-10,000 B.P. when the biological communities were
increasingly coming under severe stress due to accelerating climatic change.
Butzer's (1971:144) often cited warning that there may well be no modern
analogue for Late Glacial environments needs to be considered; prehistoric
environments may have been much more varied and richer than the
modern northern latitude counterparts are because of the effects of lower
latitude solar radiation.



Table 1. Paleo-Environmental Chronology for the Middle Atlantic Region (years Before Present).

Eastern North American

Dates of possible

- Overview Upper Shenandoah environmental stress
(Delcourt & Delcourt 1981:138) Delaware Valley Valley (Carbone 1976:200)
' (Dent 1979: (Carbone 1976:
Dates (BP) Period Episode . 212-225) 181) Transition Years
16,500-12,500 Late Glacial interval Tundra 15,000-13,000 --
 late Glacial -- -10,030

12,500-8,000 Early-Holocene interval-

8,000-4,000 Mid-Holocene interval-

4,000-0 Late-Holocene interval-

Pre-Boreal

Boreal

Atlantic

Sub-boreal

(Modern)
Sub-Atlantic

Scandic/
Neo-Atlantic

. Pacific

13,000-10,680
10,680-9,211

9,211-4,610
4,610-2,000

2,000-present

10,030-9, 300
9,300-8,490 Boreal/Atlantic 9,135-8,700

8,490-5,000 Atlantic TI/III 7,000
.5,060-2,760 Sub-boreal/ 3,000-2,600
Sub-Atlantic .

2,760-1,680 Sub-Atlantic/ 1,740-1,305
B Scandic

1,680-850 Neo-Atlantic 850

Pacific

850-present



Regarding the regional climatic conditions as defined by Carbone (1976)
and Dent (1979), note that the dates for the pre-Atlantic episode for the Upper
Delaware appear to be at least 500 years older than those hypothesized for the
Shenandoah, and, the post-Atlantic dates are about 500 to 700 years later. This
is important because it means that significant differences in plant and animal
resources can exist between two similar areas separated by a relatively short
distance (250 miles). At any one time these differences could have had
significantly different effects on prehistoric cultural adaptation in the two
areas.

Two changes in Carbone's climatic sequence have been made here.
The Pre-Boreal and boreal episodes have been combined into a Pre-

Boreal /Boreal episode. This was done because the two episodes represent a
relatively rapid period of climatic change (Figure 4), which, for the purpose of
studying cultural adaptation, is best looked upon as a single unit. The second
change has been to combine the latest three episodes (Sub-Atlantic,
Scandic/Neo-Atlantic, and Pacific) into a Modern Episode. This was done for
convenience and with the understanding that minor fluctuations have
occurred. These fluctuations appear not to have altered the overall climatic
trend. Their impacts on specific cultural trends, though, may have been more
important and these will be discussed within the particular cultural periods
described later. The use of a Modern climatic episode is acceptable because it
is consistent with Dent's (1979:222) chronology and that offered by Gardner
(1980:4) for Fairfax County, which should be applicable to Alexandria.

Spe‘cific Site Setting

The project area lies along the Piedmont-Coastal Plain boundary.
Coastal Plain sediments dominate the landscape except in the deepest stream
channels where the stream has, in places, has eroded the soil to the
underlying bedrock. Since the Piedmont portions of the project area have
been scoured by stream action, they are not relevant to the discussion of
impact on potential heritage resources. The Piedmont bedrock adjacent to
this part of the Coastal Plain is gneiss which, though it has been historically
mined for road and building material, appears to have had no prehistoric
exploitation within the project area.

The sediments of the Inner Coastal Plain contain large amounts of
useful cobbles and gravel. These gravel consist mostly of very hard quartz,
quartzite, and chert. Prehistoric populations exploited these cobbles
throughout the Inner Coastal Plain of Northern Virginia. Of particular note
are the prehistoric sites around Mt. Vernon Springs (Johnson 1979),
prehistoric cobble exploitation in Mason District Park, which is three miles to
the west (Sorensen 1978), the Elliott Site (Reed 1991), and prehistoric cobble
exploitation in a tributary of Holmes Run less than a mile to the southwest
(Johnson 1992: personal communication). Therefore, it is possible that
similar activity would be evident in the project area, although no evidence
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was found to support that possibility. Historic gravel quarrying does not
appear to have occurred on the project area.

For many years there has been a tendency to write off upland terraces
in the Coastal Plain as having little potential for deeply buried or stratified
cultural material. However, several new sites located within the last five
years--the Higgins Site (Ebright 1989) and the Upper Wolftrap Complex
(Moore 1990a, 1992) -- have suggested that geological and/or climatological
processes have buried upland sites in the Inner Coastal Plain. The stratified
components of these sites have generally occurred within two feet of the
surface. The soils of this project area , as well as the Stone Tract, contain
coarse cobble deposits within inches of the surface and there is considered to
be almost no possibility of, deeply buried archaeological deposits. These
coarse cobble deposits have not been present on the Higgins and Wolf Trap
sites.

Prehistoric Cultural _Overview

Introduction

Regarding a cultural framework (model) to use in organizing
prehistoric archaeological data in Northern Virginia, the traditional
Paleoindian-Archaic-Woodland (PAW) trinity and associated Early-Middle-

- Late subsets will not be used here. They are included as reference points for
those unfamiliar with the Fairfax County model, which is being used (Table 2
and 3). :

Although the PAW model is a generally acceptable device for
communication between regional archaeologists, not all researchers depend
on it (e.g., Custer 1984:30; Gardner 1989:6; and Johnson 1981:Table 2, 1986:8,
1992:Table 1). The PAW model was initially designed to reflect different
patterns of culture and human behavior. However, its principal basis is in
artifact typologies which are used as temporal markers. This gives the model
a temporal not cultural connotation. Which is considered a severely
retarding factor in understanding more general and complex cultural
processes and traits.

Specific rationales for the cultural periods defined in Tables 1 and 2 are
contained in the Cultural Setting section that follows. The column headings
"Cultural Period" and "Subsistence (emphasis)” in Table 2 are adapted from
Binford (1982). "Paleoindian I" and "II" are derived from Gardner (1989:6).
The remaining adaptations regarding the Early Agriculturalist period and the
Early European Settlement period come from Johnson (1986:8; 1992:Table 1).
Terms like First Virginians, Hunter-Gatherer, Early Agriculturalist and Early
European Settlement are clearer to the general public and passing students.
And they are more accurate terms for describing what was going on.

In reviewing possible alternatives, it was decided that a framework for

a cultural model should reflect broad patterns of culture. Hopefully this
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Table 2. Hypothetical Native American Cultural Overview for the Middle Atlantic
Region (as of November 1992).

I1

I1I

Iv

VI

Cultural Period

Paleoindian I or
First Virginians
( -7,410 8.C.)

(Paleoindian II
("Early Archaic")
(7,540-6,010 B.C.)

Hunter-Gatherer 1
("Middle Archaic")
(5,860-3,100 B.C.)

Hunter-Gatherer I1
("Late Archaic" and

Subsistence (emphasis)

Diagnostic artifacts

Foraging (hunting-
possible big game
emphasis)

Foraging

Foraging

Collecting

"Early and Middle Woodland")

(2,750 B.C.-800 A.D.)

Early Agriculturalist

("Late Woodland")
800-1,607 A.D.

European Invasion
("Contact")
(1,607-1,750 A.D.)

Collecting/Producing

Collecting/Producing
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Clovis/Mid-Paleo points
Dalton points
Hardaway points

Palmer/Kirk points
Kirk stemmed points
Bifurcate points

Stanley points

Lobate points

Morrow Mtn/Stark points
Guilford points

‘Halifax points

Savannah River points
(Holmes/Bare Island points)

Susquehanna points

Calvert points

Rossville/Piscataway points

Fox Creek points

Triangular points

Soapstone bowls

Bushnell/Marcey Creek pottery

Selden Island pottery

Accokeek pottery

Popes Creek pottery

Mockley pottery

Small Triangular points
Shepard pottery
Rappahannock/Townsend pottery
Potomac Creek pottery

Triangular points

Rappahannock/Townsend pottery

Potomac Creek pottery

Cottage ware ("Colono")
pottery

European trade goods

Bifacial gunflints



Table 3. Current Cultural Chronology for Northern Virginia Prehistory (as of November

Palmer/Kirk (corner/sidenotched point)

Lobate indented base point (sidenotched)
Morrow Mountain (contracting stem point)

Rossville/Piscataway (lanceolate point)

Dates (from Gleach 1985*)

9,100-7,600 B.C. (Northeast dates)

8,250-7,180 B.C. (Missouri dates)
7,410 B.C.(?)

7,540-6,200 B.C.

7,190-6,635 B.C. (New York dates)

6,870-6,010 B.C. (inc1. St.Albans,

Lecroy and Kanawha)

5,860-5,440 B.C.
Re]at1ve dating only (Moore 1990)
5,300-4,500 B.C.
ca. 4, 000 B.C. (Justice 1987:141)
3,100-3,900 B.C.

2,750-1,630 B.C.

2,155-1,850 B.C. (vVa. & Pa. dates)

1,785-855 B.C. (Pa. & New England
dates)

1,160-1,070 B.C. (Virginia dates)

relative dating only

480 B.C.-270 A.D.(Northeast dates)

340-410 A.D.

335-1,690 A.D.

335-1,690 A.D.
1,610-1,750 A.D. (estimate)

1,607-1,750 A.D. (estimate)
1,610-1,750 A.D. (estimate)

Diagnostic Pottery Types (From Egloff and Potter 1982)

Bushnell/ Marcey Creek (soapstone temper)

Shepard (crushed quartz/sandstone temper)

1992)
Perijod Diagnostic Point Types
I Clovis/Mid-Paleo (fluted point)
Dalton (fluted point)
Hardaway (notched fluted point)
I1
Kirk (stemmed point).
Bifurcate (notched stem point)
111 Stanly/Neville (stemmed point) _
Guilford (lanceolate point)
Halifax (corner/sidenotched point)
IV Savannah River (stemmed point)
Holmes/Bare Island (stemmed point)
Susquehanna Broad (broad corner
notched point)
Calvert (stemmed point)
Vernon (corner notched points)
Fox Creek/stemmed/lanceolate point)
Triangle (triangular point)
v Triangle (small triangular point)
Vi Triangle (small triangular point)
Iron/Glass points (triangular)
Gunflints (bifacial)
Iv
Selden Island (soapstone temper)
Accokeek (sand/grit temper)
Popes Creek (sand temper)
Mockley (shell temper)
vV
Rappahannock/Townsend (shell temper)
Potomac Creek (sand temper)
Moyaone (grit temper)
VI

Cottage ware (sand, grit, and no temper)

*0ldest and latest dates de1etedL
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1,300-800 B.C.

900 B.C.
800-300 B.C.
500-8.C.-200 A.D.
200-900 A.D.

900-1,400 A.D. (Curry &
Kavanagh 1990:20)
945-1,590 A.D.
1,300-Pre-1,700 A.D.
1,310-1,460 A.D. (Waselkov
1982:258)

1,607-Pre-1,750 A.D.



would make the model more stable. It is recognized that cultural changes are
not isolated and that environmental change is an important variable
influencing culture. As a result of this, and the low quantity and quality of
cultural data available, a great deal of emphasis has been devoted to
reconstructing the natural environment. As the local data base of
archaeological sites grows in quantity and quality, the balance between
environmental and cultural variables used in this model can become more
balanced.

Since culture is not only reflected in relatlvely static patterns, but also
in dynamic processes, other, more reliable chronological frameworks also are
needed to help order changes in the archaeological record. One such backdrop
for cultural process can be climatic episodes (Table 1) which have been
developed by Carbone (1976) for the region. These are discussed in
conjunction with the cultural periods that follow.

Table 2 represents two aspects of the model: one for diagnostic types
and the other for subsistence emphasis. Note that the PAW model has been
included as a reference point. The diagnostic aspect not only reflects artifact
changes but also represents changes in other cultural patterns. Such a
typology is essential because stone artifacts and ceramics are by far the most
common diagnostic prehistoric remains. They provide a chronology. As
cultural markers they have inherent weaknesses. The point and ceramic
typologies also only represent a portion of the potential diagnostic types that
may be observed in Northern Virginia, and, in some cases, the types
presented are neither clearly defined nor strongly represented in the region.
In those poorly represented cases, the types may represent a distant culture
contact that had only a limited influence on cultural patterns in this area. If
that is the case, it is possible that unidentified types represent cultural phases
that were more active in Northern Virginia and have not yet been temporally
placed.

The subsistence aspect of the model is an attempt to go beyond artifacts
and use the available data to offer hypotheses about cultural patterns. It is
based on reviews of the works of many other archaeologists and a
preliminary assessment of site distributions in Fairfax County, which should
be applicable to Alexandria.

First Virginians or Paleoindian | (9500 - 7410 B.C.)

This period represents the earliest known human activity in the
Middle Atlantic region (Johnson 1985). Its beginning dates are not known,
but the major thrust, as represented in stone tools, appears to have begun
around 9500 B.C., near the end of the Late Glacial climatic episode. Stone
tools tended to be made from very high quality stone with what appears to
have been a gradual shift to more local stone sources. Dated sites from this
early period are rare, but the region has produced numerous stone artifacts
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which are the diagnostic markers for the people who may have been the first
Americans as well as the first Virginians.

The people who made these tools entered a region in which the
climate did not resemble the one in which we live today. The general
environment was also significantly different, as the term "Late Glacial
Episode" indicates. The most outstanding feature was the Wisconsin polar
ice cap, which, during its maximum southern extent (Full Glacial Episode),
reached down to and covered Northern Pennsylvania (Figure 5). Although a
warming trend was underway by the time the first Paleoindians arrived, the
retreating glacier remained close enough to profoundly influence the regional
and local environment. As shown in Table 1 and Figure 4, the climate
appears to have been cooler and wetter overall, especially in the summer.
Winter snow should have been greater and lasted longer than it does today.
The resultant increase in surface moisture probably was greatly magnified by a
greater percentage of cloud cover which would have reduced solar induced
evaporation (Gardner 1983:Personal Communication).

The varied topography of the region (mountains, piedmont, and
coastal plain) could have produced a wide range of ecological habitats, ranging
from tundra conditions at higher elevations in the Appalachian Plateau and
Blue Ridge, through spruce-pine parkland and closed boreal forest in the
mountain valleys and piedmont, to a mixed spruce-pine-deciduous forest in
the Atlantic Coastal Plain. With such floral diversity found within a linear
distance of less than 200 miles, it is likely that a wide range of animals were
also present. This variety could have included such species as caribou, nearer
the mountainous areas, moose, mastodon, bison, elk and large bear near the
edges of the more closed forest areas, and mastodon, deer and bear in the
mixed conifer-deciduous forests. Many paleo-environmentalists feel that the
regional environment was a mosaic of habitats with local diversity being the
rule (Gardner 1980:8; Whitehead 1973:638). It also has been proposed that this
environment, although similar to that found in Canada and Northern New
England today, but actually has no modern analogue and it may have been
much richer then than paleo-environmentalists can reconstruct (Butzer
1971:144).

Archaeologists differ on whether the first stone tool-making people in
the region were "big game hunters" or "general foragers,” who hunted small
game and gathered wild plant and aquatic resources in a more daily cycle
(Binford 1980:9). Considering the diversity and richness of the environment
it is likely that they were both, depending on the time of year and social
organizations of the groups. For example, caribou may have been a seasonal
resource in parts of the region or may have been acquired during seasonal
moves out of the area. _

Furthermore, organization of the bands may have divided labor along
sex and age lines, with women and elderly people foraging while adult males
hunted larger animals.

While it appears that the environmental changes were being pushed by
a rapidly moderating climate (Figure 4) and an increase in southern plant and
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animal species at the expense of northern species, cultural changes are more
difficult to define. Changes may have been more rapid in the southern part
of the region than in the north, where, because of a lingering cold climate, the
older lifeways could have remained viable for a longer period of time. By the
end of the period, the temporally sensitive artifacts, like points (probably
spear points), evolved in the south into something almost totally different
than what were being used at the beginning of the period. This evolutionary
sequence is not well represented in the north where the original forms seem
to have persisted for a longer period of time. Hypothetlcally these changes,
which, as a note of caution, are reflected only in hunting-related artifacts,
were the result of adaptations to a changing environment. Since very little is
known about the culture of these people, archaeologists cannot go much
beyond subsistence and group size related hypotheses.

The Late Glacial climatic episode is also the time of earliest known
human activity in Northern Virginia. It is possible that biological conditions
in the area at that time would have been similar to those postulated for the
lower elevations of the Shenandoah Valley. This could have involved

a mixed conifer-deciduous forest on the valley floor and
foothills, boggy areas around . . . lower floodplam situations, and
mixed deciduous gallery forests along the rivers, possibly
composed of oak/hornbeam (Carbone 1976:185).

The actual floral mix for Northern Virginia piedmont may have been a
cross between the above conditions and that which would have existed in the
Coastal Plain, which should have had a slightly milder climate. This could
have involved a conifer-dominated forest with significant deciduous
elements being present, probably in more sheltered areas. Open grasslands
and/or meadows also could have been present (Gardner 1980:4).

Gardner (1980:3) also hypothesizes that the Culpeper Basin, which is in
Loudoun, western Fairfax and Prince William Counties, may have been
wetter and more poorly drained. The soil and bedrock conditions there, plus
climatic conditions favorable to high surface moisture, would tend to support
that contention. The stream flow and water table conditions in the Piedmont
and Coastal Plain should have been high as well. Erosion of the less stable
" Coastal Plain and Tysons Corner sediments should have been more excessive
than in the Piedmont.

Such a wet, highly diversified environment could have supported a
varied fauna. Within Northern Virginia it is likely that moose, elk, deer,
bison, and mastodon were available to hunters, and, a wide range of small
fish, game and plant resources were available to general foragers. The
regional diversity also would have made it possible to travel a relatively short
distance to the mountains in the west to hunt carlbou and other animals
adapted to tundra edge conditions.

Tables 2 and 3 represent the best available cultural chronology for
Northern Virginia. They reflect the temporally sensitive artifact changes
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(point sequence) that characterize the archaeological record for the southern
part of the region. Figures 6, 7, 8 and 9 depict examples of each point as found
either in the Northern Virginia area or a short distance away. The following
discussion is keyed to the chronological sequence in Table 2.

The four styles depicted in figures 6 through 9 represent time markers,
or diagnostics, for the evolution of points. They do not necessarily reflect
corresponding changes in other aspects of culture, although the evidence
does indicate that changes were, in fact, occurring. For example, one Dalton
and only two Hardaway points have been reported from Northern Virginia,
east of the Blue Ridge. The earlier Clovis and Mid-Paleo points are more
common, but still relatively rare. The virtual absence of Dalton and
Hardaway points may indicate that the county was largely deserted after the
Mid-Paleo phase, as the open areas were replaced by a less productive spruce-
pine forest.

This is not the only possible explanation for this difference.
Preservation factors may contribute to archaeologist's poor knowledge about
the Paleoindian I period. Post-Glacial sea level rise, the damming of the
Occoquan River, and sedimentation and scouring in the Potomac River
piedmont may have obscured or destroyed many of the remains. During the
Late Glacial climatic episode sea level was some 300 feet lower than it is today
(Hardaway and Anderson 1980:1). As a result, present tidal estuaries outside
the main channel of the Potomac River would have been available for
habitation. These areas now are largely destroyed. A similar situation exists
along the Occoquan River where the reservoir now covers large alluvial
terraces which also could contain traces of the First Virginians. Similar thick
terraces along the Potomac River piedmont offer the same potential, but have
never been fully tested. As a result, little is known about how these people
used Northern Virginia's main waterways.

Potential Site Parameters

Extensive work undertaken in response to development projects in the
upland-interior portions of Northern Virginia, has produced sparse evidence
of these early inhabitants. A major question for understanding the
Paleoindian I period is whether this absence represents a universal trend for
the region or reflects survey bias in favor of unoccupied areas, is a major
question for understanding the Paleoindian I period.

The potential data base for this period would consist mainly of (but not
limited to) the following kinds of archaeological resources:

1. Isolated artifact finds consisting of a single point or a diagnostic tool
indicating a cultural presence in the vicinity of the find. Such sites could
be representative of various hunting related functions, but may not
represent habitation or multi-purpose procurement sites. Without
additional data little more can be said about them. Isolated points for the

-17 -



Green prase

Ground

Brown chert

Clovis-like points.

-18-

- Figure 6



Bevelied

Re-fluted
feworked?

_. ,,.
L. Ground

Jasper
(Thermally altered)
0 T ' 2_
Centimeters

-

il
| 6

Ground

Quartz

Figure 7 Mid-Paleo-like points.

-19-



Jesper
(Redrawn from photcgrapn)

0 1 2
| EE ESET—|

Centimetars

Not ground

Jasper
(Thermally altered)

Figure 8 Dalton-like points.

-20-



Lightly Ground

< T T

Figure 9 Hardaway-like points.

-21-



Paleoindian I period have been recorded from Tysons Corner (Moore
1990a), the upper Accotink Creek drainage, and the lower Occoquan River.

. Lithic scatters consisting of artifacts made from potentially diagnostic raw
material such as chert, jasper, chalcedony, or ortho-quartzite that can be
identified with a specific diagnostic tool or if the site is dated. The actual
function of such sites is equally questionable because of the poor
information that such sites contain. The evidence for such stone scatters
may only indicate tool resharpening, when in fact, many other functions
which are not evident in the archaeological record may have occurred on
the site. Two sites, Upper Cub Run in Western Fairfax County (Johnson
1983b) and the Catoctin Site in Northern Loudoun County (Dent 1991),
may represent more substantial types of sites, but poor integrity prevents
their being identified properly.

. Exploitive foray camps containing diagnostic points and/or tools and
chipping debris of a distribution and/or artifact intensity which indicates a
special function (e.g. kill site, quarry, etc.). As with lithic scatters relative
functions are all that can be inferred from stone artifacts. For example,
hunting may be indicated by a broken point, or the presence of small flakes
of an imported material might indicate tool resharpening. If the flakes are
of a stone type naturally occur on or adjacent to the site, it may be a quarry
or workshop. Scraping and butchering or other processing stone tools that
show use wear could represent a butchering or animal processing camp.
The presence of fire cracked rock may also indicate food processing or
possible habitation. The Fifty Site near Front Royal is the one recorded site
that fits this category (Carr 1975).

. Seasonal micro- or macro-social unit base camps containing diagnostic -
points, tools, and chipping debris that indicate short term or extended
habitation by a small group or a meeting place for several small groups.
(The definition for "small group” is to be developed). Sites possessing
several different tool types and a concentrated or high density of artifacts
may indicate long term occupation of the site. In such a case one would
expect to see tools representing much of the range of functions that could
be expected to be performed at a habitation site. However, in a disturbed
context it is possible that such a site may represent many unrelated short
term activities occurring at different times rather than one continuous
occupation over several weeks or months. The Thunderbird Site
(Gardner 1974) on the Shenandoah River can be placed in this category
because it does possess the necessary integrity. There are no recorded
Paleoindian I sites near the project area. However, the Higgins site
(Ebright 1989) in Anne Arundel County, Maryland is in an upland Coastal
Plain context similar to the project area. It and the Neha site near Tysons
Corner (Moore 1990a, 1992), which produced an isolated Clovis point
probably from a deep stratum, are clear evidence that Paleoindian I
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components, if present, are likely to occur in buried, undisturbed contexts
on upland Coastal Plain terraces. Such terraces are a characteristic of the
project area although the presence of cobbles at the surface distinguishes
the site area from the others..

Paleoindian Il or Early Archaic (7540 - 6010 B.C.)

This period appears to represent a continuation of the Paleoindian I
theme (compare Johnson 1988). The major changes are represented by the
appearance of notched and stemmed, serrated points, and the continuation of
the shift toward the use of local stone in tool manufacture. The quantity of
sites also appears to increase markedly over-time, culminating in a relatively
high level of activity by the bifurcate point phase (Table 3). It is likely that the
rapidly moderating climate and resultant diversification of plant and animal
resources played a role in the cultural changes that were taking place
(Johnson 1983a). ‘

The warming trend that began during the Late Glacial climatic episode
accelerated rapidly during this period, coupled with a corresponding decrease
in overall moisture (Figure 4). The terms for the types of climate occurring
then are Pre-Boreal (8000-7300 B.C.) and Boreal (7300-6500 B.C.). The term
boreal describes a northern environment associated with a closed spruce-pine
forest. Such an environment, normally, is low in food resource productivity.
It is likely, however, that because of lower latitudes and higher solar radiation
‘the boreal forest then was somewhat richer than modern boreal forests in
Canada (Butzer 1971:144). Hypothetically, the mosaic pattern that was present
during Late Glacial times continued but with more southern hardwood plant
species becoming prevalent at the expense of, first, tundra in the mountains
and, later, spruce throughout the region. By the end of the period, the
southern part of the region, south of Pennsylvania, probably had a greater
diversification of plant life than at any time since. An important note is that
in the southern part, by the end of the Boreal episode, the climate had
achieved precipitation and temperature levels comparable to those present
today (Figure 4). In the northern part, with its cooler/drier climate, the
evidence indicates higher percentages of spruce and pine.

For this southern part of the region the diversity of plant life should
have produced an equally diversified animal life. Moose, bear, elk, deer, and
possibly residual populations of bison, mastodon, and woodland caribou
could have been present. The pine forest to the north and in the higher
mountains of West Virginia and interior Pennsylvania probably supported
sparser populations of large mammals. Figure 4 indicates a short period of
climatic stability between 7000 and 6000 B.C. It is during that time that there
appears to have been a distinct break in both the cultural and environmental
continuity, that began during the Late Glacial climatic episode. It is this break
that marks the transition from the Paleoindian II period to the Hunter-
Gatherer I period.
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Technologically, the Paleoindian II period began with an apparent
evolutionary shift in point forms from the notched-fluted Hardaway point
(Figure 9) to the corner notched-unfluted Palmer/Kirk point (Figure 10).
According to Gardner (1989) the evidence from the Shenandoah Valley
indicates that although there is a shift from fluted to notched points, the
earlier site distribution (settlement) pattern appears to have persisted through
the Palmer/Kirk point phase at least until the later Kirk side
notched /stemmed point phase. As a result, the Palmer/Kirk through
bifurcate point phases have been treated here as a sub-phase within the
Paleoindian theme. There is evidence that there were strong environmental
and possibly also cultural factors that were creating stress on the human
populations during this thematic period (Johnson 1983a).

A marked increase in apparent activity occurred with the shift from
Palmer /Kirk corner notched to Kirk side notched/stemmed points. When
combined with Gardner's hypothesized, concurrent, settlement pattern shift,
the changes reflect what appears to have been a longer lasting cultural type, a
more intense and possibly successful subsistence strategy, and/or a population
increase. In the Northeast, New York, and northern Pennsylvania, this
apparent cultural emergence is not well documented. It is possible that low
productivity of the boreal forest that covered those areas at that time could
not sustain large numbers of hunter-gatherers and, therefore, little evidence
of their presence exists. It is also possible that the low number of sites from
this period is the result of survey bias in favor of later villages, and Clovis
and Mid-Paleo sites.

The final phase in this thematic period is represented by the Bifurcate
point type, which appears to mark a peak in activity in the region (Johnson
1981; 1983a). Although some variation exists in point sizes, shapes, and
flintworking quality, this point phase is being treated as one cultural horizon.
Whether it reflects a significant change in cultural patterns from the
preceding Kirk phase has yet to be determined. Probably the Bifurcate phase is
only an evolutionary extension of the cultural patterns underway during
previous phases. Its apparent increase in intensity over previous phases
could reflect a successful refinement of already existing adaptive strategies.
The occurrence of ground stone artifacts during this phase indicates a more
intensive use of plant resources than was present during previous phases
(Chapman 1975:161).

As mentioned previously, this peak in activity corresponds to the most
diversified vegetational mixture present during the past 11,500 years. Figure -
11 shows the comparison of oak, spruce and pine with the estimated 6500 B.C.
(8500 years ago) time marker occurring where the three pollen curves
intersect. This graphic indicates that the region possibly had a mixture of
plant and resultant animal resources from both northern and southern
climates. Central and Southern New England possibly serve as a partial
modern analogue. The effects of lower latitude during this period, as with
the previous Paleoindian I period, however, probably makes a true modern
analogue difficult to identify.
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Figure 10  Palmer/Kirk-like point.
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Figure 11  Direct comparison of Quercus (oak) with Pinus (pine) and Picea
(spruce) pollen diagrams from Quarles and Hack Ponds near the
Shenandoah Valley, Virginia ( Carbone 1976: 48; redrawn from
Craig 1969). :
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Local Context:

During the Paleoindian II Period the cultural phases in Northern
Virginia seem to have followed the chronological sequence that characterizes
the southern part of the Middle Atlantic (south of New York and Northern
Pennsylvania (Table 3)). Environmentally, for the Shenandoah Valley;

This period is characterized primarily by the expansion of
coniferous and deciduous elements and a reduction in open
habitats. The higher elevations shifted from tundra to subarctic
woodland, coniferous forests of hemlock and pine probably
characterized the slopes and ridges, while mixed conifer-
deciduous forest of decidedly northern cast dominated the valley
floor and foothills (Carbone 1976:186). :

. The boggy conditions possibly present in the interior parts of Northern
Virginia during the Paleoindian I period probably would have continued but
to a gradually lessening degree.

A similarly northern "conifer-deciduous forest" could have dominated
the Northern Virginia landscape during the 8000-6500 B.C time period.

Again, as with the Paleoindian I period, the local environment probably was
slightly more southern in character than that occurring in the Shenandoah
Valley. As a result, deciduous (broadleaf) plant elements should have been
more common as one moved south and east through the Northern Virginia
area. Alexandria should have had a decidedly more deciduous character to its
forest cover than, for example, Loudoun County.

The presence of an increasingly higher percentage of fruit and nut
bearing vegetation and, theoretically, an increasingly more diversified and
plentiful animal population, could have supported a more marked shift from
a hunting based subsistence to a more general resource procurement strategy
by the local hunter-gatherers.

The point styles picture in Figures 10, 12 and 13 are the representative .
types (diagnostics) for each cultural phase during the Paleoindian II period.
As with the Paleoindian I period, changes in them do not necessarily reflect
- corresponding changes in other cultural systems. For archaeologists they are
time markers and manifestations of technological and/or stylistic change in
point related systems, such as, for example, spears and spearthrowers (atlatls).

Based on the total quantities of each type of point and number of sites
from each phase found in Fairfax County, it appears that a rapid increase in
point related activity took place during the period. For example, 12 points
and eight sites from the Palmer/Kirk phase, 40 points and 13 sites from the
Kirk phase, and 60 points and 28 sites from the Bifurcate phase were
identified in May 1983 (Figure 14; Johnson 1983b). It is hypothesized here that
those changes that are apparent from the archaeological record were
influenced by the strong currents of environmental change to which they
seem to correspond. The main problem with these data is that they reflect
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primarily non-riverine sites. Therefore, whereas one can say that in the
interior portions of the area significant changes in prehistoric cultural
patterns appear to have been taking place during the Paleoindian II Period,
this idea may not represent riverine areas, like Alexandria, until more data
are available.

With the present Potomac River fall line possibly not having reached
the Washington channel until 5000 B.C. (Gardner 1980:3), the problems of
preservation and data recovery of Paleoindian II sites along the present tidal
Potomac River is immense. The soil deposition problems from the fresh
water Potomac above Little Falls are only slightly less than those from the
Paleoindian I Period. The Occoquan Reservoir remains a problem for all but
the latest sites.

Potential Site Parameters:
Although a relatively high amount of data is available from this

period, its quality is not good because of the mixed condition of most upland-
interior sites. The Hobo Hill (44FX1517), Neha (44FX1561), and Wolftrap

* (44FX1516) sites are notable exceptions. The potential site data base for this

period could consist mainly of (but not limited to) the following kinds of
archaeological resources:

1. Isolated artifact finds noted previously are common in the Culpeper Basin
and Piedmont Uplands and less common in the Coastal Plain where
significant potential activity areas are now underwater.

2. Lithic scatters consisting of non-functionally identifiable artifacts (flakes
and shatter) in association with a diagnostic point date from this period.
The shift to a more general stone preference, including quartz, quartzite,
and rhyolite, as well as chert, makes basing an assignment of a site to this
period upon stone type alone questionable. The Upper Wolftrap Complex
(Moore 1990a) offers the best location found to date for isolating this kind
of site. _

3. Exploitive foray camps containing diagnostic points and/or tools and
chipping debris of a distribution and/or artifact intensity that indicates a
special purpose function (e.g. kill site, quarry, etc.). Again, the Upper
Wolftrap Complex is the best available candidate for finding an
undisturbed example of this kind of site in Northern Virginia. The
Langert Quarry Workshop (44FX1788) in Western Fairfax County appears
to be an example of this kind of site (Flanagan 1992). Thunderbird
(Gardner 1974) is a good example of either this or a more complex site type
available in Northern Virginia.
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4. Seasonal micro-social unit base camps containing diagnostic points, tools,
and chipping debris that indicate short term or extended habitation by
individual small groups. Sites possessing several different tool types, and
a concentrated, high density of artifacts may indicate a relatively long term
occupation of the site. In such a case one would expect to see tools
representing much of the range of functions that could be expected to be
performed at a habitation site. However, in a disturbed context it is
possible that such a site may represent many unrelated short term
activities occurring at different times rather than one continuous
occupation over several weeks or months. The closest potential for sites
of this type is the Upper Wolftrap Complex and Thunderbird.

5. Short term micro-social unit base camps containing diagnostic points,
tools, and chipping debris that indicate short term habitation by several
small groups at one time. These may be termed general or special purpose
fusion camps. Each artifact concentration would consist of the range of
artifacts appropriate to a micro-social unit base camp, and the complex
would be related by topographic features (vicinity), and by diagnostic
artifacts, tool and raw material. Here, as with the micro-social unit base
camp, it is possible that such a site may represent many unrelated
occupations occurring at different times, and that none of the features
were occupied concurrently. Again, Thunderbird is the most likely
candidate for a site of this type.

Hunter-Gatherer | or Middle Archaic (5860-3100 B.C.)

Unlike the preceding period, the Hunter-Gatherer I period does not
appear to reflect a continuation of the previous cultural theme. Although it
is possible that the people who are represented by the Bifurcate phase did not
disappear along with the cultural traits represented in their stone tools, the
present archaeological record from the Middle Atlantic indicates that
significant and possibly rapid changes took place by 6000 B.C. (Broyles 1971;
Chapman 1975; Coe 1964). In New England the changes appear to have been
more gradual (Snow 1980).

The pollen records for the Shenandoah Valley indicate that the
warming trend that had slowed during the Bifurcate phase resumed during
the early parts of the Hunter-Gatherer I Period (Figure 4). The change is
inferred from the rapid decrease in pine and spruce pollen with an eventual
disappearance of spruce (Figure 11). The result appears to have been the
achievement of an essentially modern forest by 7500-8000 years ago (5500-6000
B.C.). Modern forest conditions also appear to have been achieved in New
England (Snow 1980:173). Generally, the new climatic conditions are called
the Atlantic-Xerothermic Interval and lasted until ca. 3000 B.C.

These relatively warm-dry conditions (Figure 4) could have been
accentuated by increased solar radiation and the resultant increased
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evaporation (Gardner 1982:personal communication). Therefore, conditions
in the interior, away from major freshwater sources, such as rivers, could
have been much dryer than today. For example, the rate of evaporation can
have an important impact on the water table and, therefore, the rates of flow
from live springs and streams in the uplands. These are significant factors for
animal as well as human populations. A specific example of the retarding
influence on such drying conditions is beaver activity which creates wetlands.

Evidence from pollen samples recovered from the upper Delaware
River Valley indicate the possibility of forest fires being more common, -
possibly as a result of the dryer conditions present during this climatic episode
(Dent 1979:220). If forest fires were common, it would be difficult to predict
the specific plant and animal communities in any part of the region at any
time during the period.

One general factor seems to be fairly certain: the vegetational
- conditions were not suitable for those animals which are adapted to boreal or
tundra edge conditions. Deer, bear, and smaller animals should have been
common, with a possible presence of bison and elk in open grassy areas when
and where they occurred. Moose, woodland caribou, and mastodon probably
disappeared well before by 5500 B.C., possibly even as early as in the '
Paleoindian I Period.

Technologically, the Hunter-Gatherer I period appears to have begun
with a shift from Bifurcate point forms with their small size, notched base,
and serrated edges to the Stanly point (Figure 15) which is relatively large,
lobate stemmed, and generally unserrated. In some areas of New England
Bifurcate points appear to have evolved into a larger, unserrated form, called
Neville (Snow 1980:164). At the St. Albans site in West Virginia, points
similar to Stanly appear after the Bifurcate point type in forms that could
indicate an evolutionary sequence (Broyles 1971:49, 58). These points, referred
to as Kanawha Stemmed at St. Albans, closely resemble, in form and
chronology, the Stanly points reported in North Carolina by Coe (1964:36).

~ The low level of research on this apparent shift makes reasonable
explanations for the technological changes premature. For Northern
Virginia, placing the Paleoindian II/Hunter-Gatherer I transition between
the Bifurcate and Stanly/Neville phases is based more on an apparent
settlement pattern shift inferred from site quantities than from changes in
point typologies gleaned from external sources. This shift is discussed in
detail below. " ’

Moore's (1990a, 1992) excavations at the Neha site (44FX1561) placed
Lobate based, quartz points (Figure 16) at and above bifurcates and below
Halifax notched points. This new type of Lobate point previously had been
found in disturbed surface contexts where dating was impossible. Prior to its
discovery in relatively good context at the Neha site, the low frequency of
examples from the accepted point sequence indicated very low cultural
activity in the Northern Virginia area throughout the Hunter-Gatherer I
Period (Johnson
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1981:11; 1983a:69, 71; 1986:P3-7, P3-11). The relative dating of this common
point type to this period completely alters the previous view. Apparently the
1nten51ty of hunting and gathering activity in the region was consistent with
the previous bifurcate point phase.

Some stylistie: confusion appears to exist between Morrow Mountain
points (5300-4500 B.C.) and variants of the Savannah River point type (Lehigh
point in Pennsylvania) which occurred more than 2000 years later. In overall
shape they are somewhat similar. This makes inferences from data found on
plow zone or disturbed sites difficult. A similar problem exists with the
Guilford point type (ca. 4000.B.C.) and larger variants of the
Rossville/Piscataway point type (480 B.C.-270 B.C.). This problem is even
more serious with Halifax and later Vernon points.

With the Morrow Mountain and Guilford point types the patterns that
appear to exist also are taken largely from Fairfax County sources. The only
regional settlement pattern information is from the Shenandoah Valley
where sites from these phases appear to be located on floodplains in close
proximity to river channels (Carbone 1976:189).

Halifax points have produced confusion among archaeologists in light
of the fact that the most common point type in Northern Virginia is a quartz
side or corner notched point with a heavily ground base and notches. This
point has been defined by Coe (1964:118) in the North Carolina piedmont
where he dated it to 3490-350 B.C. Based on excavations at the Neha site
(Moore 1990a) it is clear that quartz Halifax notched points date to two
separate time periods: before Savannah River, where Coe's Halifax type
dates, and, apparently during the latter part of the Hunter-Gatherer II Period,
between 1000 B.C. and A.D. 500. Until these points can be technologically or
stylistically separated there is little that can be said about the Halifax phase,
except that it is present in the region.

Initially, the Hunter-Gatherer I period was thought to be in marked
contrast to the previous Paleoindian II period, especially with regard to its
terminal Bifurcate phase. The number of sites producing points from the
Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guilford phases (Figures 15, 17, and 18) drops
dramatically when compared to the earlier Bifurcate phase points. The lack of
firm date ranges for the Lobate point type mentioned above--the Neha site
produced only relative dating--leaves many questions about the Hunter-
Gatherer I period unexplained. For example, if Lobate points lasted
throughout the period how can the other point types be explained? If the
Lobates only lasted a short time then why is there a drop in the numbers of
Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guilford points and sites?

Env1ronmentally for the Shenandoah Valley, the Hunter-Gatherer I
Period saw the expansion of oak-hickory forests along the hillsides and valley
floors along with the reappearance of grassy open areas (Carbone 1976:189).
These general conditions, if present in the valley, also should have been
present in the Piedmont and Coastal Plain physiographic provinces of
Northern Virginia. It is possible that, like today, Northern Virginia's climate
would have been slightly warmer than that in the Shenandoah Valley. As a
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result, the plant community could have been dominated by deciduous trees.
If the forest fire hypothesis for the upper Delaware River Valley is valid for

the Virginia and Maryland Piedmont and Coastal Plain then grassland and

thicket-like habitats would have been common.

As a result, in an area of such apparent plant diversity, larger herd
animals like bison and elk could have been present in unidentified quantities
in burned over areas or where grasslands persisted. These would have
supplemented the deer, bear, and other smaller animal resources that are
common to deciduous forests. The hypothesized lower amounts of water
resources in upland and interior zones may have fostered more open habitats
in those areas as well, with forested habitats occurring in better watered zones,
such as floodplains.

The problems of terrace build-up in the freshwater Potomac, and
inundation in the Occoquan River and the tidal portions of the Potomac
River, noted in the discussion of the preceding two cultural periods, appear to
be applicable to the Hunter-Gatherer I period, too. Sites from this period '
should be shallower in the freshwater terraces and closer to the present shore
line in the tidal portions of the Potomac River.

Potential Site Parameters:

The potential site data for this period would consist mainly of (but not
limited to) the following kinds of archaeological resources:

1. Isolated artifact finds consisting of a single point or a diagnostic tool as
described above. Numerous isolated Lobate points have been found in the
area, but Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guilford finds are rare. Not
much can be said about Halifax points until they can be accurately
separated from similar later forms. ’

2. Lithic scatters consisting of non-functionally identifiable artifacts in
association with a diagnostic point. Assigning sites to this time period
based on stone types alone is impossible at this time. The Neha site
(Moore 1990a), which is destroyed, is the only Hunter-Gatherer I site with
potential stratigraphy found in the local area, to date. Other sites in the
Upper Wolftrap Complex potentially have similar stratigraphy.

3. Exploitive foray camps containing diagnostic points, and/or tools and
chipping debris of a distribution and/or artifact intensity that indicate a
special purpose function (e.g., kill site, quarry, etc.). Again, the Upper
Wolftrap Complex near Tysons Corner is the only known area where such
sites may potentially be found.

4. Seasonal micro-social unit base camp as described above. No potential
sites of this kind have been found yet in the local area.
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5. Short term macro-social unit base camps as described above. No potential
sites of this kind have been found yet in this area.

Hunter-Gatherer Il or the Late Archaic, Early and Middle Woodland
(2750 B.C.-800 A.D.) ,

This period appears to represent a distinct shift from the quartz
technology, general foraging subsistence, and isolated subregional patterns
that seemed to characterize the Hunter-Gatherer I period. The Savannah
River phase reflects a shift toward a more generalized exploitation of stone
with the preference being for more durable types such as quartzite, rhyolite,
slate, and hornfels. Larger, apparent macro-social unit base camp sites appear
in the riverine and non-riverine areas, and the point technology may be
more widespread. Regional interaction, possibly including trade, may also
have become widespread. A general breakdown in the point-style derived
chronology occurs later in the period, and for study purposes ceramics become
a more reliable dating tool after 1000 B.C. (Table 3). The end of the period is
marked by a possible settlement shift toward greater sedentism, particularly
visible in the Coastal Plain, but possibly also along the Piedmont and
Culpeper Basin portions of the Potomac and Occoquan Rivers. Larger interior
(non-riverine) sites also are not uncommon.

The climatic conditions during the Hunter-Gatherer II Period marked a
gradual cooling and moistening trend that culminated in the achievement of
a generally modern climate by 750 B.C. (Figure 4). Considering the inability to

- predict plant and animal population during the warm, dry Atlantic-

Xerothermic Interval, it is difficult to assess the progress of change as the
climate gradually became milder. Generally, it would be accurate to predict
that, although short term fluctuations occurred, the trend was toward cooler
and wetter conditions.

The pollen records for the Middle Atlantic region indicate an increase
in pine at the expense of oak. Hickory in the piedmont and chestnut in the
mountains continued to be present, while herbaceous pollens seem to
diminish, indicating a reclosing of the forests. In the Dismal Swamp in
southeastern Virginia the pollen record indicates a refilling of the swamp,
which seems to have had a lower water level during the latter part of the -
previous Atlantic-Xerothermic Interval (Hunter-Gatherer I period) (Carbone
1976:56). As a result of these climatic and floral changes the animal
populations in the region should have gradually stabilized becoming
essentially modern in character. Deer, bear, and smaller animals could have
become the main terrestrial prey species for human populations.

Several factors indicate a concurrent stabilization of aquatic and
migratory bird populations. With the sea level having reached
approximately modern levels by the beginning of the Hunter-Gatherer II
period, migratory (anadramous) fish, such as shad, herring, and sturgeon

- could have been seasonally available in large numbers, especially at bottle
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necks like the falls. The creation of large expanses of open water in coastal
bays and recently inundated rivers should have attracted migratory water
fowl in increasing numbers as marshlands expanded. The seasonality and
volume of plant and animal resources made available by this dramatic
increase in wetlands appears to have been attractive to hunter-gatherers in
the region, and could have encouraged a settlement pattern shift toward
intensive riverine associated habitation at certain times and/or for specific
subsistence-related purposes.

Based on present levels of knowledge there appears to have been a
major cultural discontinuity (break) between the Halifax and Savannah River
phases. The change was most dramatic technologically. The flintworking
“technologies and raw material preferences for the two point types are
distinctly different. Whereas, the Halifax phase produced a quartz tool
assemblage identified with relatively small notched points (Figure 19), the
Savannah River phase produced a largely quartzite tool assemblage
dominated by moderate-to-large-sized stemmed points (Figure 19 through 22).
The Holmes phase point type is considered to have been a variant of the
Savannah River phase point type. The Savannah River and Holmes phase
stone preferences were less specific than the Halifax phase preferences. For
example, although quartzite was preferred for Savannah River and Holmes
points in many areas, it is not unusual to find these points along with tools
made of rhyolite, slate, siltstone, hornfels, and quartz. Most of the lithics used
during the Savannah River and Holmes phases are available in cobble form
throughout much of the Coastal Plain, to a lesser extent in the Piedmont and
at primary and secondary sources in the Blue Ridge mountains. Both
secondary (cobble) and primary (outcrop) sources appear to have been used.

Although early Hunter-Gatherer II Period artifacts appear in contexts
similar to those that have produced Halifax phase sites, there is a distinctly
- new addition to the pattern. Savannah River and Holmes phase sites often
are larger and more intense in both the uplands and along the main riverine
floodplains. The large upland sites are of particular significance because they
indicate an intensification of resources exploitation not characteristic of the
Halifax phase (Reed 1991). Large and intense resource extraction sites from
the Savannah River and Holmes phases also are present in riverine settings,
but since few Halifax phase sites are well documented away from riverine
settings, especially in Coastal Plain areas, a comparison is not possible at this
time. It is possible that many of the Halifax phase sites (small or large) in the
riverine areas of the Coastal Plain have been destroyed by tidal action. Large
portions
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of Savannah River sites and to a lesser extent Holmes phase sites appear to
have met similar fates, with only the inland parts of these sites (furthest from
the original shore) being left intact.

The occurrence of larger, more intensive sites in the Savannah River
and Holmes phases indicates larger concentrations of people or more focused,
logistically organized, resource procurement strategies. Both of these are
characteristic of the collecting strategy described by Binford (1980:10-12).

These characteristics are more evident after 1000 B.C., when ceramics
become a major part of the tool kits. The presence of ceramics on sites creates
its own set of analytical problems, especially when comparing the artifact
densities of such sites with earlier sites from phases when ceramics were not
used. In terms of artifacts, ceramics are survivors,--they are durable, whereas
what they may have replaced (e.g., wooden bowls, baskets, hide bags, and
tortoise shells) usually are not. As a result, trying to compare ceramics, which
represent one type of cultural activity, with points, which represent another,
is a classic case of mixing apples and oranges.

In the Middle Atlantic region the earliest containers that are part of the
archaeological record are not ceramics but soapstone bowls, which appear to
be associated with the latter part of the Holmes phase. They have been dated
to before 1000 B.C. and are rapidly followed by two possibly related types of
ceramics, Marcey Creek and Selden Island (Table 3). The Marcey Creek
ceramics are similar in vessel form to the earlier soapstone bowls (Figures 23
and 24) and they are tempered with soapstone. Those types most likely to be
found within Alexandria are briefly described below, based on Egloff and
Potter (1982).

Ceramic Types

Marcey Creek: this ware was defined for a group of ceramics excavated at the
Marcey creek site in Arlington (Manson 1948). A plain variety exists which is
tempered with soapstone. Vessels are coil constructed and take the forms of
the earlier soapstone bowls. Selden Island Cord Marked is a related ware.

Accokeek: this ware was defined by Stephenson et al. (1963) for the Accokeek
site in Maryland. The temper is a coarse to medium sand and the exterior
surfaces are cordmarked. Construction is by coiling and vessels are medium
to large with conical bases.

Popes Creek: this ware has one main type, Net Impressed. These are large,

wide-mouth jars with conical bases. Vessels are sand tempered and coil
constructed. A cord marked variety is found but is rare.
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Not to scale

Figure 23 Soapstone bowls from 44FX129 ( Holmes 1897: plates LXXVII and
- LXXVII).
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SUMMARY
(Eqloff and Potter 1982:95-96)

This ware, first defined by Manson (1948:225), derives its name from the
Marcey Creek Site on the Potomac River in Arlington County, Virginia. Later
Evans (1955:54-56) and Stephenson et al (71963:89-92) refined the definition of
the ware. Marcey Creek Plain pottery is tempered with particles of crushed
steatite (soapstone) ranging from very fine to 1 c¢cm in diameter, which
comprises 25% to 50% of the paste. Vessel walls were either coil-constructed
or, occasionally, hand-modeled upon a flat base which often bears impressions
of an open weave matting. Interior and exterior vessel walls are smoothed by
hand and usually are very uneven due to the steatite particles. The vessels
are rectanguloid or oval shallow bowls having flat bases with protruding basal
heels, curved to straight sides, and often lug handles at the ends. Marcey
Creek Ware is thought to be one of the earliest ceramics in the area, most
Tikely dating between 1200 to 800 B.C.

Figure 24  Marcey Creek-like ceramics ( Stephenson and Ferguson 1963:90 )

-48 -



Mockley: three types of this ware are present, Cord Marked, Net Impressed
and Plain. Vessels are medium to large coil constructed jars. Temper is
crushed shell.

Culpeper: this ware is a new type, only recently described in Fairfax County.
It is similar to Mockley but is sandstone tempered (Johnson 1991). Vessels are
coil constructed and straight rimmed. Surface treatment is mostly net
impressed but there is a minor amount of cord marked sherds.. This ware is
primarily found in the Piedmont although it was present as a large minority
at the Gulf Branch site in Arlington..

The Selby Bay Complex

Archaeologists are able to identify a unique pattern of material culture
towards the end of this period and it is known as the Selby Bay Complex.
Prior to this, very little can be said about inter-regional interactions. This
complex is marked by Coastal Plain groups exploiting the stone resources of
the Blue Ridge mountains. The basic diagnostic of the complex are large
stemmed and lancelot points of exotic stone (rhyolite, argillite, and jasper)
and Mockley ceramics. Base camps are characterized by large pits, large blank
and cache blanks, three-quarter grooved axes, and two hole elliptical gorgets
(Wright 1973; Curry and Kavanagh 1991). The Neha site in Fairfax County
may be part of this complex but Culpeper ware was found in majority not
Mockley (Moore 1990a).

The Early Agriculturalist Period or Late Woodland (800-1700 A.D.)

The old "Woodland" period in the Eastern United States used to be
characterized as the introduction of ceramics into the material culture
assemblage of prehistoric peoples, and, this item was believed to represent a
sedentary lifestyle versus the "nomadic" one of the previous periods. This
interpretation of ceramics is no longer widely accepted. As already seen, by
the end of the last Hunter-Gatherer period ceramics and a restricted
transhumant settlement pattern were already in place. The changes that
allow archaeologists to consider a new period, starting around 800 A.D., are
the apparent regionalization of cultures and the introduction of several new
items and patterns into the archaeological record. First, there is a wide spread,
not minimal, use of ceramics; second, there is an increase in the use of
domesticated local plants such as sunflower, pigweed, marsh elder, and
goosefoot. And third, there is the introduction of exotic domesticates--squash,
gourds, corn--from other areas, mainly to the south. There are no major
climatic changes to discuss as it was essentially the same as today. The
changes are cultural ones. '

-49 -



In the Middle Atlantic, especially Northern Virginia, prehistoric
societies pursued a mixture of slash-and-burn horticulture, fishing, hunting,
and the gathering of wild plants as a subsistence pattern. The settlement
pattern reflects this diversity. Early Agriculturalist sites are found in a variety
of environments. Large semi-permanent settlements, both nucleated and
decentralized, are found on or adjacent to agricultural soils. Smaller hamlets
are found scattered around the larger settlements. There also seems to be a
clear seasonal aspect to the sites of this period. Winter hunting in the
uplands and spring and fall shellfish collecting around the estuaries and creek
mouths have left exploitive foray camps in these locations.

Social organization is basically at the tribal level for most of the period;
however, at the end of the sixteenth century small chiefdoms are present in
some areas. The Townsend complex extended throughout the majority of the
coastal plain of Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware, about 900 A.D. By 1600 this
distribution is changed. In Virginia different ceramic technologies, like
Potomac Creek in Northern Virginia, Gaston/Cashie on the middle James
and Appomattox Rivers, and Roanoke on the lower James River and the
Atlantic coast, are present. In the core area of the Powhatan chiefdom, the
confluence of the Pamunkey and Mattaponi Rivers, one still finds Townsend
wares. Turner (1992:102-104,115-116) has recently presented a new idea
associating ceramic distributions in the Coastal Plain with increased
territoriality and conflict. Turner interprets this new ceramic distribution as
being evidence for increased population and reduced access to natural
resources. Thus groups are circumscribed, leading to the rise of ranked
societies (c.f. Carneiro 1970, 1981). Turner also mentions that the seventeenth
century records document the hostility that existed between the Powhatan
and groups further away from the core area of the chiefdom, like the Potomac
to the north and the Nansemond and Chesapeake to the southeast.

Ceramic Types

Shepard: this ware has a crushed rock temper and is coil constructed. Surface
treatment is typically cordmarked and there is an applied rim. It is primarily
a Piedmont-located ware but it is found on early Potomac Creek sites in the
Coastal Plain.

Townsend/Rappahannoc: this is a broadly distributed ware that has
technological links to Mockley. It is a crushed shell coiled ceramic. Exterior
surfaces are always fabric impressed. Four types are present based on
decorations: Fabric Impressed (no decoration), Incised, Corded, and
Herringbone.

Potomac Creek: More emphasis will be given on this ware because it is more
common in the Alexandria area. As defined by Egloff and Potter (1982:112):
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Potomac Creek Ware consists of vessels made by coiling, with
paddle-malleated surfaces. Vessels are small to large, with
globular bodies, everted or straight rims (some with applique
strips) and [generally] rounded bases. The clay is tempered with
20% to 35% crushed quartz and/or medium sand grains. The
clay is compact and hard, and vessel walls are relatively thin.
Two types are recognized: (1) Potomac Creek Cord-Impressed,
which may be cord-marked only, or cord-marked with a twisted
cord, cord-wrapped stick or cord-wrapped paddle edge
impressions in the rim area ... (2) Potomac Creek Plain, with
exterior surfaces either originally smoothed, or cord-marked and
then smoothed.

This definition is a refinement of Stephenson's (Stephenson,
Ferguson, and Ferguson 1963:113-120) influential description. However, there
is one important change. Stephenson emphasized decoration and the lack of
it while Egloff and Potter emphasized rough (cord marked) exterior surfaces
versus smoothed surfaces. Further, Egloff and Potter did not mention -
decoration for the Plain type but they did for the Cord Impressed type. In both
definitions, then, a vessel with cord marked surfaces and a cord decorated rim
was classed as Cord Impressed. In contrast, decorated vessels with smoothed
exterior surfaces were classed as Cord Impressed by Stephenson (Stephenson
et al. 1963: Plates XVI:d,q and XVII:g,l) while they would have been Plain to
Egloff and Potter.

Archaeologically, all four combinations of surface treatment and
decoration are possible. Stephenson stated that cord roughened vessels were
always decorated (Stephenson et al. 1963:115) but undecorated cord roughened
vessels were found at the Patawomeke site (Schmitt 1965:13). Other types of
surface treatment or decoration such as incising, punctation, and fabric
impressing were also present in minor frequencies at Patawomeke. These
other surface treatments have not been generalized topologically at this time.

Egloff and Potter presented the two types as being a temporal
continuum, with Plain increasing in frequency over Cord Impressed to
"become the dominant type by the early 17th century" (1982:112). Egloff
(1985:240) later stated that all across the coastal plain, traditional ceramic
attributes such as conical bases, impressed surface treatments, and thickened
rims gradually disappeared during the seventeenth century and that by the
eighteenth century plain surfaced pottery, based on European vessels, became
preferred. For Potomac Creek ceramics, Clark was more specific and stated
that "Rim decorations became obsolete or rare after the second half of the
sixteenth century..." (1980:12). It is possible however, that Plain and Cord
Impressed were contemporary for much of the time period and then Cord
Impressed faded out beginning in the mid-sixteenth century. At the Little
Marsh Creek site, 44FX1741, burned organic residue scraped from a Plain
sherd was dated ca. 1310 A.D. (Beta-46953; ETH-8511). Only more and better
dates will clarify the sequence.
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Two studies on surface treatments for Potomac Creek wares have been
done. Johnson (1989) compared S and Z cord twist frequencies on Potomac
Creek sherds from the Patawomeke site with sherds from five Montgomery
complex sites in the peidmont of the Potomac Valley. His conclusion was
that the two complexes were related due to similar cord twist frequency
patterns. Falk (1983) identified two "types" of Potomac Creek ceramics based
on the distinction between direct cord impression and cord wrapped stick
impression. Within each of these two types she identified three motifs
(vertical, horizontal, and geometric) for a total of six subtypes. Unfortunately,
the distinction between direct cord impression and cord wrapped stick
impression has not been investigated any further. These two studies focused
on technological traits; how the decorations were made. Falk's discussion of
motifs was brief and her conclusion was that they can be either simple or
complex. Johnson has argued quite well for the conservative nature of
ingrained motor habits such as twist patterns (Johnson and Speedy 1992) but
he has yet to demonstrate how these patterns are linked to ethnicity. Ethnic
variation has yet to be identified from the Potomac Creek archaeological
record.

Early Agriculturalist Complexes and Phases

Little Round Bay Phase: Wright (1973) defined this phase based on work done
in Maryland. Ceramics that mark the phase are Rappahannoc-Fabric
Impressed and a variety of incised with high proportions of broad-line incised
horizontal bands and triangular motif elements. Isosceles Triangle points of
small and medium size predominate. Obtuse-angle pipes and bone awls are
also found. The settlement pattern has several small shell midden sites
around one large one suggesting a larger group which periodically fragments
into smaller ones to collect oysters.

Montgomery Focus: Schmitt (1952) and Slattery and Woodward (1992) have
defined this complex for the piedmont Potomac River. The main diagnostics
are Shepard ware, triangle points, flexed burials, circular storage pits, dog
burials, and an oval village plan. There are associations with Owasco ceramic
types to the north (Curry and Kavanagh 1991) and it is believed that this
complex led to two other later complexes, Potomac Creek for this area
(MacCord 1984) and Shenks Ferry for the Susquehannoc drainage (Graybill
1989).

[he Potomac Creek Complex: This complex is given more thorough

coverage because it is common to the Alexandria area. As presented by Clark,
the Potomac Creek complex dated from about 1300 to 1700 A.D. and was
associated with the Piscataway "empire" or "confederacy," which was said to
be "an incipient chiefdom of allied tribal cultures” (1980:8). According to
Clark, the primary traits of this complex are Potomac Creek ceramics, triangle
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points, palisaded nucleated villages, seasonal hunting camps, secondary
ossuary burials, a riverine versus estuarine orientation, and a wide range of
subsistence items with preferences for corn, squash, hickory nuts, deer, and
fresh water shellfish. The chiefdoms being discussed here are not the well
stratified societies that can be imagined for the Mississippian or Hopewell
cultures.

Two phases for the Potomac Creek complex were described in 1980 by
Clark. The Patawomeke phase dated approximately 1300-1600 and extended
within the coastal plain from the York River to the Susquehanna River.
Later historic groups known as the Piscataway, Potomac (Patawomeke),
Nacotchtanke, and Portobago were named as having belonged to this phase;
the first group was considered to be the politically dominant one. The Indian
Point phase dated 1600-1700 A.D.and which groups north of the Potomac
River constituted the Piscataway chiefdom for that period. The groups south
of the river (the Potomac and, as discussed below, the Doeg/Tauxenent) were
thought to have become part of the Powhatan chiefdom. Clark argued that
this constriction of the Piscataway chiefdom, not the Potomac Creek complex,
was due to late sixteenth century expansions by the Five Nation Iroquois and
Susquehannoc--moving to the south--and the Powhatan--moving north to
the Potomac Valley.

"Another interpretation of the extent of the Powhatan chiefdom is that
it was restricted to the coastal plain area of the Rappahannoc and James
Rivers (Binford 1964; Potter 1982). Potter (1980:3-5: 1982:134-135) disputed the
- extent of the Potomac Creek complex, as given by Clark, and pointed out that
sites belong to the complex only if the Late Woodland-Contact period ceramic
assemblage from them is dominated by Potomac Creek wares. The several
- sites around the Chesapeake with a few Potomac Creek sherds present are not
representative of the complex. Potter emphasized that if the Piscataway
chiefdom were associated with the Potomac Creek complex then the
chiefdom was not as large as Clark presented it because the complex was not
that widely distributed. The complex was centered in the interior coastal
plain portions of the Potomac and Rappahannoc valleys (Egloff and Potter
1982; Egloff 1985).

Cissna (1986) accepted Potter's changes to the extent of the Potomac
Creek complex/Piscataway chiefdom and the reduced version for the
Powhatan territory. He also updated the number of groups thought to be
associated with the complex: Piscataway/Moyaone, Mattawoman, Nanjemoy,
Portobago, Nacochtanke, Doeg/Tauxenent, and Potomac. He also suggested, a
slightly different sequence of phases. Clark's (1976) earlier work on the o
complex had outlined three phases: Ferguson (1350-1450); Patawomeke (1450-
1608); and Indian Point (1608-1711). Cissna used these phases and stated that
these tentative dates "correspond to the development of Potomac Creek in
the Ferguson phase, followed by the period up to European contact, and lastly
the contact history of the Piscataway until they supposedly left the [Maryland]
colony" (1986:16) in the late seventeenth century. Cissna essentially replaced
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the Powhatan with the Piscataway for domination in Northern Virginia at
the turn of the seventeenth century.

A third position about the political associations of the complex is
given by Potter (1982). He argued that of all the groups living along the south
side of the Potomac River and north of the Rappahannoc in the seventeenth
century were autonomous petty chiefdoms. The Powhatan chiefdom was to
the south and east; the Piscataway chiefdom was centered in Western Shore
Maryland. Moore (in press; 1991b) also adopted this idea of autonomous
groups in Northern Virginia but argued that at least one group, the Doeg, was
a tribal society.

EARLY EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT, ca. 1608-1700
Introduction

The contact period for Northern Virginia is really the seventeenth
century since this was the time when European colonists began to settle in the
Chesapeake. The Native American-European interactions that occurred have
been the focus of an enormous amount of study by anthropologists and
historians (Axtell 1992; Boender 1988; Cissna 1986; Fausz 1985; Feest 1978a,b;
Hantman 1990; Merrell 1979; Moore 1991a,b; Mouer 1983; Potter n.d., 1989,
1982; Rountree 1989, 1990; Turner 1992, 1985; Waselkov 1983). The term
“contact” typically refers to the European impact on non-European cultures.
This term however, should indicate any time when people from different
cultures meet. Other contact periods can be defined and they need not
emphasis the European connection.

Kraft (1989) has recently pointed out that there is a paucity of European
made goods in seventeenth century contact sites within the Middle Atlantic
even though there is abundant documentary data for intensive interaction.
These comments certainly fit Virginia, where, after many years of _
archaeological study, less than twenty-five contact sites have been studied (c f.
MacCord 1989). However, the number of such goods says little about the
intensity of contact. Such inferences are made by studying not only the sheer
quantity but also the diversity of artifacts that are found (e.g. Potter 1989).
Each Indian group in the Potomac Valley interacted with the colonists in a
different way and the archaeological record should demonstrate this. In the
Potomac Valley, for example, seventeenth century English colonists
maintained a fairly stable trade relationship with the Potomac Indians but not
one with the Doeg. One might expect to see, then, different archaeological
patterns based on these different interactive patterns.

A contact site must have some physical evidence of the interactions
between contacting groups; there must be a set of artifacts, or traits thereof,
that are identifiable as indigenous, and, there must be artifacts or traits that
are identifiable as not only intrusive, but also part of the incoming culture. A’
contact site does not have to have European made goods. However, artifacts
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that are found on Native American sites of this period that clearly indicate
European presences are trade beads, European ceramics, metals other than
local copper, and glass. Many of the Indian ceramics changed during this
period to reflect more European forms and these are called cottage wares, also
known as colono wares.

Doeg Ethnohistory

The primary Indian group living in the Alexandria area in early
seventeenth century was the Doeg. In 1651 Lord Baltimore described the land
of the Doeg as being, in modern terms, the region along the Potomac River,
from Piscataway Creek, Maryland, to Potomac Creek, Virginia, (Maryland
Archives 1:332). While this may have been a bit generous to the Doeg, it
provides a frame for the Doeg territory. To the south of them in Virginia
were the Potomac (around Potomac and Aquia Creeks). In Maryland were the
Nangemoy and Portobaco. To the north were the Piscataway along Piscataway
Creek and the Nacotchtank (Anacostian) near current Washington, D. C. and
Arlington County, Virginia.

Several recent studies provide excellent historical and ethnohistorical
statements concerning all these groups (Rountree 1989; Potter in press, 1989,
1982; Axtell 1988; Cissna 1986; Fausz 1985; Waselkov 1983). Moore (1991a,b, in
press) is the only one to focus on the Doeg as an ethnic group. The summary
below is based on these secondary references and the primary documents cited
within them.

In 1608 Captain John Smith explored the Potomac Rlver,' he was met
with hostility for much of the way, but was well received at the settlements of
Tauxenent, Nacotchtank, and Moyaonce. The Virginians later traded with
the Potomac group in 1610, 1612, and 1614. In 1622 they established a (trading)
fort adjacent to the Potomac; that same year the Potomac assisted the
Virginians on a corn raid against Nacotchtank. But, also in 1622, Captain
Madison, acting rashly on false information, turned on the Potomac and
slaughtered 30 or 40 of them. In 1623 Captain Spelman and twenty men were
killed somewhere on the river near the Potomac. This was probably done by
the Nacotchtank because Henry Fleete later noted that they had captured him
when they killed twenty English in the time of Governor Wyatt, ca. 1621-1624.
Wyatt revenged Spelman's death that same year by raiding the "Pascoticons”
and their associates; he also renewed the alliance with the Potomac.

Henry Fleete was a free man and trading up and down the Potomac
River in the 1630s. His activities had some effect on the groups living there.
In October 1631, Fleete learned a town near the mouth of the Potomac called
Yowaccomoco that "by reason of my absence, the Indians had not preserved
their beaver, but burned it, as the custom is, whereupon I endeavored by
persuasion to alter that custom” (Neill 1876:20). In Spring 1632, he returned
to the Potomac River and spent most of the summer trading with various
groups as far up as the falls. On his trip down river he was informed, at
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Portobaco, that all the Indians on the river, below the falls, "will take pains
this winter in the killing of beavers and preserve the furs for me now that
they begin to find what benefit may accrue to them thereby" (Neill 1876:35).

The Maryland side of the Potomac was first settled in 1634 at St. Mary's
City. The Jesuit priests there made a futile attempt at converting natives to
Christianity; they made some headway with the Piscataway and had a mission
among the Portobaco. But by 1645 their missionizing had failed and the
Catholics had temporarily lost power in Maryland. No other settlements are
known further up the river until Giles Brent, of Maryland, moved across and
established a trading center and plantation adjacent the Potomac in 1646.
Brent had married a Piscataway woman and he and his sons played
prominent roles in the Indian-English relations for the next several decades.
Brent's settlement also stimulated a land dispute between Virginia and
Maryland. Lord Baltimore's description of the Doeg territory in 1651 was
included in a document wherein he urged settlement on the boundaries of
his colony. The Virginians responded by claiming patents in the "freshes" of
the Potomac River: by 1660 most of the land above Brent's to the
Nacotchtank on the Virginia side was patented and some was possibly settled.

This was the heart of the Doeg territory. For the next two decades the
Doeg and their Susquehannoc allies waged a sporadic guerrilla warfare on the
Virginia and Maryland settlers. This culminated in the Susquehannoc-Doeg
war of 1675-76 and Bacon's Rebellion in 1676. By the 1680s and 1690s the Doeg
seem to have been fragmented, found always in mixed company, like
renegades. By the eighteenth century they had faded into the background and
some were living on the Mattaponi River in Caroline County, Virginia.

The Doeg appear to have been an autonomous tribe with
representation by "Great Men." They subsisted through horticulture,
hunting, fishing, and trade. Their life was semi-sedentary: living in
dispersed settlements, "towns,"” and hamlets for part of the year to plant and
harvest crops and then taking extended hunting and fishing trips the rest of
the year. Their two main settlements were named "Tauxenent” or
"Moyumpse" on Mason Neck peninsula in Fairfax County and "Moyaonce”,
on Indian Head peninsula, in Charles County, Maryland. Little is known
about their customs or ideology; there is some evidence that they had an
animistic religion. Their language was not Piscataway and may not have
been Algonquian; Moore (1991b) has suggested that they were either Siouan
or Iroquoian speakers.

Two seventeenth century sites can be ascribed to the Doeg: Little Marsh
Creek (Moore 1990b) in Fairfax County, Virginia, and the Posey site (Barse
1985) in Charles County, Maryland. These associations are based on the date
range of the later components of each site (the early to mid-seventeenth
century) and documentation that identifies the Doeg as living at these
locations in that period (c.f Moore 1991a). Otherwise, the cultural materials
present are typical of the middle Potomac River Valley from the Early
Agriculturalist-Early European Settlement periods. There is one difference
though--these sites are Potomac Creek ones and the interpretation of the
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complex is that main settlements will be nucleated villages. The ethnological
reconstruction for the Doeg, based on documents, suggests dispersed
settlements. Therefore one would not expect to find a palisaded village
dating to the seventeenth century in the land of the Doeg. At this time no
Potomac Creek palisaded villages have been found within that stretch of the
Potomac River described above; only at the extreme ends of that area does one
find the villages, the Accokeek site in Maryland and Patawomeke in Stafford
County, Virginia. On-going work at the Hartwell site on Mason Neck, which
is hoped to be Tauxenent, may resolve this issue.

Site Uniqueness

During the investigation a brief survey of the prehistoric sites that exist
in the Mid-Atlantic region and particularly in Fairfax County and the City of
Alexandria were examined.

A brief review of the area was gleaned from several publications,
including a review of the recent thesis written by Fran Bromberg. Her thesis
catalogs and shows the distribution of 533 sites in the coastal plain and fall
zone of the Potomac Valley. These sites dated from ca. 6,500 B.C. to A.D. 1400.
A number of data biases may account for differences in site densities,
locations and recording deficits and these were considered in evaluating the
findings presented in her thesis. The distribution of sites in her thesis was
summarized in several maps of the area for each cultural phase and keyed by
level of occupation.

Halifax cultural phase, which equates to the final phase of the Mid-
Archaic, showed numerous sites in Fairfax County probably as a result of the
extensive recording that has been undertaken in the County. Only two sites
have been recorded in the uplands while the the topographic area defined as
the Inner Coastal Plain had a total of 26 sites. Twenty one of these sites in the
Inner Coastal Plain were categorized as exploitive foray camps with 17 located
on terraces and four as upland sites. Five of the sites were categorized as base
camps. The Outer Coastal Plain had four sites; two classified as exploitive
foray camps and two as base camps. '

Bromberg's thesis notes seven sites in the Piedmont Uplands; five
classified as micro social base camps that were located near rivers and two
- sites that were exploitive foray camps. It is noted that an increase in
occupation after 2,000 B.C. is speculated based on the relative increase in the
number of Holmes versus Savannah point types in the area. On the Inner
Coastal Plain, 42 sites were defined; 15 exploitive foray camps, nine of which
were located on terraces and six in an upland setting. Base camps totalled 27,
with 24 located on terraces and three in an upland setting. And it appears that
five macro- social sites were defined. There is some question regarding the
total number of sites in this topographic area during this cultural phase.
Fewer sites were recorded on the Outer Coastal Plain (19) with the majority
being base camps (15). Only four exploitive foray camps were recorded; three
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near rivers. The sites are generally characterized as shell middens on terraces
associated with river and estuarine environments. Correlations to settlement
patterns and food acquisition are tied to sea level changes and subsequent
changes from freshwater marshes to tidal marshes, forest closure and the
development of anadromous fish populations. It is postulated that the
settlement patterns follows a seasonally based fusion-fission model for both
macro and microsocial unit base camps.

A brief review of the prehistoric sites of Fairfax County show that
numerous prehistoric sites have been accurately recorded through the efforts
of County archaeologist Mr. Michael Johnson. Currently, an accurate number
of sites is not readily discernible from the 1988 computer listing of sites in the
Fairfax County-Heritage Resource Management Plan. When this Plan was
published, 733 sites were known in Fairfax County. Currently there are 1900
sites. Unfortunately, this material has yet to be published in a map or graphic
form to help us evaluate sites in Alexandria ( pers. comm. M. Johnson
10/30/92). The listing has a number of categories but, references the sites by a
single point type with no topographic settings listed. Several articles and
publications pertaining to Fairfax County show the distribution of sites
within the county but precise topographic information necessary to compare
the Mark Center site with the those sites is not in published form. Research
to integrate the data amassed in Fairfax County with the site located on the
Mark Center property was considered in evaluating the site. .

The uniqueness of sites in this topographic setting within the City of
Alexandria has several components. These criteria include what is currently
~ known about the prehistory of Alexandria, the number of sites that have been
located, how many of these have been investigated, and how many sites may
be located in the future.

A review of the City of Alexandria records shows 63 single source finds
and 24 sites. The majority of these finds and sites were recorded during a
reconnaissance survey conducted by Terry Klein in 1979 that focused on some
of the last vacant property in western Alexandria. These were the Mark
Center and Stone tract properties as well as several Park areas along Holmes
Run to the west of both properties. A number of artifacts and artifact
concentrations were noted during the survey and a few of these were
registered with the Commonwealth of Virginia as archaeological sites.
Unfortunately, the sampling methodology for the survey did not include the
collection of non-diagnostic finds. This has presented some difficulty in
establishing whether the artifacts noted were of cultural origins.

A review of the 25 registered prehistoric sites in Alexandria shows that
all but one of these sites are directly associated with drainages or lowlands.
Only two sites 44AX24 and 44AX166 are upland terrace sites. When site
44AX24 was recorded in 1979, the registration form stated that it was slated for
low income housing development and the current status of this site was
unable to be determined. ’
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The prehistoric site 44AX166 that was recently discovered and
mitigated by International Archaeological Consultants on a portion of the
Stone tract is no longer extant.

Of the 11 registered sites that are listed on the Mark Center and
Winkler property, only four were shown to be within the 61 acre terrace area
slated for future development. Of these four sites, two have been previously
investigated and have gone through the review process and are no longer -
extant as a result of the development of two structures on the property.
Another registered prehistoric site (44AX10) was located during the 1979
survey by Terry Klein several efforts were made to verify the site during the
current investigation with no success. The Terrace 2B site, located during this
investigation, has been registered with the Commonwealth of Virginia as
44AX163 and was determined to be a very light lithic scatter at the edge of an
upland terrace with no intact cultural features.

Examination of the City of Alexandria Master Plan shows an accurate
and current breakdown of the land use within the City of Alexandria. It states
that a total of 446.9 acres or 6% of the City is vacant land. The largest
percentage of this area lays in the Alexandria West portion of the City and
comprises 170.2 acres. The location of the terraces on low order drainages
suggests limited possibilities for prehistoric habitation and this expectation
was verified by the survey results.
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HISTORIC CONTEXT

Research Strategy

Archival research undertaken in support of archaeological
investigations of the Mark Center property in the City of Alexandria
commenced with the examination of cartographic works that are on file at the
Library of Congress, National Archives, Virginia State Library, Virginia
Historical Society, Virginia Department of Historic Resources and the
- Colonial Williamsburg Foundation Research Archives. Maps reproduced in

secondary sources such as The Official Atlas of the Civil War and the
American Campaigns of Rochambeau's Army were utilized. Indices to plats

and surveys that are on file at the Huntington Library in San Marino,
California, and the Virginia Historical Society in Richmond were examined.
Map research was oriented toward identifying cultural features within the
boundaries of the Mark Center property and tracing the sequence of any
development that occurred there. Observations also were made with regard
to land use patterns in the vicinity of the study area, which from 1742 to 1957
‘was part of Fairfax County.

Patents and grants (records of the Virginia Land Offlce) were accessed
through the use of the abstracts compiled by Nell M. Nugent and Susan B.
Sheppard. Peggy S. Joyner's synopses of Northern Neck warrants and surveys
also were reviewed. This research was undertaken as a means of assessing
the rate at which settlement spread within the Potomac River drainage
generally and in the vicinity of Holmes Run. Phase I archival research on the
Mark Center property was enhanced by a title search. The chain of title for the
period 1741 to 1933 was traced by Beth Mitchell, who provided a
chronologically organized and annotated list of the land ownership
transactions that occurred during that period (See Appendix L). Personnel of
the First American Title Insurance Company produced facsimiles of the deeds
that changed hands whenever the Winkler properties were sold or mortgaged
during the years 1933 through 1946.

Faithful transcriptions of the official records of the Virginia
government, as first a colony and then a state, were used as needed.
Background research was conducted by the principal investigator in the
offices of Alexandria Archaeology. E. G. Swem's Virginia Historical Index
and the computer networks and card catalogues at the Colonial Williamsburg
Foundation Research Archives, the Williamsburg Regional Library, the
Virginia Historical Society, and the Swem Library at the College of William
and Mary were searched for secondary source material on the history of the
City of Alexandria and Fairfax County, for the study area lay within the
bounds of Fairfax for 215 years. General historical background data were
extracted from volumes produced by respected scholars such as Warren S.
Billings, Thad Tate, Gary Nash, and Allan Kulikoff. Specialized reference
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works on the American Revolution and the Civil War were used as sources
of both general and site-specific information on military activity that might
have potentially affected the study area and left an imprint upon its
archaeological record.

The well documented history of Fairfax County produced by Nan
Netherton et al. was used as a source of local and regional background data; it
was mvaluable in placmg the study area within its historical context Fairfax

1 Highli : Abstr f Will Fairfax
_(_;QL;gty, mrglmg 1742-1801; Fairfax County in Virginia; and the Fairfax
County Herjtage Resource Management Plan also were utilized. The latter

document was particularly helpful in developing a working knowledge of the
cultural themes that are associated with the Mark Center properties historical
continuum. ‘

The Fairfax County-Heritage Resource Management Plan has been
used as the basis for the temporal organization of the narrative that follows.
The domestic, military, and agricultural /subsistence cultural themes will be
introduced and addressed within the temporal contexts to which they pertain.

Data Limitations

Most of the seventeenth and eighteenth century maps that are
available for the Northern Neck, within which the study area lies consist of
schematic representations that contain relatively little topographic detail,
especially in the region's interior. They do, however, disclose the general
pattern of regional settlement and development. By the mid-to-late
eighteenth century map-makers began identifying Fairfax County's major
thoroughfares and some of its more prominent local landmarks. Civil War
era cartographers prepared thth detailed maps that were extremely useful in
tracing land use patterns and in identifying subsurface cultural features in the
immediate vicinity of the Mark Center property. Twentieth century maps
facilitated the interpretation of earlier-dated renderings.

Ms. Beth Mitchell, in tracing the Mark Center chain of title from 1741
to 1933, cited the instruments through which individual property transfers
occurred, but (with two exceptions) furnished neither synopses nor copies of
the deeds themselves. The First American Title Insurance Company
provided copies of relevant deeds, some of which made reference to plats and
surveys; however, copies of those drawings were not made available.

Fairfax County was formed from Prince William County in 1742.In
1757 it was reduced in size when Loudoun County was formed (Virginia State
Library 1965:19,26,28). Prince William County's early court records are
incomplete, as are those of Stafford County, one of Prince William's
immediate antecedents. Fairfax County's records and those of the City of
Alexandria are largely intact. Fairfax County was part of the Northern Neck
Proprietary,which land grants are incompletely preserved. Even so, many of
the region's original records (including surveys) still survive. Virginia's
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earliest land patents are copies of the original documents, which in 1690 were
transcribed into volumes and forwarded to England. Prior to that time, the
colony's patents, which were kept in the clerk's office at Jamestown, were
maintained as loose leaves that were suspended upon a piece of cord;
therefore a significant number of pre-1690 patents were lost or destroyed -
(Nugent 1969-1979:1:226).

Historical Background
Exploration and Frontier (1550-1675)

Fairfax County is in Virginia's Northern Neck, which region is situated
between the Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers and fronts upon the
Chesapeake Bay. The Northern Neck most likely was visited by Captain
Vincente Gonzalez and Juan Menendez-Marques in 1588, Spanish explorers
who set out in search of Sir Walter Raleigh's colonists. In 1608 Captain John
Smith ventured into the Potomac River and discovered that Indian villages
lined its banks. Later, he depicted those settlements upon his well known
map of Virginia. The Virginia colonists, who in 1610 were in desperate need
of corn, began trading with the Natives of the Northern Neck, a practice that
continued for many years (Lewis and Loomie 1953:186-202; Smith 1624;
1910:395-398,419) (Figure 25). | _

English settlement in the southerly portion of the Potomac River
valley was initiated during the early 1640s, but it was not until nearly a
century later that colonists in substantial numbers began moving into the
Northern Neck's upper reaches and into its interior. Their homesteads
would have consisted of impermanent structures, many of which were
surrounded by ancillary buildings (Wheeler 1972:11-14; Henry et al. 1988:III-
H2-3; Nugent 1969-1979:1:131-132,135,189,199,239,264,278). - |

The Northern Neck of Virginia was part of a proprietary territory that °
the exiled King Charles II allocated to seven of his loyal supporters in 1649, a
grant that he upheld in 1652 when the monarchy was restored. In 1669
Charles II reaffirmed the Northern Neck grant by means of a 21 year lease.but
excluded three of its seven original proprietors. Later, when one of the
excluded men's heirs protested, six of the seven men's shares were reinstated. .
John Lord Culpeper, whose interest in the Northern Neck had been restored,
eventually purchased the shares of four fellow lessees. In 1688, his heir,
Thomas Lord Culpeper, received the final grant to Northern Neck. Later, the
Northern Neck Proprietary passed to Thomas Lord Fairfax through his
marriage to Culpeper's daughter and heir (Gentry 1981:xvi-xvii).

' Tracts of land within the Northern Neck Proprietary were allocated to
prospective grantees by means of purchase warrants that specified the size and
location of the acreage for which application was being made. After a survey
was performed, a legal land grant was prepared and issued. The office of the

-62 -



2 j()‘V s -
DN L4 La¢tan. 3

O%_, ~ wbmdumy\l‘/&dmd-}ml\ ) C R <
3 - ‘ ‘ 7 B WRR I P 5 _,_.{{u.m/(/g yoy
;j < _(} f Secriech o F“h‘"}oﬂi ’bﬂ

IJrruanJu.uAru\__
/
P Q_H-a/l.unln.ﬂ . y

5 d‘- {:u/ e .'n;\.. f 1‘” aun
32 ¢
Q_l»(u!umwu-u;.k} o . Q i\wi.]

L Af/ uulna
VJA.II.MJI renad TN 2
> L -
A ~ s "
RN .

Crirguatsik
QMunMa/;r o~

1
B . 4:1%
Qwuu\. W l(nuulmslurl %z,
= 3, F;n.uwuu. 3 i 4

e GPRY:
\ Juo -.launnl - ae
imfm“;i sty

'\'—_'_-.u :I:F_;

Figure 23:  Virginia Discovered and Discribed [sic} (Smith1624).

-63 -



Northern Neck Proprietary continued to dispense land until after the
American Revolution and the death of Lord Fairfax. The Fairfax family's
interest in these Virginia lands, which was the subject of heated controversy
after the Revolutionary War, was terminated in 1808 when the last surviving
Fairfax heir sold off his residual interest in the region. Despite the fact that
the Northern Neck was a proprietary territory, those who resided within its
boundaries fell within the purview of Virginia law (Gentry 1981:xvi-xvii).

Early Colonial Settlement (1650-1720)

The earliest date at which land was patented by European colonists in
the region that eventually became Fairfax County was 1651, when 2,109 acres
were acquired by Robert Turney, whose land lay at the mouth of the
Occoquan River. By 1655, all of the land on the northwestern shore of the
Occoquan, inland to its falls, had been claimed (Netherton et al. 1978:1-12).
During the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, sizeable tracts of
Northern Neck land were cleared to accommodate the mass production of
tobacco, utilizing slave labor. Early on, Virginia planters learned that the soil
type they favored for the production of sweet scented tobacco (the most
marketable and therefore most valuable species) occurred along the banks of
the colony's major rivers and their tributaries. Therefore, it was during the
mid-to-late seventeenth century that the plantation economy which
characterized the Northern Neck for the next century and a half became well
established (Billings et al. 1986:66-68). The 1670 map of Augustine Herrmann
(1673) reveals that planters were then dispersed along the shore line of the
Potomac and the lesser streams that extended into the region's interior
(Figure 26). A rapid increase in the population of the Northern Neck led to .
its being subdivided into a succession of new counties and parishes.

As settlement spread inland, tensions increased between the colonists
and the Indians, with the result that there were sporadic outbreaks of
violence. In 1676 Governor William Berkeley responded to the plight of
frontier families by building forts at nine sites on the heads of the colony's
principal rivers. On the Potomac a fort was constructed on Mussell Creek in
Stafford County. In 1679 these forts were replaced by military garrisons that
were erected at only four sites. In contrast to the forts of 1676, which the.
colonists likened to mousetraps, these garrisons were to serve as bases from
which armed horsemen could range through the countryside, maintaining a
watch over the frontiers. The garrison on the Potomac was to be built near
Occoquan. In 1683 the garrisons were discontinued, by which time the
population of eastern Virginia's Indians had declined significantly
(McCartney 1985:67-71; Hening 1809-1823:11:326-327,433; Nugent 1969-
1979:11:60). - _

Most of the men who claimed literally thousands of acres of land on
the Virginia frontier were members of the planter elite who were intimately
involved in the colony's commerce and trade and in its political affairs.
Their plantations were massive and according to contemporary accounts,
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resembled small villages. Interspersed with these great plantations were
those of lesser size, which belonged to persons of more modest means
(Billings et al. 1986:55,122). The development and maturation of the colony
and its governmental systems coincided with an increase in.the stratification
of Virginia society as a whole, with the result that those in its upper ranks,
socially and economically, were in possession of many important advantages.
County officials were appointed by the governor and council, as were lesser
functionaries, all of whom derived income from performing their
governmental duties. Members of the House of Burgesses, though elected,
were drawn from the upper ranks of society, further enhancing their own
influence. Family, political and social connections among the colony's
leaders guaranteed their participation in the governmental establishment.
Politics also permeated the affairs of the church, to which official interest was
linked, with the result that the same men who functioned as burgesses or
county officials (such as justices, naval officers or sheriffs) usually served as
parish vestrymen. As members of an elite class these Virginians mingled
together socially as well as when they were conducting business or
discharging their governmental duties. Meanwhile, those individuals who
were at the lower end of the socio-economic scale, such as enslaved or free
blacks and landless free whites, had little opportunity for personal
advancement (Billings et al. 1986:55,122).

Tobacco Plantation Society (1720-1800)

By 1720 most of the land in what became eastern Fairfax County had
been claimed by prospective settlers. Many of the people who immigrated
into the region were from the southeastern part of Virginia and brought with
them a heritage of tobacco culture. But by the early eighteenth century the
cultivation of wheat and other forms of diversified agriculture had begun to
replace tobacco (Henry et al. 1988:1II-H3-1). During the period 1720 to 1732,
many new land grants were awarded and the region experienced considerable
growth. This increase in population and land development gave rise to a
need for more roads. These byways (which typically were little more than
trails) made it possible for travelers to go to church or to court, or reach larger
communities or rudimentary commercial facilities (Netherton et al.1978:15-
19).

In 1742, Virginia's House of Burgesses passed an act creating Fairfax
County out of the northeastern portion of Prince William. Fifteen years later,
Fairfax was subdivided when Loudoun County was formed its westerly
territory. Shortly after Fairfax County was established, Spring Field (a site
near Freedom Hill and Tyson's Corners) was made the county seat. A decade
later, in 1752, the seat of the county court was moved to Belhaven or
Alexandria, which had been established in 1749 but not formally given the
status of a town until three years later. During this period, plantations along
the Rappahannock and Potomac Rivers, which had become a conduit of
shipping and trade,served as the manorial estates of some of Virginia's most
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prominent families (Virginia State Library 1965:19; Geddes 1967:13; Netherton
et al. 1978:37; Mayo 1736; Warner 1736-1737; Reps 1972:202).

Research suggests that William Henry Terrett, who in 1741 acquired
982 acres that encompassed the Mark Center property, was a man of wealth
and social standing (Northern Neck Grants E:412). On May 14, 1746 he
enhanced the amount of land under his control through the addition of a 127
acre tract on Holmes Run, which he had surveyed. Terrett's new acreage was
contiguous to the land he already owned. William Henry Terrett was one of
Fairfax County's first court justices and in 1750 he served as clerk of the Truro
Parish vestry, both of which offices indicate that he was relatively affluent
and influential in the community (Netherton et al. 1978:10,54; Mitchell 1987;
Joyner 1987:118) (Figure 27).

. Nan Netherton, when analyzing land settlement patterns in Fairfax
County, determined that in 1749 only 36 percent of county residents lived to
the north or west of Difficult Run. This led her to conclude that settlers
generally preferred to establish their homesteads on the banks of rivers and
navigable streams and tended to move inland at a relatively slow rate. Her
research for this time period also revealed that although Fairfax freeholders
typically relied upon slave labor, 61 percent of local slave owners had from
one to six slaves, 24 percent of which slave owners had only one or two. At
the upper end of Fairfax's economic scale, 11 percent of the county's slave
owners had from 20 to 40 slaves apiece, whereas an elite four men possessed
more than 40 slaves each. William Henry Terretts' will of 1758 (Will Book B:
183) showed that he owned 20 slaves placing him in the uppermost bracket.
By 1810, during the period of occupation at the Terrace 1 site, William Henry
Terrett, the son of William Henry Terrett, is reported to have 32 slaves
placing him in the top 3% of slave owners. Netherton's research
demonstrates that the region's wealth (as demonstrated by the ownership of
slaves) was concentrated in the hands of a few well established families.
Many of these individuals were absentee landowners (such as the Pages and
the Carters) who placed tenants or sharecroppers upon their property
(Netherton et al. 1978:30-31).

A map prepared in ca. 1747 suggests that during the second quarter of
the eighteenth century, the upper part of the Northern Neck was sparsely
settled but that the frontier lay beyond the Blue Ridge mountains (Jefferson
and Brooke 1736-1746). A map of Fairfax County that dates to ca. 1745-1748
reveals that a road network then criss-crossed its countryside. The Potomac
Path, an Indian trail that led along the natural ridge between the Potomac and
Rappahannock Rivers, extended from the Occoquan to the Hunting Creek
warehouse on Great Hunting Creek, near which was Belhaven (Alexandria);
from that point, the Potomac Path continued westward. Another road
extended westward from the Occoquan Ferry, what was known as the Middle
Ridge or Ox Road. This byway reportedly was laid out by Robert Carter in 1729
as a connecting link between the ferry and his Frying Pan Copper Mine,
which was on a branch of Broad Run (Netherton et al. 1978:20-26; Jenings
[1745-1748]) (Figure 28).
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1760 (Mitchell 1987).
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Early Diversified Agriculture (1750-1840)

The early 1750's saw dramatic growth in Fairfax County's population.
It was during this period that new roadways were laid out in the county's
interior and the towns of Belhaven and Colchester developed into sizeable
communities. Fairfax's land mass was reduced by almost 60 percent in 1757
when Loudoun County was formed, but its population continued to grow
steadily. This influx of settlers stimulated commercial development and
provided an incentive for improving or establishing new transportation
corridors (Henry et al. 1988:I1I-H3-1; Netherton et al. 1978:27). Although the
county's large landowners generally were situated in relatively close
proximity to the Potomac River and tended to raise tobacco utilizing slave
labor, the small farmers who lived in the county's hinterlands typically relied
upon less labor-intensive forms of agriculture. Research has demonstrated
that the average Fairfax County landowner was in possession of 200 to 500
acres, which he worked with the assistance of family members and one or two
slaves or indentured servants. Such yeoman farmers were obliged to travel
overland to procure those goods and services that they could not produce and
they needed to reach mills, churches and the seat of county government.
Although craftspeople by the 1760s had begun to ply their trades in outlying
portions of Fairfax County, most such artisans tended to congregate in urban
communities where commercial facilities, such as retail establishments and
warehouses, also were accessible. The need for access to urban centers led to
the development and improvement of overland transportation corridors
(Henry et al. 1988:11I-H3-3).

The forerunner of what became the Little River Turnpike (later, Route
236) was an important early road that extended to the Ohio Valley. In 1785 it
was surfaced with crushed stone to facilitate travel. In 1801 a commission was
formed for the purpose of constructing a turnpike from Duke Street in
Alexandria to the Little River and the town of Aldie. The proposed turnpike
was intended to create easy access to the waterfront of the incorporated (1779)
town of Alexandria (Geddes 1967:19,115; Netherton et al. 1978:198; Virginia
State Library 1965:31). By means of Fairfax County's increasingly complex
road network, farmers in the west were able to transport their wheat, flour,
tobacco and other crops to market in Alexandria. Historical maps that date to
the third quarter of the eighteenth century reveal that road from Vestals Gap
to Belhaven (Alexandria), which roughly paralleled the Potomac River, was
an important thoroughfare, as was the forerunner of the Little River
Turnpike (Henry 1770; Fry and Jefferson 1755,1775; Jefferson 1787)(Figure 29).

Although the residents of Fairfax County, like other Virginians, were
caught up in the American Revolution, military activity seemingly had very
little impact upon the area's landscape. The aftermath of the Revolution
brought about certain fundamental changes in Virginia's legal and social
systems, but the old gentry families continued to dominate the political
spectrum, just as they had before the war. Some of the county's more affluent
planters, who had gone into debt during the war, experienced financial
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difficulties that forced them to sell off some of their landholdings. Gone was
the old Northern Neck Proprietorship, as was the Established Church, which
played an active role in many aspects of community life. Various religious
denominations came to Fairfax County, erected houses of worship, and
introduced new social and cultural perspectives. It was in the aftermath of
the American Revolution that Virginians in substantial numbers began
moving into the vast territory which lay beyond the mountains (Henry et al.
1988:111-H5-1).

In 1789 the state of Virginia proposed ceding 10 square miles of land to
the United States government, to serve as the capital of the newly formed
nation. The proposed district's boundaries were delimited and in January
1791 President George Washington formally proclaimed the creation of the
District of Columbia. Although Alexandria lost much of its international
flour trade, as emphasis shifted to Baltimore and New York, the development
of the new federal city attracted newcomers to Fairfax County and expanded
its markets for agricultural products. When Alexandria became part of the
District of Columbia, a new seat for the Fairfax County court was established
at Providence, now the city of Fairfax (Henry et al. 1988:11I-H5-1).
| In 1793, a William Henry Terrett sold 133 1/4 acres of his plantation to

Ludwell Lee (Fairfax County Deed Book X:225). This property is located to the
north of Seminary Road and includes the Stonegate development. Lee and
his wife, Elizabeth, retained their acreage until 1799, at which time they
deeded it to Benjamin Dulany. In 1815 the land changed hands again, when
Dulany's trustees sold it to Thomas Watkins (Fairfax County Deed Book B
No.2:456; O No0.2:184). It should be noted that these land transactions
occurred at a time the nation's economy was in a perlod of stagnation (Henry
et al. 1988:111-H5-1).

By 1800 the populatlon of the Fairfax-Alexandria area had grown to
more than three times its size in 1742 (Netherton et al. 1978:27). Historical
maps made during the early nineteenth century demonstrate that overland
transportation had improved considerably. Bishop James Madison
(1807,1818), who in 1807 prepared a map of Virginia that was updated in 1818,
emphasized the state's main thoroughfares (such as stage roads) while
omitting many lesser-sized roads. Madison showed Route 1's forerunner,
which developed from part of the track of the ancient Potomac Path, and he
indicated that highways extended from Alexandria to Fairfax Courthouse,
Colchester, Centerville and Georgetown, from which a network of roads also
emanated. Two of the roads shown on James Madison's map were the
Leesburg (or Middle) and the Little River Turnplkes the forerunners of
Routes 7 and 236 (Figure 30).

The Little River Turnpike, which received a modest amount of pubhc
support, was also financed through the sale of stock. By 1806 a section of the
34 mile turnpike was completed and its first 10 miles were opened to travelers
later in the year. It was not until 1815 that construction was complete.
Meanwhile, in 1813 several men organized a company to build a turnpike
from Alexandria to Leesburg. Construction got underway in 1818 and was
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completed in 1828, thanks to the assistance of the Virginia Board of Public
. Works. The Middle Turnpike, as the new highway was known,
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comprised a very direct link between Leesburg and Alexandria (Netherton et
. al. 1978:195,198).

The map of Virginia produced by Herman Boye (1826) showed not only
the state’s older, better known thoroughfares but also a number of minor
roads that by 1826 had evolved into public byways (Figure 31). By the 1820s,
the market at Georgetown had diminished in importance and residents of the
western part of the Northern Neck were directing their attention toward
Alexandria. This was the likely reason why Virginia's Board of Public Works
decided to give public support to the construction of the Middle (or
Alexandria and Leesburg) Turnpike (Wrenn 1972:12). During the late 1820s
the Fairfax Episcopal Theological Seminary (now the Virginia Theological
Seminary) was established at a site not far from the Leesburg and Little River
Turnpikes; nearby was the Episcopal High School, which opened in 1839.
Both of these educational institutions, which are in the general vicinity of the
Mark Center property, have been operational throughout much of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Netherton et al. 1988:288,571).

Agrarian Fairfax (1840-1940)

Jedediah Hotchkiss (1835-1841), David H. Burr (1839) and Claudius
Crozet (1848) depicted many of the same transportation corridors that had
been identified by their predecessors a decade or more earlier. Hotchkiss also
. showed the tracks of the Virginia Midlands; the Washington and Ohio; and
the Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroads, all of which led to
Alexandria (Figure 32). Stage coaches carried travelers overland to and from
Alexandria. In 1854 Samuel M. Janney reported that:

In passing through that unfrequented part of Fairfax, which lies
between the Little River Road and the Middle Turnpike [within
which territory the Mark Center property lies], the traveller finds
himself in a wilderness of pines and journeys for miles without
seeing a single habitation. In a distance of twelve miles which
we travelled through this district, we saw but two or three
‘cabins, and nothing that is entitled to the appellation of a
comfortable dwelling for civilized man. Yet most of this land
was formerly cultivated in corn and tobacco,and having been
exhausted by the mis-directed efforts of man, is now undergoing
the process which the bountiful author of nature has provided
for the renovation of the soil [Wrenn 1972:12].

Although partisan issues, such as slavery and sectionalism, polarized
the politics of the mid-nineteenth century, it also was a time of great
technological change. Advances in the field of agriculture, which enhanced

. crop productivity and restored the fertility of worn-out soil, stimulated
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