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ABSTRACT

In March 2000 Chicora Foundation
arcﬁxaeo!ogists conducted an intensive archaeo}.ogical
survey of the proposeé Macon County airport
expansion. That work revealed that virtuaﬂy all of the
field to the west of the small Iotla Branch contained
remains attributable to 31MA77. This site, based on
the range of materials recovereé, site size, clepth of the
plowzone {which may provide protection to un&exlying
features), inability to identify the subsoil in multiple
tests, and associated historic conmnections, was
recommended potenﬁally eligijbie for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places.

The N.C. Office of State Archacology (NC
SHPQ) concurred with this ﬁnéing and recommended
a program of mechanical site stripping in order to
evaluate the density and distribution of features at
31MA77. The site was divided into two broad zones
with about 7 acres considered low prol)ai:ility because of
steep slopes and eroded soils and 13 acres considered
higl-x proiua]oﬂity because of more level topograpky and a
lack of erosion {or possibly deposition). The low
probal)ilii‘y area was to be sa,mpieé at 2%, while the I'ugh
pro]oahili‘ty area was to be sampﬁe& at 8%.

This stuéy reports on that testing program. A
series of 80 trenches, incorporating 52,680 square feet,
were openeé éuﬁng the four weeks of field investigation.
This included 6,197 square feet in the portion of the
site identified as low pro%a}oﬂity, reﬂecting a 2.03%
sampﬁe, and 4(),483 sguare feet in what was identified
as high pml)aﬁsility, zeﬂecting’ an 8.21% sampie.

In the low proba.}:ﬂi*‘:y area this work identified
71 postholes and one feature. Over & third of these
postholes and the single feature were found in Trench
10, situated at the toe of the s}.ope, in an area which
might better be considered intermediate or }mgk
pro}}ajoiiit'y. Nevertheless, this suggests that potentiaﬂy
as many as 349 postholes and 49 features exist in the
low pro}:al:)ility area.

In the high probability area this work identified
1,498 postholes and 167 features. The mean number
of postiloles per trench is 20, althougiz the standard
deviation of 16 reflects the considerable variation
between the trenches (the number of postholes ranges
from 2 to 76). Regardless, it is possible that as many as
18,246 pos‘&}aoles an& 2,034 features are present in the
high proi)abili‘&y portion of the site.

Of the 168 features identified in this work,
four are known to represent burials with in situ human
remains. All four were identified in the }ﬁgh pro]oaloﬂity
site area and were a.cciclenta.ny uncovered &uring
stripping operations. The identification of these four
burials suggests that at least 48 burials are present at
31MAZ7. Since there are at least 2n additional 28
potential Lurials, the number of total inhumations at
3IMATZ7 may be considerably higher, potentially
numbering 390.

Artifacts identified éuring the stripping
operations suggest that significant Connestee (A.D.
200-800) and Qualla (ca. AD. 1450-1838)
components are present, with smaller (ané. potentia.uy
insignificant) Archaic, Swannanca, and Pisgah
components.

This investigation revealed a wide variety of
data sets, incluc%ing a karge number of well preserveé
features (inciu&ing human Luria.ls}, the presence of
pos?choles (W}E'ucii are }jLeEy to reveal house patterns), and
cultural remains inclu&ing pottery, cut mica, stone
’toois, and at least one historic artifact. Moreover, the
work reveals that these data sets are well preserveci and
distinct. There is limited evidence of faunal remains,
but very gooé preservation of ethrobotanical remains.
The sealed deposits may be especiauy important for the
recovery of poﬂen and phytokth evidence.

Asa result, we recommend the entire site as
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of



Historic Places under Criteria D (a})ﬂity to yiei&
irnportant information) at the state level of significance.
In a&&itéon, the linhage Letween this site and the
historic Cherokee viﬁage of Joree suggests that the site
is also eligible under Criterion A (association with
historic events or activities). It is worth noting that even
if the site did not meet these clearly defined criteria, the
property might still be eligﬂ)};e for inclusion on the
National Register for its traditional religious and
cultural importance to Native Americans.

The ideal solution remains avoidance of the
site. This would lilzeiy necessitate abandonment of the
proposed airport expansion project since there seem to
be no feasible alternatives (i.e., sites of equal importance
are known to exist at the opposite end of the runway, to
the east).

If the project is of such sigm'{icance that it
must be conducted, then data recovery is the oniy
alternative. This data recovery will involve not only 36
CFR Part 800, which outlines procedures for
comp}iance with the National Historic Preservation
Act, but also with North Carolina’s “Unmarked Human
Burial and Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act”
(NC Article 3, Section 70-29).

This report contains a recommended data
recovery plan for the site.
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INTRODUCTION

B 2aC, roun(i

The Macon County Airport is situated about
3 miles northwest of the town of Franklin, Nozth
Carolina, and about 55 miles southwest of Asheviﬂe,
North Carolina (Figure 1). The airport is reported to be
one of the few ian&ing strips capa]:)le of hanc]ling mid-
sized private planes west of Asheville and this is
promoting the need for expansion. The airport Eacility
is situated in t}ae mic;.c]le of the Io’cla Branch gooclpiain,
surrounded by steep topography to the north and south
(Figuze 2).

In March 2000 Chicora Foundation was
retained l)y W.K. Dickson to conduct a cultural
resources study necessary for the expansion of the
existing Macon County airport. The project will use
federal funds and this survey was conducted to assist
W.K. Dickson and Macon County comply with the
provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act.
The work would involve exten&ing the existing concrete
runway and taxiway from the existing facilities 600 feet
to the west, along with relocation of utilities and other
associated construction issues (such as the filiing in of
the intervening Iotla Branch &rainage). The work would
also include gmcling and preparing of a sa.fety area
extenc{ing west off the runway for an additional 1,400
feet. The entire survey area, there{ore, inciucleé
approximately 26.6 acres. The investigation included
examining the end of the existing runway at the western
e&ge of the airport, as well as the agricul‘curai field to the
west, on the opposite side of a small run of lotla

BZ&I}C}L

The survey was conducted using transects
spaced at 50 feet on the east side of lotla Branch,
with shovel tests excavated at 50 foot intervals. On the
west side of this branch an arc}aaeologica} site,
31MAT7, had been previously identified and the shovel
testing used 100 foot transects with shovel tests every
100 feet. A total of 86 shovel tests were péaced in the
site area with the recovery of a broad range of Quaﬁa,

Pisga,h, and Connestee remains.

The s’m&y found that the runway expansion
would not affect any cultural resources on the east side
of the branch. On the west side, however, site 31MA77
was found to be very large and potentiaﬂy signifi'cant.
The site was recommended potentiauy eligi}ale for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,
a determination with which the State Historic
Preservation Office concurred.

A further testing plan was developed by Dr.
David Moore, Western Field Office Archa.eologist with
the North Carolina Office of State Arciaaeoiogy in
Asheville. This p}an, discussed in greater detail in a
£0Howing‘ section, speciﬁe& that on the steep slopes of
the site 2 2% sample should be su}:}' ected to mechanical
stripping, while in the more level site areas an 8%
sarnple should be strippec!m. The goal of this work was to
i&entify feature &ensi’cy and types. With additional input
from W.K. Dickson on the actual limits of anticipated
disturbance tesu}ting from the expansion project were
identified as exten&ing further to the north than
initiaﬁy anticipa,tecl, but not talaing in the entire field to
the west. About 20 acres were expectecl to be involved in
the project.

The plan for additional testing was comp{eteé
by Dr. Moore and submitted to Chicora on July 20,
2000. We, in turn, proviclecl our testing proposal to
W.K. Dickson on Iu]y 24 and an agreement was
appmveé E:y W.K. Dickson on Septem}:er 8, 2000. A
copy of the testing scope of work and our proposa} was
provided to Mr. James Bird, Cherokee THPO on
October 5. The field investigations beg‘an on October
15 and were compie’ted on November 9, with a total of
594.5 person hours E)eing devoted to the field
investigations. An additional 42 person hours were
devoted to field notes and associated management
activities.

As requirecl Ly the scope of work, a letter

1
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INTRODUCTION

SCALE IN FEET

Figure 2. Project area of the Macon County Airport expansion {basemap is USGS Franklin 1:24,000).
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management summary was submitted iﬁy Chicora
Foundation to W.K. Dickson on November 14, 2000.
This letter was forwarded by W.K. Dickson to Mr.
Richard W. Barkes, NC DOT, Division of Aviation,
who is the FAA &esignee as lead agency official for this
project. In addition, copies of this management
summary were provi&ed to the State Archa,eo}.ogist, Mr.
Steve Claggett; the Cherokee Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer, M. James Bird; as well as Macon
County and other interested parties.

Goals

The primary goai of this stu&y was to i&entigy
ciensi’cy and distribution of archaeological features
associated with 31MAZ7. This information is intended
to resolve the site’s eiigibﬂity for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places. Of course,
Chicora Foundation provicles only an opinion of
National Register eligibili’ry and the final determination
is made by the lead agency (in this case the NC DOT,
Division of Aviation) in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).

This  information fulfills the initial
requirements 36 CFR Part 800, auowing historic
properties to be identified and permitting a more
thorough  evaluation of the properties’ historic
signi{ica.nce. Moreover, it will allow the lead agency and
the State Historic Preservation Qgﬁce, in consultation
with the Cherckee THPO, to apply the criteria of
adverse eHect and initiate a process to resolve those
effects, assuming that the project is not abandoned or
that an alternative is not identified which allows the
identified site to be green spaced {preserved in place). In
addition, the resui‘cing information allows the
development of a data recovery plan, should such 2 plan
be necessary throug’}x a ﬁn&mg of adverse effect.

In more simpl‘e terms, this sfucly }xelps i&en’cify
the significance of archaeological site 3IMA77 and
provi&es a cieariy defined basis for additional work that
will be minimaﬂy necessary at the site.

This stuéy also provicles information on the
site lveyorzcl the immediate construction footprint. This
is important in terms of esta.}zlishi'ng construction
staging areas and areas which might be appropriate for

4

the reburial of any identified human skeletal remains
1. .
which are removed from the site.

While the goals of this investigation were
clear!y defined to provi&e needed management
assistance, the large area of the site expc:se& and plo’cte&
does address = variety of more scl'lolarly research
interests. For exampze, the distribution of remains on
the site provi&es a speculative glimpse of intra-site
patterning. The small collection of artifacts ga’chereé
&uring‘ the mechanical stripping helps to better i&entify
the cultural assem}:vlages identified with the site. Bven
the very generalize& information collected on the range
of features and postl’mies observed provides some
information on the types of structures present at the
site. In other words, while the goals of the project were
largely focused on helping W.K. Dickson and Macon
County comply with federal historic preservation laws,
the current project does make a small contribution to
our understancling of Cherokee arclmaeology.

Curation

The collections from this project have been
transferred to the North Carolina Office of State
Axcha,eology for permanent curation, along with field
notes and artifact catalogs resuiting from this
investigation. These materials are curated under the

previousiy assigned accession number for 31MA77,
200281.



NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Physiography

The project area, at the extreme southwestern
eclge of North Carolina, is located in Macon County. It
is situated in the mountains west of the Fast
Continental Divide (w}lich separates water &raina.ge west
to the Mississippi River and east to the Atlantic Ccean).
Ir the Appalacl’xian Mountains the topography varies
ciramaticaﬂy, from nearly level in the ﬂooclpiains to
nearly vertical on sheer rock cliffs. While there are over
forty peaks exceeding an elevation of 6,000 feet above
mean sea level (AMSL), the bulk of the Appa.lachi&n
region has elevations ranging from about 2,000 to

5,000 %eet AMSL.

Macon County exhibits this same range, with
meountains, low roﬂing hins, ﬂoodplains, and low stream
terraces. In Macon County the elevations range from
about 1 ,800 feet AMSL where the Little Tennessee
flows into Swain County in the north to 5,500 feet

AMSL at the top of Standing Indian Mountain.

Macon County is bordered to the north Ey
Swain and Graham counties, to the east hy Iacleson
county, and to the west ioy Clay and Cherokee counties.
To the south it is bordered Ly Rabon County, Georgia.
Althougl'x a portion of the county's boundaries follow
the Cha‘ttooga River to the southeast {a smal] part of
the county west of the town of Highlands is in the
Cl’xa’cl:ooga River watershec!;) and the Nantahala River to
the west (which is part of the Little Tennessee River
clrainage), most of the borders consist of divides and
other features.

The Blue Ri&ge Province consists of

mountains that are the remnants of former highlands

that antedate the lower peneplains on either side

{Fenneman 1938). In geological terms they are
classified as “sul)clueci, " in&icating that their height and
steepness are so far lost that only a relatively thin
mantle of clecayeé
rock remains over

loolzlng west.

Figure 3. View of the survey tract from the airport runway

the unclerlying
bedrock. Talus
sEopes and  bare
cli{fs, whﬂe present,
are rare. Summits
are commonly
rounded and true
mountain peai:s are
in£requent. Com-
pare& to ranges such
as the Rocky
Mountains, the
Blue Ri&g‘e is not
hig%. Moreover, the
climate in the area
is far more humid
and this has also
helped to round the
peales.

(62
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Site 31MAZ7 is situated in an area called the
[otla Valley, a reference to the broad open floodplain of
the Totla Cresk {into which Iotla Branch ﬂows). Many
also refer to areas such as this as coves — broac{,

generaﬂy ovaiashape& vaneys with smooth floors (see

Keel 1076:4).

In the project area the elevations range from
sbout 2,013 feet AMSL in the Iotla Branch floodplain
to 2,062 feet AMSL in the northwest corner of the
tract on top of the hill overloc];zing the Hood.plain. The
iopography remains relatively level through the central
portion of the site area, but Legins to slope gra.c}.uany to
the west and north in the northern third of the site. At
the southern edge the topography Begins to slope back
up and this slight rise has been bisected })y the
construction of SR-1434. As a result, the vicinity of
31MAT7 is almost bowl shaped, although the “rim” is
far more pronounce& on the north and west than it is to
south.

Figure 3 provicles an impression of the roning
Eopography in this area. Site 3IMA77 is not situated in
the ﬂoodplain, but on the {‘irst terrace above. H the
surveys thus far conducted are accurate, it appears that
virtuaﬁy no settlements occur in the ﬂoodplain — t}xey
are all found on the upper terraces, just below the upper
siopes of the mountains which define the vaﬂey or cove.
This feature was I:rieﬂy noted Ey Bartram, who observed
that:

These sweﬂing hills the proiific beds
on which the towering mountains
repose, seem to have been the
common situations of the towns of
the ancients, as appears from the
remaining ruins of them yet to be
seen, am% the level rich vale anc},
meadows in g}:ont, their pianting
grouncis {Bartram 1980
[1792]:344).

GeoEody and Soi}s

The rocks that make up the province include
Precambrian granite and gneiss, while to the south
there is also a thick layer of late Precambrian
se&imen%ary rocks, consisting of poorly sorted siltstones,
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sandstones, and conglomerates (Hunt 1967). Elsewhere
there are crystalline schists — metamorphic rocks
created &uring the process of the mountain Euilding.
Much of the area is characterized lay the presence of
steep mountains cut Ey rivers and creeks with generauy
Narrow vaneys that are squect to ﬁooding.

The g‘eology of the region provicles a wealth of
raw materials useful to Native Americans. Quartz is
common, either as Eow-quality weathered materials or
hig}lebquaiity materials found in small outcrops. Chert
is found to the west in the Ridge and Valley area of
eastern Tennessee. This was recognized. years ago as one
of the favorite sources of raw materials for the Cherokee
and other native groups in the area (see Keel 1976:5).

The immediate area is characterized by three
broad soil associations. The RosemannRedciies—Toxaway
Association consists of near]y ievel, well drained to very
pootly drained soils that are formed in alluvium and
found on the ﬂooclpiains. The HayesviHe-Bra&&oclz
Association, found on gent]y sloping to mocierateiy steep
areas, comnsists of preclominately clayey soils which have
formed from weathered metamorphic rock. This
association is typica‘i]y found on the low, roﬂing hills
above the ﬂoodplains. Surrounding the area is the
Evard-Cowee-Saunook Association. This association
consists of zoamy soils which formed in material
weathered from metamorphic rock or from colluvium.

The soils are found most commonly in the low

mountains {Thomas 1996:7-10).

Themas {1996) identified three soils in the
project area west of Iotla Branch. There is a narrow
band of Toxaway loam, a soil commonly noted as
flooded, anng the Qooclplain of the creek. The surface
iayer, typicauy up to 1.2 foot in ciep’ch, consists of dark
brown (7.5YR3/2) loam overlying an additional 1.8 feet
of black (Y.SYRZ.@’I) loam. Below this is a dark gray
(Z.5YR4/1) loam. Much of this proir'ile exhibits the
reduction typicai of wet, or ’Erequently flooded, soils
(Thomas 1996:59, 122).

Away from the ﬂoo&plain there is a broad
expanse of Dillshoro loam. These soils are found on
gently sioping, very cleep, well drained stream terraces.
The soils exhibit an Ap horizon of dark brown
(7.5YR3/2) loam over a subsoil of strong brown



NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

(7.5YR5/6) clay loam which grades into a strong brown
clay. Included in this mapping class are small areas of
Braddock soils. Generaﬂy found on small knolls — such
as are found in the stucly tract — these have an eroded

surface 1ayer of clay loam and a subsoil that is redder
than found in the Dillsboro Series (Thomas 1996:59).

Upslope are found Hayesville clay loams with
an 8 to 16% slope. These soils are found on moc},erately
broad riclges and have an Ap horizon 0.5 foot in clep’ch
of reddish-brown (5YR4/4) clay loam over a subsoil of
red (10R5/8) clay. There is also a very small area of
Hayesville clay loam with 15 to 30% slopes. On these
soils the surface pro{ﬂe is thinner because of erosion,
but the un&erlaying subsoil is identical (T homas
1996:86-87).

In spite of the exceptional siopes found in the
region, Lee (1934} notes that there is little erosion in
the more rugged areas of Macon County. In the
ag‘ricu}tural Jands aroun& Franl:zlin, however, he noted
that there was severe sheet erosion and in the lotla
Valley area, he plotted “severe sheet erosion frequent
gullies,” a clear indication that depression-era
agriculture was talzing a terrible toll on the region’s land
resources. Today some evidence can still be seen of this
— soils on the upper slopes of the tract’s northwestern
corner exhibit such severe sheet erosion that the red cla.y
subsoil is exposec% and cultivation is simpiy tiuing clay.
As revealed Ly this stuciy, cultivation on the sfopes and
ri&ge crests has had a signiﬁcan‘t impact on
arc}'xaeologicai resources in the area. Not cn}y do some
site areas exhibit extensive soil loss, but others have
been buried under one or more feet of recent erosional
&eposits.

In fact Gade and Stillwell suggest that erosion
continues to be a signi{-icant issue for the mountains,
where the erosion rate is hig}j.er than the state average
of 7.58 tons per acre per year. Lhey note that this
region is at particuiat risk because of the steep slopes,
heavy rainfall, and concentrated fluvial action (Gade
and Stillwell 1986:221). This tells cmly part of the
story since all of these conditions have l'ﬁston'cany been
present. The proMem, it seems, is related to the
decreased vegetative cover which has come to
characterize £azming (and cgevelopment practices) in the
mid- to late twentieth century.

Climate

The North Carolina mountains are not only
cooler than elsewhere in the state, giving the region a
climate similar to coastal Washington and Oregon, but
(until very recently) they result in increased precipitation
because of their orographic influence. In other words,
the warm, moist air masses moving in from the west
(ancl from the south) will cool and condense water vapor
as ’c}aey rise over the mountains. The resulting cloud
cover usuaﬂy results in either dense rainfall, or snowfall.
Once over the mountains, the air warms rapi&ly as it
descends and causes drier conditions elsewhere in the
state.

This effect can be seen Iocauy, as well. For
example, the average annual rainfall in the Franklin
area, with an elevation of 2,600 feet AMSL, is about
52 inches. In Highlands, where the elevation is 4,100
feet AMSL, the rainfall is about 85 inches a year
(Thomas 1996:3). Similar varations occur in
temperature, now{an, ﬁeeze clates, and of course, t}le
length of the growing season.

The 52 inches of rainfall in the project area
are spreacl over the year, with a}:out half, or 26 inc}les,
occurring from April through September, the growing
season for most crops. In one out of every five years the
rainfall drops below 22 inches. Since corn requires at
least 20 inches of rainfall distributed throughout the
growing season (Wannl1977:183), the Franklin area is
at the edge of “safe” cultivation, particularly for Native
Arnericans, and holds the poten‘%ia} for great}.y reduced
crop yieMs and even crop failure. The area has recent}y
seen a severe érought, with &rama.tica.ﬂy reduced levels
of growing season precipitation.

In winter the average temperature is 39°F and
in the summer the average is 85°F. The humi&ity
averages about  60%, resulting in moc}.erately
comfortable conditions in the summer, but a feeling of
cold &amp in the winter.

Snowtall in the Franklin area averages about
8 inches during the winter. It is also c].uring the winter
when the preva.ﬂing wincls, from the nort}'x, are the
strongest, averaging about 10 miles per hour.
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Floristics

Watson voices the observation that most
historians have noticed — frequently the one
characteristic which drew the attention of visitors,
traders, or explorers, was the vegetation. He comments
that these early travelers all agree& on one subject —_
that trees were everywhere, “everywhere there were
wooc}.s — clarlz, {orbid&ing, and dense” (Watscn 1083:
5}. This was echoed in Bartram's comment as his guicle,
Mr. Gala.han, Ie& him in the midst o£ the ]ore
Mountains, “] was left again mn&eﬁng along in the
&xeary mountains, not entirely pathless, nor in my
present situation entirely agreeable” (Bartram 1980
[1792].358).

The natural vegetation of the project area is
classified by Braun (1950) as the Southern
Appalachians of the Oak-Chestnut Forest Region.
Here, too, there is tremendous variation, clepen&ing on
elevation. Braun notes that because of the ciiversi‘cy in
topography and range in altitude, there “are great
differences in forest vegetation” (Braun 1950:196).
She observes that many classify the vegetation into
three distinct categories: moist slope and cove, clry slope
and ridge, and spruce forests. Barry (1980) recognizes
this &iversity and proposes a range of vegetative types,
inclu&ing riverbanks and alder zones, ﬂooclplain forests '
mixed mesop}lytic forests - cove segregates, mixed
mesop};y‘tic forests - slope segregates, riégetops and
uplami cak fores%s, pine fores’cs, and rock communities.

Cn the steep south—gacing gaps, there is often
a deciduous forest of beech, yeﬂow kirch, and sugar
maple, known as “northern hardwoods” and this
{zequentiy tep}.aces the spmce-{‘ir forest which is more
sensitive to wind stress. Deciduous £orests, }mwever, are
best clevelope& in the lower elevations where conditions
promote lar e, dense growih. Cove £ores'&s, in contrast,
contain a variety of plants, inclur_}ing tuiip popla.r, yeuow
}Ducleeye, f:aern'locla, white pine, heech, .birc}x, and ma.pie_
On the &rier, south—{acing slopes there are oa.les, which
have zeplaced the American chestnuts (these covered up
to 80% of the area prior to the introduction of the
blight in the 1920s).

It was out of this exceeclingly rich and diverse

flora that the Cherokee &evelopecl a wide variety of
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medicinal plants. Mooney (1891:324-327) identified at
least 20 plants. Bass (1977) has suggested that it was
the cove hardwood associations or mixed mesophyﬁc
forests - cove segregates that offered the most medicinal

and edible wild plants to the Cherokee.

The flora of the project area toclay bears little
resemblance to that which might have been present even
500 years ago. The }:)ottomlan&s are en‘cirely cleare&,
and much of the uplami has been converted into
pasture. As Webb and Keith (1998:10) observe, this
process of alteration Legan shor&ly after the American
Revolution, but there is toclay increased pressure
resu}’cing from economic developmen’t. Macon County,
for example, shows the largest number of recreational
home lots in the region, and newcomers accounted for
04% of the growt}l in the late twentieth century (Gacle
and Stillwell 1986:219).

In the ﬂoociplain of Totla Branch between the
airport to the east and the cultivated fields to the west
there is but a %ringe vegetation of trees, with much of
the area covered in brambles and other brush. Upslope
from the cultivated fields in the western portion of the
tract there is a %arge pasture, while to the south, the
ﬂoo&p}ain of Iotla Creek has been cleared and is also
plantecl.
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Prehistoric Overview

Overviews for North Carolina's pze}lis’tory,
while of éiﬁering leng'ﬂis and ccmplexity, are available
in vir'tuaﬂy every comphance report prepare&. There are,
in addition, some "classic" sources well worth attention,
such as Joffre Coe's Formative Cuktures (Coe 1964), as
well as some new general overviews (such as Mathis and
Crow 1983 and more recently Ward and Davis 19G9),
There are also a number of theses and dissertations
prepare& exp}oring the Cherokee region. Only a few of
the many sources are included in this stu&y, but tl'xey
should be a.clequate to give the reader a "feel" for the area
and help establish a context for the verious sites
identified in the stu&y areas. For those desiring & mozre
generaj synthesis, perhaps the most readable and well
belanced is that offered Ly ]u&ith Bense (1994},
Arckaeo/ogg a]{ the Southeastern United States:
Palecindian to World War I. Figure 4 offers a
generalize& view of North Carolina's cultural periorls.

Paleoindian Period

The Palecindian ?erio&, most commoniy dated
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is evidenced L:y
Basafiy tkinne&, side-notched projectﬁe points; guted,
lanceoclate projectile points; side scrapers; end scrapers;
and drills (Coe 1964; Williams 1965). Oliver (1981,
1985) has proposed to extend the Palecindian dating in
the North Carclina Piedmont to per}xaps as early as
14,000 B.P., incorporating the Hardaway Side-
Notched and Palmer Corner-Notched types, usually
accepted as Early Archaic, as representatives of the
terminal pizase. This view, veriaaﬂy suggestec}. Ey Coe for
a number of years, has considerable tec}mologicai
appea!i.1 Oliver suggests a continuity from the Harciaway

! While never discussed by Coe at length, he did
observe that many of the Har&away points, especiaﬁy from the
lowest contexts, had facial ﬁuting or 'thinning which, "in cases

where the side-notches or basal portions were missing, . . .

Blade through the Hardaway-Dalton to the Hardaway
Side-Notched, eventuaﬁy to the Palmer Side-Notched
(Oliver 1985:199-200). While convincingly argued,
this approach is not universaﬁy accep‘tec;. {see Ward and
Davis 1999:42-45).

The Palecindian occupation, while wi&esprea&,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
most érequently found along major river c‘;rainages,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy “oriented toward the e)ipioitation of now
extinct mega-fauna” (Michie 1977:124).Survey data for
Palecindian tools, most notaLEy fluted points, s rather
dated for North Carolina (Brennan 1982; Peck 1988;
Perkinson 1971, 1973; of. Anderson 1990). In spite
of this, the distribution offered by Anderson
(1992]:1:Figure 5.1) reveals a rather generai, and
wiciespreacl, occurrence throughout the region.
Unfortunateiy, the evidence for Paleoindians appears
sparse in the mountains and no well preservecl sites have

been identified (Ward and Davis 1999:46).

Distinctive projecﬁle points include lanceolates
such as Clovis, Dalton, perhaps the Harclaway (Coe
1964; Pheips 1983; Oliver 1985). A temporal
sequernce of Paleoindian pto;'ectile points was propose&
by Williams (1965:24-51), but according to Phelps
{1983:18) there is little stratigraphic or chronometric
evidence for it. While this is cer'tain}y true, a number of
authors, such as Anderson (1992a) and Oliver (1985)
have assembled impressive data sets. We are inclined to
believe that while often not conclusivei‘y’ proven §3y
sﬁrai:é.graphic excavations (a,ncl such proof may he an
unreasonable expectation), there is a large body of

could be mistaken for fluted points of the Paleo-Indian
period” {Coe 1964:64). While not an especially strong
statement, it does reveal the formation of the concept.
Further insight is offered by Ward's (1983:63} all too brief
comments on the more recent investigations at the Har&away

site {see also Daniel 1392).
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circumstantial evidence. The weight of this evidence
tends to provicle considerable support.

Unfor‘mnately, relativeiy little is known about
Palecindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems,
or social organization (see, }Lowever, Anderson 1992b
for an excellent overview and synti'xesis of what is
known). Generally, archaeologists agree that the
Palecindian groups were at a band level of society (see
Service 1066}, were nomadic, and were both hunters
and §oragers. While population &ensity, based on
isolated finds, is though‘t to have been Eow, Walthall
suggests that toward the end of the periocl, “there was an
increase in populaﬁon &ensity and in territoriaiity and
that a number of new resource areas were })eginning to

be expioitecl" (Walthall 1980:30).
Axchaic Period

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.2, does not form a sharp break with the
Palecindian Perioé, but is a slow tramsition
characterized Ly 2 modern climate and an increase in
the diversity of material culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammais,

? The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Palecindian and many researchers suggest a
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is
also the question of whether ceramics, such as the fiber-
tempered Stallings ware, will be included as Archaic, or will
be included with the Woodland. Oliver, for exampie, argues
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Axchaic attributes
"complicaies and confuses classification and interpretation
needlessly” (Oliver 1981:20). He comments that according to
the originai definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizon" and that "the presence of ceramics
providies a convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods {Oliver 1981:21). Others would
counter that such an approac}x ignores cultural continuity and
forces an artiﬁciai, and perilaps unrealistic, separation.
Sassaman and Anderson {1994:38-44), for example, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of "Late
Archaic Pottery." While this issue has been of considerable
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has
never affected ti':e Pieémont, which seems to snave emlaracecl
pottery far later, well into the conventional Woodland perioc‘L
The importance of the issue in the Sanc}hius, unfortuna’tely,
is not well knowm.

ai‘c}ioug}a the white tailed deer was hiaeiy the most
commonly expioitecl animal.  Archaic periocl
assemﬁages, exemph{ie& by corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, per}laps
because the swamps and clrainages offered especiany
attractive ecotones.

Many researchers have reportecl data suggestive
of a noticeable popuiation increase from the Paleoindian
into the Ear}y Axchaic. This has tentative]y been
associated with a greater emphasis on foraging,
Diagnostic Early Archaic artifacts include the Kirk
Corner Notched point. As the climate became hotter
and drier than the previous Palecindian perio&,
resulting in vege’cational cha.nges, it also affected
settlement patterning as evidenced Ly a long-terrn Kirk
phase midden :].eposit at the Har&away site {Coe
1964:60). This is believed to have been the result of a

change in subsistence strategies.

Settlements &uring the Early Archaic suggest
the presence of a few very large, and apparently
intensively occupie&, sites which can best be considered
base camps. Hardaway rnight be one such site. In
a&cli’cion, there were numerous smau sites which procluce
only a few artifacts — these are the "network of tracks"
mentioned by Ward (1983:65). The base camps
produce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials
which has suggeste& to many researchers long—’cerm,
perhaps seasonal or mu}.ti—seasonal, occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites are ’chought of as specia}

purpose or foraging sites (see Ward 1983:67).

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P)
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain,
Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projectile points. Much of
our best information on the Middle Archaic comes from
sites investigate& west of the Appalachian Mountains,
such as the work I:xy }e% Chapman and his students in
the Little Tennessee River Vaﬂey‘ (gox a gener&} overview
see C:ha.pman 1977, 1985z, 1985b). There is gooci
evidence that Middle Archaic lithic technoiogies
:kangecl clramaticaﬂy. Ernd scrapers, at times associated
with Paleoindian traditions, are &iscontinue&, raw
materials tend to reflect the greater use of }ocaﬂy
availa}:le mateziaiis, and mortars as weu as aﬂ_ads are
initially introduced. Associated with these technological
changes there seem to also be some significant cultural
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modifications. reparetl burials Eegin to more
commonly occur and storage pits are identified. The
work at Middle Archaic river vaﬂey sites, with their
evidence of a diverse floral and faunal subsistence B&se,
seems to stand in stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle
Archaic "Old Quartz In&ustry" of Georgia and the
Carolinas, where axes, ci'zoppers, and grouncl and
polishecl stone tools are very rare.

The available information has resulted in a
vanety of competing settlement models. Some argue for
increased sedentism and a reduction of mobility (see
Goodyear et al. 1979:111). Ward argues that the most
appropriate model is one which includes reiative}y stable
and se&entary hunters and gatherers "prirnarily a&apted
to the varied and rich resource base offered by the major
alluvial va.ueys" (\Warcl 1983:69). While he recognizes
the presence of "“inter-riverine" sites, he discounts
explanations which focus on seasonal rounds, suggesting
"alternative explanations . . . [including] a wide range of
adaptive responses." Most importantly, he notes that:

the seasonal transhumance mo&el
and the seclen’cary mode] are opposite
ends of a continuum, and in a

likelthood variations on these two
themes pro}oalaly existed in different
regions at different times throughout
the Archaic periocl (Waré 1983:69).

Others suggest increased mobility during the
Archaic (see Cable 1982). Sassaman (1983) has
suggeste& that the Morrow Mountain phase people had
a great deal of residential molnility, based on the variety
o{ environmental zones tl'xey are found in and the lack
oL site divezsity The h).gh level of mobil'ty, coupfeé~ with
me rapxé repiacement of these points, may he}p expiam
the see*nmgfy large numbers of sites with Middle
Axschaic assemblages.

Recently Abbott et &l argue for a combination
of these moc*leis, noting that the almost certain increase
in populaﬁon levels profaauy resulted in & contraction of
local territories. With small territories there would have
been signi{icanﬂy greater pressure fo success{uﬂy exploi’c
the limited resources by more &equent movement of
camps. Ti—sey discount the idea that these territories
could have been exploite& from a single base camp

i2

without horticultural tecknoiog‘y. Abbott and his
colleagues conclude, "increased residential mobility
under such conditions may in fact represent a common
stage in the development of sedentism" (Abbott et al.
1995:9).

The Late Archaic, usua.i-iy dated from 6,000 1o
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., is characterized by the
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectile points (Coe 1964). These people continued to
intensively exploit the uplands much like earlier Archaic
groups, with the bulk of our data for this perio& coming
from the Uwharrie regicn in North Carolina.

One of the more debated issues of the Late
Archaic is the typoiogy of the Savannah River Stemmed
and its various diminutive forms. Oliver, refining Coe's
(1964) original Savannah River Stemmed type and a
small variant from Gaston (South 1959:153-157),
&eveloped a comple'te sequence of stemmed poirnts that
decrease uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981,
1985). Specifically, he sees the progression from
Savannah River Stemmed to Small Savannah River
Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed to Swannanoa from about

5000 B.P. to about 1,500 B.P. He also notes that the
latter two forms are associated with Woodland pottery.

This reconstruction is still debated with a
number of axci*za.eoﬁog’ists expressing concern with what
’t}ley see as typoiogical overlap and am}oiguity. Tbey
point to a dearth of radiocarbon dates and goocl
excavation contexts at the same time they express
concern with the appiication of this typology outside the
Nor‘th Carolina Piedmont (see, for a syriopsis,
Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994:35).

I addition to the presence of Savannsh River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964:112-113; Sassaman
1993), po;iishe& and pecize& stone artifacts, and grincling
stones. Some also include the introduction of fiber-
i:emperec.f pottery zbout 4000 B.P. in the Late Azchaic
for a discussion see Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-
44, This innovation is of specia} importance along the
Georgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have

had only minimal impact in the uplan&s of South or
North Carolina.
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There is evidence that cluring the Late Archaic
the climate ]oega.n to approximate modern climatic
conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in a more lush
vegetation pattern. The poﬂen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oai@hiclzory nut
masts which pre\dousﬁy were So wiclesprea&. This cl'xange
proloa:bly affected settlement patterning since nut masts
were now more isolated and concentrated. From
research in the Savannah River vaﬂey near Aﬁeen,
South Carclina, Sassaman has found considerable
ciiversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring
in virtuaﬂy every uplanc{ environmental zome. He
suggests that this more complex settlement pattern
evolved from an increasingly compiex socio-economic
system. While it is unlilzely that this model can be
simply transferred to the Sandhills of South Carolina
without an extensive review of site data and micro-
environmental data, it does demonstrate one approach
to un&erstan&ing the transition from Archaic to
Woodland.

Woodland Period

The Woodland period begins, by definition,
with the introduction of fired clay pottery. While this
may have occurred as early as about 2000 B.C. along
the Carolina coast, it li’kely didn’t happen until about
700 or 1000 B.C. in the North Carolina mountains.
In some areas of the Carolina pieclmon’c, pottery may
not have made an introduction until 500 B.C.
Regardless, the period from 2000 to 500 B.C. was a
yerioé of tremendous c]nange, As Ward and Davis note,
this period in the Mountains “was a time of increasing
cultural c].iversity stimulated foy ideas from outside the
region” (Wazd and Davis 1999:139).

The subsistence economy &uring this period
was based primari]y on deer hun’cing and ﬁsking, with
supplemental inclusions of small mammals, birds,
reptiles, and shellfish. Various calculations of the
pro}:abie yie[c[ of deer, ;{ish, and other food sources
identified from some coastal sites indicate that
seclentary life was not oniy possime, but probaﬁale‘
Further inland it seems Eﬂszely that many Native
American groups continued the previous established
patterns of band mobi}i"a:y. These i{requent moves would
allow the groups to take aclvantage of various seasonal
resources, such as shad and sturgeon in the spring, nut

masts in the fall, and turizeys &uring the winter. It was
probably fairly late in the Woodland before horticulture,
much less agriculture, became a signiﬁcant means of
subsistence.

Ear‘iy WOO&I&H&

Artifacts typical of the Eariy Woodland in the
Piedmont and Appala.ci’xian region consist of Dunlap
(Wauchope 1966:46-47) and Swannanoa (Keel
1976:260-266) ceramics (similar to the Kellogg focus
of Northern Georgia). The Dunlap series is
characterized Ly a medium to coarse sand paste, fabric
impressions, and vessels with a simpie jar or cup form.
The Swannanoa ceramics, with heavy crushed quartz
temper, are cord marked or fabric impressec]t conoidal
jars and simple bowls. Other surface treatments consist
of simple stamping, check stamping, and smoothed
plain {(Keel 1976:230). Early Woodland projectile
point types consist of Savannah River Stemmed (and
its variants), Swannanoa Stemmed (Keel 1976:196-
198}, Plott Stemmed (Keel 1976:126-127), and the
Transylvania Triangular (Holden 1966:54-56; Keel
1976:130).

This is ample evidence from both North and
South Carolina that there was increased mobility and
the exploitation of a greater variety of environmental
zomnes, inciucling much greater use of the inter-riverine

zone. Ward and Davis {1999:143-145) also observe
that there may be both uplancl seasonal camps, as well
as larger, and more permanent, alluvial ﬂooéplain sites.
Although no clear evidence of cultigens or “encouraged”
plan”cs have been found at North Carolina Swannanoa
sites, Ward and Davis {1999:146) suspect that they will
be encountered, most Eﬂzel‘y on buried ﬂooclpiain sites.
The presence of large rock filled hearths and straig}ﬁ-
sided or %eﬂ—skape& storage pits may suggest greater
complexi‘ty than has been thus far determined. The
Ear}.y Woodland in the s‘;uay area is thought to extend
from about 750 B.C. or perhaps earlier through about
350 B.C.

Middle Woodland
Pottery typical of the Middle Woodland in the

area consists of the Pigeon (Keel 1976:256-260) with
its strong Cartersville and Deptford associations, as well
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as the Connestee (Keel 1976:24‘:7—255} with its Napier
(Wauchope 1966:57-60) connection.

Pigeon is quartz tempere& with surface
treatments of check stamping, simpie stamping, and
EDrushing. This phase is expecte& to range from about
350 B.C. to about A.D. 300. The Cartersville type is
characterized ‘Exy sand or grit paste with the primary
surface treatment lﬁeing cord mar}zing, although there
are also check stamgeé and simpie stampe& varieties.
The Cartersville series is thoug‘ht to be &osely related to
the Dep‘cfor& series on the Coast. Anderson and
Schuldenrein (1985:720) suggest that Cartersville
continues well into the Late Woodland periocl.
Projectﬁe peoints typica.ﬁy found in association with
these wares is the Pigeon Side Notched type (Keel
1976:127-129). Also found, and spanning the
t(oHowing Connestee Phase, is the Garden Creek
Triangular point (Keel 1976:130-131). The Copena
Trianguiar is a rather Vaguely defined point that tends
to occur in a broad range of Eariy to Middle Woodland
contexts throughout the Southeast. They are
clistinguishe& ‘by recurvate, lanceolate Lla&es, and
straigl':t or excurvate bases.

Some suggest that the Middle Woodland
perioé reflects a new pattern of settlement, with a move
to the ﬂoo&plain that is suggestecl to signal a shift to
horticulture (Purrington 1983:136). To date this has
not also been accompanie& l)y very corvincing
ethnobotanical evidence.

Keel (1976:229) and others suggest a strong
external influence on the Pigeon culture, with the
ceramics suggesting a continuum with the materials
found in the Georgia Piedmont or peri‘xaps the east
Tennessee area. As Purrington {1983:137) Ol)serves,
this is not, however, in agreement with Dickens’ (1980)
analysis of ceramic diversity ciuring the Woodland
Period. Nevertheless, there is much about the Middle
Woodland for which we have little evidence and the
?erio& remains among the least well understood in the
mountains.

Napier (Wauchope 1966:57-60) and
Connestee (Keel 1976:247-255) Series pottery are
typicaE of the second half of the Middle Woodland for
the Mountain area and likely date from about A.D. 300

14

tc 800 or 1000 (cf Keel 1976:221) The Napier series
is a fine sand temperecl ware with fine complicatecl
stampe& clesigns. The Connestee series is a thin walled
sand tempere& ware with brushed or simpie stampe&
surface decorations. There are also cord marked, check
s’tampe&, fabric impressecl, and plain varieties. Projectile
points characteristic of this p?xase include the Haywoo&
Triangular (Keel 1976:132-133), pro}:yaﬂy from the
late Connestee and perkaps early Pisgah, as well as the
Connestee Triangular (Keel 1976:131-132).

External influences are pretty clear &uring the
Connestee Phase and include a range of prismatic
blades that Keel (1976:136) notes as Being Virtuany
inclistinguis}xahle, in metric terms, from those found at
Ohio Hopeweu sites. Not only was there contact with
the Hopeweﬂ, but there seems to also have been
considerable internal clevelopment. For example, Keel
(1976:225-226) suggests that the hazy period of
transition between Connestee and Pisgah may hold
evidence of increasing &epen&ence on cultigens.

Keel (1976) reported on the Garden Creek
Mound No. 3 which contained a dominant Connestee
component based on George Heye's 1915 examination
of the mound. Later work at Garden Creek Mound No.
2 examined a portion of a vinage with a iarge quantity
of Connestee remains. A number of postho}es were
exposecl revealing one discernable square house with
rounded corners measuring about 19 by 19 feet in
outline. In addition, there were a number of refuse pits
and hearths. The hearths included both rock filled and
surface hearths. There were also a number of burial pits
(see Keel 1976:99; Figure 15). It is likely that
Connestee sites in the region will contain similar

features.

There are to&ay several other studied
Connestee sites in the region which are wor&hy of
mention. A farge Connestee site was encountered at the
Horshaw Bottoms site (31CE41) }Jy Ken Robinson
(1989). Excavations ifor pipeline construction revea-iecl.
2 midden with preservect ethnobotanical remains,
inclu&ing a variety of nuts and seeds, as well as two
cupules of corn. Features were well preservecl, a}thougk
no human remains were encountered. While postholes
were common — indicating that structures were almost

certainly present — the confined scope of the
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excavations did not allow patterns to be observed.

Wetmore (1990) has provided a valuable
overview of both a Connestee and Quaﬂa p1hase
settlement at the Ela site (31SW5). About 1.6 acre of
the site was mechanicaﬂy stripped, with  the
identification of about 210 features (25 features are
discounted since they represent tree disturbances,
Laclzlloe clis’cur}:ances, a,ncl similar nonmcujitura}
intrusions). This represents about 131 features per acre
— a figure very similar to 31MAT7, where 1.2 acres
were strippecl, revealing 168 features, yiel&ing a éensi’cy
of 140 features per acre. It seems likely that the two

sites are very similar.

Ten probable Connestee structures were
identified from the work Ly Wetmore. All were circular,
measuring from 21.4 to 27.6 feet in diameter, with a
mean of 24.7 feet and a standard deviation of 2.4 feet.
The number of posts comprising these structures varied
considerably, from a low of 25 to as many as 150.
Reference to the clrawings suggests that the structures
were very difficult to iclentify. The positecl houses lacked
internal hearths, aitl'xough 1arge rock filled features were
found nearl:y, suggesting that cooleing may have taken
place outside. This stu&y also revealed 10 burials,
althoug]n all for which a cultural affiliation could be
ascribed were apparently Quaﬂa, The Connestee pottery
from the site was dominated };y plain surface finishes
(86.0%), followed by smoothed (6.2%), brushed (3.0%),
and cord marked {(2.7%). Minor quantities of simpie
stamped, check stamped, and “other” were also reported
(Wetmore 1990:163).

Most recentfy Wetmore et al. (1 996) report a
somewhat similar Connestee component from the
Macon County Industrial Park site (31MAI185).
Completion of that stu&y should provide very signi‘i:icanf
additional information concerning Connestee p}za,se
occupation in the Macon County area.

Ward and Davis (1999:154) suggest that
Connestee sites are larger and “reflect greater
occupational intensity” than earlier Pigeon sites in the
region. T‘hey are found in ﬁoodpiain settings and often
cover several acres. Where investigated tl'ley seem fo
POssess numerous features, inciu&ing structures. While

they don't believe that corn agricujiure was present

(discounting the corn from Horshaw Bottoms), they are
inclined to believe that the settlements focused on “the
cultivation of indigenous small-grain seed plants,” as

well as }mnting, gathering , and {“ishing.

The available research on Connestee sites
suggests a variety of signiéican’t research topics. Ward
and Davis {1999:155} point out that not only is the
terminus of the phase poorly understood, but the p}nase
itself needs to be broken into finer cl’zronoiog‘ical umnits,
This will require the excavation of a number of
Connestee sites, far more radiocarbon dates, and
additional fine-scale ana}ysis of ceramic assem:biages.
Tl‘zey also suggest that it would be proc].uc‘tive to pay
more attention to the extra-local pottery types, such as
Napier and Swift Creek, in the hope that these
assemi)}ages would denote “recognizal)le temporal
boundaries.” T}xey go on to suggest that:

the artifacts and ideas derived from
the Hopeweﬂ area may be more
typicai of the first half of the
Connestee phase and that the Swift
Creele-Napier ceramic styles, with

their sout}xemly origins, may be more

typica.}. of the last half of the
Connestee phase (Ward and Davis
1999:156).

Late Woozﬂana!:

Ward and Davis (1999:157) note that the
Late Wocdland is poorgy un&erstoocl, or &ocumenteé,, in
the Mountains. They suggest that the Connestee p}zase
may extend into the Late Woodland and draw
connections between this assemblage and the pottery
recovered &uring salvage excavations at the Cane Creek

site (31MI3) in Mitchell County, about 100 miles
northeast of Franklin.

Mississippian Period

The South Appaiachian Mississippian period,
from about A.D. 1100 tc AD. 1640 is the most
elaborate level of culture attained Ly the native
inhabitants and is followed iay cultuxal clisintegration
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}amugh‘c about }argely by European disease.” The perioci
is characterized lay complicate& stampecl pottery,
complex social organization, agricuiture, and the
comstruction of temple mounds and ceremonial
centers.

In the Appalachian region, Mississippian
pottery includes the Pisgah and Quaﬂa series. Pisgah
ceramics (A.D. 1000 - 1450) are tempered with
unmodified river sand, althoug}a some earlier
examples contain both river sand and crushed quartz.
It is decorated with complicated stamping
(characteristically rectangular stamped), check
stamping and ladder-like rectilinear patterns
(Dickens 1970; Holder 1966). Other artifacts
associated with the Mississippian pen’o& include
triangular projectiie points, flake scrapers,

Figure 5. Types of Pisgalq phase burials (i:rom Dickens

micro’cools, gravers, perforators, clrills, grouncl stone
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1976:104).

o}:;jects (celts, pipes, and discoiéals), and worked shell
and mica (Keel 1976).

The largest amount of regional work has taken
pla.ce in the North Carolina mountains at sites such as
Tuclzasegee, Garden Creek, and Warren Wilson. At
Tucleasegee a possi]:le town house was uncovered
measuring about 23 feet in diameter with a central
hearth (Keel 1976). At Warren Wilson several roughly
square structures were uncovered and they all measured
on the average about 21 feet square. Burials were
common inside of these houses and pit features were
abundant. Artifacts at the Warren Wilson site included
ceramics from the Swannanoa series up t}xroug}z the
Pisgah series (Dickens 1970; see also Ward and Davis
1999:161-165). More recently Moore (1981) has
exemined the Pisgah assemblage of the Brunk Site
(31BN151). This site is of speciaé interest since it is
found in an anomalous setting at the head of 2
mountain cove, ra’cher t}xa.n in the more typical Pisgah
ﬂooclp}ain setting.

Burials at Pisga}u sites tend to be flexed, to be
wrappecl in a fetal position pointing westward, and are

3 Small pox was 2 majer cause of death to a large
number of Native Americans during the historic period. The
smaﬂpox epiclemics of 1734 and 1783 tepori:erny killed half
of the Cherokee population {(Hatley 1993).
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found in one of three types of grave shafts: simple,
straig}lt-sicle& pits, shaft and side-chamber pits, and
shafts with central chamber pits (Figure 5). Burial
goo&s were most comznonly s}wﬁ (]:)eafls, gorgets, ear
pins), animal bone (rattles and beads), or mica {cut

plates or disks).

Homes Hogue Wilson (1986) exarnined
burials from the Warren Wilson site in western North
Carolina and provicle(l some preiimina.ry conclusions
regar«ling social structure based on location of burials
according to age and sex. For instance, she found more
males than females were buried under structure floors.
These males included primarﬂy those under 25 or over
35 years old. She also found that individuals buried
inside of structures were more li}ee}y to have burial gooés
thar those buried in public areas. Burial feature types
inciu&ec}. pit Eurials, side-chambered })urials, and
central-chambered burials. Studies such as this can give
great insight into the social crganization of prehis‘coric

societies.

Itis ciuring the Pisga}i Phase that evidence of
agricuiture is ciearly documented and the settlement
system seems to include both }Large vinages —
sometimes with mounds — and smaller hamlets or
farmsteads located along the valley margins. Dickens
uses this to suggest that the Pisga}z peop}e were still
éependent on hunting and gathering.
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While the traditional view has been that of a
Pisgah to Quaﬂa evolution, some authors are suggesting
that this is untenable and an “artifact” of the sites
chosen for early research (see, for example, Moore 1986
and more recently Ward and Davis 1999:178-179).
Ward and Davis (1999:180-181) argue that the Pisgah
pfnase had little impact and is a rare component at sites
west of the Tuclzasegee cirainage — such as the area of
31MATZ7. Moreover, they suggest that, “an as-yet-
unrecognized early Qualla (or Lamar) phase culture was
thriv‘ing in the western mountains at about the same
time Pisgah influence was ]Jeing felt in the central
portion of the Appalachian Summit” (W, ard and Davis
1999:180). This view emphasizes their belief that the
Quaﬂa pl’xase is best understood in the context of the
Lamar culture of northem Georgia and eastern

Tennessee.

Given this belief that an “Barly Qualla” will
eventuaﬁy be i&en’ci{ie&, Ward and Davis suggest that
Middle Qualla, which they date to A.D. 1450 through
1700, is characterized by jars with flaring rim forms
which are decorated with a notched applique strip
beneath the lip. The surface treatment included
compiicate& stamping using both rectilinear and
curvilinear clesigns, with the latter l:»ecoming more
common tl'n:ough time. Often the designs were blurred
tkrough smoo’thing‘ Other types described By Egiof’é
(1967) include burnished, plain, check stampec}, cord
marked, and corncob impresse&. At Tuclzzasegee brushed
examples were also identified (Keel 1976).

Aithoug}; it has been often suggested that the
quali*:y of the stamps declined into Late Qualla, Ward
and Davis {1999:181} suggest that this trend is not
aEways clear. Perkaps more significanﬂy, cazuela bowl
forms were introduced aiong‘ with incised éesigns {which
’shey suggest are similar to the motifs found in the
Middle Lamar Tugalo phﬁse of northern Georgia). The
check stampeé and cord marked stamps also seem to
increase in pogula,ri"cy éuring the Late Quaﬁa.

Much discussion of Quaﬂa Iigeways focuses on
the research at the Coweeta Creek site {on the west side
of the Little Tennessee River near its junction with
Coweeta Creek in Macon County). There houses similar
in size and shape to those at Pisgah sites (i.e., square
with rounded corners about 20 feet on a si&e) were

found. They possesse& vestibule entrances and had
interior supports. In the center of the structures were
clay hearths. Excavations revealed not only residential
arcihitecture, but also 2 mound and a series of six
sugerimpose& town houses. All but the most recent
town house were square, about 36 feet on a sicle, with
rounded corners and a vestibule entrance. The most

recent town house was roughly circular.

Ward and Davis suggest that villages were
la.rger and more nucleated in the Middle Quaﬂa phase,
but became more clisperse& later in time. They, however,
observe that the continued use of the Coweeta Creek
mound and town house, even fhcugh there was no
longer a surxouncling viuage, “indicates a strong sense of
community even ’chough people may have lived some
distance apart” (Ward and Davis 1999:187).
Alternatively, it may indicate the exceptionauy strong
cultural or religious attachment to the townhouse itself.

Burials at Quana sites are found in pits similar
to those identified at Pisgah sites. The 83 burials from
Coweeta Creek (which included 87 individuals) were in
either simple, straight-sicle&, oval to recta.nguiar pits or
in pits with cylindrical shafts. and side chambers.
Orientation was typically to the southeast. Grave goods,
when present, included shell Leacls, gorgets, pins; stone
and clay pipes; pottery vessels; rattles; and ocher. Graves
were typically in the viﬂage area, often associated with

ouses and many times at or below hearths. Ward and
Davis also note that there were burials within and
surrounaing the town house — suggesting that these
individuals were especiaﬁy important members of the
community {W: ard and Davis 1999:189). Given the
available ingonnation, ti'ley suggest that the cyc}es of
town house destruction and re}mil&ing were associated
with the death and burial of significant leaders. They
also suggest that while males were dominant in town
Eea&ers}aip,. females filled the roles of clan leaders.

Cultivation continued to be the most
important subsistence activity, aﬁ%]nough wild pzan%s were
collected and 2 broad range of animals were hanted

{although deer provided the bulk of the meat).
The previousiy mentioned Ela  site

(31SW5)excavations by Wetmore (1990} also revealed
a large quantity of Quana phase material. At least seven
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of the 10 burials were thought to be Qualla. The most
common burial pit (n=3) was a shaft and chamber
style, with the pit being oval (averaging about 2.8 by 2.2
feet). Two graves were described as “steppecl pits,” or
profba}oly pits with central chambers. The grave shafts
were again oval, with the two exampies measuring 2.6
by 2.4 and 3.8 by 3.4 feet. The single example of a
simple pit was also oval, measuring 4.1 by 2.4 feet. Of
the five posited Qualla houses all were rectangulaz. The

three which were compiete had measurements averaging

25.4 by 28.7 feet.

The most common Qualla pottery at the Ela
site was plain (45.1% of the collection), followed by
smocthed (34.8%). Complicated stamped surface
treatment is reporte& on only 6% of the pottery,
followed lny cord marizing on 4.5% of the sherds.
Simple stamping, brushed, and “other” are minor
finishes. Other artifacts wort‘hy of mention include
hematite which exhibited groovecl surfaces {Wetmore
1990:158) and quartz crystais (which Meoney
[1900:298] noted as hav-ing special powers and E’Jeing‘

used by conjurers).

More recently Scott Shumate and Larry
Kimball (1997) examined a smaﬂ, ca. A.D. 1650
Qualla settlement (31SW273) in the Nantshala
National Forest. At this site they found two structures
which were lilzeiy related. One appears to be a toughly
circular winter house measuring about 22.5 feet in
diameter. The structure had a central Learth, as well as
three shallow Lasin—shape& interior pit features. Just
outside the structure, t}xey suggest that an el]iptica‘i rock
filled pit functioned as an exterior hearth or earth oven.
Also present was a recta.ngular summer house measuring
about 32.5 by 14.6 feet. The interior of this structure
contained a number of posi:}loles which t]:xey interpret to
be interior partitions. Also present are several shallow
hearths. Near}oy were several iarge pits which they
interpret fo be storage pits.

Also in 1997 Brett Riggs and his coﬁeagues
reportec}. on a ca. A.D. 1405 scttlement in ]aclzson
County (31JK291) with sherds which “resemble both
Pisgah phase or Quaﬂa phase materials, but do not
conform neatly to either of these previcusly defined late
Mississippian configurations” (Riggs et al. 1997:vi).
The ceramics may reflect a transition from Pisgah to
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Quaﬂa, or they may reﬂe:% a Lamar anteceéent. The
re.é\aﬁveiy eariy date may also suggest that the wares are
representative of the “EazEy Quaﬂa" soug}lt By Ward
and Davis (1999)-

A sing}e structure from the excavations is
suggestive ofa squaxecl house with rounded corners and
a vestibule entrance {Riggs et al. 1997:68). The site

also decumented & corn economy, supplemented by a

diverse range of wild foods.

Research questions prcposec‘t for the Quaﬂa
inclu&e, of course, an effort to determine the existence
and nature of any “Barly Qualla” phase, as well as the
overall relations between the Pisga}n; Quaﬁa, and Lamar
ceramics. In addition, Wetmore and her coueages note
that “information about 18th century Middle Cherokee
viﬁages and homestead organization” is critical
(Wetmore et al. 1996:17). The same can be said for
earlier QuaHa assem?alages since the changes which
ocecur between Ear}ly, Middle, and Late phases — when
recognize:‘i at all — are based exclusively on the pottery.

QOverhi alla Cherokee

The Cherokee were divided into five distinct
settlements By the British Colonial government. While
the rationale for the division itself was based on the
needs of estal)lishing‘ and controﬂing traclei the actual
divisions reflect not oniy historical factors, but also the
p}xysiograp}xy of the region.

The five areas include the Lower Towns,
situated at the foot the Blue Ri&ge afong the major
rivers ﬂowing into the Atlantic. Found in South
Carolina and Georgia, clustered around the Savannah
River, these inclucie Chav:ga., Tuga}o, and Estatoe. The
Middle Towns were found along‘, and at the headwaters
oi‘, the Littie Tennessee River and include Cowee, }oree
(also speﬁe& Jore}, and Neguasee. These towns are about
30 miles north of the Lower Towns and the two are
separateé. Ly a series of prima.ri]y small mountains. The
V&sﬁey Towns may be considered 2 western subdivision
of the Middle Towns and were located along the ‘v"vauey,
No’tteiy, and Hiwassee rivers in western North Carolina.
These towns ‘cenézcl to be more isoiated, }:eing separate&
from the east Ly the Nantahala Mountains and from
the north and west by the Great Smoky Mountains.
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V iuages here include Peachtree. The Out Towns were
situated to the north of the Middle Towns on the
southeastern slopes of the Smolzy Mountains a.long the
banks of the Tucizasegee and Oconaluftee rivers. Here
the terrain is very mgge& and the viuages of Nununyi
and Kituhwa, as well as the Cherokee Reservation are
found. The Overhill Towns, sometimes called the
Upper Towns, were situated in the Appaiachian Great
Vaﬂey Province. The towns extend from Great Tellico
and Settacco westward along the Little Tennessee,
Hiwassee, and Tennessee rivers.

The history of English-Cherokee relations is a
Eistory of misunderstan&ing, broken promises, and
horrific suf{ering. Because of the advancement of the
white frontier, there was a great deal of intertribal strife
and looun&ary rearrangements pxecipi’catea Ly the
dislocation of tribes east of the Cherokee. With direct
contact with the white pioneers war ensued and a
number of Cherokee vi.uages were &esttoyecl. Both war
and disease reduced the population rlramaticaﬂy. The
Carolina trader James Adaix zeportecl that the Cherokee
population was reduced EJy half in 1738 }3}' disease
(Wright 1981:218).

Historicaﬂy, the Lower Cherokee used the
western Piedmont of South Carolina as a hunting
territory. The eastern limits of this hunting territory
were defined I}y the presence of the Catawba Indians.
Accorcling to Logan (1859) there was a common
hunting grouncl between the Lower Cherokee and the
Catawbe Indians which encompasse& the districts of
Richlend, Fair{ieici, Chester, and York. Ha’dey {1993)
states that the Cherokee hunting grounds had been
modified Ey years of purposefu} intervention and some
of the most proéuc’cive hunﬁng areas were the old fields
and p}anting lands. "“These patches — soil gcks sand
ri&ges, cane};ralzes, and old gielcis, maintamecf in a sere
of young growth i)y lig}xt }rxuming — pxoviciecg & habitat
where deer could predictably be found" (Hatley
1993:212).

The settlement pattern for the viuage sites and
individual house sites was at the base of hills a&jacent to
tillable land and sources of fresh water. If arable land
was a]ounclant, houses would sometimes be clustered in
the middle of fields (Fogelson and Kutsche 1961:90).

The seasonal planting cycie seems to have s‘trongly

affected the rhy‘chm of eigh%een’c‘h century Cherokee life.
Small hunting parties went out from late October to
the eariy spring, with shorter hunﬁng trips &uring the
summer (Gearing 1958:1150). Often, these summer
hunting £orays took pia.ce oniy after the corn was
pfan*ce& and before it was reacly to be harvested

(Fogelson and Kutsche 1961).
Bartram describes their pattern of settlement:

An Indian town is generally so
situateci, as to be convenient for
procuring game, secure from sudden
invasion, having a }arge district of
excellent arable land a&ioz’ning, orin
its vicinity, if possiio%e on an isthmus
Eetwixt two waters, or where the
cloui)lmg of a river forms a peninsu.’fa.
. . . At other times however they
choose such 2 convenient fertile spot
at some distance from their town,
when circumstances will not admit of
having both together (Bartram 1980
[1791]:400-401).

Artifacts associated with the historic Cherokee
inchude the pxeviousiy discussed QuaHa ceramic type. [t
should be noted that Egloff (1967:68-75) argues that
there is marked variation in Quaﬂa ceramics between
the Georgia and South Carolina towns, the North
Carolina towns, and the Tennessee towns. This
argument was later bolstered Ly evidence from
Tucggasegee {Kee} 1976). In addition to Quai‘ﬁa
ceramics, small tnla,ngular projectile points are also
typica.l, as well as evidence of European interaction.

The Cherckee in the Historic Period

While the first Europeans to make contact
with the Cherokee were the Spanish, it isn't en"tirely
certain whether de Soto’s 1536-1540 entrada into the
interior managed to find its way to the Cherokee {for a
discussion of the various interpretations, see Wilson
1983:Appendix 1). It seems reasonable that the
mountains were reachecl, and that the Cherokee became
acquain‘%ed with the Spa.nis}l, aithough the impact may
not have been as great as migéﬁ be imagine&. It is more
clear the expe&i‘cions led ij Pardo and Boyano reached
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the Cherokses. Regar&less, the first su‘bstantive, and
continued impact, came from Eng‘iish ‘txa&ing ventures,
largely originating from Virginia (Crane 1928; Rights
1957). If his enthusiasm for presenting the Hebraic
origin of the Cherokee can be &iscountecl, Adair's
(1930} History of the American Indians presents
invaluable information on the tribe éuring the Eng!'iis}z
Colonial Period.

Given the often unscmpulous *t‘:aéing practices
of many whites, coupie& with the constant
encroachment Ly planters cutting down the forests and
creating plantations, the Yemassee War (1715-1718)

sl'louid ihave comie as no surprise.

During the first half of the Yemassee War
there were scattered reports of Cherokee hostility,
counterbalanced Ly frequent assurances from the
western traders that the Cherohee were, at worst,
neutral. The fear that the Cherckee would aiign with
Creek and wipe out the English setﬁements, however,
was strong. It was also strengthened by the appearance
that the Cherokee were involved in the raid on
Schenkingh's Cowpen near the Santee River (Hatley
1993:23). A delegation of Cherokees, from the Middle

Towns, came to Charleston and pmmise& to join with

the English against the Creeks.

Heartened by this show of soiidarity, Maurice
Mathews led troops out of Charleston, intencling to
meet with a Iarge Cherokee force and wage war on the
Creeks. The Cherokee, however, failed to appear and
Methews instead of waging war on the Creeks marched
to the Lower Towns, amiving at Tugaloo. There he
found a considerable &iversi’ty of opinion regar&ing the
wisdom of going to war against the Creeks. While the
more western Middle Towns were somewhat isolated
from the Creeks, many in the Lower Towns feared the
cost of such an un&ertakmg.

The Cherckee also quiciﬁy discovered that the
Engiish were more interested in w}lipping the Lower
Towns into 2 war E:enzy than in going to war
themselves. Mathews repeatecuy avoided promising any
‘oint undertaking’” and was hard pressed ak
joint undertaking and was hard pressec to even make

promises O{ weapons or POW&BI.

Eventuaﬂy a Creek party, under a banner of

truce, came to Tugaloo to discuss peace. The entire
Creek &eiegation was killed ]oy the most hostile of the
Cherokee. Hatley observes that, "sensing that the war
against the Creeks which they had hopecl to incite
among the Cl’lerolzees, but which the colonists wished
personaﬂy to avoid themselves, was about to Eegin, the
Englis}a troops hurried out of Tugaioo" {Haﬂey
1993:26). The Lower Cherokee Towns would pay a
high price for their "alliance” with the Eng}ish. The act
of violence was returned almost imme&iately and
constituted "the i}eginnings of an episoée of inter-tribal
war which would continue over the next thirty years”
(Hatley 1993:27). Muskhogean people as far south as
Apaiachee joined forces and Eegan raiding the
Cherokee. The effects were so &amaging to the
Cherokee that in 1724 they attempted to make peace
directly with the Spanis}x in order to clampen the
crippling slave raids hy the Creeks. The overture to the
Spanish was largely refectec;. and the Cherokee
continued to suffer for their "alliance" with Charleston.

This event affected the future assumptions of
both the Engiish and Cherokee for years to come. For
example, the Eng}ish seized on the massacre of the
Creeks as proof of a Cherokee-Englisl’l alliance. The
Cheroleee, however, came away with a very different
unclerstan&ing which Iargely focused on the failure on
the Englis}x to fulfill the basic oi:ligation of allies to
Eght together. This lack of trust would still be s{:rongl y
felt among the Cherokee gorty years later.®

In 1720 ex-Governor ]ohnson wrote to the
Council of Trade and Plantations about the number of
Indians on the border of South Carolina {see Wilson
1983:160-161). Using data gathered by traders just
before the Yemassee War in 1715, Johnson reported
that the Cherokee, divided into "Upper," "Middle," and
"Lower" towns, accounted for 10,200 individuals and
were located between 320 and 450 miles northwest of

4 Cuﬁous]y, many modern historians still fail to
understand the hesitancy of the Cherokee to open old war
scars and the &upliciiy of the Enghsh. Lee (1963:42), for
exampie, spea}zs of Mathews' "skill at Indian c}iplomacy" and
the Cherokee's "ple&ge Eoﬂ support to South Carolina."
Vernon Huff (1991:81) comments in a school text that,
"Governor Craven persuaded the Cherokees to go to war with

the Cresks ... ."
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Charleston. By 1725 the Cherokee were complaining
lnitterly about the influx of white settlers, suggesting
that this buffer between the Cherokee and Catawba was
primarily considered to be Cherokee land. The colonial
response was limitec;., at }oest. The e{{ec‘cs o{ the
Yemassee War had cripple& South Carolina, near}.y
&est‘:oyecl her economy, and drove 2 wecige between the
colonists and the Proprietors.

It was dunng South Carolina Governor James
Glen's 13 year term —— the longest of any colonial
governor in the state — that he advocated Carolina's
manifest cles’ciny. Harkening back to such expansionists
as Naire, Glen realizeci that the Cherokee blocked
South Carolina's perceiveé right to more land. While
Cherokee trade increased {at a time when Indian trade
was 1beginning to decline in economic value) ’ there was
a growing fear of the Cherokee among South
Carolinians. In what seems almost to be a repeat of
history, Glen aﬁemp’ce& to organize a conference with
the Cherokee in 1755 to determine their support. The
importance of the timing cannot be overstated, since
this marks the ]oeginning of what elsewhere was known
as the Seven Years War, but is known as the French
and Indian War in the colonies.

The C}nerokee, perl'xaps tired of colonial
gamesmans}uip, refused to come to Charleston,
suggesting a more neutral location miclway between the
two seats of government. Saluda was selected and Glen
putona gran& show. Rounc]ing up local pioneer settlers
for show, there was a great deal of talk, with the
Cherokee evenfuaﬂy proposing an alliance. Glen, either
through ignorance or greeci, misin‘&erpretecl the
Cherokee intention of goo& will, be}ieving that the
Cherokee had proviée& him with a feeusimple deed to all
of their lands in the region. Known as the Treaty of
Saﬁuc;la, much of the Indian land in Soutk Caro}ina was
given up by the Cherokee. The lands in Pendleton —
the modern counties of An&ezson, Pickens, and Cceonee
— and Greenville County, were reserved for the
Cherokee, a}ong with their ﬁol&ings in North Carolina
and Georgia Milling 1969:284). The present line
cliviczing‘ Greenville and Spartan}:urg was established as
the Indian Bounéary By this treaty. Two forts also
resulted from the treaty — Fort Prince George at
Keowse and Fort Loudon on the Tennessee River.
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Of course the Cherokee had no such intention.
As previousiy mentionecl, while this territory was Iargely
devoid of se*ctlement, it served as a buffer between the
Englis-i and Cherokee, between the Cherokee and the
Catawiaa, and Iilaely between the Cherokee and the
Creek (Hatley 1993:82). Hatley observes that not only
were there population shifts in the Lower Towns, with
the Creeks tainng on increased prominence, but there
also seems to be some evidence of Cherokees moving
northward from the Lower Tow*ns, coming into contact
with the emerging colonial settlements of the region.

After the 1755 Treaty of Saluda, settlers from
Marylan&, Pennsyivania., V irginia, and North Carolina
}aegan to flood into the new}y openecl territory. T he
range of ethnic groups &istinguisl'xea this migration
from many others and Scotch Irish, Germans, Swiss,
Welsh Baptists, Quaieers, and even French Huguenots
made up the assem}aiage. Largely, however, the N inety
Six District became associated with the Scotch-Irish
who settled the Spar&an}surg area to the east of
Greenville around the Tyger River in the 1760s. With

settlement came increased tensions — and conflicts.

In August of 1759 South Carolina’s Governor
Lyttelton halted arms and ammunition sales to the
Cherolzees. Not satisfied that this had the desired e{{ec’t,
in October he announced that he would "take command
of the forces myselzg and carry the war into the Enemy's
country” (quo’tecl in Haﬂey 1993:114). Sensing that
tensions were high, the Cherokee sent a &elega’cion to
Charleston to make peace with the English.s This effort
was rebuffed Ey Ly'bf:e}ton who went L)eyoncl the realm of
the accep’cai)le and took the &e}egation hostage. This
E‘)egan what historians usuauy call the Cherokee War,
lasting from 1759 through 1761, although there is no
evidence that the Cherokee called it, or wanted it. In
actuality, it conmsists of three separate campaigns
launched into the Cherokee tervitory, but they are
usua]ly‘ blurred together, lilzely because no one campaign
was decisive, Hatiey comments that in spite of this:

3 The actual cause of the hostilities is relatively
clear. The C}leroiaees, most particu}ar}y those in the Overhill
town of Settico and a {ew- of t}ne Lower Towns, returned the
injuries they received at the hands of Virginia settlers
attacleing several western settlements of South Carolina.
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the three initiatives, }ike acts in a
play, were distinct, with each moving
toward the same en&ing. A kind of
puMic drama for Carolina society,
the Cherokee War moved from near
failure in 1759 to half-success a year
ia,tez, to the achievement, at least on
paper, of rnili’cary ol)jectives under
James Grant's leadership in 1761
(Batley 1993:119-120).

The first campaign was described as "a wild and
ridiculous paracie" Ly no less than James Arlair, who
pointe& out that Lyttelton has ro unclerstan&ing of
Indian politics. He marched to Keowee and camped
across the river from the town. Over the course of many
weeks he threatened and Bulhecl, but failed to either win
concessions or show any meaninghul force. Smallpox
finally drove him out of Indian country and back to
Chatleston, where his gift to the City was to introduce
a smallpox epidemic. He, however, had left his Cherokee
hostages at Fort Prince George and these Indians were
eventually "butchered . . . in a Manner too s]aocleing to
Relate" by the troops in reprisal for the killing of one of
their number (Hatley 1993:126). In response, the
Cherokee and Creek began negotiations, an event which
sent shock waves through Charleston.

In the early Spring of 1760 the killing of the
Indian llostages was revengecl qby Cherokees as tiney
swept through the }Ja,ckcountry. The area dissolved into
chaos and South Carolina convinced London that
British troops were needed. Regulaxs under the
command of Archibald Montgomery began the second
campaign. The Lower Towns of Keowee, Estatoe,
Toxaway, Quaiatchee, and Conasatche were all burned
along with their food supplies. On the way to the
E\’iidﬂe Towns,. l‘xowcvez, Mon{:gomexy's troops were
attacked })y the Cherokee and routed. After regrouping
they marched to the abandoned town of Echoe, only to
retreat back to Charleston. Imme&iately upon his arrival
Montgomery announced that he would board s}xips in
the harbor and set sail out of South Carolina's Indian
proialems. This, as might be imagine&, caused a new
round of panic and paranoia in C}lar}eston, which was
oniy &eepeneé Ly the c].iscovery that the troops of the
Cwezhill Fort Loudon garrison were s}augh‘cere& Ly the

Cherokee under a ﬂag of truce.

The third campaign was organize& and initiaﬁy
lead by Lt. Governor William Bull. This campaign
resulted in 33 days of raising havoc in the Cherokee
settlements. Enoug.}l ciamage was done this time to
cause Little Carpenter, recognize& as an overall leader of

the Cherokee to seck peace that fall (Hatley 1993:153-
154

The campaigns were traumatic, revealing the
e:r':barrassing mﬂi‘cary and financial weakness of the
South Carolina colony, the inability of its leaders to
devise miiitary operations, and the lack of enthusiasm
on the part of North Carolina to be lzrought into
troubles to the south. The war alsc ckaﬂenge& the rny-t}x
of a special reiationship between the Cherokee and
Enghsh. Both sides behaved in reprehensil)le fasl'xion,
slaughtering innocents and those under ﬂags of truce.
But perhaps most of all, it continued to gnaw at the
psyche of South Carolina, emphasizing the discord
between pianter and merchant, upcountry pioneer and
lowcoun’cry plamter, and white owners and black slave.
Purtl’xer, peace did not come quic}al‘y or convincingly.
The relations between red and white were so strained
that the Cherokee did not welcome back traders as they
had in the past. In particulat, the younger members of
the Cherokee towns expresse& an intensive denial of
white culture, wanting nothing to do with the white
man, his way, or his trade goo&s.

The i)oun&ary line was re-established ancl, for
the Cherokee, it offered an opportunity to re-establish
their relationsl‘u'p with South Carolina. The Cherokee
desired what could be called a semi-permeai‘)ie Eounc].axy,
which might allow trade when it was aclvantageous and
permit clipiomacy to lzeep the peace, but which would
cur%ail, perha.ps even prevent, the sweﬁing farmer
settlements.  This pro%}]em was recog'nizeé §3y
Superin‘cenclent of Indian Affairs Io}m Stuart, who
cautioned that a more eastern Boun&ary should be
established than that desired by Bull, "the inhabitants of
those back Countries are in general the lowest and worst
Part of the People, and as they and the Indians live in
perpe‘cuai Jealousy and Dread of each other, so their
rooted Hatred for each other is reciprocal (quoted in

Hatley 1993:206).

Although little more than a footnote in the
history of Cﬁerokee-English relations, there are a
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number of documents which outline the efforts of
Richard Henderson to acquire vast tracts of Cherokee
land. Hatley (1995:217) refers tc Henderson as
representing “a group of North Carolina land
specuiators" and notes that he acquixe& the territory
between the Cumberland River to the south and the
Kentucky River to the north for £10,000 of trade
goo&s. Other documents recount how the Cherokee
Chief Little Carpenter traveled with Henderson in order
to select the trade goo&s needed to acquire the land
between the Cherokee and Great Kanawha rivers
{(Anderson and Lewis 1983:392).

Henderson appears to have made at least two
purc}lases, one for 400 square miles and another for 35
million acres (Anderson and Lewis 1983:227). While
it seems clear that much of Henderson's work was
speculative, at least 1,000 settlers were reported to have
taken aclvantage of these private land cessions.
Moreover, Henderson was apparentiy encouraging
others to inclivicluaﬂy purcliase Cherokee lands — a
practice which the North Carolina government held to
be illegal (Anderson and Lewis 1983:227). Of course,
Henderson's private actions were not opposecl }Jy the

Crown simply because they tended to disturb the peace.

The land cailed Transylvania., which had been acquire&
from the Cherokee l)y Henderson, Leionge& to Lord
Granville — so the private land deals were seen as
cutting into the land Lolclings of the Crown and his
agenis, In acic}.ition, Henderson cleman&e& that the
Crown either aciznow‘ieége the land cessions or he would
establish his own government {Anderson and Lewis
1983:392). Eventually Henderson was ordered to be
arrested (Anderson and Lewis 1983:458).

The American Revolution caused the next
clash between the colonists and the Cherokees. The
perior}; between 1776 and 1780 was one of relative calm
in the L:a.clzcountry, while the revolution rage& on
primarily in the northem colonies. There were pinaging
raids in the Eac‘kcountry l)y }oyalists based in East
Florida, but these were minor comparecl to what would
occur later. The greatest raid, in the Laclecountry, was
the final Cherokee solution. It seems that whatever
Eopes the whigs had of continuing peace{;uf relations
with the Cherokee were abandoned in the spring of
1776. There were occasional Indian raicls, which migin‘:
have been participated in by the Cherokee (see Milling

1969:313-315). As in the past, however, anger was
generate& more }ay what the Cherokee might do, rather
than }Jy what they, in JEac’c, had done.

Individuals such as William Henry Drayton,
who in the past suppor‘:e& the Cherokees, suddenly
spolze cut urging their virtual elimination:

Ttis expecteci you make smooth work
as you go — that is you cut up every
Indian corn field, and burn every
Indian town — and that every Indian
taken shall be the slave and property
of the taker; that the nation be
extirpated, and the lands become the
property of the pul)lic. For my part |
shall never give my voice for a peace
with the Cherokee Nation upon any
other terms than their removal

})eyoné the mountains {Drayton
quoted in Hatley 1993:192).

The old voices of colonial manifest destiny were thereby
united with the w}:zig philoso‘phy of freedom and
inclepem‘lence.

To achieve their goals the w}xigs quickly devised
an intercolonial campaign with troops from sever
colonies penetrating the tribal territory for the purpose
of destroying the Cherokee. As in the past, the
campaign was marred by poor pianning, poor
coordination, and poor iea&ersl-zip, but it did succeed in
seriousiy éamaging the Cherokee lanclscape, with one
participant noting that the Cherokee "were reduced to a
state of the most &eplorable and wretched }aeing often
o})ligecl to subsist on insects and reptﬂes of every kind"
(Hatley 1993:195). Soconee, Keowee, Sugar Town,
Esta’coe, Tugaﬁoc, Tamassee, Ciieowee, and Eustaste
were burned and fields full of crops were &estroye&.

The Cherokees were to face at least seven
major offensives before the Revoiutionary War was
over.® For example, in August 1776, Griffith
Rutherford lead North Carolina troops against the

6 These are briefly discussed by Milling (1969:320-
321).
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towns along the Tuchasegee, Oconaluftee, Hiwassee,

and upper Little Tennessee rivers. In SeptemLer South
Carolinians attacked the Lower Towns and then aided

Rutherford in ciestroying the Middle Towns. Colonel
Samuel ]acia burned towns at the heads of the
Chattahootchee and Tugaloo rivers, while the

Virginians burned the Overhill towns found on the

Little Tennessee.

Each attack was similar to the previous and
eventuaﬂy the Cherokee will was broken. With only a
handful of settlements intact and many of her peop}e
starving, the Cherokees sued for peace, signing two
separate treaties. The first was signecl on May 20,
1777 at DeWitt's Corners. Here the Cherokee
surrendered nearly all their remaining territory in South
Carolina. The Indians, however, were permitte& to
remain in the ceded Indian territory, "Ly poh’cicai
indulgence" and it is clear that they began to rebuild a
number of their Lower Towns in Oconee County
(Miﬂing 1969:310). A second treaty was sig‘ne& on ]uly
20, 1777 at the Long Island of the Holston. Here the
Cherokee ceded everything tiney possessed east of the
Blue Ridge, fulfilling the colonial governments’ fust for
land and clriVing the Cherokees (at least on paper)
"beyond the mountains." Sporadic raids, however,

continued until the Treaty of Paris in 1782.

By this time there were signs of political and
social c]isintegra’cion. The popuiation was slowly shi&ing
to the sout}awest, into Alal:)ama., northwestern Georgia,
and the far western portions of North Carclina.
Migration also began to the Indian Territory west of the
Mississippi River. In 1789 the federal government
began a “civilization program’ of training and subsidies
to entice the Cherokee into Anglo-agriculturai activities.
Most of this aid was distributed to the region which had
become the _poiitical center of the Cherolzee, £ocusing on
the southern Overhill and norther Lower Town areas,
with Little attention paié the Middle Towns {(Riggs
1988:10). Riggs notes that the more traditional
Cherokee — many in the Middle Towns — resisted
these efforts.

The Middle Towns, suffering from war,
clepopulation, a decline in the fur tracle, ancl a iacl! o{:
viable alternative economic opportunities continued to

sutfer. A census of the Cherokee in 1809 records a
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population of about 1054 individuals in the region and
documents their extzaor&inary poverty. Riggs observes
that the census reveals 0.21 Lorse, 0.68 cattle, and
0.62 hogs per capita, compared to averages 15 to 20
times as great in the more mixed-blood Overhill Towns

(Riggs 1988:13).

The United States/Cherokee Treaty of 1819
ceded Cherokee lands in Tennessee, North Carolina,
Georgia, and Alabama for lands in the Western
Cherokee Nation. A brief clause in this treaty allowed
Cherokees who wished to stay to become citizens and
thus be granted a 640 acre “individual reservation”
(Riggs 1988:13). The response was far greater than the
United States Government anticipatecl and a number of
these parcels were eventuaﬂy laid out in the stuc[y area
of the Middle Towns (incluciing one to the west on [otla
Creek to Al’x-leach). Norﬂ—x Caroiina, however, re{*use&
to grant citizenship to these Indians, at the same time
that the Cherokee Nation passeci a law that refused
citizenship to those who emigra’tec‘i to Arkansas or who
took individual reservations.

Milling notes that there were not less than 17
treaties with the Cherokee between 1785 and 1835. In
more the 75% of these treaties the Indians ceded land
and in each case the remainder of their territory was
"guaran‘ceed forever.” He notes that this eternity was, on
average, about four years {Mining 1969:334; see also
Royce 1975).

During the ea.r}y nineteenth century there was
a growing mestizo class which a&optei rany of the
features of white society {see, for example, Wrig}}t
1981:236-237). Riggs (1992) reports on one such
mestizo gamily from the excavation of their cabin site
(31CE274) on the south side of the Hiwassee River. He
notes that while the historic documents suggest that the
£a,mi1y was “Cherokee in name csnly, " the at’cilaeo}og'ical
evidence reveals a far more bicultural household. For
exampie, it appears that traditional Quaﬂa pottery was
stiH in use, carvecl stone pipes were present, anA the
{a.mily maintained somet}xing approaching a traditional
diet. Riggs suggests that this blending, or “ambiguity”
may reflect an attempt Ly the fa.mi}y “to ‘he&g‘e their
bets’ in 2 social and Poii‘ticai climate where cultural
identify was crucial” or that the mixed assemblage may
simply represent the transition of the £ami1y, caught
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miéway between two different worlds. No conclusion is
reany possi]aie, based on this one excavation, but it
reveals that there is still much to learn about even the
historic Cherokee.

The Rernoval Act of 1830 and the 1835
Treaty of New Echota resulted in an unprece&enteéx
crisis for the North Carolina Cherokee. This treaty
exchang‘ec]. all remaining Cherokee lands east of the
Mississippi for western territoxy and requireci the

removal of all Cherokee nationals. As Riggs observes:

Because of the reservees’ peculiar
citizenship status (they had
renounced Cherokee citizenship, but
North  Carolina  would not
aclanowle&ge them as citizens) t}xey
were not legany sul:ject to the forced
Cherokee Removal of 1838. Many
were aware, however, of the ina]aility
or unwiﬂingness of federal troops and
militia to discriminate between
Cherokees, and took refuge in the

mountains to avoicl internment an&

deportation (Riggs 1988:19).

The final removal is wxdely recognizecl as one of the
cruelest and most &espica}aie events in American history.
Of the 17,000 Cherokees rounded up for forced
c}aeporta.tion, 4,000 died &uring the journey. Those
which were able to flee and hide in the mountains
formed the nucleus of what later became legaﬁy
zecognized as the Eastern Band of the Cherokee and
who continue to live in the Qualla Boundary

. 7
Reservation.

A Furo-American Historic Synthesis
Western North Cazolina Legan to be opened to

Anglo-American settlement in years shortly after the
American Revolution. For exampie, the area of

7 It wasn't until 1874 that the United States courts
finaHy affirmed that the Cherokee had title to the Quaﬂa
Reservation and it wasn't until 1930 that the United States
Congress iri:uagy agreed that members of the Eastern Band

were U.S. citizens.

Buncombe and Haywood counties were opened to
settlement lzry the Treaty of Hopewen in 17885, alt}wugh
it wasn't until the Treaty of Tellico that at least some of
the area of modern-day Macon County was officially
openecl for white settlement. The Meigs-Freeman Line,
surveyed in 1802, placed the Cherokee-Anglo border
aiong‘ the northeastern shore of the Tuclzasegee River,
about 20 miles east of Franl?lin, in central Macon
Cou_nty. Virtua.ﬂy all of Macon County came under
Anglo control as a result of the 1819 treaty.

Macon County wasn't created until 1828,
when it was broken off from Haywood County. By
1839 Cl’nerolzee County was {urf:lqer createcl ’Erom the
old Macon County, althoug}x that left Macon still
hoiding land which would eventuaﬁy become ]ackson
and Swain counties (Corbitt 1950).

By 1850 the population of Macon County
(whic’h stretched as an irreguiar rec‘tangle from the
Tennessee border southward to the Georgia Lor&er) had
grown to 6,389 from only 4,869 in 1840. Of these,
5,734 were whites and only 655 African American
slaves were recorded for the County (DeBow 18854).
There were 631 farms in the county, hol&ing on average
225 acres of ian&, with an average value of $636. In
contrast, Cherokee County, roughly the same size and
stretching from Macon’s border westward to the
Tennessee and Georgia lines, reported 459 farms, each
with oniy 211 acres, but an average value of $884. To
the east .iay Haywoocl County, slight];y smaller but still
spanning the area from Tennessee to Georgia. This
County contained 653 farms, averaging 600 acres in
size and boasting an average value of $749. To the
northeast Iay Buncombe Counf:y, with 1,105 garms,
each with an average of 526 acres and an average value

of $1,202.

As might be ‘imagineé, Buncombe County was,
in the immediate region, the leader in the production of
rye (143,095 bushels compared to only 74,826 in
Macon County), wheat (27,548 bushels compared to
3,687), and corn (487,014 bushels compared to
225,397). Buncombe also producec{ more Irish potatoes
{20,342 bushels compare& to 23,014) and E’lay (3,244
tons compared to only 721 toms). Yet surprisingly,
Macon County did proc}mce over a third more rye than
neighboring Cherokee and Haywood counties (each of
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which produced under 47,000 bushels). And Macon
County proc}uceé more corn and wheat than Cherokee
County, and more potatoes than Haywoo& County. But
the sing‘ie l)igges‘c difference was in the area of tobacco.
Macon County's yield was 34,710 pounds, compared to
18,999 pouncls in Buncombe, 14,324 pouncis in
Haywood, and 7,934 pounés in Cherokee. Macon, and
the counties formed from its ian&, was to become an
area where the Buriey tobacco would be grown into the
twentieth century. This to}aacco, cured an air and
heavier-bodied than Bright, would become a major
commodity in the 1860s (Brooks 1962).

Consequently, while the Macon County’s
{arms were smaner an& }1&& IOWSI' values, té&ey weren’t
necessarﬂy proclucing less than those in neighboring
counties. In fact, the tobacco cxop suggests that the
Macon farmers were ﬁnding a special niche and
exploi’ting it successﬁxﬂy, while still managing to focus
on food crop procluction.

Because of the isolation, there tendec}. to Le
economic stagnation in much of the rural mountain
area of North Carolina. Industrial development was slow
and few towns were formed. The Civil War had
relatively little impact on the area, and many of the
region’s farmers were openly sympathetic to the Union
cause. The area also became a safe haven for Union
deserters. Powell {1989:364) notes that Macon County
was known for its Union deserters and their frequen’c
raids on surroun&ing farms. Perhaps even more
éekiiitaﬁng, howevez, were the taxes impoee& }Jy the
Confederate government, amounting to a 10% levy on
all farm proc}.ucts.

Alfter the Civil War there was retwm to an
emphasis on agricultura‘i production focused on self-
sugiciency. This region, unlike many areas of the
Sou’ti}, hacl never relied on African Asmerican siavery
and there was not the extent of either economic or
social shock after the war. Nevertheless, Macon
remained isolated, particuiar}y from much of North
Carolina. The transportation network, and particularﬁy
the Talullah Falls Raﬂway, encourage& connections with
northern Georgia over contact with western North
Carolina. It wasn't until the completion of the highway
through the Cowee Mountain Gap in 1926, when
Franklin became connected to Dillshoro and the
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Western North Carolina Railroad, that this changed.

As Macon County moved further into the
twentieth century the forces of a.gricui"ture began to
siow}y give way to tourism and, particu}ariy, an increase
in retirement communities and vacation homes. This is
resuiting in additional pressures omn the {ragile
archaeoiogical resources of the region.

Previous Archaeological Investigations

A number of sites were identified in the Iotla
Vaﬂey as a result of the Cherokee project initiated Ly
Joffre Coe and his students in the early 1960s (Ward
and Davis 1999:138-139). These include 31MA3,
31MAT2, 31MAT74, 31MATS5, 31MA79, 31MAS8Q,
31MA81, and 31MAS83 (variously recorded by Dolan
in 1963 and Egloff in 1965).

An investigation of an earlier airport runway
expansion project was conducted lay Dr. Hazvard Ayres
of Appalachian State University in 1091, At that time
archaeological site 31MA342, a posited Qualla
farmstead or hamlet imme&iateiiy north of the airport
runway, was identified and was determined to be
potentially eligﬂ)le for inclusion on the National
Register. The site was to be greenspacecl and not
disturbed hy the construction. Some additional
recoverage of this area resulted from a survey of the
proposec}. Macon County Industrial Park {Sou’chergim et
al. 1996), which identified and assessed 2 number of
Qualla sites. Of particular note site 31 MA73 was found
to contiguous, and likely an extension of 31MA3.



RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction

As previously indicated, the primary goals of
this testing program was to collect information on the
data sets present at the site, and their integrity. With
this information it would be possible for the SHPO to
offer an opinion concerning eligil)ility to the lead
agency. Moreover, it would be possible to develop an
appropriate data recovery plan (cutlined in Appenclix 2
of this report) that would meet the requirements of
36CFR800 and that would be consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards far the Treatment
of Historic Properties, the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Arc}zaeology and Historic
Preservation, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation's Treatment of Arckaeo]ogica] Properties: A

Handbook.

The current work complies with the Dra][t
Secope o][ Work ](or Intensive Mapping of the Runway
Expansion at the Macon County ‘f’h'r,".vort‘l dated Iuly 11,
2000 and prepared by Dr. David Moore, then Staff
A.rchaeologist with the North Carolina Office of State
A.rchaeology, Western Field Office. In generaﬁ, that

plan caﬂec} {OI‘ :

an intensive mapping regimen to
locate intact feature &eposits within
the approximately 20 acre area of the
proposecl expansion. . . . Lhe general
feld metho&ology shall consist of
removing topsoil (plowzone) with a
backhoe ({or other appropriate
ma.chinery) ' mapping an
photographing features, and
replacing the iopsoil with the
backhoe (Moore 2000).

! No “final” of this document was ever prepared and
all parties accep’ce& the draft document as guiding the work.

Testing Plan

The project area was divided into two sections
for the purpose of sampling. Section A, consisting of
about 13 acres, was identified as possessing a high
potential for archaeo}ogical remains because of its
general level or gently sloping topography. This area was
to be expiore& using an 8% sampﬁe. Section B,
consisting of about 7 acres, was identified as possessing
a low poten’cial for a.rcl'laeological remains because of its
more steeply sloping topography and evidence of
erosion. This area was to be exploreci using a 2%
sample. ‘

The excavation was to use a backhoe with a
toothless bucket in order to remove the overlying
piowzone and expose features. The units for this work
were to be a series of trencl'ies, each approximately 5
feet in width and 100 feet in length. At the base of the
plowzone, the data recovery plan anticipate& that shovel
sizimming or troweling would be used to clean the
expose& surface, aﬂowing the mapping of features and
postholes. A total of 75 trenches (6 by 100 feet) were
anticipated in Section A and 10 trenches (again,
approximately 6 by 100 feet) were anticipated in the low
ptoba}oﬂiiy Section B.

The testing p]an did not anticipate the need for
any hand excavation, a.l’though should buried midden be
identified, it recognize& that hand excavation would be
necessary.

The mapping of the individual trenches was o
use some horizontal control point. Individual mapping
of %eatures was not require&, Nnor was vertical control.
Features were to be numbered sequentiaﬂy and marked
with an aluminum tag prior to Lackfiﬂing. The
document also re:gﬁrecl that “speciﬁc {eatures identified
as burials should be cleaﬂy noted” and also stipulatecl
that the identification of human remains would require
compliance with Norta Carolina Code, Article 3,
Section 70-26 et. seq. {“Unmarked Human Burial and
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Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act”).

Where features and postholes were
encountered, the scope require& both B/W and color
slide pl’xotography, aitizough individual feature
photographs were not requirec].. The plan allowed
photogzaphy of trench sections and speci{ied that where
no features were present, no photography was necessary.
Documentation of up to 300 features and 4,000
postkoles was requireé })y the scope.

When the documentation work was comple‘se,
the trench was to be covered with filter fabric and
backfilled.

Within two weeks of the completion of the
project a letter management summary was to be
provi&e&, with a final report to be submitted as soon as
practical. This final report was to include “standard
reporting information as well as complete &rawings of
each transect map as well as a full project map showing
the locations of each transect within the overall project
area” (Moore 2000:3). The report was also to contain
a list of features providing as much information as
possi})le within the scope of the project, as well as an
inventory of photographs. The report, however, was not
to “address any level of artifact analysis unless it is
deemed necessary By the contractor.”

The testing plan also speci{ieci that Macon
County would be responsiMe for pxoviczging both the
backhoe and operator, as well as 2 water tank to allow
watering-clown of the trenches to enhance feature soil
colors for photography.

Testing Plan as Implemented

The proposeé testing pia.n was implementecl
with regaﬁveiy few modifications.

The origina}\ survey gzi(l used at the site for
shovel testing and consisting of pin ﬂags was no longer
present. The contzol point, previously established in the
centerline of SR 1434, 61.5 feet grid south of the
150R1900 point, was still present. In addition, a
second control point, a Ys-inch rebar, was also place& on
the site. Both points were picizecl up by the site survey
and can be used to relocate both the originai shovel test
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Figure 8. Excavation and screening of Unit 2.

gn'c% and the various trenches. Survey work was provid.ecl
Ly W.K. Dickson and t}ney have established additional
control points which can be indepen&ently used to
reconstruct the locations of the trenches.

The County initiaﬁy provided a small Kubuta
tractor with a backhoe. This equipment was not large
enough to open the area needed in order to compiete the
testing program prior o severe winter weather. A
su]:)sequent piece of equipment, on loan from the Macon
County lanrlﬁﬁ, w}xi}ge larger, &1& not Lave a toothless
bucket and could not be devoted to the project for more
than a éay. Laclaing appropriate equipment, the first
week allowed relatively few of the needed trenches to be
openec}..,
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Figure 9. Tracked backhoe opening a trench.

During this “down time” we decided o open
two 5-foot units at the western e&ge of the site (Figure
8). While not require:g by the Scope of Wozk, we felt
that since the lack of equipment provi&e& some
unanticipatecl time, it would be hefp{:ul to have some
controlled excavations to better explore stratigrapl'zy and
also evaluate the artifact content of the plowzone.
These units were oriented to magnetic north-south and
were tied into the previously established horizontal
control points. Vertical control was maintained using
the extant groun& surface. The unit fill was screened
t}xrougi'x Vi-inch mesh. Plan &ra.wings were created at a
scale of 1-inch to 2-feet. Profile drawings using this
same horizontal scale with an exaggera.te& vertical scale
of 1-inch to 1-foot.

At the end of the first week the County
contracted with Appaiac}:ian Construction. Work thus
far had revealed that the clay soils (not cultivated in a

year or more and sul)jectec:i toa year—iong clrougilt} were
very hard. It was decided that a relatively }axge piece of
equipment would be needed. In a&&iﬁon, we determined
that a pan would require a pus}zer in order to cut
’tﬁn’oug]’l the clay. We doubted that a rubber tired pus}'ler
would have sufficient traction. But either a tracked or
rubber tired pusher would require considerable c}.ean-up
of the clay floor. Our experience with the smaller
equipment had revealed that substantial time was E}eing
lost in attermnpting to clean up the very hard clay floors.

Consequen{}y, the best piece of equipment
seemed to be a large tracked backhoe. A gracl‘mg bar was
welded to the removable bucket teeth, aﬂowing about a
3-foot swath to be opened at a time (Figure 9). This
allowed a mlatively clean surface to be created Ly
working the equipment backward. It also allowed a crew

Figure 10. Shovel s}zimming behind stripping.
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to work immec}ia‘tely behind the bucket,
shovel s}:zimming the floor in order to
icien‘tify features and posfholes which were
temporarily marked with survey ‘ﬂags

(Figure 10).

With the equipment at hand, we
found that it was more convenient to open
trenches about & feet in width, aﬁowing the
plot‘ting of an area about 6.5 to 7.5 feet in
wiclth, then to maintain a 6-£oot width. In
addition, while we typicaﬂy soug}xt to open
trenches 100 feet in length, they tended to
vary from about 95 to 110 feet. A few were
also intentionaﬁy laid out longer than 100
feet in order to provi&e coverage of
particular areas.

We found that even with this
equipment and a very skilled operator, it

was difficult to maintain level excavations. Figure 11. Portion of Trench 16 showing identified feature and postholes
with metal tags.

In some cases the clay sul‘)soiL instead of

peeling back, broke apart with Ia:rge
“chunky” fragments being removed. In
aclc}.ition, even when it was possilole to slowly peel off
thin iayers, there were times when the blade hit the
softer soil of a feature and causecl a gouge. Both, we
believe, are related to extraorclinarily &ry ciay soils
present as a result of the yeaz—long &xought. While we
experimented with several &i{{erent methocls, we were
not able to find a consistent solution.

With the available eguipment we averageci
opening, shovel slaimming, pi'iotographing, and plotting
131 square feet a person hour. The speed of the wozk
was éepenclen’c on the condition of the scil, the number
o'f jEe.avtures, a,m:.[ their complexity an& ra.nge& {rom a }ow
of about 97 square feet/person hour to about 151
square i{eet/person hour. In terms of any data recovery
operations at tl:xe site, we woulcl not recommenf]
expecting to open more than about 130 square
feet/'person hour, assuming similar soil conditions, 2
simiiarly skilled operator and crew, and a minimal
distance to deposit the spoil.

The identified features were further cfea.ne&, if
necessary, }oy trowehng and the pin ﬂags were repiacecl

1 . £
by pre—numl)erecl aluminum tags tor features an
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unnumbered aluminum tags for postholes as they were
plotted {(Figure 11). Ploi:ting was conducted at a scale of
1-inch to 2-feet. While not require&. l)y the Scope of
Woriz, we also recorded occasional pro{ﬂes since that
information will be of assistance to any future data
recovery operations. All trenches were photograp?xeci
using fine grain Ilford Delta 100 B/W print film and
Fujichrome Sensia [I 100 color transparency film. The
typical procedure was to include 9 to 13 foot sections of
the trench in each image. In some cases we chose to
also take close-up pz:xotogzaphs of features. While not
require& l‘»y the Scope of Work, we also photograpkeé

i .
even “empty’ trench sections.

As a result of this work, a seres of 30
trenches, incorporating 52,680 square feet, were opened
clzzring the four weeks of feld investigation. This
included 6,197 square feet in the portion of the site
identified as low probability, reflecting a 2.03% sample,
and 46,483 square feet in what was identified as higk
probability, reflecting an 8.21% sample. Consequently,
while fewer trenches than an‘cici*ggateé }oy the Scope of
Work were openet}., the actual square footage and samp}e

. , .
size exceeded the Scope's requirements.
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Figure 13. Installing filter fabric after cleaning and plotting a trench.

consistent with the system
used l)y that Jr’a.cili‘cy. The
collection was assignecl the
Accession Number
200281. Specimens were
paclrzed in plas’cic laags and
boxed. Field notes were
preparecl on alkaline
buffered paper and these
were curated with the
collections. The B/W
photographic materials
were processec]. to archival
standards. Two contact
sheets were provide& to the
curatorial 1r’acili’cy. The
color transparencies are
not considere& archival,
but were processed to Fuji

specifications.

These trenches were laid out on either
magnetic north-south or east-west orientations. Their
placement was intended to provide even, uniform
coverage of the site area and is shown in Figure 12.

At the conclusion of the work 3.5 ounce
nonwoven filter fabric was placed over the trench surface
(Figure 13). A lens of clean white sand, about 0.2 foot
in depth, was placed over the filter fabric in the area of
four identified burials. Should these areas need to be re-
excavated, the white sand will provide an immediate
indication of the burial Iying below.

It was not possil)le to backfill the individual
trenches until about three weeks after the conclusion of
the field investigations. The trenches were inspectecl
immecliately prior to the laaclefiﬂing. No &amage was
noted as a result of this c].elay.

La};)oratorv Met]:xorls

The cleaning of artifacts and cataloging of the
specimens was conducted at Chicora’s Columbia, S.C.
labs at the completion of the project. These materials
have alreacly been curated with the North Carolina
Office of State Archaeology and the cataloging is
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Since this work
was not intended to ptocluce collections, relatively few
remains were collected. Materials are present from the
two 5-foot units. In acl&ition, diagnostic materials
encountered duﬁng shovel slzimming were retained Ly
trench number. Diagnostic artifacts shovel skimmed out
of features were also collected and provenience& by
feature number.

The Scope of Work speciﬁecl that only
minimal analysis was necessary. As a result, our work
was only a&equate to permit cataloging of the materials.
This inclu&ecl identification of raw materials of hthics,
collection of metric data for projectile points, and
’cypological identification of pottery over an inch in
diameter.

The cliagnostic lithic material was comparecl to
the publishecl typological clescriptions for the various
projectile points such as Coe (1964) and Keel (1976).
The primary material were identified in the lithic
collections was quartz, which was usuaHy a translucent
white. As previously &iscussecl, this material is wiclely
available. Small quantities of ortlfxoquartzi’ce were also
observed. This material was fine grainecl and tended to
have a slightly yeﬂow color. A small quantity of black
and gray chert was also identified in the assem}alages.
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This material seems most familiar to the Riége and
Vaﬂey cherts of eastern Tennessee, although we atternpt
no more precise locational anaiysis. Ore item of a
reddish-tan translucent chaiceclony was also identified in
the collection.

Several other geologicai materials were also
found cﬁuring the testing. Several quartz crystals were
also identified in the collection. A single fragment of
hematite, par’ciaﬂy used Ezy the site occupants, was also
recovered. Finaﬂy, a small quantity of book mica was
also recovered from several features.

Debitage categories included primary (defined
as flakes with 90% or more cortex), secon&ary {cle{-ineé
as having 1% to 90% cortex), and interior (c’sefinecl as
having no cortex). At this stage, tools are defined very
simply, };eing placecl in broad morphological categories.
Our Eal)oratory methocls, for exampze, cle)c.ine biface as
an artifact with flakes removed on both sides (not
distinguis}xing between pregorms, early stage reductions,
and so {ort}x) ; a core is a piece of raw material from
which flakes have been removed; an end scraper is a
blade tool with at least one convex end which exhibits a
steep angie; a used flake is 2 cfnip of stone that was used
as a tool, ex}xilaiting eclge c%amage or wear; and a side
scraper is a flake tool in which one of the 1ong eclges was

retouched to serve as the scraping edge.

Pottery examples were compare& to typological
éescriptions provi&e& by Coe (1964), Dickens (1970,
Keel (1976), Moore (1981) and Egloﬁ (1967).

At the very simplest level, Swannanoa pottery

was characterized By crushed guartz and/or coarse sand
inclusions in the paste. The sherds would be hand
smoothed and gritty or sandy to the touch. Surface
treatments migkt include cord marked, fabric-
impzesseé., simple stamped,, check stampeé., or p}ain.

Connestee pottery would be identified E}y the
presence of fine to medium sized sand. The paste would
be compact and the interior surfaces would be
smooi}xecl, yet have a sanéy feei. Surface treatments
would include brus}leé, cord markecl, simple siampe&,
check stamped., and piain.

Pisgah pottery would be characterized };‘)‘_\f fine
to coarse sand. The interiors might be burnished to

Eig}xt].y smoothed. The pottery would have a compact
texture. Surface treatments include complicatecl
stamped (both rectilinear and curvilinear}, check
s’campeé, and plain. Another characteristic of this ware
is its collared rims, %::equently with a series of short
&iagonal punctations.

Quana pottery would be identified Ey its
moderate to abundant gquantities of grit (a.l’though the
burnished specimens would have on}y fine sancl).
Interior bumishing would be variable. Surface
treatments would include complicate& stampecl,

Lurnishecl, check stampe&, cord marlzeci, cob impressecl,
Emshec{, and plain.

As will be discussed in the fonowing section,
very {ra.gmentary human remains were recovered from
four features exposecl l:y the tracked backhoe. In each
case the spcﬂ pﬂes were caregu]ly searched for fragments
of the remains. These were not washed, but were only
Eightly brushed off.% The only “analysis" undertaken of

these remains was identification sufficient for inventory
purposes.

Site Evaluation

Archaeological sites will be evaluated for
further work based on the ejigibility criteria for the
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora
Foundation only provides an opinion of National
Register e};igi}ﬁli‘ty and the final determination is made
}::y the lead agency in consultation with the North
Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer.

The criteria for eligibility to the National
Registex of Historic Places is described ]:)y 36CFR60.4,
which states:

the quaii’ty of signi{icance in

? The Inter-Tribal Council of the Five Civilized
Tribes' Resolution 98-28 a&opted in 1998 that speciﬁes,
"Any c}eaning or wasﬁing of these bone *f‘ragments or articles
[&om a Burﬁal} is a violation of human rig}ats. The excavated
Earth remains sacred even with the absence of Human
remains or ﬁmer&ry cleecis." Our decision to only brush loose
soil and maintain all {ragmen’ts, reganﬂess of the size, was in
respect for this concern on the part of the EBC.

35



ARCHAEOQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

Amerian history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture
is present in districts, sites, Luiic]ings,
structures, and oiajects that possess
integrity of location, &esign, setting,
materials, woriemans}xip, feeling, and
association, and

a. that are associated with events that
have made a signiﬁcant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history;
or

b. that are associated with the lives of .

persons signi{icant in our past; or

c. that emi:ocly the distinctive
characteristics of a type, periocl, or
method of comstruction or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a signilc.icant and
distinguisha})le entity whose
components may lack individual
distinction; or

d. that have yielded, or may be lileely

to yielcl, information important in
prehistcry or history.3

National Register Bulletin 36 (Townsend st al.
1993} provicles an evaluative process that contains five
steps for {orming a clearly defined expiici‘c rationale for
either an arc}naeoiogical site’s eligibﬂity or lack of
eligibility. Briefly, these steps are:

8 identification of the site’s data sets
or categories of arcfhaeoiiogica}
information such as ceramics, ii‘:}xics,
subsistence remains, architecturai
remains, Or sub-surface {eatures;

3} In addition to these criteria, properties with
traditional religious and cultural importance to Native
American or Native Hawaiian groups may be eligi}ﬁe for the
National Register, even if t}aey don't seem o fit any of the

outlined categories.
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® identification of the historic
context applicaue to the site,
providing a framework for the

evaluative process;

# identification of the important
research questions the site migh‘c be
able to address, given the data sets
an& the context;

®  evaluation of the site's
archaeological integrity to ensure
that the data sets were suﬁ'iciently
well pzeservecl to address the research
questions; anci

® identification of important research
questions among all of those which
rnight be asked and answered at the
site.

This appxoach, of course, has been rlevelopecl
for use documenting eligi.’bi]ity of sites Leing actually
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places
where the evaluative process must stand aione, with
re].atively little reference to other documentation and
where typicauy only one site is Leing considered. As a
result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been
summarized, but we have tried to focus on the a]:aility
of 31MAZ7 to address signiﬁcant research topics
within the context of its available data sets.
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Features anci Post}xoies

The 80 trenches, incorporating 52,680 square
feet, identified 167 features and 1,569 postholes. In
the identification of each we attempteci to be
conservative. For exarnple, all were cleaned suﬁicienﬂy
well to eliminate those which were clearly trees or
animal disturbances. If a stain was intermediate between
a feature and pcs’t}xole in terms of size and general
appearance, it was identified as a pos’thole in order not
to artificia.ﬂy inflate the number of features. There were
also a number of what appearecl to be very small
pos’choles, frequently about 0.15 foot in diameter.
While these may be postl'xoles, they may also represent
rodent borrows and the only way to determine this is to
excavate them. -Ccmsequently, we again took a
conservative approach and ignore& these very small
stains in order not to inflate the posthoie inventory.
This approach assures that our projections reflect the
minimal numbers of features and postho}es which might

be present at the site.

In the low proi)a.!oiiity area this work identified
71 postl’zo]es and one feature. Over a third of these
posti'zoiies and the singie feature were found in Trench
10, situated at the toe of the site’s siope, an area which
migh‘t better be considered intermediate or high
prol-aa}:iiity. Nevertheless, this suggests that
potentially as many as 349 postholes and 49
features exist in the low pro}»a.iaility area.

In the high probability area this work identified
1,498 postholes and 167 features. The mean number
of post‘hoies per trench is 20, although the standard
deviation of 16 reflects the comsiderable variation
between the trenches (the number of post}loies ranges
from 210 76}. Regazcﬂess, it is possil:le that as many
as 18,246 postiloles and 2,034 features are present
in the ]ngll prol:al::i}ity portion of the site.

A list of the trenches, their total square
footage, ancl the number of identified £ea’cures and

postholes is provided by Table 1.

A number of feature “types” or classifications
have been propose&, most based on very genera.:i
functional interpretations. For example, at the Ela site
Wetmore (1990:40) suggests hearths, storage pits,
borrow pits, coolzing pits, rock-filled pits, other pits,
burials, and cashes, Wilson (1977:29), wor}aing with a
Sicuan site, is more conservative, suggesting only
shallow basins, storage pits, hearths, and burials.
Regarcﬁess, both approaches have the Iu.xury of using
post-excavation data. At 3IMA77 we can only guess at

the “function” of a feature based on its size and the
nature of the fill.

Table 2 provides a list of identified features,
inc};uc]ing size and whatever comments seem appropriate
concerning function. Again, we have tried to maintain
a certain consistent éegree of conservatism. Where there
wasn't reIatively clear and convincing evidence of a

feature’s function, we have left this table category blank.

Human remains were identified in three
different site areas, each time as a result of intrusion })y
the stripping equipment. ’

The first includes two burials (designated
Features 25 and 27) in close proximity to one another
in Trench 21. In each case a small area of the right side
of the skull {inc}.uéing the rig}ﬁ: mastoid process and
external auditory meatus)was removed. No excavation of
the burials took place and no grave associations were
observed. In this same trench we also identified what
appears to be a skull within a pos’cho}c.

The next is a shallow burial pit (ciesignate&
Feature 109) encountered in Trench 40. Flat shoveling
revealed the presence of teeth (incluchng molar
Jr'ragmen’cs and prol:a}::le mandible JEragments). The bone

here is in very poor condition. The loose &agments were
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Table 1.
Trenches, Post"noles and Features
Temch #  Post Fostie #s Trench#  Post Foature #s Tinch#  Post Foature #s
Holes : S Mol Holes
1 - - 28 37 60 - 64 55 20 127 - 130
2 1 - 29 23 65, 66 56 8 131- 137
3 8 . 30 59 67.77 57 23 138 - 141
4 7 - 3 76 86 .85 58 18 -
5 5 - 32 24 92-95 59 3 142
6 10 - 33 12 . 60 17 -
7 9 - 34 8 61 16 143
8 3 - 35 14 97,98 62 26 -
9 3 - 36 12 99 -101 63 7 144
10 25 1 37 24 102, 103 64 31 145 - 148
11 9 - a8 17 104, 105 65 7 149
12 8 2 39 13 - 66 7 150
13 15 4 40 17 106 - 109 67 34 151, 152
14 54 5.8 41 7 - 68 2 -
15 51 9.11 42 56 110 - 112 69 31 153, 154
16 26 12,13 43 27 113 70 14 155 . 158
17 15 - 44 40 114116 7 11 -
18 6 14, 15 45 2 117, 118 72 8 159
19 10 - 46 31 119 - 123 73 9 .
20 21 16 -20 47 48 124, 125 74 4 160 - 162
21 30 22,2325 - 27 48 18 . 75 3 -
22 8 24 49 10 - 76 9 163 - 165
23 20 - 50 10 ; 77 21 166, 167
24 10 28.35 51 7 - 78 5 B
25 17 36,37 52 7 ; 79 16 168
2% 72 38.46 53 6 - 80 8 .
27 44 4759 54 23 126
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Table 2.
- Size _anc; Nature of Henti{ie& Features
Fes N5 EW Ty Fe i NS  EW Type Fea N-§ EW Type
# dt) :{ftg . # .y k) # ge) by

1 ? 2.0 Hearth 28 38 34 55 20 24 Bugial?
2 24 7 Burial? 29 22 7 56 3.0 34

3 3.0 ~2.8 30 31 -~34 57 ~45 7

4 2.9 ? 31 45 40 Storage 58 ~20 ~30  Bural?
5 48 7 32 17 21 Burial? 59 46 7

6 1.6 ~17 33 1.8 7 Hearth 60 3.0 1.9 Burial?
7 36 4 Irregular 34 44 7 61 4.0 2.7

8 1.7 ? Buzial? 3 22 62 1.9 3.0 Burial?
9 2.8 27 36 21 30 Burial? 63 27 27 Storage
10 1 7 Burial? 37 20 16 64 38 ?

11 19 ? Burial? 38 22 7 65 177

12 29 27 39 1.8 10 66 2.0 2.0

13 ? ~3.8 40 21 24 Burial? 67 3.0 ?

14 30 28 Rock hearth 41 23 7 68 2.0 7

15 1.6 ? 42 35 ° Trregular 69 2.1 2.3

i6 1.7 17 43 2.8 2.4 70 2.0 ?

17 1.5 23 Burial?. 44 ? ? 71 2.6 2.8

18 24 7 45 . 13 7 72 ? ?

i 35 7 46 17 7 73 1.5 ?

20 46 26 Irregular 47 17 7 74 16 ~1.9  Bural?
21 Fea #not  assigned 48 15 1.4 75 1.6 15

22 52 7 4 25 7 76 2.8 ?

23 37 7 Trregular 50 18 1.8 77 i8 ?

24 ? 35 Storage 51 25 7 78 2.1 2.9

25 20 24 Busial 52 42 7 75 16 7

26 2.9 1.7 Burial? 53 1. ? Burial? 80 2.1 2.2

27 1.4 23 Burial 54 20 26 Buial? 81 1.5 4
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Sizg an(}. Nature of I&en’ti{ieé Features

Table 2, cont.

Fea N-8 EW Type Fea = N EN Type Fea N& EW Type
# (fe) _ (ft) # ) Ry #_ by )

82 23 7 106 20 26 Burial 136 31 28 Storage
83 31 30 110 15 ¢ 137 18 16

84 16 7 111 18 7 138 1.2 -16

85 28 30 112 26 2 Hearth 139 20 150  Hearth
86 19 7 113 16 15 140 13 16

87 ~20 7 114 23 23 Hearth 141 11 13

88 ~20 ~3.0 115 20 21 142 20  ~20

89 32 33 116 20 21 143 1.8  ~23  Burial?
90 24 7 117 43 40 Burial? 144 12 7 Bugial
91 33 33 18 23 ? 145 10 7

92 17 ~1.8 119 20 17 146 1.1 18

93 18 7 Burial? 120 19 19 147 35 7

94 14 18 Hearth? 121 12 7 148 32 7 Storage
95 82 7 Hs. floor 122 17 1.6 149 26 26 Burial?
96 28 7 123 28 29 150 21 ¢

97 36 7 124 7 14 151 30 22 Storage
98 ? ? 125 35 41 Hearth 152 1.8 13

99 23 -35  Bural? 126 7 17 153 7 15

100 22 ~33  Burial? 127 ? 2.6 154 13 16

101 27  ~6.0  Rock hearth 28 15 15 185 20 289  Bual?
102 20 ~40 129 ¢ 19 156 14 25 Buial?
103 29 ¢ Burial? 130 % 4.7 157 39 29 Storage
104 52 7 UID trench 131 ~24 24 Storege 158 3.0 18 Burial?
05 21 7 Hearth 132 22 28 159 22 ?

106 1.7 18 Hearth 133 24 22 160 30 29

107 26 24 134 -17 18 Storage 161 30 27 Storage
108 16 7 135 22 22 162 235 7
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Table 2, cont.
Size and Nature of Identified Features
Fea NS EW . Type  Fea NS Typs Eea N& EW Type
# By i) oy # k) &)
163 3.0 3.0 Hearth 165 31 ¢? 167 1.6 ~2.8  Bual?
164 32 ? Burial? 166 33 4.2 Storage 168 7 1.0
? = dimension not expose& Ly stripping, ~ = dirension estimated based on curvature of feature

coﬂectecl, but no excavation of the burial was
undertaken and no grave associations were noted.

The third involves a shallow burial (identified

as Feature 144) encountered during machine work in

this is correct, then with ’che £our known I)urials, there
may be as many as 390 burials on the site.

During these investigations a fifth location
produced human bone. A posited posthole in Trench 21
also  produced  skull

remains &uring
stripping. A more careful
inspection of  the
photograp}is from this
find suggest that this,
too, may represent a very
shallow burial pit with
indistinct e&ges. If this
is the case, then not
only may the number of
anticipatecl burials be
s}ightly higher, but
future research should
pay particuiar attention

to clif“[use, difficult to

recognize stains.

However, most

features were cieaﬂy

Figure 14. Trench 70, Feature 158 (a possible burial, to the left) intruding into Feature defined as dark orgenic
187 (= proi'}a}:ie storage pit to the rig}:nt). View is to the east.

soil in the red clay

Trench 63. Scraping revealed bone (including a portion
of the internal occipital crest and other skull
i‘(ragments}. No bone was collected, except for that
found in the spoi]. pifie. No grave associations were
identified.

Table 2 indicates that in addition to the four
known burials, 28 additional features may be burials. If

matrix. Figures 14, 15,
and 16 illustrate a range

of feature types present at the site, ag well as how
distinct the features tended to be at 31MAT7.

Several of the features, such as Features 131,
133, a.nzl 134 in Trench 56, revealed {:airly Iarg’e

JEz':‘iQx’rze::';‘cs of mica which often appearec} cut or formed.
These are liieely Connestee pits which contain refuse or
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i

Figure 15. Trench 70, Feature 156, a possible burial.

pits found at the Warren
Wilson site and thought to
represent roasting pits
used in communi‘ty—wide
celebrations (War& and
Davis 1999:163).
Without excavation,
however, the function at

31IMATY remains

uncertain.

QOur work
revezled that while many
posthoies were equaﬂy well
defined — and often
evidenced ]oy charcoal —
there were a number that
were far more mottle&,
with somewhat less
distinct edges. We
interpret these as perhaps

representing earlier,
Partiaﬂy finished mica intended for trade. The cluster possibly Connestee structures, while the darker
may represent association with a speciﬁc house site or postl'xoles may more typicaﬂy represent Quaﬂa
work area. Feature 31 in Trench 24 represents a very structures. We also identified a surprising number of
Zarge trash or storage pit filled with Quaﬂa pottery, as square or square& postho}.es , many of which were also
well as a lead seal. On this seal were scratched the burned.
initials, “R H” While
perhaps coincidental,

Richard Henderson's
association  with  the
Cherokee and efforts to
purchase 1arge tracts of
land &uring‘ the mid-
1770s has been previously

1.
cﬁzscussecl.

One seemingly
anomalous feature is a
dark trench-like stain in
Trench 38, designated
Feature 104. This stain is
about 3 feet in width and
ruris northwest to
southeast, with a s}ight
curve. In terms of Native
Asmerican features it most

closely resembles the large  [Figure 16. Trench 74, Feature 160, pit with no determined function.
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We had the same proi)iem expressecl Ly other
researchers attempting to i&enti{y post}mie patterns
based on narrow cuts. While some pattemns appear to be
present, we suspect that many others were simply
overlocked.

A possible corner for a square structure is
found Trench 10, between the 30 and 40 foot points.
A somewhat more convincing etraigim't wall segment is
found between the 30 and 40 foot points in Trench 14,
with another in that same trench at its northern end.
Another straight line wall segment may be present in
Trench 27, between the 80 and 90 foot points,
terminating in Feature 59. A possiMe burned square
structure is present in Trench 32, between the 15 and
30 foot points and possibly intruded into by Feature 95,
interprete& to be a burned house floor. Another possiue
corner is found between the 80 and 85 foot points in
Trench 42.

While less common, there are also segments
which appear to come from circular structures.
Examples are found in the 70 to 80 foot segment of
Trench 48, the 0 to 20 portion of Trench 54, and the
48 o 60 foot area of Trench 61.

The presence of both square and circular
posthole lines suggests that excavations at the site will
iclen’cify summer and winter houses.

When Table 1 is examineé, it appears that the
distribution of postholes and features is mnot
homogeneous. This becomes even more clear when the
trench plans are examined. The site appears to consist
of a series of occupation clusters. We have outlined 12
concentrations of pos‘cho}es and features on Figure 17.
These range in size from about 100 by 100 feet, at the
north end of Trench 32, to an area measuring 600 by
200 {eet and encompassing all of Trenches 26, 27, and
28.

This is not intended to suggest that no remains
exist outside of these area, or even to suggest that no
signiéicani remains exist outside these concentrations.
In )Eact, quite the contrary is the case. Reference to
Table 1 reveals that a number of postholes and ’features,
inclu&ing a number of possi}aie l)urials, are found in

. - 1 . .
portions of the site not shown as concentrations in

Figure 17. But these 12 areas of dense occupation
appear to have been intensively used, and reused. These
areas appear to represent mtﬁﬁpie lauiﬁchng episo&es and
certainly appear to contain high densities of features
(inclu&ing‘, we believe, burials).

These areas seem to cluster at the foot or toe
of the sEopes. Occupation seerns to have a }’iigi’l degree
of association with s]ope. None of the oceupation
concentrations have a slope greater than 3% (between
Trenches 24 and 25) and most have slopes of 1 to 2%
(for example, the concentration including Trenches 44,
46, 47, and 56 is found on 1% s}opes). In contrast,
Trenches 1 through 7 are found on slopes of about
5.5%. The one trench in the low prol‘)a}aility area with
a feature (Trench 10) is found on a slope of 2.3%,
Mzely expiaining wlay it producecl far more remains than
other low pro]aal)ility trenches. Whether this ﬁn&ing can
be applied to other mountain sites is unclear, but at
least at 31IMAZ7, it appears that slope was =
éetermining factor.

The dispersed occupation at 31MAZ7 is
suggestive of a series of hamlets or individual structures
scattered on the lower e&ge of the slope, overlooking the
Iotla Branch ﬂoo&piain to the south. This certa.inly
seems consistent with Bartram's description, “we passed
’c}'u'ough the Jore vﬂlage, which is pleasingiy situated in
a little vale on the side of the mountain; a pretty rivulet
or creek winds about the vale, just under the viuage"
(Bartram 1928 [1791]: 291). It seems likely that the
areas between structures might have functioned as small
gar&ens spaces.

Test Excavations

As previousiy mentione&, two 5-foot units were
opened at the east edge of the site (Figure 17). The
more eastern one, Test Unit 1, reveaiecl a &aﬂe Lrown
(7.5YR3/3) sand loam plowzone about 0.6 to 0.8 foot
in depth over a transition zone or possikly old plowzone
of very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) sandy clay about
0.2 foot in clept}l. This terminated on a mottled dark
brown(7.5YR3/4) sandy clay subsoil. At the base of the
unit two postholes were i&entifie&, both with very dark
brown sand fill (Figure 18).

The upper plowzone is clear}y that which has

43



ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MAYY

LEGEND
——
CLUSTERS OF MATERIALS
S,
A
/ & PP
e— N Ao——
Gap
i
g g o -
B v
[

- Bapeist Children's Home of N.C, - GENERALIZED SITE BOUNDARIES

2 2 0. o B2

200" 4 200" 400° (Do

GRAPHIC SCAIE - 2" = 200

Figure 17. Clusters of material at 31MA77 and generalized site boundaries.

e

2 0 GRESE Be :_ . - s 7 ) i
\—nm . T — e T 37 33 W 1 475 5 Ti
‘ perty line with centerline of Road e , =

Hmoh -~ Appraw. & Wide
& Foot Contowr
? Foot Cemtawr

Proparty Une
figiet of By
Essament Line

Acfolning Properly (e
Fowar Palo
Gvahesy Wres
Cenlorfine of Brosch

18" e Oock

GOT 83git of way Msrmevent
Bonoh Gork

44




FINDINGS

Figure 18. Test Unit 1, top of subsoil, view to the north.

materials in the lower
plowzone might indicate
some remanent
stratification, we believe
that this is simply an
illusion of the small
sa.mp}e and that the
plowzone throughout the
site is very mixed. What is
more important, we
}aelieve, is that this unit

produced only 10
identifiable sherds.

Test Unit 2 was
pIacecl further to the west.
In this area only one
plowzone was identified —
sbout 0.7 foot of dark
browm san&y cla,y overlying
a lighter colored can
subsoil. In this unit one

been most recently p}owe&. The lower plowzone, we pcsthoie was identified, on the western profile (Figure
believe, represents an older perio& of agriculture, with 19). The absence of a lower plowzone is almost certainiy
the upper plowzone consisting at least partiaﬂy of soils related to this unit’s up slope position, where there was
washed down the slope and cieposite& in this area erosion, but no deposition.

througl& years of poorly manage& cultivation.

This unit
procluced a small
coﬂection, consisting of
three Qualla Complicated
Stampecl sherds, 15 small
sherds, 10 quartz flakes,
and eight chert flakes in
the upper plowzone. In the
lower plowzone one Quaﬂa
Compiicate& Stampec;.
sherd, ome Quaﬂa Plain
sheré, two Connestee
Brushed sher&s, three
Connestee Cord Marked
sherds, 25 small sherds,
one rhyolite flake, 14
guartz ‘ﬂaizes, and eight
chert flakes were
recovered. While  the
presence of Connestee [Figure 19. Test Unit 2, top of subsail, view to the north.
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The unit procluce& & very sparse assem}aiage of
one Qualla Check Sta.mpe& sherd, one undecorated

whiteware, one quartz biface fragment, eig}n’t quartz
ﬂa}zes, and two chert flakes.

Site Stratigrapl‘w

Beyon& the profﬂes prowcleci })y the two test
umts, profiles were oc‘.aswnazl drawn for various
trenches and these are shown on the various site maps.
In general, however, they reveal an “average” piowzone
about 0.9 to 1.3 foot in depth, consisting of soils that
vary from a duslzy red (2.6YR3/2) to a dark reddish
brown (5YR3/3) to a yellowish red (5YR4/6) clay loam.
In most cases the subsoil varied from a dark reddish
brown (2.5YR3/4) to red (2.5YR4/6) clay, although
there were areas where the subsoil was a yeﬁowish red
(5YR4/6), dark red (2.5YR3/4), or yeﬂowisl'a brown
(10YR5/8) clay

The profiles exhibit areas of extensive erosion.
For example, at the north end of Trench 33 there is
only 0.4 foot of Plowzone, while at the north end of
Trench 6 there is only 0.25 foot of plowzone (largely
consisting of plowe& suhsoﬂ). In contrast, there are
numerous areas at the toe of the slope where there is
cleposition — soil from the slopes ]:mving washed down
and gradually built up. For example, Trench 30 revealed
between 1.8 and 1.9 feet of plowzone, while the south
end of Trench 13 revealed 2.95 feet of plowed soil. In
the cases of most Aeep &eposits, careful inspection
revealed a very homogenizecl soil progﬂe that seems to
suggest the Luﬂcz-up was slow enoug}l that the soils were
mergecl toge’cher tl'xrougk years of plawing.

Qutsicle of Unit i, we found additional
stratigraphy at the north end of Trench 30, where an
upper plowzone of dark reddish browm (5YR3/4) loa,rny
clay about 1.0 foot in depth overlaid a very dark red
(2.8YR5/3) loamy cfav plowzo*xe about 0.9 foot in
&epth - suggestive pex}‘aps of a hiatus in the erosive
conditions. A somewhat sxrmzar situation was found at
the south end of Trench 13, where the 1 upper plowzone,
2.0 feet in depth, of reddish brown (5YR4/3) loamy clay
was found over about 0.95 foot of dark reddish brown
(6YR3/2) anmy clay. The south end of Trench 23
reveals a reddish brown (5YR4/3) clay loam 0.8 foot
in depth overlying a dark red (2.5YR3/2) zone 0.8
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foot in &epﬂ*x.

A comparison of these éeep profriies to site
éensi‘:y suggests that where the site has been buried by
&eep plowzones, feature and posthoie preservation is at
its greatest. The down siope erosion, while &enu&ing the
upper portions of the site, tended to protect the lower
portions. This, however, should not be taken to suggest
that the eroded areas of the site are insigniﬁcant. In
i:ac‘t, three of §our burials were encountered in areas of
very thin plomone. This suggests that while erosion and
plowing have affected the site, much still remains in a
vexy gooé state of preservation.

Astifacts

Not including the specimens from the two five
foot units, the trenches pxoducecl five quartz biface
ﬁagmeni’s and six identifiable projectile points. The

finished tools included one Early Aschaic quartz Palmer
Corner Notched (Coe 1064:67-70), ome Middle
Asxchaic quartz Guilford Lanceolate (Coe 1964:43-44),
the base of a Late Archaic quartz Savannah River
Stemmed (Coe 1964:44-45), a Late Archaic or Early
Woodland Small Savannah River Stemmed (Oliver
1981:151-154), an Early Woodland quartz Plott
Stemmed (Keel 1976:126-127), and one chalcedony
Bradley Spike (see Keel 1976:126) which is likely
associated with the Eariy Woodland. Metric data on
these points is p:-:ovicled in Table 3.

We should note that Oliver (1981:170)
recommend subsuming the Plott into the Cypsy
Stemmed type- While this seems to have merit, there
seems also to be some resistance. It seems that there is
insufficient data at this point (O:iiver himself recognizes
the “small sample sizes and limited stratigraphic data”)
to discontinue their use. Ciearly it is aiways possiMe to
ccﬁapse ty'goiogies; it is much harder to resurrect one
once it has been abandoned.

The dominance of quartz as a raw material was
not oniy observed in the test units, but also in the
variety of both bifaces and finished tools made of this
material. Three of the four flakes collected &uring the
stripping were quartz, with the fourth Leing chert.
Other stone materials include two gragments of slate,
one guartz crystaj, and one fra.gment of hematite.
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Table 3.

measurements in millimeters
{

rojectile Points Recovered at 31MA77

wunder-represent their importance at the site.
It may be that he actively selected against
a.nyt}xing which wasn't clearly Quaﬂa, at least
at this pa.rticula.r site.

L= length, Wawi&ti'x, Th=thickness

Type L W Th _ Stem] Stem W The dom; ( Lcated
Palmer 40 7 11 10 e dominance of compiicate

Guilford 57 23 9 stampe& Qualla ancl_ the absence of incised
Sav R Stem 40 12 10 2 wares (consistent with Egloff's earlier study)
ém Sav R Stem 40 2% 10 10 16 suggests that 15}1& site dates from the Middle
Plott 43 6 8 Qualla period {ca. A.D. 1450 to 1700
Bradlev 52 18 7 according to Ward and Davis [1999:181]).

In spite of this, the site has produce& one
historic item clearly in association with a

Quaﬂa pit — a lead seal. Nogl Hume

Fifteen fragments of mica were collected, primarﬂy from
features expose& cluring this work.

Four pottery series were identified from this
work — Swannanoe, Connestee, Pisgah, and Qualla —
although only the Connestee and Qualla were common.
The Early Woodland Swannanoa series was representec:;
Ly two plain sherds and five fabric impressed sherds.
The Mississippian Pisga.l'x series is represente& i:y a
single Pisgal'x Complica.tecl S'za,mped.

The Middle to Late Woodland Connestee

pottery includes 80 Connestee Piain, eigh’: Connestee
Simp}e Stamped, and six Connestee Check Stampe&.
The Late Mississippian and Early Historic Qualla series
includes 51 Quaﬂa Compiicate& Stampecl, two Qua.lza
Check Stampea, two Quaﬂa Plain, and five Quana,
Burnished.

While we are inclined to believe that the
sparsity of recovered Swannanoa and Pisga}x materials
is consistent with their low occurrence on the site, we
doubt that the proportion of Connestee and Qual}a
materials provic;es much indication of their relative
significance. These materials were rather ranéor.rﬁy
collected when observed éuring the flat s}mvehng of
features and proi}ably indicate only that the two time
perio&s dominate the site. What remains someti*zing of
a mystery is why Egloff (1967:29) reports almost no
Connestee at this site. Bven if all of his “unclassified”
specimens (typicaﬂy meaning small sker&s) were
considered to be Connestee, this would still seem to

(1969:269-271) observes that while most

common}y associated with woolen goo&s,
they were also found on a variety of merchants’ goocls.
A much more extensive discussion is provide& by Stone
(1974) from Fort Michilimackinac (w}xic}a dates from
the mid to late seventeenth century — consistent with
this Quaﬂa site). Most of the recovered seals consist:

of two, thin, circular, lead &isks
which are connected by a narrow
band of lead. A circular knob or post
appears on the center of one disk and
a correspon&ing hole is present on
the other disk. . . . A seal of this type
is attached to a bale or parcel of
gooc:fs }Jy first passing the knob
t}xrough a hole in the parcel binder
and then Lending the seal so that the
hole in one disk passes over the knob
on the other. The seal is permanen’cly
fastened }Jy pressing the two disks
togeti&ez, ti:ere]:y ﬂattening the knob
and inter}ccizing the disks. A mark is
also pressecl into one or both sides of
the seal chxrflng this proceclure. This
mark may iéentify the manufacturer,
country, or city of origin of the

sealed goo&s (Stone 1974:281).

While genera,ﬂy clescriptive of the seal from
31MAT7, this specimen is actually very different. The
origi.nai use is represen%ecl Ly the bent knob and retained
ring, but the connector tab has been removed. In its
place is a thin lead connector which has been added to
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Figure 20. Astifacts from 31MA77. A, Palmer Corner Notched; B, Guilford Lanceolate; C, Savannah River Stemmed;

D, Small Savannah River Stemmeci; E, Plott Short Stem; F, Bracﬂey Spﬂze; G, quartz crysta.l; H, abraded

hema*':ite; I cut sheet mica; J, front of lead seal; K, reverse of lead seal.
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Figure 2. Pot’cery from 31MA77. A-B, Swannanoa Fabric Impresse&; C, Connestee Pl in; D-E, Connestee Simple
Stamped; F, Connestee Check Stamped (smoothed); G, Qualla Check Stamped; H-L, Qualla Complicated
Stampecl.
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the outer seal face. [t is as ’ciﬁough the seal was removed
and aclapte& for reuse.

The only mark on the seal is an “R H”
scratched in the lower front surface. We have previously
discussed the activities of Richard Henderson and his
efforts to purchase Cherokee lands in this portion of
North Carolina. Regaxcﬂess of whose initials these
represent, it is lﬁzely that the item dates from the mid to
late 1700s and represents an item which arrived at the
site in association with trade goods.
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Site Assessment
Data Sets

Data sets from 31IMAZ7 include pottery;
lithics tools and raw materials ; at least one historic trade
item; ethnobotanical remains; sparse zooarchaeological
remains; human skeletal material in fair to gooc}i
condition; posﬁhoies, inclucl'mg evidence of patterns
reflective of structures; and we]l-preservecl features.
There is also reason to believe that the features may
contain additional data sets, such as poﬂen and

phytolit}xs, ait}xougfn these specific materials have not
been soug}n‘. ljy this work.

The potiery from the site includes remains
from at least four distinct cultural perioc]s: Swannanoa,
Connestee, Pisgah, and Qualla, although two periods —
Connestee and Qualla — dominate the collection and
lilzely represent the periocls of site occupation for which
there is the best and most compeuing evidence. While
the pottery assemblage from the piowzone is sparse and
heavily impa,ctecl ;l)y pIowing, the assem}oiage recovered
from the base of the plowzone seems better preserved
and a number of lazge, well preserveé sherds have been
recovered from the features.

Lithic tools in the current collection are
dominated Ly ?rejéec!tiie points, with materials recovered
from the Early Archaic through the Eardy Woodland.
These materials were primarﬂy associated with shovel
slzimming at the base of the p%owzone, suggesting that
the site may not have been as intenséve}y collected as
some sites in the region. Besides these pmjecﬁie points
the site has also proéuce& a small collection of Lifa,ces,
suggesting thata variety of tools may be recovered with
more intensive investigations. The lithic assembiage also
includes a2 number of flakes. Those of extralocal chert
suggest primarily toal resharpening, while the quartz
fakes suggest a variety of tool pmc%uction and
res}xarpening activities.

In addition to these remains, the site has also
procluce& a ]arge quantity of book mica, typicauy found
in feature contexts. This suggests that the site may
contain data sets able to contribute significani
information concerning mica procluction and trade
&un'ng the Ea.rly Woodland Connestee phase. Also
present are both hematite and quartz crysta.ls ~— both
t}mught to play important parts in Native American
religious and cultural activities. These materials, like the
mica, tend to be associated with distinct features.

Historic items at the site are sparse and consist
of only one whiteware ceramic (o£ dubious association)
and the lead bale seal. This latter specimen is of speciai
interest and may suggest that there is 2 more sig’ni{icant
late Quaua. occcupation at the site than previousiy
thought {or suggesteé Ly the current ceramic
assemblage).

Ethnobotanial remains are common at the site
and are found as charcoal in both features and
postholes. One feature produced large (ca. 2-3 inch)
fragments of charred post, many postkoies contained
abundant charcoal, and hearths were present with not
only charcoal, but burned clay. These materials provicle
numerous opportunities for &ating of associated ceramic
asseml)lages as well as ciating of speciﬁc structures.
Zooarchaeofogicai remains, based on this stu&y, seem to
be sparse. This is certainiy related to the E’xea\fy plowing
of the site and acid soils. Nevertheless, we believe that
they may exist in feature contexts. Certainly the
condition of some human bone on the site suggests that
faunal preservation is pcssibie.

This human skeletal material has been found
in association with at least four, and possim‘j five,
burials. We suggest that upwards of nearly 400 burials
may be present at the site. The condition of the bone is
friable, but it exists as more than just staining. This
indicates that recovery of sig‘ni{ﬁcant bioarchaeo}ogical
data is possi}b}.e, althoug}: much of the metric ana'iyses

may need to be conducted in situ.
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Postholes are abundant and are generally very
distinct as darker stains in the reddish subsoil. Many of
these posts also contain a loamy sand £ill which is also
very distinct from the clay subsoil. Posts often contain
charred remains. In addition, segments of both square
and circular structure walls have been identified. Based
on our sampiing, it is reasonable to expect the site to
contain in excess of 18,000 posthoies.

Features are also abundant, with at least 168
]Deing identified cluring this work. Based on ocur
sampling, we expect the entire site to contain in excess
of 2,200 features. As indicated by the previous
éiscussions, these often contain carbonized material and
may contain zooarchaeologicai remains as well. A
number of iarge sherds, as well as other artifacts (such
as the mica sizeets) have been recovered from these
contexts. The {eatures are c].istinct, containing a &l
which is typicaﬁy very easy to discern even in the process
of mechanical stripping.

Context and Research Questions

The previous l)acizgroun& discussions have
established 2 fairly detailed context for the Connestee
and Qualla pl'lases and have provicle& some general
research questions which are appropriate to these

assemiolages.

For the Connestee pkase there are a wide range
of ’Eairiy sirnpie, but significant research questions:

°C§ronoiogy — does the Connestee phase
extend into the Late Woodland? What is the
period(s) of occupation at this particular site?

oSubsistence — what the is extent of
horticulture and can evidence of com
agricuiture be identified? Is it possi%}e to
better document the subsistence base?

“Typoiogy — can the Connestee p}zase be
broken down into finer chronological units?
Can more precise gross ty'pological analysis
contribute to our unc{erstancling of issues such

as temper?

o Extralocal Influences — what can the mica-

related activities at the site tell us about
possi]:le Hopeweﬂ interaction? Is there
evidence of goo&s traded into the region?

oIntrasite Patterning — what sort of
organiza’tionaE framewotk  is present at
Connestee viﬂages? Are palisacles present?
What is  the variabiiity in Connestee

structures?

'Bioarchaeoiog‘y — what information on
health,  diet,  genetic

microevolution, and population characteristics

relationships,

{such as mearn age»at-&eath and sex ratios) can
the Connestee burials provicle?

Many of these questions are equa.ﬂy applica]ole
to the Quana asseml)lage at 31IMAT7:

°Chronology — is there any indication of an

Early Qualla assemblage at this site? What is
the period(s) of occupation at 31MA777 Can
this site be identified as the named Cherokee
town of Joree?

* Subsistence — ex*pancling on existing data,
how did the Quaﬂa diet change at contact? By
com}oining data bases of zooarchaeology,
poﬂen, phy’to}iths, and paleoethnobotany is it
possible to obtain a more balanced, and

~ﬂ'xo}:ox_zgl*)., view of the Quaﬁa diet?

“Typoiog‘y - does a more detailed typological
ana].ysis contribute to our uncierstancling of
Quaﬁa pottery? What “outside” Lamar-like
traits or pottery is present? What can the
assem%lage contribute o our unclerstanéing of
Quaﬂa vana}adﬂ:y"

°Intrasite Patterning — what sort of
organizational framework is present at Qualla
viﬂages? Axe pajisacles present? What is the
varia}:ﬂii:y in Quaﬂa structures? Will both
square and round Qualle houses be present
and associated with one another?

°Bioarc}1aeo§ogy — what information on

health, diet, genetic relationships,
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microevolution, and population characteristics
(such as mean age-at-death and sex ratios) can

the Quaua burials provic]ke?

Equa.uy important, we }xeiieve, are more general
research interests that revolve around very basic and
simple questions such as, “how did these peop}e live,”
“what did their viﬁages jook kike,” and “what did they
eat.” These are the questions which the public — the
ultimate and most signiﬁcant audience — are inclined
to ask and ti'xey should not be dismissed as
“insignificant” in favor of more esoteric scholarship.

Evaluation of Integrity

There is no clenying that some site areas have
been clamagecl })y cultivation. This is clear]y indicated by
the exposeci red clay subsoil being cultivated on the ri&ge
slopes along the northern e&ge of the site. Yet even in
these areas we have found both features and posﬂ‘xoles
— c}early in&icating that while &amage&, there are still
remnant data sets.

More impor’tan{:iy, the work revealed that at
the base of these slopes the core of the site — covering
nearly 20 acres — is intact. In fact, there is evidence
that some site areas have been covered Ly several feet of
erosional cleposits, so that feature preservation in those
areas can only be described as excellent. Elsewhere, even
where plowing has truncated some features, the
preservation is gooé. Features are clearly revealed Ly
stripping and contain a variety of artifactual remains.
The pottery sherds from the features are ic].entiﬁa})ie;
large trﬁragmen’ts of charred wood are present; at least one
burned house floor was iéenti{-iecl; and Iarge sheets of
mics ars intact.

It is on these subsurface (base of the plowzone)
features where a.na}ysis should focus. Qur studies have
revealed that the pjiowzone rermains are of regret%abiy
little assistance in ai&xessing significant archaeoiogical
reseazch questions. Further study may reveal that some
buried piowzone cleposits contain Ia.rger and more intact
remains, but we did not i&enﬁgy any buried midden
éeposi‘cs in our research.

As a result, we believe that the focus of any
future data recovery sl'loulcl be on the intact {eature,

with little or no additional work devoted to the plowznne
itself.

In reference to issues of integrity ’cypicaﬁy
considered in National Register assessments, 31 MA77
cleaﬁy exhibits integrity of location (i.e., the site is
where it has always i)een), the excellent feature
preservation indicates that the site possesses integrity of
&esign {i.e., organization of space, patterning of
structures, location of discrete activity areas, efc.), and
the broad range of artifactual data reveals integrity of
materials (i.e., the artifact/feature record is complete
and of ?hig}:: quality). Finaﬂy, the site also possesses
integrity of association in that the data sets are present
to cieariy and convincingly address a broad range of
significant research questions.

Site Assessment

Baseé on this information, we recommend the
site eligil)ie for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places under Criteria D (potential to provi&e
important information about prehistory or history) at
the state level of signi{icance.

In addition, the site may also be eligi}ole under
Criterion A (associatecl with events that have made a
signiﬁcan’t contribution to the broad patterns of our
history). As the putative site of Joree, 31MA77
represents Eini?age of a series of events in the evolution

of Quaﬂa society and culture.

It is worth noting that even if the site did not
meet these clearly defined criteria, the property would
likely still be eligible for inclusion on the National
Register for its traditional reﬁigious and cultural

importance to Native Americans.

Site Beun&ag_v_

These tests, combined with the earlier shovel
testing (T rinialay 2000}, provicle good information for
establishing general site boundaries {see Figure 17). The
site extends south across SR-1434 to incorporate the
knoll bisected Ey this road, but excludes the
}soﬁ:omla_n&s, where no cultural remains were identified.
To the east, the boundary (while somewhat artificial) is
Iotla Branch. The boun&ary to the northeast has not
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been established since the site is known to extend north
into the less sloping portions of the fields ]:)eyoncl the
county property. The north and northwest boundaries
oceur about at the e&ge of the county property. In this
area site density is low, a@though there is some
indication that occupation continues even on these
steeper slopes. The western })oum‘lary has not been well
identified Ly this work. While there is little indication of
the site in the northwest corner of the county property
{which is steeply sloping), it seems likely that the site
extends west in areas of less slope.

As previously discussed, the northern e&ge of
the site, in the area of slopes around 5%, exhibits a very
low density of cultural remains. While relatively few
postholes or features have been found in this area, the
current stu&y is not a&equate to state that no fea’mxes,
most importantly ]ourials, will be found in this area. As
a tesult, data recovery operations should include this site
area, as well as those with more obvious remains.

54



SOURCES CITED

AL}Jott, Lawrence E., jr., }ohn S. Ca}oie, Mary Beth
Ree&, and Erica E. Sanborn
1995 An Arcizaea’ogicar’ Survey and Tesfing
of the McLzan-Tiwmpson Property
Land Acquisr'ﬁon, and the Améuiatory
Health Care Clinic Project, Fort
Bragg, Cumberland County, North
Carolina. Technical Report 349, New
South Associates, Stone Mountain,
Georgia.

Adair, James
1930 Adair’s History of the American
Indians. Watauga Press, Johnson
City, Tennessee.

A.nclerson, David G.
1990 A North American Palecindian
Projectiie Point Database. Current
Researc;z in the Pim'stobene 767—69

1992a A History of Palecindian and Early
Archaic Research in the South
Carolina Area. In Pakoindian and
Ear% Archaic Period Research in the
Lower Southeast: A South Carolina
Porspective, edited by David G.
Anclerson, Kenneth E. Sassaman,
and Christopher Judge, pp. 7-18.
Council  of  Soutl Carolina
Professional Archaeojiogists,

Columbia.

1992b Models of Palecindian and Early
Aschaic Settlement in the Lower
Southeast. In Pakoindian and Ear!y
Archaic Period Research in the Lower
Southeast: A South  Carolina
Perspective, edited })y David G.
Ant:‘ierson, Kenneth E. Sassaman,
and Cl’xristopher ]uclg‘e,. pp. 28-47.
Council of South Carolina

Archaeoiogists,

Professional

Columbia.

1994 Tg:e Savarmalx River Ciziefa?oms:
Political C}zarzge in the Late Prehistoric
Southeast. University of Alabama

Press, Tuscaloosa.

Anderson, David G. and Joseph Schuldenrein (editors)
1985  Prehistoric Human Ecology A]ong the
Upper Savannah River: Excavations
at the Rucker's Bottom, Abbeville and
Bullard Site Groups. Commonwealth
Associates, Inc., ]aclzson, Mic}ligan.
Submitted to National Park Service,
Archaeoiogical Services Branch,
Atlanta.

Anderson, William L. and James A. Lewis
1983 A Guide to Cherokee Documents in
Foreign Archives. Scarecrow Press,
Metuchen, New Jersey.

Ayres, Harvard
1991 A Arclzaea/ogicai Survey of the
Macon County Airport. Appalac]:xian
State University, Department of
Anthropo}ogy, Boone, North

Carohna.

Bartram, William
1928 [1791]  Travels through North &
South Caro.]ina, Geargia, East & West
Flovida. pi‘lﬁa&eip};ia. Mark Van
Doren, ed., New York.

Bass, Q.R.
1977 Prehistoric Settlement and Subsistence
Patterns in  the Great SmoLy
Mountains. Unpu]alishe& M.A.
Thesis, Department of
Anthropology, University ~ of

55



ARCHAEQLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED MACON COUNTY AIRPORT EXPANSION

Bense, Judith A.

1994

Braun, Lucy

Tennessee, Knoxville.

Arci'zaeolagy of the Southeastern
Unitea] States: Paleoindian to World
Wer I. Academic Press, New York.

1950  Deciduous Forests of Eastern North

America. Hafner Publishing, New
York.

Brennan, Louis A.

1982

A Compilation of Fluted Points of
Eastern North America i)y County
and Distribution: An AENA Project.
Archacology of Eastern North America
10:27-46.

Brooks, Jerome E.

1962

Cable, John S.
1982

Green Leaf and Gold: Tobacco in
North Carolina. State Department of
Axchives and History, Raﬁeigh.

Differences in Lithic Assemblages of
Forager and Collector Strategies. In
Archaeo/agical’ Survey and
Reconnaissance Within the Ten-Year
FiOOdPOO] Harry S Tmman Dam zma’
Reservoir, edited by Richard Taylor.
Report submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Kansas City
District.

Chapman, Jefferson

1977

Archaic Period Research in the Lower
Little Tennessee River Valfey, 1075:
Teehouse Bottom, Hasvison anc;z,
'.ﬂn’rty Acre Isiana’, Cal?oway Island.
Report of Investigations 18.

University of Tennessee, Kaoxville.

19852  Archaeology and the Archaic Period

56

in the Southern Ri&ge-an—VaHey
Province. In Structure and Process in
Southeastern Arc!qaeo]ogy, edited lsy
Roy S. Dickens and H. Trawick

1985b

Coe, joﬁre L.
1961

1964

Cor}Jitt, David L.
1950

Ward, pp. 137-17G. The University
of Alabama Press, University.

Tellico Archaeology: 12,000 Years of
Native American History. Reports of
Investigations 43, Occasional Paper

5, University of Tennessee,
Knoxville.
Cherokee Aschaeology. In

Symposium on Cherokee and I roquois

Cubture, edited by William N. Fenton
and John Gulick, pp. 51-60. Bulletin
180, Bureau of  American
Ethnoiogy, Smithsonian Institution,
Washington, D.C.

The Formative Cultures of the
Carolina Piedmont. Transactions of
the American Pl’iilosophica} Society
5445}.

The Formation af the North Carolina
Counties, 1663-1043. State
Department of Archives and History,
Ra.leig}'l.

Crane N Vemer W

1928

The Southern Fromtier: 1070-1732.
Duke University Press, Durham.

Danie], 1. Ran&olph, fr.

1992

DeBow, [.D.B.
1854

Eariy Archaic Settlement in the
Southeast: A North Carolina
Perspective. In Paleoindian and Early
Avchaic Period Research in the Lower
Southeast: A  South  Carolina
Perspectr’ve, edited Iay David G.
Anclerson, Kenneth E. Sassaman,
and Christopher Iu&ge, pp. 68-77.
South  Carolina

Archaeoiogis‘%s,

Council of
Professional
Columbia.

Statistical View of the United States.



SQURCES CITED

A.QO.P. Nicholson, Washington,
D.C.

Dickens, Roy
1970 The Pﬂ'sga}z Culture and its Place in
the Preizistory of the Southern
Appaiac;’ziansn PhL.D. éissertation,
Department  of  Anthropology,
University of North Carolina,
Chapei Hill.

1980  Ceramic Diversity as an Indicator of
Cultural Dynamics in the Woodland
Period. Tennessee Ant}zropofogisf
5:34-36.

Eglog, Brian J.
1967 An Ana}fysis Oj[ Ceramics ﬁom Historic
Cherokee Towns. UnpuLiisheé
masters  thesis, Department of
Anthropology, University of North
Carolina, C}lapel Hill.

Fenneman, N.W.
1938 P}zysiograplzy of the Eastern United
States. McGraw-Hill, New York.

Fogelson, Raymond D. and Paul Kutsche
1961  Cherokee Economic Cooperatives:
The Gadugi. In Symposium on
Cherokee and Iroquois Culture, edited
})y William N. Fenton and fohn
Gulick, pp. 87-121. Bulletin 180.

Smithsonian Institution, Bureau of

E-‘.}moiogy. Washing"con, D.C.

Gade, Ole and H. Daniel Stillwell
1986  North  Cavolina:  People  and
Envivonments. GEO-A.PP, Boone,

North Carolina.

Gearing, Frederick O.
1958 The Structural Poses of 18th-
Century Cherokee Viﬂage& Asmerican
Aﬂfz-zropo/ogfst 60:1148-1157.

Good..year, Albert C., I, }ames 1. Miehie, and
Tommy Charles

19&% The Earliest South Carclinians. In
Studies in South Carolina
Arcgzaeo!ogy: Essays in Honor of
Robert L. Stepl'zenson, edited Ly
Albert C. Gooz;‘.year, Il and Glen T.
Hanson, pp. 19-52. Anthropological
Studies 9. South Carolina Institute
of Archaeoicgy and Anthxopology,
University of South Carolina,

Columbia.

Hatiey, Tom
1993 ne Divir]ing Paths.' Cl:ero]eees and
South Carolinians T?;zroug;z the Era af
the Revolution. Oxford University
Press, New York.

Ho.icien, Patricia
i966 An Arcizaeoiogicar’ Survey of
Tmnsy/’vania Ccuyzty, N.C
Unpuhiis}le& M.A. thesis,
Department of Anthropology,
University of North Carolina,
C:‘.lapel Hill.

Huff, Archie Vernon , Jr.
1991  The History of South Carolina in the
Bm}’a’ing af the Nation. n.p., 0.p

Hunt, Charles B.
1967  Physiography of the United States.
W.H. Freeman, New York.

Keel, Bennie
1976 Cherokee Arclzaeo[ogy: A S‘.‘udy of the
Appa!’achian Summit. University of

?ennessee PIESS y KI‘AOXVZHE :

lee, E. Lawrence
1963 Indian Wears in North Carclina, 1663.
1763. Caro‘iina Charter

Tercentenary Commission, Raleigh.

Lee, W.D.
1934  Reconnaissance FErosion Survey o]/
North  Carolina. U.S.DA, Soil

Conservation Service, Was}nington,

bB.C.

57



ARCHAEQLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED MACON COUNTY AIRPORT EXPANSION

Logan, }o}:\n
1859 A History of the Usper Country of

South Carolina fram the Earliest
Periods to the Close of the War of
fna’epena’ence, vol. 1. np, Columbia.

M.athis, Mark A. and Jeﬁrey J. Crow

Micl'xie, James L.
1977

1683

The Preizistory of North Carolina An
Archaeoiogica:’ Symposium. North

Carolina Division of Archives and

History, Raleigh.

The Late Phisiocene Human
Occupation of South Carolina.
Unpublished ~ Honor's  Thesis,
Department  of  Anthropology,

University of South Carolina,

Columbia.

Miuing, I Chapman
1969  Red Carolinians. University of South

Mooney, James

Moore, David G.

1891

Carolina Press , Columbia.

The Sacred Formulas of the
Cherokees. Seventh Annual Repart 0)[
the Bureau afAmen'can Eflmoiagy, PP-
301-397. Washington, D.C.

1900 Myths of the Cherokee. Nineteenth

1981

Annual Report of the Bureau of
American Fthnology. Washington,
D.C.

A Comparison of Two Pisgaiz
Assemé/ages, Unpuhlisheé M.A.
Thesis, Department of
Anthropology, University of North
Carolina, C}zapei Hill.

Moore, David G., editor

58

1986 The

Conffemnce or CAQ?’O;?GG
Archaeology. Warren Wilson College,
Swannanoa, North Carolina.

Noél Hume, Ivor
1969

Cliver, Billy L.

1981

1985

Peck, Rodney M.
1988

Perkinson, Phil
1971

1973

Pheips, David A.
1983

A Guide to Art:facts of Colonial
America. Alfred A. Knopf, New
York.

The Piedmont Tradstion: Refinement o](
the Savannch River Stemmed Point
Type. Unpublished Master's Thesis,
Department of Anthropoiogy,
University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill.

Tradition and Typology: Basic
Elements of the Carolina Projec‘tile
Point Sequence. In Structure and
Process in Southeastern Archaeo/ogy,
edited Ly Roy S. Dickens and H.
Trawick War&, PP- 195-211. The
University of Alabama
University.

Press,

Clovis Points of Ear}y Man in North
Carolina.  Piedmont ]ourna] of
Archaeology 6:1-22.

North Carolina Fluted Points:
Survey  Report Number One.
Southern Indian Studies 23:3-40.

North Carolina Fluted Points:
Survey Report Number Two.
Southern Indian Studies 25:3-60.

Archaeoiogy of the North Carolina
Coast and Coastal Plain: Problems
and Hypot‘heses. In The PreZzisfary of
North Carolina: An Arc}zaeofagica]
Symposium, edited xltJy Mark A.
Mathis and Jeffrey J. Crow, pp. 1-52.
North Carolina Division of Archives
and History, Department of Cultural
Resources, Raleigh.



SOURCES CITED

?oweﬁ, Wiﬁiam s.

1989

North  Carolina nroug;z Four
Centuries. University of North
Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.

Purrington, Burton L.

1983

Ancient Mountaineers: An Overview
of the Prehistoric Archaeology of
North Carolina’s Western Mountain
Region. In The Prehistory of North
Carolina An Arc]iaeofogicai
Symposium. Edited by Mark A.
Mathis and IeHrey J. Crow, pp. 83-
160. North Carolina Division of
Aschives and History, Raleigh.

Rights ' Douglas L.

1957

Riggs, Brett H.
1988

1897

The American Indian in North
Carolina. Second Edition. }ohn F.
Blair, Winston-Salem, North

Carolina.

An  Historical and Arclzaeo&gi'cal
Reconnaissance o}[ Citizen Cherokee
Reservations in Macon, Swain, and
Jackson Counties, North Carolina.
Department of Anthropoiogy,
University of Tennessee, Knoxville.

The Christie Cabin Site: Historical
and Archaeoiogical Evidence of the
Life and Times of a Cherokee Métis
Household (1835-1838). In May we
All Remember Well, vol. 1, edited })y
Robert S. Brunk, pp. 228- 248.
Ro}oert S. Brunk Auction Services,
Ine., Asheville.

Riggs, Brett H., M. Scott Shumate, and Patti Evans-

)]
Snumate

1997

Archaeo:’agical Data Recovery at Site
31]K2Q1, ]ac]esan Courzty, North
Carolina. Blue Ridge

Resources, Boone, North Carolina.

Cu}.tura}

Robinson, Kennet}t V.
1989 Arclzaeo]ogical Excavations Wfit}zin f)’ie

Ahlternate Pipeline Corridor Passing
ﬂ'zroug}z the Harshaw Bottoms Site
(31CE41), Cherokee County, North
Carolina. Ms. on file, Western
Oﬁice, North Carolina Division of
Aschives and History, Asheville.

Royce, Chaxles C.

1975

The Cherokee Nation o][ Indians.
Aldizne Pu%lis%ing, Chicago.

Sassaman, Kenneth E.

1983

1993

Middle and Late Archaic Settlerent in
the South Carolina  Piedmont.
Unpui)lis}xe& master's thesis.
Department of An’chropology,
University of South Carolina,
Columbia.

Eariy Woodland Settlement in the
Aiken Plateau: Archaeo/ogica/
Invesr’igaﬁons at 38AK157,

Savannah River Site, Aiken County,
South Carofina. Savannah River
Archaeological Research Papers 3.
South Carolina Institute of
Axchaeoiogy and Anthropology,
University of South Carolina,

Columbia.

Sassaman, Kenneth E. and David G. Anderson

1990

1994

Typo}ogy and Ciﬁromoiogy. In Native-
American Prein'story of the Middle
Savannah River Valky, edited by
Keaneth E. Sassaman, Mark J.
Brooks, Glen T. Hanson, and David
G.  Anderson, pp.  143-216.
Savannah  River Archaeoicgical
Research Publication 1. South
Carolina Institute of Axchaeology
and A:r«t'hropoiogy, University of

Souﬂ‘x Carclina., Columbia.

Middle and Late Archaic
Arcﬁzaeofog{caf Records o][ South
Carofina: A Synfhesis ][or Research
and Resource Management. Council

o{ South Carolina Professional

59



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED MACON COUNTY ATRPORT EXPANSION

Archaeo‘iogists, Columbia.

Service, Elman R.
1966  The Hunters. Prentice-Hall,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.

Shumate, M. Scott and Larry R. Kimball
1997  Archacological Data Recovery at
318W273 on the Davis Cematery
Tract, Nantahala National Forest,
Swain  County, North  Carclina.
Laboratories  of Archaeological
Science, Agppalachian State
University, Boone, North Carolina.

South, Stanley A.

1950 A Stua’y of the Pralzistory of the
Roanoke Rapids Basin. Master's
thesis, Department of Sociology and
Anthropology, University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill.

Southerlin, Bo}:}ay G., William R. Jordan, Dawn Reid
1996  Intensive Cultural Resources Survey o)[

the Proposec{ Iotla Va/ley Industrial

Park, Macon County, North Carolina.

Brockington and Associates, Atlanta.

Stome, Lyle M.
1974 Fort Midhilimackinac, 1715.1781.
Publications of the Museum,
Mic}ligan State University, East

Lansing.

Thomas, Douglas J.
1996  Soil Survey a][ Macon County, North
Carolina. U.SD.A, Seil

Conservation Service, Washington,

D.C.

Waithaﬂ, Iohn A
1980  Prehistoric Indians o)[ the Southeast:
Arciaaeo/ogy of Alabama. University of

Alabama Press, University.

Wann, E.V.
1977  Sweet Corn. In Gardening for Food
and Fun: The Yearbook of Agriculture,

60

1077, pg. 181-186. U.S.
Depart:ment of A.gricuituze,
Washing‘:on, D.C.

Werd, Trawick

1983 A Review of Archaeology in the
North Carolina Piedmont: A Study
in Change. in The Preizistary o)(
North Carolina An Arc}zaeofogf'ca]
Symposium. Edited ]oy Mark A.
Mathis and Jeffrey J. Crow, pp. 53-
81. North Carolina Division of
Axchives and History, Raleigh.

Ward, H. Trawick and R.P. Stephen Davis
1999 Time Befare History: The Arc}zaeofogy
ofr North Carolina. The University of
North Carolina Press . C}aapei Hill.

Watson, Harey L.
1983 Axn Indepenc]eni Peop]e: The Way We
Livea’ m Noerz Caro]ina, 1770-1820.
University of North Carolina Press,
Chapel Hill.

Wauchope, Robert
1966 Ara}xaeofogica.’ Survey af Northern
Georgia. Memoirs No. 21. Society of
American A.rciqaeology, Salt Lake
City.

We]sl‘:, Robert S. And Scot J. Keith
1998  Heritage Resources Survey, Trimont
and S;‘zingfetree Timber Saties, Waya}gz
Ranger District, Nantahala National
Forest Macon County, North Carolina.

Wetmore, Ruth Y.

1990 Draft Report, The Ela Site
(318W5):  Archaeological Data
Recovery of Connestee and Quaﬂa
Phase Occupa"tions at the East
Eiementary School Site, Swain
County, North
Archaeoiogy Laboratoryf Western
Carolina University, Cuﬂowhee,
North Carolina.

el -
L arollnaq



SOURCES CITED

Wetmore, Ruth Y., David Moore, and Linda Hall

1 996 Summary Off

Arclzaeo’ogica!
Investigations at the Macon County

Industrial Park Site (31MA185),
Macon County, N.C. North Carolina
Department of Cultural Resources,
Division of Axchives and History,
Western Ogice, As}:eviﬂe, North

C arolina.

Wiﬁiams, Step}xen B., editor
1965 T;le Paieo—[na’ian Era: Proceea’ings o][

the 20th Southeastern Arc}saeofogical’
Conference. Bulletin 2. Southeastern
Archaeological Conference.

Wilson, Homes Hogue
1986 Burials from the Warren Wilson

Site: Some Biological and
Behavicral Considerations. In The
Conference on Cherokee Prehistory
assembled by David Moore, pp. 42-
72. Warren Wilson College,

Swannanoa, North Carolina.

Wilson, Jack H., Jr.
1983 A Sfuc]y o)[ the Late Prehistoric,

Protohistoric, and Historic Indians 0][
the Carofina and Virginia Piedmont:
Structure, Process, and Eco/'ogy.

Unpu}:)hsi'xeé PL.D. &issertai:icn,

Department of Anthropology,
University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill.

WOO:‘L Dean, Dan Eniott, Teressa Ru&o}.ph, and

Dennis Blanton

1986

Preizfstmy in the Richard B. Russell
Reservoir: The Archaic and Woodland
Periods 0][ the Upper Savannah River:
The Final Report o][ the Data Recovery
at the Anderson and Elbert County

Groups: 38ANS, 38ANZQ,
38AN126; QEB1Z, QEBIQ, and
QEB21.  Atlanta  Interagency

Archaeoiogica] Services Division,
Na’cional Park Service, Russell
Papers.

Wright, J. Leitch, Jr.

1981

The On]y Land :riley Knew: American
Indians in the Old South. University
of Nebraska
Nebraska.

Press, Lincoln,

61



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED MACON COUNTY AIRPORT EXPANSION

62



APPENDIX 1.
ARTIFACT CATALOG

63



ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

pogel o4
CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PC Box 8664
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State: County: Macon Site #: 3IMATT7 Acc. No.: 200281
Project: Macon County Airport, Site Name:
Spec. No Location Numb Description
p92 Trench 4 1 Qualla cormp stamp, 9.6 g
p93 ‘Trench 6 1 KQualla comp stamp, 3.8 g
{a%4 1 Connestee plaim, 260 g
p9S Trench 13 I iConnestee plain, 6.7 g
p96 _ 1 iConaestee simple stamp, 6.7 g
P37 Mrench 15 1 Swannanoa plain, 5.6 g
32 2 Connestee plaim, 109 g
a%9 Trench 17 2 iQuartz biface fragment
100 Trench 24 1 Qualia comp stemp, 3.4 g
pi0l 1 iConnestee plain, 4.7 g
p102 . Trench 26 1 Connestee plain, 8.9 g
103 1 Quartz Guilford CSPP
p104 Treach 30 3 IConnestee plain, 27.0 g
p105 Trench 31 1 Qualia comp stamp, 144 g
p106 4 Connestee plzin, 33.0 g
mid7 1 Quartz flake, 5.1 g
m108 i Quartz erystal frag, 52 g
5109 Trench 35 B [Connestec plain, mend, 49 ¢
alld Trench 36 i Quartz Palmer CSPP
bill Trench 37 1 ‘Animal bope fragment, 1.0 g
mil2 Trench 40 3 Miica frags, 6.2 g
b113 Trench 42 5 Qualia comp stamp, 58.8 g
mil4 1 Chert fiake, 1.6 g
piis - [Trench 43 I Quzlla comp stamp, 4.7 g
piig Trench 44 i Swannanoa plain, 6.6 g
pil7 Trench 46 i Connesteee plain, 4.5 g
118 i Connestee simple stamp, 2.4 g
pii9 Trench 47 I Connestee simple stzmp, 4.2 g
2120 ITrench 72 i Quartz Small Savannah River Stemmed

Recorded By:  Debi Hacker

Date:  11/15/00




APPENDIX 1. ARTIFACT CATALOG

g2 _old_
CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8664
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State| N | € | County: Macon Site #: 3IMATT Ace. No.: 200281
Project: Macon Cousnty Airport ) Site Name:
Spee. No Location [Numb Description
pl2l Trench 74 2 [Connestee simple stamp, 6.3 g
pl2z 1 iConnestee check stagp, 183 g
pi23 1 Qualla comp stamp, 2.4 g
pl24 1. UID sherd, 4.8 ¢
r.ulﬁ 1 Quartz flake, 4.7 g
ile6 1 Hematite: frag, 28.4
|p127 Trench 75 4 IConnestee plain, 47.6 g
Ims Trench 77 1 Quartz biface frag
Eeh129 Feature 1 i bag of charcoa!, 1149 ¢
Ip130 [Feature 21 n |Swannanoa fabric impressed, 13.1 g
lml3l 1 Quartz flake, 6.4 g
132 1 Quartz Plott CSPP
p133 Feature 22 3 iConnestee check stamp, 2 mend, 19.4 g
ki34 b |Quartz biface fag
. pl3s [Feature 23 7 Qualla comp stamp, 17.7 ¢
p136 1 Qualla plain, 33 g
137 Featurc 24 i |Connestee piain, 7.2 g
Hb138 feature 25 18 Human bone frags, 26.8 g
Hb139 Feature 27 23 Human bore frags, 38.2 g
Hb140 [Features 25/27 64 Human bone frags, 29.3 g
fa141 [Feature 31 i Lead seal
142 28 Qualla comp stamp, 267.2 g
D143 ’ 4 Qualla bumished, 178 ¢
pldd Feature 40 4 - {Connestee plain,
plds5 Feature 41 £ Pisgah comp stamp, 4.0 g
p146 5 Connestee plain, 22.3 g
p147 Feature 42 I Connestee plain, 173 g
0148 Feature 43 3 Connestee plain, 365 g
p149 i Swannanoa fabric impressed, 7.9 g

Recorded By:  Debi Hacker Date:  11715/00
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page3 ofd
CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8664
Columbia, SC 29202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
States| N | € | County: Macon Site #: 3IMAT7 Acc. No.: 200281
Project:  Macon County Airport Site Name:

Spec. No Location Number] Description
1a150 Feature 44 i Quartz Savannab River Stemmed CSPP base
pl1S1 eature 47 9 (Connestee plain, 21.7 g
pls2 Feature 56 1 Connesteeplain, 43 g
pi53 [Feature 57 3 Connestee plair, 39.1 g
p154 eature 59 12 Connestee plain, 77.6 g
p1SS 1 Quallz plain, 7.6 g
p156 Feature 69 1 Connestee plain, 4.8 g
p157 F’umre?l 4 {Connestee plain, 1614 g
n158 —!Feacum 75 3 Connestee plain, 2 mend, 8.6 g
D159 iFeature 83 1 Connestee plain, 89.3 g
D160 WFeature 85 6 Connestee plain, 2 mend, 49.7g .
ip161 i Quella burnished, 3.7 g
m162 1 Quartz fire cracked rock, 200.0 g
p163 Feature 88 2 (Connestee plain, 143 g
p164 1 UID sherd, 2.0 ¢
ImlGS 1 Slate frag, 153 g
hiss Feature §1 1 Chalcedony Bradley Spike CSPP
p167 Feature 94 1 Connestet plain, 7.2 g
Hb168 Feature 109 17 Human bone frags, i1l g
n169 Feature 112 5 (Qualla comp starnp, 24.2 g
p170 Featurs 123 2 Connestee check stamp, mend, 37.8 g
pi71 Feature 125 3 Connestee simple stamp, 189 ¢
pi72 1 Connestee plain, 74 g
173 1 State frag, 143 5
w74 Feature 131 1 Mica frag, 3.4 g
mi75 Feature 133 10 Mica frags, 63 g
mi76 Feature 134 i Mica frag, 405 g
5177 Feature 136 i Qualla check stamp, 14.2 g
Hb178 Feature 144 i Human bone frags, 2.9 g

Recorded By: Debi Hacker

Date:  11/15/00
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APPENDIX 1. ARTIFACT CATALGG

poscd_old_
CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC.
PO Box 8064
Columbia, SC 20202
ARTIFACT CATALOG
State: County: Macon Site #: JIMAT7 Acc. No.: 200281
Project:  Macon County Airport Site Name:
Spec. No i Location Numb Deseription
179 IFeatum 161 i Ibag clay sample, 63.0 g
p180 [Feature 164 1 Connestee plain, 7.2
pi8l Feature 166 4 Quallz comp stamp, 163 g
p182 1 Qualia cord marked, 9.1 ¢
m183 7] Fired clay frags, 14.0 g
p184 TP 1,Lv. 1 3 Qualla comp stamp, 114 ¢
p185 15 {Small sherds, 334 ¢
186 10 |Quartz flskes, 1585
m187 3 iChert flakes, 9.7 ¢
n188 TP 1,Lv.2 i Qualla plain, 9.9 ¢
pi89 i Qualla comp starp, 54 g
0190 7 iConnestee bumished, 109 g
191 3 iConnestes cord miarked, 10.8 g
p192 DS ISmall sherds, 61.6¢
m193 t Rhyolite flake, 0.8
mig4 ® Chert flakes, 2.5 g
ml95 14 Quartz flakes, 12.1 g
p196 TP2,Lv. 1 13 Qualla check stamped, 29 g
0197 1 ‘Whiteware, undec.
2198 : I Quartz biface frag
m199 7] Chert flakes, 1.2 8
m200 i8 Quartz fiakes, 65 g

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date:  1V/15/00
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMATT
Site Number
00281
B/W, Roll § Accession Number ..
Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Stripping Trench 6 10/16/04 E
2 same as above N
3 Trench 6 NG-13° 10/16/0C E
4 Ni3-26'
5 N26-39'
6 N39-52'
7 N52-68°
8 N68-78°
9 N78-91°
1{4] NG1-104°
i1 Trench 3 EO-14° 10/17404 N
12 El4-28'
13 E28-42°
14 E42-56°
15 ES6-70"
16 E70-84°
17 E84-98°
18 E98-112°
19 Overall view of Trench 13 10/17/ w
20 Trench 5 NO-13° 10/17/ E
21 N13-26° .
2 N26-39°
23 N39-52°
24 N52-65°
23 NG5-78*
26 N78-91° :
27 Trenchd4  NO-I3' 10/17/09 E
28 Ni3-26°
29 N26-39°
30 N39-52°
31 NS52-68°
32 N68-78"
33 N78-91
34 N91-104°
35 NI1g4-120°
36 Cieaning Trench 7 18717704 N




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMAT7
Size Number
B/W, Roll 2 Accession Number 200281
Field File Direc-
No. Ne. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 4 NO-15° 1037100 E
2 Ni5-30
3 N30-45°
4 N45-50°
5 N60-75°
6 NI5-90°
7 Trench 8 N-15° 10/17/00 W
8 N15-3¢°
9 N30-45°
10 N45-60°
it N60-75°
12 N75-90°
13 N90-105'
14 N105-120°
15 TU 1, base of piowzone 10/18/00 N
16 as above ’
17 Excavation TU 2 10/19/00 N
18 as above
19 Screening TU 2 10/19/00 W
20 as above -
21 Welding bar on bucket of backhoe 10/19/00 E
22 Trackhoe in Treach 10 10/19/00 N
23 as above
24 Treach 10 E0-12' 10/19/00 S
25 E12-25
26 . E25.37°
7 E37-50
28 ES0-62¢
25 E62-75'
30 Trench 9 E0-17° 16719700 N
31 E17-34'
32 ' E34-51°
33 £51-68°
. 34 B68-85'
35 E83-100"
36 Treach 9, putting down filter fabric 16/15/00 K




ARCHAEOLQGICAL TESTING OF 31MAT77

12

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMAT7?
Site Number
. 200281
B/W. Roll 3 Accession Number
Field File Direc-
Ne. Ne Sabject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 1 E0-110' 10/20/00 E
2 Treach 2 E15-25' 10/20/00 N
3 Trench 2 EO0-100° 10/20/00 E
4 Area of Trench 1 and 2 10/20/00 E
5 Trench 11 NO-15' 10/23/00 E
é N15-30°
7 N30-45
8 N45-60°
9 N60-75°
10 N75-90
11 Trench 12 NO-17° 10/23/00 E
12 N17-34'
13 N34-51'
14 N51-68°
5 N68-86"
16 Trench 13 NO-13° 10723700 .E
17 N13-26°
18 N26-39°
19 N39-52°
20 N52-65°
21 N65-78°
22 N78.91°
23 N9I-104*
24 Trench 14 NO-10 10723100 E
25 N1g-20
26 N20-30°
27 N30-40"
28 N40-50°
29 N50-60°
30 N60-70
31 N70-80°,
32 N83-90"
33 N%O-102°
34 Trench 14, overall view 10/23/0C N
35 Working in Trench 15 10/23/0G N
36 Trackhoe working in Trench 15 10/23/00 N




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

IIMATT
Site Number
B/W, Roll 4 Accession Number 200281
Field File Direc-

Ne. No. Subject Date tion Comments

i Trench 15 NO-12 10/23/00 E

2 Ni2-24°

3 N24-36

4 N36-48'

5 N48-60°

[ N60-72°

7 N72-84°

8 N84-96"

9 N96-105° .

10 Trench 16 NO-12° 10/23/00 E
if Ni2-24'

i2 N24-36'

i3 N36-48"

14 N48-60"

i5 N6G-72

16 N72-84'

17 N84-96'

i8 N96-105°

1% Trench 17 EO-11" 10/24/00 N
20 Ei1-22'

21 E22-33*

22 E33-44°

23 EA44-55

24 ESS5-66'

25 E66-77'

26 : E77.88' h

27 Trench 18 NG-14° 10724400 E
28 Nig-28'

29 N28-42*

30 N42-56°

31 N56-7C

32 Bad shot

33 N70-84°

34 N84-98°

35 Cleaning Trench 20 10/24/00 S
36 as above




ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number SIMATT
Accession Number 200281
B/W, Rolf §
Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Treach 19 NO-14' $0/24/00 E
2 Ni4-28'
3 N28-42'
4 N42-56'
5 N56-70'
6 N70-84'
7 N84-98'
8 Trench 20 NO-12° 10/24/00 E
9 N12-24' :
10 N24-36"
11 N36-48'
12 N48-60°
13 N60-72°
14 N72-84'
i5 N84-96°
16 N96-105°
17 Trench 20, Feature 21 10/24/00 S
18 Trench 22 N-13° 10/24/00 E
1% N13-2¢6°
20 N26-39
21 N3¢-52°
22 N52-65°
23 N65-78°
24 N78-92°
25 Treneh 21 NG-12° 10/24/00 E
26 N12-24 '
27 N24-36'
28 N36-48
29 N48-60'
30 N60-72°
31 WN72-84"
3z N84-96
33 N96-105°
34 Trench 21, Feature 27 10724100 N
35 Trench 21, Feature 25 10/24/00 N
35 Trench 21, Posthole 7 10/24/00 vertigal




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number

31IMATT

Accession Number _ 200281

B/W, Roli 6
Field File Direc-
Ne. No. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 23 NG-13° 10725400 E
2 N£3-26°
3 N26-39°
4 N39-52°
5 N§2-65°
6 N65-78°
7 N78-81°
8 N91-100°
9 Trench 24 being cleaned 10725/00 S
10 Trench 24 NG-13° 10725100 E
11 Ni3-26"
iz N26-39°
i3 N39-52°
14 N52-65°
15 Bad shot
16 N65-78'
17 N78-91"
18 N91-100°
19 Feature 31 10/25/00; E
20 Feature 30 107251004 E
21 Feature 28 10/25/00 E
22 Trench 25 NO-13° 10725700 E
23 Ni3-26'
24 N26-39"
25 N3%-52'
26 N§2-65°
27 N65-78'
28 N78-91°
29 N91-100"
30 Treach 26 NO-11° 10/25/00 E
31 N1i.22°
32 N22-33'
33 N33-44'
34 N44-55°
35 N53-66
36 N6&-TT*




ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MAT77

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

$
Site Number 3IMATT
Accession Number . 200281
B/W, Roll 7
Field File Direc-
No. Ne. Subject Date tion Comments
i Trenck 26 N77-88° 10/25/00 E
2 N88-99*
3 N99-105°
4 Treach 27 NQ-12°
5 N12-24*
6 N24-36°
7 N36-48°
8 N48-60"
9 N60-72"
10 N72-84"
11 N84-96*
12 N96-105°
13 Treach 28 ING-10° 10/25/00 E
14 N10-20*
15 N20-30°
16 N30-40
17 N40-50°
18 N50-60
19 N60-70
20 N70-80°
21 N80-90
22 NSG-100"
23 Trench 29 NG-10° 10/26/0 E
24 N1g-20¢
25 N20-30°
26 N30-40
27 N40-50°
28 N50-60°
29 N60-7¢°
30 N70-80°
31 N80-90".
32 N90-100"
33 NIOG-105"
34 Trench 3¢ NQ-14*
35 Ni4-28°
36 N28-42°




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMATT
Site Number
B/W. Roll 8 Accession Number 200281
Field File Direc-
No. No. Sabject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 30 N42-56" 10/26/00 E
2 N56-70°
3 N70-84°
4 N84-100°
5 Trench 31 NO-13° 10726700 E
6 N13-26°
7 N26-39°
8 N39-52°
g N52-65°
10 N65-78°
11 N78-91°
12 N91-105°
13 Treach 32 NO-10° 10726000 E
14 N10-20°
15 N20-30
16 N40-100° 10/26/00 s
17 Trench 32, area of dense remains 10/26/00 N
18 Trench 33 NO-10' 10/26/00 E
19 N10-20"
20 N20-30'
21 N30-40°
2 N40-50°
23 N50-60°
24 N60-70°
25 N70-80"
26 N80-90*
27 N90-100°
28 Trench 34 NO-13 10/26/00, E
29 N13-26'
30 N26-39°
3t N38-52°
32 N§2-65°
33 N§5-78°
34 N78-91"
35 Ng1-105°

.

e 1



ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MAZ7

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number SIMATT
Accession Number 200281
B/W, Roll 9
Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Shovel skimming Trench 36 10730100 E
2 as above
3 Trench 35 NO-11° 10/30/00 E
4 N1i-22°
5 N22-33°
é N33-44°
1 N44-55'
8 N55-66
9 N66-7T'
10 W77-88°
11 N88-100°
12 Treach 36 NG-11 10/30/00 E
13 Nii-22'
14 N22-3%
15 N33-44'
16 N44-55"
17 N55-66"
18 N66-77'
19 N77-88'
20 N88-100°
21 Treoch 37 NC-11° 16/30/00 E
22 Nii-22'
23 N22-33'
24 N33-44’
25 N44-55°
26 N55-66°
27 N66-7T
28 N77-8%8°
23 N88-100°
30 Trench 38 NG-11" 10/30/00 E
31 Ni1.22' .
32 N22-33"
33 N33-44"
34 N44.55°
35 NS5-66
35 N66-7T




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

. 3IMA77
Sice Number
. 200281
B/W. Roll 10 Accessioa Number
Field File Direc-
No. Ne. Subject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 38 N77-88' 10/30/00 E
2 N8s-100"
3 Treach 39 NG-13° 10/30/00 E
4 N13-26'
5 N26-39'
6 N39-52¢
7 N52-65'
8 N65-78°
9 N78-91
10 N91-100°
11 Trench 40 NO-11° 10/30/00 E
12 Nii-22°
13 N22-33'
14 N33-44°
15 N44-55°
16 N55-66'
17 N66-77°
18 N77-88"
i9 N88-100"
20 Trench 40, Feature 109 10/30/00 E
21 Trench 41 NG-20' 10/30/00 E
22 N20-40°
3 N40-50°
24 N60-80°
25 N80-100°
26 ‘Trench 42 NO-13°
27 Ni3-26°
28 N26-39°
29 N39-52°
30 N52-68'
31 N65-78"
32 N78-¢1°
33 N%1-100"
34 Working i Trench 43 16/30/00 NE
35 Trench 43 Ng-11° 16/30/00 E
36 N1:1.22'




ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MAZ7

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMATT
Site Number

B/W, Roll 11 Accession Number 200281

Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Commeants

1 Trench 43 N22-33' 10/30/00 E

2 N33.44'

3 N44-55°

4 N55-66"

5 N66-77°

6 N77-88'

7 N88-100"

8 Trench 44 NOG-11° 10/30/00] E

9 Nii-22' -

10 N22-33°

i N33-44*

12 N44-55*

13 N55-66'

14 N66-77

15 N77-88"

16 IN88-100

17 Trench 45 E0-13' 10/30/00 N

i8 E13-26'

19 E26-39"

20 E39-52'

21 E52-68'

2 E68-78*

23 E78-91*

24 E91-104°

25 Trench 46 No-11° 10/30/00 B

26 N1i-22' '

Z7 N22-33°

28 N33-44'

2% N44-55°

30 N55-66°

31 N66-77"

32 N77-88°

33 N88-100"

34 Trench 47 NG-11" 10/30/00 E

35 N11-22°

36 N22-33




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

] 3IMATY
Site Number
Accession Number 200281
B/W, Roil 12
Field File Direc-
No. No. Sabject Date tion Comments
1 Trench 47 N33-44° 10/30/00) E
2 N44-55°
3 N55-66°
4 N66-75°
5 Treoch 47, Feature 125 10/30/00 E
[ Trench 48 No-11 10/30/00 E
7 Nii-22°
8 N22-33°
9 N33-44"
10 N44-55'
i1 N55-66°
12 N66-T7°
13 N77-88'
14 N8&-100°
15 ‘French 49 NO-10 . 1171700 E
i6 NI10-20¢
17 . N20-30°
i8 N30-40°
19 N40-50°
20 N50-60"
21 N60-70°
22 N70-80'
23 N80-90'
24 N93-100'
25 Trench 5¢ NO-11° 11/1/00 E
26 Ni11-22° ‘
27 N22-33°
28 N33.44°
29 N44-55°
30 N55-66'
31 N66-77"
32 N77-88
33 N88-100°
34 Trench 51 NO-13 11/1/00 E
35 N13.2¢'
36 N26-39"
37 N39.52°

81



ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

82

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number SIMATI
B/W, Roll 13 Accession Number _20028!
Field File Direc-
No. Neo. Sabject Date tion Comments
i Trench 51 N52-65° 11/1/00 E
2 NG5-78°
3 N78-81°
4 N9i1-100°
5 Trench 52 NO-13* 1141400 E
6 Ni3-26*
7 N26-39*
8 N39-52*
9 - N52-65°
10 NG65-78°
i1 N78-91*
12 N91-100'
13 Treach 53 EO-13' 11/1/00 S
14 E13-26*
15 E26-39°
16 E39-50°
17 E50-100°
18 Trench 54 EQ-13' 11/1/00 S
19 E13-26'
20 E26-39'
21 E39.52'
22 E52-65'
23 E65-78*
24 E78-91°
25 E91-100°
26 Trench §5 EG-9° 111100 S
27 E9-18°
28 E18-27
29 E27-36*
3G E36-45°
33 E45-54
32 E54-63"
33 E63-72°
34 E72-81°
35 E81-90°
36 ES0-100"




APPENDIX 2. PHOTC DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

3IMATT
Site Number
. 200281
B/W, Roll 14 Accession Number
Field File Digec-
No. Ne. Subject Date tion Comments
i Trench 56 EO0-8° 1170060 s
2 E8-16'
3 E16-24°
4 E24-3%°
5 E3240'
6 E40-48'
7 E48-56°
8 ES6-64°
9 E64-72'
10 E72-80°
i1 E80-88°
12 E88-96°
13 E96-102°
14 Trench 56, Feature 131 1171400 N
15 Trench 56, Feawre 133 11/1/00 N
16 Trench 56, Feature 134 11/1/00 S
17 Treach 57 NO-13' 117200 E
18 N13-26'
19 N26-39"
20 N39-52°
23 N52-65"
22 N65-78'
23 N78-100
24 Trench 58 NO-11° 117200 E
25 NiE-22°
26 N22-33'
27 N33-44*
28 N44-55*
29 N55-66'
30 N66-TT'
3t N77-88"
32 N88-100°
33 Working in Trench 5% 1142430 NE
24 as above




ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA7Y

84

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number

3IMATY

Accession Number 200281

BfW, Roll 15
Field File : Direc-
No. Ne. Subject Date tion Comments
i Trench 59 NQ-11° 11/2/06 E
2 Nii-22°
3 N22-33'
4 N33-44°
5 N44-55°
6 N55-66
7 N66-77
8 N77-88°
9 N88-100°
i0 Trench 60 NO-13° 11/2/00 E
13 Ni3-26
12 N26-39*
13 N39-52°
14 N52-65'
15 N65-78'
16 N78-51°
i7 N91-104°
i8 Trenck 61 NO-10° 1172/00 E
19 Ni0-20°
20 N20-30°
21 N30-40
22 N40-50°
23 N50-60
24 N60-70"
25 Bag photo
26 N76-80°
27 N80-90'
28 N90-100°
29 Trench 62 NG-11° 1172000 E
3¢ Ni1-22'
31 N22-33' .
32 N3344'
33 N44-55'
34 N55-66°
35 N66-T7*
36 N77-88"




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

. . 3IMAT7T
Site Number
Accession Number 200281
B/W, Roll 16
Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Comments
i Trench 62 N88-100' 11/2/00 E
2 Site area from Treach 62 11/2/00 SW
3 Trench 63, Featore 144 11/2/00 W
4 Trench 63 NO-13° 11/2/00 E
5 Ni3-26°
6 N26-39°
7 N39-52°
8 N52-65'
9 N65-78"
10 N78-91°
11 N91-104°
12 NIO4-117°
13 N1i7-130°
14 Treach 64 NO-13° 11/6/99 E
15 Ni3-26
16 N26-39°
17 N39-52°
18 N52-65'
18 N65-78"
20 N78-81°
21 N91-100° ;
2 Trench 64, Feature 148 11/6/0C E
23 Trench 65, NO-100° 11/6/00 N
24 Trench 65, N&5-100° 11/6/00 E
25 ‘Trench 66, NO-11° 11/6/00 E
26 N11-22°
27 N22-33°
28 N33-44°
29 N44-55
30 N55-56"
31 N66-77°
32 N77-88°
33 N88-100*
34 Treach 67 Ng-11° 11/6/99 E
35 Nii-22°
36 N22-33°

log

o



ARCHAEQLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MA77

o

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

IIMAT?
Site Number
BAW, Roll 17 Accession Number 200281
Field File Direc-
Ne. No. Subject Date tion Comments
i Trench 67 N33-44' 11/6/00 E
2 N44-55°
3 N55-66°
4 N66-77°
5 N77-88'
6 N88-100°
7 Trench 68 NO-11" 11/6/00 E
8 N1i-22
9 N22-33'
i0 N33-44'
it N44-55"
12 N55-66'
13 N66-77*
14 N77-88*
15 N88-100°
16 Trench 69 NO-11' 11/6/00 E
17 N1i-22'
18 N22-33'
19 N33-44'
20 N44-55°
21 N55-66'
2 N66-77
3 N77-88'
24 NB8-100°
25 Trench 70 NO-10' 11/6/00 E
28 NiG-20° '
27 N20-3¢°
28 N30-40"
28 N40-50°
3¢ N50-60°
3 N60-70"
3z N70-80°
33 N80-90°
34 N9O-100°
35 Trench 70, Feature 156 11/6/00 E
36 Trench 70, Features 157 and 158 1116100 E




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

C3IMATT
Site Number
BIW. Roll 18 Accession Number 200281
Field File Direc-
No. No. Subject Date tion Comments
H Trench 71 NO-11° 1177/00 E
2 Nii-22'
3 N22-33°
4 N33-44°
5 N44-355
6 N55-66°
7 N66-77*
8 N77-88°
9 N88-100"
10 TP 2, base of plowzone 1147760 N
it as above
i2 Trench 72 NO-11° 1177/00 E
i3 Nii-22°
14 N22-33°
15 N3344°
16 N44-55°
17 N55-66' \
18 N66-77'
19 N77-88'
20 - N88-100
21 ‘Trench 73 NG-13° 1147600 E
22 N13-26°
23 N26-39*
24 N39-52¢
25 N52-65
26 N65-78
27 N78.91°
28 NIL-1K'
29 Trench 74 NG-11° 1171050 E
30 Nit-22'
3t N22-33°
32 N33-44"
33 N44-55
34 N55-66
35 N6§-TT'
36 N77-88'




ARCHAEQOLOGICAL TESTING OF 31MAT7

88

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

Site Number SIMATT
Accession Number 20028!
B/W, Roll 19
Field File Direc-
Ne. No. Subject Date tion Commeants
1 Trench 74 N88-100° 11/7/00 E
2 Treach 74, Feature 162 1177/00 E
3 Trepch 74, Feature 161 11/7/00 E
4 Trench 74, Feature 160 1177000 E
5 Trench 31 and up slope 11/8/00 N shows extent of re-
sculpting caused by
erosion
6 Trench 75 EC-10 11/8/00 S
7 El10-20'
8 E20-3¢
9 E30-40"
10 E40-50"
il E50-60
12 B60-70°
i3 E70-80°
i4 ES80-90°
15 E90-100"
16 Trench 76 NO-10 11/8/00 E
17 N10-20°
18 N20-30*
19 N30-40°
20 N40-50°
21 N50-60°
22 N60-70*
23 N70-80'
24 N80-90"
25 N%0-100
26 N100-110'
27 Ni10-120"
28 NI120-130°
29 Treach 77 NO-13° . 1178700 E
30 N13.26"
31 N26-39°
32 N39-52°
33 N52-65°
34 N§S5-78"
35 N78-91"
38 N91-103°
37 Trench 77, Feature 166 11/8/00 E




APPENDIX 2. PHOTO DATA SHEETS

PHOTOGRAPHIC DATA

31IMAT?
Stee Number
B/W. Roll 20 Accession Number 200281
Field File Dicece
No. No. Subject Dace tion Comments
1 Trench 78 NO-13° 11/8/00 E
2 N13-26°
3 N26-39"
4 N39-52°
5 N52-65'
6 N65-78*
7 N78-91°
8 N93-100°
9 Trench 79 EO-11° 11/8/00 N
10 Ei1-22°
i1 E22-33°
12 E33-44°
13 E44-55°
4 - ES5-66'
15 E66-TT'
16 E77-88'
17 E88-100°
18 . Trench 80 EO-11° 11/8/00 N
19 E1:-22°
20 E22-33°
21 E3344°
22 E44-55°
23 ES55-66°
2% EB66-TT
25 E77-88°
26 E88-100°
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APPENDIX 3.
31MA77 DATA RECOVERY PLAN

1. Guiding Principles

A. This data recovery plan treats both grading and filling as equally damaging construction activities. Grading
will remove soil which Eikeiy contains arc}zaeological remains as well as human remains. This will result in the
loss of these resources and sacred items. Fill activities are equaﬂy intrusive since they frequenﬂy require organic
materials to be gm}ﬁ)ed out, can be accomplisheé on}y through the use of heavy equipment which is li}zeiy to
cause c%amage to un&erlying remains, and will require extensive compaction. Both the Eastern Band of the
Cherokees (EBC) and the NC State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) have established this as a precedent
in the case of 31JK291. In that case, mechanical Laclzfﬂling and compaction of previously excavated trenches
was found to have an adverse effect on the arc‘haeologica} resources.

B. This data recovery recognizes two }.egal mandates. Both are of equa,l importance and both require special
consideration in the &evelopment of the metho&oiogy.

1. The use of federal funds in the Macon County Airport Expansion requires comphance with federal
historic preservation laws, such as 36 CFR Part 800. In particular, the data recovery plan for the site
must be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeo}ogy and Historic

Preservation, and the A&visory Council on Historic Preservation’s Treatment of Axchaeologica.l
Properties: A Handbook.

2. T}ze presence of lznown, but unmarizec%, humean burials t}nxougl'xou’: the site axea requires compliance
with North Caroiina’s Unmarked Human Burial and Human Skeleta) Remains Protection Act, NC

Code, Article 3, Section 70-26 et. seq.

C. The data recovery plan must also recognize additional quasi—lega}. and ethical mandates. These include, but
are not limited to:

i. Since the results of the data recovery p}an will be reviewed }:ﬁy the NC SHPQ, the work must be
conducted in compliance with the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office’s Guidelines for
the Preparation of Reports of Archaeological Surveys and Evaluations.

2. Since Chicora Foundation subscribes to the goais and standards of the Register of Professional
Archaeologists (RPA), the work must be conducted in compliance with the RPA’s Code of Conduct
and Standards of Research Performance.

3. Since Chicora Foundation subscribes to the goals and standards of the American Institute for

Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (AIC), the work must be conducted in comphance the
AIC's Code of Ethics and Guidelines for Practice.

g1
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4. Since Chﬁcora Foumla’cion is 2 member of the Socie’ty of American Archaeology (SAA.), the work
must comply with the SAA Statement Concerning the Treatment of Human Remains.

2. Results of Previous Research Relevant to the Project
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A. Shovel testing at 31MA77 consisted of 86 shovel tests placed at 100 foot intervals along transects spaced
100 feet apart. All £ill was screened through Vi-inch mesh. This work revealed that virtually all of the 27 acre
field west of Iotla Branch included remains attributable to 31MAZ7. At the northem eclge there was extensive
erosion, typicaﬂy with all of the A horizon removed to the uncler}ying stiff red ciay subsoil. In the center of the
feld considerable deposition was identified, with shovel tests to depths of 1.5 to 1.8 feet before subsoil was
encountered. In several tests subsoil was not identified, suggesting the possi]oili‘cy of features. At the southern
eclge of the survey tract a more common Ap horizon about 0.8 food in clep’:l’l overlying subsoil was found. The
site was found to be bisected by SR-1434 (Mount Olive Road) and that artifacts continued to the south on the
terrace above the ﬂoo&p}ain. No artifacts were {ouné, however, in the Iotla Branch gooclp}ain. Site 31IMAZ7,
based on the range of materials recoverecl, site size, depth of the plowzone, inakﬁity to i&entify the subsoil in
multipie tests, and associated historic connections, was recommended potentiaﬂy eiigilale for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places. As a result of this work, the NC State Historic Preservation Office
recommended a testing phase to consist of mechanical stripping to identify features and further assess the site.

B. A series of 80 trenches, incorporating 52,680 square ’Eeet, were openeé— éuring the testing work within the
20 acre area identified Ly W.K. Dickson as Eaeing within the construction area. This included 6,197 square feet
in the portion of the site identified as low probability, reflecting a 2.03% sample, and 46,483 square feet in what
was identified as high pro})a}yiiity, reﬂecting an 8.21% samp}e. In the low prol’)al)iiity area this work identified
71 post]noies and one feature. Over a third of these post}xoies and the single feature were found in Trench 10,
situated at the toe of the slope, in an area which might better be considered intermediate or high probability.
Nevertheless, this suggests that potentially as many as 349 postholes and 49 features exist in the low probability
area. In the high probability area this work identified 1,498 postholes and 167 features. The mean number of
postholes per trench is 20, although the standard deviation of 16 reflects the considerable variation between the
trenches (tl'xe number of posthofes ranges from 2 to 76). Regarcness, it is poss'ﬂole that as many as 18,246
postholes and 2,034 features are present in the hig}x proba})ﬂity portion of the site. Of the 168 features
identified in this Worlz, four aze known to represent burials with in situ human remains. All four were identified
in the high pro}.)a.]aility site area and were acciclen’caﬂy uncovered during’ stripping operations. The identification
of these four burials suggests that at least 48 burials are present at 31MA77. Since there are at least an
additional 28 potential burials, the number of total inhumations at 31MA77 may be considerably higher,
potenﬁaﬂy numl)exing 390.

C. Astifacts identified éuring the stripping operations suggest that signi{icant Connestee (A.D. 200-800) and
Qualla {ca. A.D. 1450-1838) components are present, with smaller (and potentially insignificant) Archaic,
Swannanoa, and Pisgah components.

D. This investigation revealed a wide variety of data sets, inc]u&ing a Earg‘e number of well preserve& features
(including human burials), the presence of potholes {which are likely to reveal house patterns), and cultural
remains mciu&mg pottery, cut mica, stone tools and at least one historic artifact. Moreover, the work reveals
that these data sets are well presewe§ and distinct. There is limited evidence of faunal remains, but very goocl
preservation of { ethnobotanical remains. The sealed clepos:ts may he especaaﬂy important for the recovery of
poﬁen and pfrxyfolith evidence. As a xesult, the entire site was recommended ehgible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places under Criteria D (ai)ilx"y to yleui important in£ormation) at the state level of
mgmﬁcance In addition, the }miaage between this site and the historic Cherokee \fxnage of Joree suggests that
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the site is also eligil)ie under Critexion A {association with historic events or activities). It is worth noting that
even if the site did not meet these cleariy defined criteria, the property might still be ehgi]ale for inclusion on the
National Register for its traditional re}igious and cultural importance to Native Americans.

3. Research Questions

A. For the Connestee phase there are a wide range of {aizly simple, but signiﬁcant research guestions:

‘Cl’lronoiogy — does the Connestee p}lase extend into the Late Woodland? What is the perio&(s) of
occupation at this particular site?

o Subsistence — what the is extent of horticulture and can evidence of com agriculture be identified?
Is it possil:afe to better document the subsistence base?

‘Ty'pology — can the Connestee pha.se be broken down into finer chronoiogical units? Can more
precise gross i’ypologicai s.nalysis contribute to our understanding of issues such as temper?

* Extralocal Influences — what can the mica-related activities at the site tell us about possil)}e Hopewell
interaction? Is there evidence of goocis traded into the region?

e Intrasite Patteming — what sort of organizationai framework is present at Connestee Viﬂages? Are
palisades present? What is the variability in Connestee structures?

‘Bioarchaeoiogy — what information on health, diet, genetic relationships, microevolution, and
popxdation characteristics (such as mean age-atmcleath and sex ratios) can the Connestee burials
provzcle.

B. Many of these questions are equally applicable to the Qualla assemblage at 31MA77:

'Chrono}ogy — is there any indication of an Ear}y Qua,ua a,ssembla.ge at this site? What is the
period(s) of occupation at 31MA777? Can this site be identified as the named Cherokee town of Joree?

* Subsistence — expanéizzg on existing data, how did the Quaz.ta dist change at contact? By c:om}:ining
data bases of zooarchaeology, poﬂen, phytolit}xs, and pa.ieoet:hno})o’cany is it possi]:le to obtain a more
balanced, and thorough, view of the Qualla diet?

’Typogog‘y — does a more detailed ’cypo}ogical analysis contribute to our un&etstan&ing of Qualla
pottery? What “outside” Lamar-like traits or pottery is present? What can the assemlﬂage contribute
to our un&erstanding of Quaﬁia vana}:dxtv?

¢ Intrasite Patterning — what sort of organiza’zional famework is present at Quaﬂa viﬁages? Axe
paﬁisa&es present? What is the vana})ﬂlty in Quaﬂa structures? Will both square and round Quaﬂa
houses be present and associated with one another?

“Bioarc}laeo‘iogy — what information on healﬁh, &ie‘t, genetic reiations}lips, microevoiution, and
popula‘cicm characteristics {suci’z as mean age—at-&eaﬂ'l and sex ratios) can the Quaﬂa burials provi&e?
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4. Field Methods
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A. Data recovery is necessary for the entire 20 acres of the site identified i)y W.K. Dickson as }Jeing within the
construction area. This data recovery will involve 100% mechanical stripping of the affected area, followed I)y
mapping of afl recognizalale }geatures, Emzials, postholes, and other cultural remains as appropriate. No hand
excavation of piowzone is require&.

B. Because there is only one pmcticai entrance/exit from the field, the stripping will need to be phasecl, moving
from the west site e&g‘e eastward toward Iotla Branch. Initiaﬁy a small site area will be used for stoclzpﬂing site
spoﬂ; however, as the process works eastward, cleared site will be used for stoc]zpiling soil.

C. Stripping will be accomplished througk the use of a tracked backhoe no smaller than that used &uring the
2000 testing operations. Only skilled operators will be used. A grading bar will be welded to the bucket teeth
and other measures will be taken to close the bucket, minimizing the spoil lost &uring the stripping operations.
Stripping will be conducted from south to north, with the stripping terminating at the northern slope when no
additional features are {ouncl, but prior to the fence rna.rlzing the eclge of the County property. No stripping will
be conducted north of this line. An area no wider than 25 feet will be open at any one time to minimize the need
for the tracked backhoe to move large amounts of spoil and to avoid the use of &ump trucks (t}xe operation of
which on the site would lead to unwarranted site &amage, especiauy in wet weather and on slopes),

D. Onice stripped, the areas will be shovel skimmed and/or trowelled to clean the resuiting soil surface. Stripped
areas will be Ieept covered with black plastic while active excavations are in proeess, but will not be covered once
the excavations are complete in that strip. All features, postholes, and other cultural anomalies will be mappecl,
either by total station or with survey grade GPS.

E. All features will be pl‘xoto documented in B/W print and color transparency film. Individual features will be
drawm at a seale of 1-inch to 2-feet. Features will be numbered sequentially, Leginning with the last number used
during the testing phase.

F. At least 50% of all features will be excavated. It will be within the discretion of the field archacologist whether
100% of a feature is excavated or if the sample is adequate for cultural interpretations. If a feature is identified
as a burial, it will be completely excavated (see below). Excavation may be By natural soil zones where
iéentifiable, l)y ar}si’trary levels, or as one zone, as determined ]oy the field investigator. At least 2 2 cup sample
will be retained from each feature for eventual poﬂen and p}zytolitl'x s’cu&y. Where possible a 5m,gaﬂon sample will
be retained for water flotation. The remaining fill will be hand screened through ¥ or Y4-inch mesh (as possible
given scil con&iﬁons). Artifacts will be collected and maintained }:py provenience. At the conclusion of the initial
50% excavation, the feature pro{iie will be cleaned, drawn (at a2 horizontal scale of 1-inch to 2-feet and an
exaggerated vertical scale of 1-inch to 1-foot), and photographed in B/W print and color transparency film. If
the remainder of the feature is then excava’cecl, this process of cﬁe&ning, mapping, and pi:otography will be
repeateé. once the entire feature has been excavated.

G. While all postholes will be mapped (per 4.D. above), only those associated with identifiable house patterns
will be excavated, at the discretion of the field archaeo].ogist.

H. Buria.ls, whether clearly identified as such ini’tiauy or identified &uring feature excavation, will be assigneci
a burial number (beginning sequentiauy’ with 1) as well as a feature number. All §ll will be removed working
from the center of the burial outward (i.e., burials will not be bisected) and dry screened through % or Y4-inch
mesh (as possible given soil conditions). Burial fill will not be waterscreened nor will any portion be subjected
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to flotation. A 2 cup samp}e will be retained from those burials with convincing cultural associations (ie. cleariy
Connestee or Quaﬂa) for eventual poﬂen and phytoiith stu&y, as well as for archaeoentomoiogical study. The
remainder of the fill will be i)agge& and taggeci with the burial number and will be stored on-site (i)ut under a tarp
or similar cover) for eventual reburial with the associated skeletal remains. Every l’)urial, once cleane&, will be
photographecl in B/W print and color transparency film and will be drawn at a scale of 1-inch to 2-feet. In situ
metric data will be obtained from every burial. The bones will then be removed and transferred to the field
1al)ora’tory. Artifacts from the fill will be treated as normal feature collections; artifacts in association with the
burial and which may reasona}aiy be in’cerpreteci as inten’cionaﬂy pla.cerl in the grave, will accompany the skeletal
material.

I. Based on previous work at the site, we anticipate that it will be possible to strip, clean, and plot approximately
130 square feet per person hour. Utilizing one tracked backhoe and a crew of approximately 10 field technicians,
it will be possible to open approximately 37,500 square feet a week. This means that approximately 23 weeks,
or 6 mon‘t}xs, will be requireé to strip the entire site — and this is not aﬂowing for detailed mapping,
photography or feature excavation. We anticipate that upwan‘ls of 16 person hours will be requirecz for the
excavation of a single burial. With a minimum of 50 burials at the site, this equates to 800 person hours. With
as many as 390 burials, this would require 6,240 person hours. It would require six crews of trained burial
excavators approximately 26 weeks to completely remove this many burials (assuming that all were expose&)g
With as many as perhaps 2,000 features expected, and at least half of each feature being excavated, this time
easily doubles. The best way to approach an excavation of this scale is to conduct the work (}Luring two feld
seasons, each about 6 months in duration. Crew size will need to be approximately 10 to 15 field technicians
{including at least six trained in burial removal and two trained in situ metric measurements), and 3-4 crew
chiefs. There will need to be both an osteoiogy feld supervisor and an archaeoiogy field supervisor, as well as a
laboratory supervisor, and a laboratory crew of between 5 and 8 individuals (at least two trained in osteological
stuclies) to handle both the processing of genera.l collections and the processing and analysis of human remains.
An additional 2-3 specialists will be needed to handle ethnobotanical ﬂotation, ceramic analysis, and lithic
studies on-site. The osteological research will be conducted under the supervision of a Ph.D. in physical
antl'u:opology with a specia]ization in paleo~osteology. The entire project will be conducted under the supervision
of a Ph.D. in anthropology with a specialization in Southeastern archaeology.

5. Laboratory Analysis Methods

A Because of the quantity of remains an‘i;icipatecl., all analysis, conservation, and ca‘taloging will be conducted
on-site so that at the end of the field season the collections will be in a condition suitable for final curation. This
will necessitate 2 feld lab capal:le of processing both archaeo]ogical and osteological collections. The only
exception to this will be specializec}. studies, inciucling but not necessarily limited to radiometric da,ting, ponen
studies, phytolith studies, archaechotanical studies, archaeoeniomologica} studies, and zooarchaeologicai
analysis. These specia} materials will be puﬂe& &uring cata}oging and thereafter boxed and stored sepaza,te}y.

B. All materials coming into the field lab (‘m‘th the exception of human skeletal remains and grave goo&s as
noted in 4.H.). will be washed, cirieci, and cataiogeci using the systern of the curatorial {acility. All materials will
be pa.clzec‘z in 2 or 4 mil ziplocks and place& in pH neutral, alkaline buffered 1 cubic foot storage boxes.

C. Ana]ysis of the ceramic assemMage will minimaﬂy include counts, typological assessments, and gross level
studies of temper size, temper shape, frequency of inclusions, core cross-section, interior and exterior treatments,
rim diameter, thickness, and shoulder form. Where appropriate some additional analysis may be undertaken,
for example to classify cordage diameter and angﬁ%.e of twist for cord marked wares or identification of speciﬁc
complicatecl stampecl designs. A small number of representative sherds may be sui:jecteclu to petrographic analyses
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0 heip characterize the paste. Since the initial testing also revealed at least one feature containing what appeareé
to be pottery clay, an effort will also be made to compare this stockpiled clay to known sherds.

D. A_nalysis o]g t}xe litl‘iic asserni)}age wxﬂ minimally incéucle counts, i(lentii’ication of litElic raw ma’teriai, ané.
visual examination for evidence of heat alteration. Hafted bifaces will have metric attributes recorded and
typoiogicai assessments will be conducted. Further data will be collected to allow statements regarcling
manu%acturing’ and maintenance of the bifaces. Large stone tool analysis will include metric analysis and
functional interpretations. Del)itage anafiysis will use common analy’cical iechniques, with some additional
approaches necessary to heip interpret stone tool curation. Flakes will be categorizeé {i.e., primary, seconc;t.ary,
non-cortical, ete.) and Weig'he& or measured. Fiakes will also be examined for information on p’iatfoxm categories

and eclge &amage.

E. Analysis of other artifacts will be at a level and scope sufficient to ensure reasonable characterization of the
material. Other materials which may be recovered include })eac]s, other historic arti£acts, worked sheﬁ, and
worked mica.

F. Soil samples selected for their likelihood to contain relevant materials will be floated in the field for the
recovery of ethnobotanical remains. These remains will not be examined during the field phase, but will be sorted
and studied between or after field seasons. The analysw will include identification of foods and food remains,
as well as the identification of wood charcoal species.

G. Pollen samples will be collected from sealed features with goocl cultural contexts and su})jec’ced to off-site
anaiysis. The goai of this research is to expan& our knowleége of cultigen present on-site, as well as to further

e environmental reconstruction of the site area. Pollen studies may be of speciai assistance in the anaiysis of
“storage pits” and may also help identify season of burials. Approxima’cely 1 to 3% of the features wili be
su]ajecte& to this analysis.

H. Phyto]iith samples will be collected from sealed features with goo& cultural contexts and suiajecte& to off-site
anaiysis. The goal of this research is to expa.nd our ienowieclge of cultigens present on-site, as well as to better
understand the presence of grassy weeds in and around structure areas. Phytolith studies may be of special
assistance in the analysis of “storage pits,” the identification of mats and other organic materials placed in
graves, and may heip i&entify both season of use and also environmental conditions. Approxﬁmateiy 1 to 3% of
the features will be suljjecte& to this ana%ysis.

L Archaeoentomo}ogical samgles will be collected from areas of organic remains, such as burials and storage pits.
These materials, to be examined off-site, may contribute information on various compost and é,ung‘ fauna,
carrion fauna, mold and {-ungus fauna, and stored product pests.

I Zooarchaeologicai remairns Wlﬂ i:e examinecl og-site, with analysis foeusing on cEass, su}soréer, or species
iclen‘ci{jication, iclentigication of mmw&ual Bcne e‘iements, calcuiation o£ MNI, anc estimation of laiomass. Wllere

possiyie information will also be sought on issues associated with Butcilering, preparation, and cocking practices.

K. Human skeletal anaiysis will be enf:irely conducted on-site and Legin with the in situ metric analysis even
prior to removal. Once transferred to the field lab the remains will be }ightly brushed to remove acﬂxering scil
and allow for collection of additional metric and non-metxic data. This scil will be maintained with the skeletal
remains for reburial. In some cases it may be necessary to wash small, limited portions of the bone. This will
be limited and conducted with care and éxgmf:y No consolidates or other chemicals will be appiie& to the bomnes.
The initial level of anafysis will allow the compilation of thorough clescriptions of each individual (incluc}ing
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a,ppraisais of sex, age at death, stature, Bo&y build, &istinguishing characteristics, and skeletal pati%oiogies).
Information on ‘taphonomic c‘hanges will be collected. Detailed observations and measurements will be entered
on standardized forms , similar to those used }Jy SOD. Since the analysis will be limited to the field season,
specia:z matezials — specimens exhil)iting unusual or difficult to characterize data — may be suLjec‘I:eé to X-ray
or CAT scans. Both are non-intrusive and will leave no residues in the remains. The teeth are especiaﬂy
important for studies of ancient peoples }Jecause they reﬂeci age-at-&eath, &iet, &isease, health, and genetic
affiliation. Dental inventories will be created, but these are not aﬁways a&equate. Because of the translucent
nature of the tooth crown, ad.equate photography requires coating or &usting the teeth with ammonium chloride
fumes. Since this is an invasive proceclure, we have selected as an alternative to make 'high quality silicone casts
of selected dentition. This is a far more Lenign tec]rmique, but it allows vi‘:any important data to be collected,
and storecj,, for detailed analysis.

L. At least 30 C-14 dates will be obtained from 31MA77. The primary goal will be to identify features with
known cultural affiliations, however no human skeletal remains will be used in clating. Extending counting times
will be used where ever necessary to enhance low precision results and all sa.mples will also receive stable isotope
rations {C13/12). These 30 dates will represent only 1.5% of the anticipated 2000 features, so they will be very

carefuﬂy chosen, based on yreliminary ceramic analysis.

M. The field lab will consist of at least 672 square feet of usable space, sufficient for an ogice/meeting room,
a lab for both os*teology and archaeoiogy (wrt}x ca. 16 linear feet of counter space each), and a storage area for
tools. The lab will have both teiéphone and electrical service. It will have 24/7 security monitoring for the sa{ety
of materials being held in the lab ovemight, as well as for the security of tools and equipment. The access code
will be provi&ec-i to only the PI and the two field directors. The lab will not have potalale water, but will have a
water storage system sufficient to allow washing of collections. The lab will be available for the duration of all
field seasons and will be Jocated at the southeast corner of the site.

N. There will be at least one storage containers present on the airport facility for the storage of both
arcgqaeological collections and human remains. Depen&ing on the quantity of materials recovered, additional
storage containers may be necessary. [t may be possi})le to use these containers to &irectly truck archaeological
collections to the curatorial facility at the conclusion of the field season. These will be fitted with high security
locks. Cne leey will be held in COEum]:ia, and one lzey each will be given to the arc}xaeoiiogy and osteoiogy field

directors.

Q. Chicora Foundation will accommodate any Cl'zerokee healer, shaman, or religious leader or practitioner who
desires to view excavations, ia};ora%ory processing, or storage of any remains associated with this work cluring
normal working hours, subject to normal and routine safety limitations. Similar accommodations will be
. { 1. . . o. . . .. Yos- .
prow{ec;i tor non-worging hours with 24 hours notice. Similar accommodations, under similar conditions, will
be provicfxeé for any Native American group wishing to hold religious services or ceremonies in areas ocutside

active excavation.
6. Methods to be Used in Ax"?:ifact, Data., and Other Records Management

A. Field investigations will be conducted using a set of standard forms maintained }Jy the field atc]:laeoicg‘ist.

These will include:

1. Daigiy Report Form, to record work progress on a &aily basis. This will assist in traclzing over-all

progress, the stripping of different site areas, and the excavation of burials . features, and pos%jholes.
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2. Feature Form, to record essential information concerning individual features. Associated with this
form will be the plots and proﬁies of each feature previousiy discussed (4.F).

3. Photo Data Form, to track feld p]notogra.phys

4. Bag Inventory Form, to track all collections leaving the field and going into the field laboratory.
This form will be completecl Ly the field archaeoiogist and handed over to the 1al')oratory director on
2 daily basis. These will form the basis for inventory control and cataloging.

5. Additional forms will be éeveiopecl to deal with other feld situations. For example, a means of

maintaining control over identified house patterns and postlwle excavation will be required.

B. All field forms will be pzinteé on pH neutral, alkaline buffered paper except for commexciaﬂy available graph
paper. Only penci[ will be used for field recordation.

C. Iford Delta 100 or equivalent will be used for B/W photography, with archival processing including double
{ix baths and a hypo—remova:i. Spee& or "overnigl'xt" processing will not be used without proof of archival
processing. No C-41 B/W film processing will be used. Two proof sheets of each roll will be provi&e& to the
curatorial facility (one for primary use and one for backup). Fujichrome Sensia II 100 or equivalent will be used
for color transparencies. While not archival, processing will be to Fuji specifica’cions and the slides will be
maintained in dark storage througlnout the project. These same films will be used for both field and lal')oratory
work. Where X-ray are requireé, standard processing will be used and the film will be stored in pH neutral
envelopes.

D. Overall site mapping, by either total station or survey gracle GPS, will be conducted at least weelzly, with the
resulting data downloaded and printecl within 48 hours. This will ensure that no area is complete& and covered
}Jy spoil prior to all mapping Leing conducted and the data }Deing printe& and field checked to ensure accuracy.
Final mapping will be on ciimensionaﬂy stable mylar. No effort will be made to archives the electronic file {s).

E. A variety of lab forms will be created }sy specia]ists in different areas for recordation of data. These forms will
be printecl on pH neutral, alkaline buffered paper. Consultants engagecl in specialize& analysis will be requeste&
to submit copies of their originai data on pH neutral, alkaline buffered paper. All lab and analysis forms will be
curated.

7. Methods to Disseminate the Results to the Professional Community
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A A deeft report which incorporates all of the research questions and data ana}.yses will be prepare& for
submission to t§1e NC SHPO, "c}ae EBC ) and Macon Coun‘f:y, witlzin two years o*i: ‘the conclusion of the finai
field season. This draft report will be comp}ete‘ except that p}iotogra.yhy and oversize &rawings need not be in
final form.

B. The final report will be ?rin%eé, doublesided, on pH neutral, alkaline buffered paper. The document will be
per{ec’c bound. Color copies may be used where necessary, but will not be requireé.

B. Upon final accepiance, at least 40 copies of the technical report will be provi&ecl to major research centers
and repositories in the Eastern United States.
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8. Methods to Disseminate the Results to the Publie

A. Chicora will maintain an open site, a].lowing free access and inspection L)y' any interested party cluring normal
wor]zing hours, sul:ject to sa.fei:y regulations, checleing in with the field directors, and Leing accompanieci By a
Chicora emplcyee. Limitations will be established only as a means to prevent loss of work time.

B. Upon final acceptance, copies of the technical report will be pzovicleci to the Li_‘ora,ry of Congress, the N.C.
State Li]:rary, the Georgia State Lil:)rary, the Tennessee State LiLrary, the S.C. State Library, and the Macon
County Public Li}orary.

C. A popular version of the monograpll will be prepareci in booklet form with 3,000 copies printecl.
Appmximate}y a third of these copies will be made available to the pujoiic ]:7y Macon County, and additional third
will be proviclecl the public vigiting the Macon County Airport, and the remaining third will be pxovi&ed tot he
EBC for their use and distribution.

D. A museum quality display will be clesignecl ]oy Chicora Foundation for installation at the Macon County
Airport. This exhibit will be a minimum of 15 linear feet and will focus on the lifeways of the Native Americans
at 31MAY7. The exhibit will include artifacts from the excavation, on permanent loan from the curatorial
‘facility.

9. Curation

A. All artifacts, feld records, B/W and color slide photography, and associated materials will be curated with the
Archaeology Branch, NC SHPO. These materia.ls wzﬂ }Je ttansf‘erre& to t}uat curatorial facility as soon as
pra,ctical after the completion of each field season.

B. All curatorial requirements of the facility (“Archacological Curation Standards and Guidelines, 1995
Revision) will be compliecl with, excepting that the artifacts, because of the quantity a,nticipa.tecl, will not be
inclivic{uauy numbered. A combination of both poly-paper and impresse& metal tags will be used.

C. Macon County, as owner in fee simp;.e a£ the Ia.ncl on W}zich E:he excavations are to be con&uctec}t, agrees to
provi&e fee simpie ownership of all archaeoiogical artifacts, field records, B/W and color shide pl’lo’tography, and
associated materials to the curatorial ’Eaciii’cy.

D. All materials will ke assessecl for conservation needs prior to curation. In partlcuiar }:one, mica, and shell
items may require consolidation. A conservation p}an (‘srea,’crreent propocrals) for such items will &eveﬁopeé for all
specimens and will become part of the permanent curatorial record.

E. Neither curation nor conservation treatments appiy to human skeletal remains, regarcﬁess of their
association, or to any grave goo&s inten‘cionaﬂy piaced with human burials. These materials will be handled s
materials for repatriation.

10. Repatriation of Human Remains

A. All human remains {excepting those for which Chicora, the NC SHPO, and the EBC have made alternative,
written agreements) will be turned over hy Chicora Foundation to the NC SHPO or his representative, within
10 worlzing &ays of the conclusion of any feld season’s investigations. It shall then be the respcnsil)ihty of the
NC SHPO to ensure transfer of the remains to the EBC or any other party as determined by the NC
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Commission on Indian Affairs.

B. Macon County will provicle the necessary acreage for repatriation }aeyond the site boundaries . but immediately
adjacent to 3IMATZ7. If the land currently owned by the County is not adequate for this purpose, the County
will acquire whatever additional land is necessary imme&iately aaija.cen’t to and contiguous to the original tract.
The goal is to ensure that the burial area is one tract, not several dispersecl parcels. It may, however, be TIeCessary
to conduct additional arcl’xaeoiogicai investigations to ensure that the land propose& to be used for reburial will
not clamage other archaeological or human remains.

C. Macon County will, within one calender month of the repatriation, ferice the burial area. Macon County will
also be tesponsi}sle for the security, mainfenance, and upkeep of the tract in perpetuity, in consultation with the
EBC. The tract shall be maintained as pu]aliciy accessible land in perpetuity. The County may never use, alter,
sell, lease, or otherwise engage in any activities which will alter the sacred nature of this burial tract.
Maintenance will minimaﬂy consist of mowing the grass at least four times a year éuring the growing season,
as well as maintaining any other appurtenance, such as the fence and access roacl/pat}x. The use of 1arge
mechanical equipment (suc}x as bush hogs) within the burial area is not to be pemzit&ed since these are Iﬂaely over
time to compact the soil and will cause rutting or other damage if used &uring wet weather.

D. Macon County will agree to hand excavate burial pits for the repatriation activities, under the supervision
of Chicora Foundation and any representatives of the EBC who might be appointecl or who migh’: desire to be
present. The burial pits will, in so far as possil:le, replicate the original pits in terms of size and s}aape. No effort
will be made to attempt to replicate side chamber burial pits. The Aepth of each pit will be, minima.ﬂy, 24 inches
below the existing groun& surface. The fill from each pit will be removed from the burial location iay the County.

E. The County will be responsil)le for placing the origina} grave £ill associated with each burial, clear}y marked,
Ly the side of the corresponding pit.

E. The repatriation proceciure will be handed Ly the EBC in a manner, time, and nature appropriate to their
religious and cultural beliefs without hindrance or undue pressure from the County or any other party. The EBC
will be responsi:ble for using the available fill from the original burial pit to fill in the grave after excavation.

E. Within 48 hours of the conclusion of the repatriation service, the County will complete the Eiﬂing of the
individual graves l)y hand. No mechanical equipment may be used within the confines of the burial area and all
movement of fill soil will be Ey wheelbarrow. The area will be established in a clrough‘c resistant, low maintenance
grass as soon as possi}ole after the reburials.

11. Procedures for Desling with “Late Discoveries”
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A. For the purpose of this data recovery pian, a “late clissco*\i'ery9Y will be any condition which may sukstan’tively
alter the nature or proceclures of the data recovery p}an. It may include the identification of more burials or
features than is otherwise anticipa%eé, or the identification of archaeological features which are not anticipatecl
based on the current level of survey work.

B. Since “late discoveries” can take any number of forms, Chicora Foundation will be responsible for providing
weekly summaries of the data recovery pian é.uring all field seasons. Once out of the field, these summaries will
be provi&eé, ona monthly basis. The goal of this reporting will be to allow parties to anticipate any proMems
which may be reasonal)ly foreseen, such as longer than a.nticipate& perio&s of field work, weather éelays, and
other similar issues. These reports will be proviclecl to Chicora’s contractor, the Iea& agency, the NC SHPO,
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the EBC, the NC Commission of Indian Affairs, Macon County, and other legitimate parties who may formally
request copies.

C. In the event of 2 late cliscovery which requires immediate attention, all work in the immediate area of the
&iscovery will cease and Chicora wiH, within 24 :Eours, seek to noti£y Chicora's contractor, the lead agency, the
NC SHPOQ, the EBC, the NC Commission on Indian Affairs, and Macon County. Notification will be
considered achieved with a phone call and, where the party is not present, either a voice mail message or
transcribed message. The lead agency, the NC SHPQ, the EBC, and (as appropriate) the NC Commission on
Indian Affairs will coordinate and determine what action is necessary within 48 hours of being notified (not
counting weekends or federal hou&ays) Chicora will not be responsijbie for any costs associated with such éeia.ys.
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APPENDIX 4.
ANALYSIS AND REPORTING ON THE HUMAN SKELETAL
REMAINS FROM SITE 31MAZ7,
MACON COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

Dr. David S. Weaver
Physical Anthropology Laboratory
P.O. Box 7807
Department of Anthmpolog‘y
Wake Forest University
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27109

Abstract

This proposaf describes the methods to be used in the ana.lysis of, and reporting on, human remains from the
archaeological site 31MAT77, a Native American site in Macon County, North Carolina. The anaiysis of the remains
will be conducted under the direction of Dr. David S. Weaver of Wake Forest University, and should provi&e descrip"cion
and interpretation of the human skeletal remains. The clescription and interpretation should provi&e information
concerning the p}:xysicai characteristics and Iifes’cyles of the persons buried at 31MAZ77. Examination, analysis, and
reporting on the human skeletal remains will be conducted in accordance with relevant law and agreements. The
procedures and methods outlined in the proposal should allow expeclitious reburial of the remains at a [ocation, and in
a manner, clesignatecl under relevant law and agreements.

Introduction

This proposai details the goals and methods for analysis of human skeletal remains that will be recovered from
archaeological site 31MA77 in Macon county, North Carolina. Although the number of remains that will be discovered
at the site is unknown at this time, the iauc];ge’s that can be acljusteé as the number of burials becomes known. The
remains almost certainiy are Native American in origin, and so this work will be conducted under the provisions and

- ¢ - . . .
restrictions of relevant statutes and existing agreements concerning the treatment and analyszs of the remains.

The excavation of the remains will be conducted By the Chicora Foundation and other persons that Chicora
Foundation may &esignate. To minimize the amount of time the remains are out of the grou_n& while ensuring adequate
examination and séu&y of the remains, we propose to conduct on-site stuciy of the remains. We do not propose removing
any remains from the vicinity of the site {excepting materials which may need to be x-zaye& or for CAT scans are
appropriate}. We do not propose any destructive testing or sampling of the remains. There will be no Eong term curation
costs. Custoéy and security of the remains will be the responsi})ﬂity on-site of the excavators and other appropriate

parties.
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Analysis of Human Skeletal Remains

Analysis Goals

31MAZ7 is an important site in the region. The human skeletal remains from 31MA77 will represent a iarge
and important collection of remains, and their stucly will provéée signiﬁcant information concerning the late prehis‘coric
Native American peopies of Macon county and the region.

The human skeletal analysis will have several goa}s. An initial goal will involve compiling through diescriptions
of each individual (inciu&ing appraisajs of sex, age at &eath, stature, J!bo&y Lmlcl, clisti_nguisizing characteristics, and any
skeletal pathologies).

The analysis also will attempt to verify, by accepte(l metho&s, the Native American status of the skeletal remains.
Clear}.y, there is a very strong likelihood that the remains are Native American, but confirmation of that fact is important
to the Iegal status of the remains.

The final goal of this stucly will be to create a report that characterizes the population representeci i)y the skeletal
sample from 31MA77. We hope to describe the people who were buried at 31MA77, to characterize and explain any
skeletal traits, pathologies or anomalies of the people, and to provicle information concerning the 1i£esty1es and life
histories of the peop}e. This report may then form a basis for comparison to information on the human skeletal remains
elsewhere in the region and l)eyont.j..

Analysis Procedures

Because under the terms of existing agreements the human skeletal remains cannot be removed from the vicinity
of the archaeological site, we propose to establish a field lal)ora’cory in which the remains can be cleaned, studied,
photographed {as necessary), and packaged for transport to the reburial site. P‘ouowing the model established 1:>y Rose
(1985), who was working under similar site constraints in a case involving exhumation, study, and rapid reburial, we
propose that a small Lmldm.g (or other suitable structure, such as a construction site office type ’crailez) be set up on site.
The remains would enter the buﬂ&ing, go through a process of cleaning and stucly {as described }Jelow), and then be made
available for reburial at the site (or other designated location). The field laboratory would need water (although running
water is not neeciec}.), electricity, and appro:dmately 20 linear feet of worla'ng counter space. The field lal:nora.’cory huﬂéﬁng,
which can be locked and secure&, is needed to insure security of the remains. The work flow will be standardized and the
progress of the remains t}lrough the s’cucly process will be monitored and Eoggeé at each important step of the process.
Standardized forms will be created and used for each p}xase of the s*‘zucly. I storage of the remains before reburial is
contemplateé, then of course a&equate secure storage space also will have to be pmvi&ecl, pzci;a}n}y on site.

Because of other existing commitments during spring and summer of 2001, Dr. Weaver cannot be present at
the site on a continuous basis. Therefore, 2 field and la.l:oratory supervisor with training and experience in human skeletal
recovery and analysis will be needed on site. We believe that Ms. Driscoll should be that person. Ms. Driscoll is a
doctoral student at the University of North Carolina at Chape} Hill, and will finish her Ph.D. in the early spring of 2001.
We propose to train six individuals (at least 2 of whom should have M.A. level training in human skeletal recovery and
analysis) to conduct the initial cleaning, measurements and observations, and photography, and to record results and
prepare the remains for reburial under Ms. Driscoll’s supervision. The two individuals with £ami}iarity with human
skeletal ana.lysis will serve as crew supervisors, one person worlzing in the Ial;oratory and one person worieing in the field
on the site. The other four individuals, who should have {amiliari'w with the recovery and analysis of human skeletal
remains, Woulé handle each burial case each clay, under Ms. Driscoll’s supervision, and Dr. Weaver would come to the
site at least once a week to review the week's work, supervise the s’tu&y proce&ures, and make any more detailed
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observations that mig}rt be warranted.

Because the condition of the remains may make intact excavation of the remains pro]:)lematic, we propose ta}zing
a standard set of in situ measurements, J.rawings, and p}xotographs on each burial before removing the remains from the
burial feature. The stan&ar& ﬁata coﬂec‘cion approa.c}x, an& forms, prcvi&e& in Builzstra ana U})elaker {1 9945) will form
the basis of this pl’xase of data collection.

The initial steps of the lajaoratory analysis will be to clean and prepare the skeletal material. Usuaﬂy, cieaning
on}y will require Lmshing the ar]hering soil from the remains to allow examination of the surfaces of the bone. If it is
necessary, };mshmg with clean water will remove any remaining material. No consolidants or presexvatives will be app}iec{
to the remains because reburial of the remains is requirecln under existing agreements. Because the soil surroun&ing the
remains is considered part of the sacred context of the buria}, the soil that is cleaned from the remains will be saved and
lzept with the remains, so that the soil and the remains can be reburied together at the end of the stucly.

The next step in the ana.lysis will be detailed observation and measurement of the remains. We will conduct
detailed osteologicai and paleopathological ana.lyses of the remains. These anaiyses will be central to characterizing the
lifeways and life experiences of the people buried at 31MA77 {see Larsen 1997}. We expect to characterize the presence
of various skeletal conditions, inclucling signs of bone infections and diseases, healed and unhealed fractures, and skeletal
abnormalities. We also expect to be able to confirm that the remains are those of Native Americans (Bass 1995, Gill
and Rhine 1990). Observations and measurements will proceed using the methods and guidelines provided in Buikstra
and Ubelaker (1994}, Bass (1995), Bramblett and Steele (1988) and other resources as needed. We will use a standard
appxoach to each set of remnains, so that the persons &oing the anaIysis will take the same measurements, using the same
methods, on each individual who is excavated for stucly. Photograp}as and ra.c]iographs (as nee&ecl) will be taken of
important characteristics of each individual. This standardized approach also will allow comparison of our fin&ings with
other pu]oiished, and f'uture, studies on human skeletal material from the area.

The next step in the analysis will be to determine the sex, age at death, stature, Locly build and other
&istinguis}xing characteristics of the individuals from the site. We will determine the individual sex using standard
observations of cranial and skeletal characteristics, especiany pe}vic traits and skeletal roimsticity, and standard
measurements and indices (Bass 1995, Buikstra and Ubelaker 1994 and other resources as needed). We will use
standard methods for detezmining age at death, inclucling examining skeletal and dental growth and Aevelopment,
evaluating skeletal maturity, evaluating age related chzmges in the peﬁvis, examining age related joint ckanges, examining
dental wear and development, and looking at signs of life-long “wear and tear” (Buikstza and Ubelaker 1994, Bass 1995,
Bramblett and Steele 1988, and other resources as neede&). In addition to charac%erizing each individual for whom
enough skeletal material is present, we expect to prepare a demographic profile of the individuals from 31IMA77. An
unusual c}.emographic proiille would suggest unusual events at the site, such as }}igher than usual mortalii:y in specific age

groups, that may be of historic and archaeologica} value.

Stature and body build can be appraised using standard measurements, indices, and formulas of long bones of
the individuals (Bass 1995 and Buikstra and Ubelaker 1994). We expect that the estimates of stature and body build

will be consistent with those of modern Native Americans in the region.

We will conduct observations of dental and oral conditions using standard methods and criteria (Builzstra and
Ubelaker 1994, Hillson 1995, Turner, Nicho!l and Scott 1991). We will take casts of the dental remains {a
nondestructive tec}mique), using standard dental casting methods. The casts will allow detailed stucly of the dentition
that could not be a.ccomplished &uring the short interval that the original remains will be available for stu&y. Dental
conditions provié,e indications of probable diet and can provide information concerning reiationships between the sample
at 31MA77 and people at other sites in the region. For exampée, the presence and patterns of dental and perio&ontal
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disease may ?_mp}.y a diet that was heavﬂy clepenclen’c on agﬂcd’m:ce, or that was a broader diet comL'ming wild and domestic
foods (Larsen 1997). Speciﬁc dental traits, such as shovel-shapecl incisors, may strongly suggest Native American
historical and biclogical affinity (Larsen 1997, Hillson 1996, Turner, Nichol and Scott 1991).

As a final stage of the analysis, we will combine the various ana}yses to pzocluce cumulative information
concerning the pzc}:ahle Lioiogicai affinity, population characteristics, ciemography, nutritional and disease states, and
other relevant characteristics of the sampie from 31MA77. This information should provicle a look at the hfeways and
life histories of the people buried at the site, and the information can then be integrate& with other reports concerning

31MA 77 and the people of the time in the region.
Reporting

We will provi&e perioclic reports of our progress as xequirec} }Jy any pertinent agreements. We will provicie a final
report of our analyses and interpretations to the contractor for incorporation into other reports as necessary. ¢ requesiecé,
we will provi&e copies of our a.na]yses and data to any approvecl authorities as consistent with app}icalale laws and
proceclures.

Schedule

Analysis of the human skeletal remains will Legin as soon as the remains are excavated. We expect that cie&ning,
measuzrement, p}zotography, and initial ana}.ysis of each set of remains should take one to two weeks, after which time the
remains may be stored or reburied as requirecl under relevant agreements. Thus, the initial a,naiysis of the remains should
be complete& within two weeks after the excavation of the last of the remains in the field. Detailed analysis and
interpretation of the initial measurements and observations should be compiete& within 9 months after closure of the site.
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