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This report summarizes the prehistoric-era archaeological components found while conducting 
Phase II archaeological investigations on six historic-era farmstead sites (33Pk185, 33Pk203, 
33Pk206, 33Pk211, 33Pk217, and 33Pk218) at the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
(PORTS), in Pike County, Ohio and presents the results for your information. The co-location of 
these temporally separate features is merely coincidental though it does show that some settings, 
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floodplain.  This implies the prehistoric occupants of Ruby Hollow Farmstead transported some 
of the material used for cooking or heating a considerable distance.  Regardless of the stone 
source, the presence of a sizable FCR assemblage shows that the prehistoric occupants of the 
Ruby Hollow Farmstead constructed and used thermal features, such as earth ovens and/or 
hearths. 
          The formed lithic artifacts in the Ruby Hollow Farmstead  assemblage include a core 
fragment, two modified flake blanks, a late stage biface fragment, three projectile points, and a 
bifacial tool fragment made from Brassfield, Delaware, Upper Mercer, and unidentified flints, 
respectively (Figure 7.5; Appendix C).  Appendix H provides the metric attributes for the formed 
artifact assemblage.  The core fragment and two modified flake blanks represent the earliest 
stages of the stone reduction process.  The core fragment was a source of large flake blanks that 
would have been converted into either flake tools or bifacial tools.  In the process of being 
converted into bifacial tools, the edges of the flake blanks would have been modified  
 

 
 

Figure 7.4.  Magnetic anomalies of potential interest at 33Pk203. 
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Table 7.1.  Magnetic gradient anomaly data for 33Pk203. 

Anomaly 
# 

Northinga Easting 
Peak 

Intensity 
(nT)b 

Anomaly 
Classc 

Probing Results 

18 999.72 975.65 10.63 MP Could be historic or prehistoric 
19 994.26 969.69 6.69 MP Possible pit feature 
20 1006.69 970.30 10.60 MP Possible pit feature 
21 1009.41 956.66 5.84 MMP Possible post 
22 1010.93 952.92 8.13 MMP Possible post 
23 1012.34 947.67 5.22 MMP Possible post 

24 1017.5 958.28 --  
Rectangular area, could be surface 

disturbance, location of small 
structure, or possible privy 

25 1006.18 944.14 6.64 MP-D 
Possible pit feature, or root or rodent 

disturbance 

26 1015.68 941.41 33.10 DC 
Possible burned area or pit with 

mixed fill 

27 1028.20 911.61 21.35 MP 
Possible iron object at south end, 
unknown linear feature at north 

28 1024.26 910.70 10.43 MP Possible pit feature or iron object 
a – Northing and easting coordinates mark the center of the magnetic gradient anomaly and probing location. 
b – Peak intensity recorded from magnetic gradient data after processing with Zero Mean Traverse. 
c – MP=Monopolar Positive; MN=Monopolar Negative; DS=Dipolar Simple; DC=Dipolar Complex 

 
 

to accommodate bifacial thinning.  The Ruby Hollow Farmstead assemblage contains two 
artifacts that exhibit such modification, and these are classified as modified flake blanks.  It is 
possible, however, that both served as modified flake tools and were never intended for further 
bifacial reduction (as illustrated in Figure 3.1). 

The late stage biface fragment and the bifacial tool fragment are both small and 
fragmentary, and both likely are tool fragments (Figure 7.5).  It is also possible that both are 
fragments of late stage biface blanks or preforms. 

The three Ruby Hollow Farmstead projectile points resemble defined temporally 
diagnostic types associated with three different time periods.  The Kirk Cluster point is corner-
notched, has serrated blades, and is made from Upper Mercer flint (Figure 7.5).  Projectile points 
of the Kirk Cluster have been documented in contexts that date to 7500-6900 B.C (Justice 1987).  
The presence of this artifact suggests that Ruby Hollow Farmstead may have been occupied first 
as far back as 9500-8900 years ago, during the Early Archaic period.  The second Ruby Hollow 
Farmstead projectile point resembles the Lamoka type (Figure 7.5).  This stemmed projectile 
point type has been found in contexts that date to 3500-2500 B.C. (Justice 1987), suggesting that 
Ruby Hollow Farmstead may have been occupied again approximately 5500-4500 years ago, 
during the Late Archaic period.  The third projectile point, which has been recycled to serve as 
another tool type, resembles the basal portion of an Early Woodland Stemmed Cluster type 
(Justice 1987).  Artifacts within this typological cluster have been found in archaeological 
contexts dating to 1000 B.C. to 200 B.C. The presence of this artifact suggests that Ruby Hollow 
Farmstead may have been occupied a third time between 3000 and 2200 years ago. 

The Ruby Hollow Farmstead lithic debris assemblage is dominated by flint types that can 
be found in the gravel deposits in the Scioto River floodplain (Table 7.2; Appendix C).  This is 
supported by the presence of water-worn cortex on nearly 20 percent of the debris.  Nearly all is 
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representative of the primary reduction stage and 27 percent is from core (pre-bifacial) 
reduction.  A quarter (25%) of the debris was generated from the early and late stage percussion 
biface thinning process, for the creation of biface blanks, and 43 percent is classified as 
technologically non-diagnostic debris, meaning it does not exhibit attributes indicative of a 
particular reduction process.  The remaining 5 percent of the assemblage is classified as pressure 
flakes and what appear to be biface tool rejuvenation flakes.  Although the lithic debris 
assemblage consists mostly of debris from the primary reduction stage, the secondary reduction 
stage is represented by two projectile points and two other potential biface tools.  The tertiary 
reduction stage also is represented by two biface tool rejuvenation flakes and the recycled 
stemmed projectile point.  Thus, the full range of tool production, use, and rejuvenation is 
represented in the Ruby Hollow Farmstead lithic assemblage. 

A small amount of the Ruby Hollow Farmstead lithic debris is burnt, meaning it has pot-
lidding or cracking caused by exposure to high heat.  This burning should not be confused with 
heat-treatment, which was a method for improving the workability of certain types of flint.  
Burning flint ruins its workability for the manufacture of stone tools.  Instead, the burned flint 
objects may be a sign that the occupants of Ruby Hollow Farmstead were burning their refuse. 

 
 

Table 7.2.  33Pk203 prehistoric artifact inventory. 

Stone Type FRC 
Formed 
Artifacts 

Lithic 
Debris 

Total 

Brassfield - 1 28 29 
Delaware - 3 98 101 
Paoli? - - 2 2 
Upper Mercer - 2 11 13 
Vanport - - 24 24 
Unidentified Black - - 13 13 
Unidentified Gray - 1 9 10 
Unidentified - 1 3  4 
Igneous 4 - - 4 
Sand Stone 616 - - 616 
Total 620 8 188 816 
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Figure 7.5.  33Pk203 prehistoric formed artifacts. 
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8.  33PK206 PREHISTORIC COMPONENT 
 
Site 33Pk206, the Terrace Farmstead, is located in the eastern part of PORTS (Figures 

1.1 and 1.2).  The farmstead was originally recorded during the Phase I survey by Schweikart et 
al. (1997) and was further investigated at a Phase II level by Pecora and Burks (2012a).  Terrace 
Farmstead once contained at least 11 historic-era buildings.  The Phase II survey identified two 
house foundations, a dairy barn, and three outbuildings (Figure 8.1).  Information gleaned from 
the property deed records and artifact data suggests that this farmstead may have been 
established as early as the 1860s and was occupied until 1952.   

The Phase II investigation involved systematic shovel testing on a 5-meter grid within the 
core of the site and shovel tests at a 10-meter interval around the perimeter of the core (Figure 
8.1).  Besides the shovel testing, 1x1 meter units were also excavated to investigate the site’s two 
house foundations and two GPR anomalies found in the yard area.  The Phase II investigation of 
Terrace Farmstead resulted in 91.5 m2 (0.7%) of excavation across the approximately 14,000 m2 
site area.  Besides the recovery of a large quantity of historic-era artifacts that were deposited 
during the late nineteenth through middle twentieth century farmstead occupation, the Phase II 
investigation also recovered 30 prehistoric artifacts (Table 8.1; Appendix D).  Although these 
artifacts were scattered across the site area with no major concentrations (Figure 8.2), they 
demonstrate that prehistoric Native Americans made use of this space well before the nineteenth 
century farmstead occupation.  The age of such an occupation(s) cannot be inferred because no 
temporally diagnostic artifacts have been found at 33Pk206. 

The prehistoric artifacts from 33Pk206 include eight pieces of FCR, one formed artifact, 
and 21 pieces of lithic debris (Table 8.1).  Metrics for the formed artifact are provided in 
Appendix H.  The small amount of FCR, all made from locally available sandstone, shows that 
thermal features were used at this site.  The lithic artifacts tend to be made from local material 
that would have been available in the gravel deposits along the Scioto River floodplain.  Water 
worn cortex, which is diagnostic of such gravel sources, was identified on artifacts made from 
Delaware, Upper Mercer, and Vanport flints in the 33Pk206 assemblage. 

The single formed artifact from 33Pk206 is a projectile point blade mid-section made 
from what appears to be Upper Mercer flint (Figure 8.3).  This artifact is too fragmentary to 
assign to a defined temporal type.  The lithic debris assemblage represents the earlier stages of 
the primary reduction process and 57 percent is from core (non-bifacial) reduction.  Twenty-four 
percent of the debris is classified as late biface thinning flakes, which are created from the final 
stages of the percussion thinning of biface blanks.  The balance, 19 percent, consists of 
technologically non-diagnostic flake fragments and shatter. 

 
Table 8.1.  33Pk206 prehistoric artifact inventory. 

Material FCR 
Formed 
Artifacts 

Lithic Debris Total 

Brassfield - - 1 1 
Brush Creek - - 2 2 
Delaware - - 10 10 
Unidentified Gray - - 2 2 
Upper Mercer - 1 3 4 
Vanport - - 3 3 
Sandstone 8 - - 8 
Total 8 1 21 30 
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Figure 8.1.  33Pk206 site map showing Phase II fieldwork. 
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Figure 8.2.  33Pk206 site map showing prehistoric artifact distribution. 
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Figure 8.3.  33Pk206 prehistoric formed artifact. 
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9.  33PK211 PREHISTORIC COMPONENT 
 
Site 33Pk211, the Bamboo Farmstead, is located on a broad ridge near the northwestern 

portion of PORTS, where it overlooks a small tributary of Little Beaver Creek running 
approximately 30-40 ft below the farmstead (Figures 1.1 and 1.2).  This farmstead was originally 
recorded during a Phase I survey by Schweikart et al. (1997), and a Phase II investigation was 
recently completed by Pecora and Burks (2012a).  Bamboo Farmstead once contained at least 
seven historic-era buildings, based on buildings visible in the 1938/39 and 1951 aerial 
photographs.  The Phase II investigation found the foundation remains of seven structures, 
including one house, a possible second house, a probable summer kitchen, a large dairy barn 
with milking parlor, a barn, a shed/outbuilding, a garage, and a privy.  Property deed records and 
artifact data suggest that the Bamboo Farmstead was established as early as the 1840s and was 
abandoned in 1953.   

The Phase II investigation involved systematic shovel testing on a 5-meter grid within the 
core of the site and shovel tests at a 10-meter interval around the perimeter of the core (Figure 
9.1).  Besides the shovel testing, the Phase II included the excavation of a limited number of 1x1 
meter units, which were positioned to investigate elements of the house foundation, a privy 
depression, and a sub-floor pit cellar identified within the house foundation.  In total, the Phase II 
investigation of the Bamboo Farmstead opened up and screened 110.5 m2 (0.6%) of the 
approximately 18,000 m2 site area.  Besides numerous historic-era artifacts from the late 
nineteenth to mid-twentieth century farmstead occupation, the Phase II excavation work also 
recovered 89 prehistoric artifacts (Table 9.1; Appendix E).  These artifacts demonstrate that 
prehistoric Native Americans made use of this space well before the nineteenth century 
farmstead occupation. 

The 33Pk211 prehistoric artifact assemblage consists of 74 pieces of FCR, two formed 
artifacts, and 13 pieces of lithic debris.  Figure 9.2 illustrates the distribution of prehistoric 
artifacts, which are concentrated on the ridgetop south and east of the historic-era building 
foundations.  The six flint types in the assemblage, including three unidentified varieties, 
resemble flints that would have been available in gravel deposits in the Scioto River floodplain.  
Two of the Delaware flint artifacts have water worn cortex typical of gravel-derived sources.  

The lithic debris represents the primary reduction process, as illustrated in Figure 3.1.  
Forty-three percent of the debris was derived from core reduction (non-bifacial) and 29 percent 
resulted from biface thinning for the purposes of manufacturing biface blanks.  Such biface 
blanks would have been converted into preforms which, in turn, would have become bifacial 
tools.  The Bamboo Farmstead assemblage contains no evidence of preform or biface tool 
manufacture.  The remaining lithic debris is classified as flake fragments and shatter, neither of 
which retains technological characteristics indicative of how they were created. 

The relatively sizeable FCR assemblage at the Bamboo Farmstead shows that the 
prehistoric site occupants made use of thermal features, such as hearths and earth ovens.   

The two formed artifacts in the lithic assemblage include a projectile point and what is 
classified as a drill fragment (Figure 9.3).  Metrics for these artifacts are provided in Appendix 
H.  Both objects are made from Delaware flint and both were found near one of the historic 
house foundations.  The projectile point is a complete specimen that resembles the Matanzas 
Type (Justice 1987; Ritchie 1971).  The Matanzas type has historically been dated consistently to 
around 2980-1723 B.C. and 3700-2000 B.C. in the eastern United States (Justice 1987).  A large 
assemblage of similar artifacts, however, from site 33At982 in Athens County, Ohio, were found 
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in association with nine radiometric dates that bracket 4000 B.C. (Pecora and Burks 2006).  This 
implies that the Bamboo Farmstead may have been occupied as early as 6000 years ago during 
the temporal interface between the Middle and Late Archaic periods.   

The Bamboo Farmstead drill fragment resembles the mid-section of a projectile point, but 
it is very narrow and thick like most drills.  When complete specimens are found, they frequently 
have basal elements or stems that resemble those observed on projectile points—primarily 
because exhausted projectile points were laterally recycled (tertiary reduction) into drilling tools. 

 
 

Table 9.1.  33Pk211 prehistoric artifact inventory. 

Material FCR 
Formed 
Artifacts 

Lithic 
Debris 

Total 

Brassfield - - 2 2 
Delaware - 2 6 8 
Unidentified - - 1 1 
Unidentified Black - - 1 1 
Unidentified Gray - - 1 1 
Upper Mercer - - 2 2 
Sandstone 74 - - 74 
Total 74 2 13 89 
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Figure 9.1.  33Pk211 site map showing Phase II fieldwork. 
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Figure 9.2.  33Pk211 site map showing prehistoric artifact distribution. 
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Figure 9.3.  33Pk211 prehistoric formed artifacts.  



 

59 
 

10.  33PK217 PREHISTORIC COMPONENT 
 
Site 33Pk217, the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead, is located on a broad and relatively 

flat terrace overlooking Little Beaver Creek in the north-central part of PORTS (Figures 1.1 and 
1.2).  The eastern edge of the site is marked by a bluff overlooking the creek below.  The 
farmstead site was originally documented during a Phase I survey by Schweikart et al. (1997), 
and it was further investigated at the Phase II level by Pecora and Burks (2012a).  Stockdale 
Road Dairy Farmstead once contained at least nine-ten buildings, including two houses, a large 
dairy barn with milking parlor, and several other outbuildings.  The Phase II survey identified 
two house foundations, the large barn with its milking parlor, two garage foundations, a small 
outbuilding foundation, a large cistern associated with the barn, and a pump house foundation 
with a well associated with the main house (Figure 10.1).  Information gleaned from the property 
deed records and artifact data suggests that the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead may have been 
established as early as the 1830s and was occupied until 1952.   

The Phase II investigation of the farmstead site involved systematic shovel testing on a 5-
meter grid within the core of the site and shovel tests at a 10-meter interval around the perimeter 
of the core (Figure 10.1).  A limited number of 1x1 meter units was used to investigate the main 
house foundation, a chimney base at the second house foundation, and two radar anomalies in 
the yard of the main house.  Besides recovering an abundance of historic-era artifacts, a 
moderate scatter of prehistoric artifacts was also identified.  The prehistoric artifacts were found 
in small amounts all across the site, including in the vicinity of the historic-era buildings, and 
there was a higher-density concentration at the site’s eastern edge, adjacent to the bluff 
overlooking the creek (Figure 10.2).  

Additional fieldwork designed to further investigate the prehistoric component of 
33Pk217 involved a magnetometer survey and the excavation of nine additional 1x1 meter units.  
The magnetometer survey covered 2024 m2 and was used to identify potential prehistoric 
archaeological features at the east edge of the site.  Figure 10.3 shows the results of the magnetic 
gradient survey.  Numerous large and strongly magnetic anomalies were found.  The arcing 
linear anomalies at the west edge of the magnetic data are related to the gravel driveway that 
connects the large dairy barn to the road.  These linear features could be gravel in the drive or 
they might be utility lines.  To the east of the gravel drive are numerous large dipolar simple 
anomalies and several anomalies that could be prehistoric pit-type features.  Figure 10.4 shows 
the eight anomalies that were singled out for coring.  Details related to each are provided in 
Table 10.1.  All of the anomalies in the Stockdale magnetic data are strongly magnetic and 
unusually large if they are related to prehistoric features.  Of the eight anomalies thought to be of 
archaeological interest, four were considered to be possible pit features, though these seemed 
rather large and strongly magnetic to be prehistoric features.  The remaining four anomalies are 
large and likely are related to historic-era activities, but they were included for coring in case 
they were associated with unexpected types of prehistoric features (e.g., house basins). 

An Oakfield soil corer, about 1 inch in diameter, was used to core the eight magnetic 
anomalies of potential interest.  At least five cores were taken, down to 80 cm below surface, at 
each anomaly location.  No soil, charcoal, or burned earth commonly associated with prehistoric 
archaeological features was encountered in the cores.  This suggests that the large magnetic 
anomalies at the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead are related to the historic-era occupation of the 
site.  They are most likely related to surface fires (e.g., to burn brush cleared from fence lines),  
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Figure 10.1.  33Pk217 site map showing Phase II fieldwork. 
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Figure 10.2.  33Pk217 site map showing prehistoric artifact distribution. 
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Figure 10.3.  Magnetic gradient data from 33Pk217. 
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Figure 10.4.  Magnetic anomalies of potential interest at 33Pk217. 
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Table 10.1.  Magnetic gradient anomaly data for 33Pk217. 

Anomaly 
# 

Northinga Easting 
Peak 

Intensity 
(nT)b 

Anomaly 
Classc 

Probing Results 

23 949.09 1076.36 15.6 MP Possible iron/pit feature 
24 953.33 1062.87 23.54 MP Probable iron, but possible feature 
25 964.39 1055.45 25.07 MP Probable iron, but large and no dipole 

26 975.75 1060 30.04 MP 
Large anomaly, strong, too big for 
iron object, could be burned area? 

27 960.45 1062.57 15.78 MP Possible pit, probable iron 
28 988.33 1048.18 22.94 MP/DS Probable iron, possible pit/burned 

29 988.93 1056.51 168 DC 
Unusual large anomaly, iron present, 
probable fence parts, could be other 

large historic feature 
30 943.48 1061.66 23.55 MP/DS Could be large piece of iron 

a – Northing and easting coordinates mark the center of the magnetic gradient anomaly and probing location. 
b – Peak intensity recorded from magnetic gradient data after processing with Zero Mean Traverse. 
c – MP=Monopolar Positive; MN=Monopolar Negative; DS=Dipolar Simple; DC=Dipolar Complex 
 
 
ground disturbance activities involving the dumping of transported soil, and/or ground 
disturbance common to cattle lots (e.g., around feeding stations and in wallows).  The lack of 
obvious prehistoric features in the magnetic data and coring does not preclude the possibility that 
such features are present at the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead.  Rather, it shows that the 
magnetic signatures of historic-era activities have overprinted the site, making it near impossible 
to see any subtle magnetic anomalies commonly associated with prehistoric archaeological 
features. 

The nine additional 1x1 meter units excavated as part of the prehistoric site Phase II at 
the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead were used to investigate potential features identified from 
the magnetometer survey (one 1x1 m unit at Anomaly 25) and to better sample artifact 
concentrations identified in the shovel test survey.  The Phase II investigation (combined) 
resulted in the excavation of 132 m2 (0.8%) of the approximately 16,000 m2 site area that defines 
33Pk217.  This resulted in the recovery of 413 prehistoric artifacts (Table 10.2; Appendix F).  
No prehistoric archaeological features, however, were identified in the areas tested. 

The prehistoric artifact assemblage includes 232 pieces of FCR, two formed artifacts, and 
179 pieces of lithic debris.  These artifacts show that prehistoric Native Americans occupied site 
33Pk217 long before the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead occupation. 

The FCR, which is somewhat abundant in this assemblage, is made exclusively of 
sandstone, which was likely procured from Little Beaver Creek along the southeastern edge of 
the site.  With such a sizable FCR assemblage, it is likely that the prehistoric site occupants 
constructed and used thermal features, such as earth ovens and/or hearths.  Unfortunately, the 
extensive magnetic disturbance caused by the historic occupation made it impossible to detect 
these thermal features in the magnetic survey. 

The formed artifacts in the Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead assemblage include a late 
stage biface blank fragment made from Brassfield flint and a bifacial tool fragment made from 
Vanport flint (Figure 10.5).  Metric attributes for these objects are provided in Appendix H.  No 
temporally diagnostic artifacts were recovered.  The late stage biface blank fragment represents 
the middle part of the primary reduction stage and was probably discarded as a result of 
inadvertent breakage during the manufacturing process.  Had the reduction process succeeded, 



 

65 
 

this artifact would have been converted into a preform which, in turn, would have become a 
bifacial tool, such as a projectile point.  The small biface tool fragment, which is made from 
Vanport flint, is probably a projectile point fragment that may have broken in use, rejuvenation 
(secondary reduction), or recycling (tertiary reduction). 

 
 

Table 10.2.  33Pk217 prehistoric artifact inventory. 

Stone Type FRC 
Formed 
Artifacts 

Lithic 
Debris 

Total 

Brassfield - 1 30 31 
Brush Creek - - 4 4 
Delaware - - 70 70 
Paoli? - - 16 16 
Unidentified Black - - 10 10 
Unidentified Gray - - 1 1 
Unidentified - - 10 10 
Upper Mercer - - 15 15 
Zaleski - - 1 1 
Vanport - 1 22 23 
Sandstone 232 - - 232 
Total 232 2 179 413 

 
 
The Stockdale Road Dairy Farmstead lithic debris assemblage is dominated by flint types 

that can be found in the gravel deposits in the Scioto River floodplain (Table 10.2; Appendix F).  
This is supported by the presence of water-worn cortex on nearly 16 percent of the debris.  
Nearly all of the lithic debris was generated during the primary reduction process and 31 percent 
is from core (pre-bifacial) reduction.  Nearly a quarter (23%) of the debris was generated from 
the early and late stage percussion biface thinning process for the creation of biface blanks and 
40 percent is classified as technologically non-diagnostic debris, meaning it does not exhibit 
attributes that are indicative of a particular reduction process.  The balance, six percent, is 
classified as pressure flakes, which could have been created during the final stages of the 
primary reduction process or during the secondary and tertiary reduction processes.   
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Figure 10.5.  33Pk217 prehistoric formed artifacts.  
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11.  33PK218 PREHISTORIC COMPONENT 
 
Site 33Pk218, the Cornett Farmstead/House site, is located on a small flat area along the 

spin of a small dissected toe-ridge near the northeastern edge of PORTS (Figures 1.1 and 1.2).  
The farmstead site was originally documented during a Phase I survey by Schweikart et al. 
(1997) and was further investigated at a Phase II level by Pecora and Burks (2012a).  The 
Cornett Farmstead/House site once contained five buildings based on what is visible on the 
1938/39 and 1951 aerial photographs.  The remains of a house foundation with an internal pit 
cellar, a root cellar, a well, a privy vault, and a retaining wall were found during the Phase II 
survey (Figure 11.1).  Information gleaned from the property deed records and artifact 
assemblage suggests that the South Shyville Farmstead was first established around the turn of 
the twentieth century and was occupied through 1952.   

The Phase II investigation involved systematic shovel testing on a 5-meter grid within the 
core of the site and on a 10-meter grid around the perimeter of the core (Figure 11.1).  Besides 
the shovel testing, a limited number of 1x1 meter excavation units were used to investigate the 
house foundation, a privy vault, and three radar anomalies within and around the house 
foundation.  In total, the Phase II investigation of the Cornett Farmstead/House site excavated 
and screened 110.5 m2 (0.8%) within the approximately 14,000 m2 site area.  The Phase II survey 
resulted in the recovery of 72 prehistoric-era artifacts besides the numerous historic-era artifacts 
that were deposited at this location during the early twentieth century farmstead occupation 
(Table 11.1; Appendix G).   

Figure 11.2 illustrates the distribution of prehistoric artifacts within 33Pk218.  Most were 
found a few meters northwest of the house foundation in a concentration measuring about 15x20 
meters.  Artifacts were found in several other areas of the site to the north and south of the house, 
including one concentration with a flake tool located at the edge of the floodplain of the small 
creek that flows by the east side of the house.  Because the prehistoric artifacts and the house 
foundation are functionally, temporally, and culturally unrelated, the juxtaposition of these site 
elements fortuitous—both the prehistoric and historic occupants of this site used the relatively 
flat ground overlooking the creek.   

The prehistoric artifact assemblage consists of 57 fragments of FCR, 11 pieces of lithic 
debris, and four formed lithic artifacts.  The somewhat sizeable FCR assemblage, which comes 
predominantly from the concentration to the northwest of the house, shows that thermal features 
were constructed and used by the prehistoric inhabitants of this site.   

The small lithic debris assemblage includes an interior flake, three early and late biface 
thinning flakes, two pressure flakes, and five flake fragments and shatter.  Most of the debris in 
this assemblage is made from flint types that would have been available in the gravel deposits 
located in the Scioto River floodplain.  Two artifacts, however, resemble Paoli or Carter County 
Flint, which comes from Kentucky and must have been transported northward, through trade or 
direct acquisition, for use at Cornett. 

The technological analysis of the lithic debris suggests that it was generated during the 
primary reduction process, though the pressure flakes may have been created from tool 
maintenance (secondary reduction) and/or tool recycling (tertiary reduction), as illustrated in 
Figure 3.1.   

The four formed artifacts found at the Cornett Farmstead/House site are classified as a 
projectile point, a uniface, a modified flake tool, and a flint nodule (Figure 11.3).  Metrics for 
these formed artifacts are provided in Appendix H.  The projectile point, which is made from 
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Brassfield flint, is missing its base, but it retains the entire length of the lozenge-shaped, beveled 
blade.  Without its base, the most diagnostic part of the projectile, it is difficult to compare this 
object to established types, but the object’s blade somewhat resembles the blades of Lamoka 
type projectile points.  Furthermore, it is similar to the complete specimen recovered from Ruby 
Hollow Farmstead.  The Lamoka type has been found in contexts that date to 3500-2500 B.C. 
(Justice 1987).  The presence of this artifact in this assemblage suggests that the Cornett 
Farmstead/House site may have been occupied approximately 5500-4500 years ago, during the 
Late Archaic period.  

The uniface tool is a large Upper Mercer flint flake with edge modification (Figure 11.3).  
The flake would have been detached from a core and, had it not been modified into a tool, would 
have been classified as an interior flake.  It is called a uniface because it has unidirectional 
flaking along one margin to form a steep or blunt edge.  This flaking creates the working-edge of 
what is frequently interpreted to be a scraping tool for working hides and other materials. 

The modified flake tool fragment is made from what appears to be Paoli flint (Figure 
11.3).  Like the uniface, it is an interior flake with flaking along one margin.  Unlike the uniface, 
the flaking is very small and forms a much lower angle.  Edges with this type of flaking are often 
interpreted to be working edges (i.e., the cutting edge).  However, this kind of small, low-angle 
flaking is more likely meant to dull the edge, producing a backing that would have functioned in 
a similar way to the flat and dull back edge of a modern knife. 

The flint nodule (not depicted in Figure 11.3) is made from Delaware flint with water-
worn cortex.  Outside of an archaeological site context, this object would not be classified as an 
artifact.  It, however, must have been transported to 33Pk218 by the site’s prehistoric inhabitants 
as a source of raw material for stone tool manufacture.  

 
 

Table 11.1.  33Pk218 prehistoric artifact inventory. 

Material FRC 
Formed 
Artifacts 

Lithic 
Debris 

Total 

Brassfield 1 1 
Delaware 1 2 3 
Paoli? 1 1 2 
Sandstone 57 57 
Unidentified 1 1 
Upper Mercer 1 2 3 
Vanport 5 5 
Total 57 4 11 72 
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Figure 11.1.  33Pk218 site map showing Phase II fieldwork. 
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Figure 11.2.  33Pk218 site map showing prehistoric artifact distribution. 
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Figure 11.3.  33Pk218 prehistoric formed artifacts.  
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12.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The prehistoric archaeological components considered in this report were found while 

conducting Phase II surveys at six PORTS historic-era farmstead sites (33Pk185, 33Pk203, 
33Pk206, 33Pk211, 33Pk217, and 33Pk218) (Pecora and Burks 2012a).  Investigations to 
identify historic-era archaeological resources at each site involved the excavation of shovel tests 
on a 5-meter grid and it was the shovel testing process that initially identified the prehistoric 
components at each site.  Archival research and analyses of the historic-era artifact assemblages 
show that the farmstead sites were established in the middle to late nineteenth century and were 
occupied until the middle part of the twentieth century.  These historic-era occupations resulted 
in the construction of farm houses, barns, outbuildings, fences, wells, and cisterns, and resulted 
in the deposition of large quantities of historic-era artifacts.  The farmstead occupations also 
produced ground disturbances associated with the construction of buildings, landscaping, 
roadways, cultivation, pasturing, and other activities associated with farming life.  Before the 
establishment of the farmsteads, the native trees and their root systems would have been 
removed, probably during the early part of the nineteenth century.  After the farms were 
purchased by the United States government during the early 1950s, the farmstead buildings were 
razed and, excluding portions of many building foundations, the razed building materials were 
removed to an unknown location.  The ground surfaces within each of the six sites show large 
tire ruts, bulldozer paths, and push-piles, which reveal that heavy machinery, must have been 
used during the razing process.  It is clear that during the course of roughly 150 years, the 
landscapes containing these farmsteads have been greatly altered.  Such ground alterations would 
have had some impact on earlier prehistoric archaeological resources contained within the 
bounds of the farmsteads, but good evidence of prehistoric occupations was still found, including 
tight clusters of prehistoric artifacts. 

The identification of prehistoric components at each of the six historic-era farmsteads 
shows that each of the sites was previously occupied by one or more Native American groups.  
Based on the temporally diagnostic artifacts found with some of the prehistoric components, 
these prehistoric occupations likely occurred at a time when hunter-gatherer groups lived in 
southern Ohio.  Evidence of their occupations, especially in topographic settings like those found 
at PORTS, can be very difficult to detect in archaeological surveys.  The effects of the later 
historic-era farmstead activity on the prehistoric archaeological deposits complicates the 
detectability of these prehistoric sites as certain land modifications, such as deep plowing, will 
often completely remove prehistoric subsurface features.  As is described above, features such as 
hearths, earth ovens, post-mold structure foundations, and storage pits, are important sources of 
archaeological information about domestic sites located in Ohio’s uplands.  Features not only 
inform archaeologists about how prehistoric occupations were organized (site structure), but they 
also often contain dietary and temporal information in the form of carbonized plant remains and 
animal bone.  These data sources enable archaeologists to infer (1) when sites were occupied, (2) 
what types of activities occurred during the occupation(s), and (3) what was made and consumed 
during the occupation(s).   

Present at each of the six sites are prehistoric artifact middens—that is, accumulations of 
artifacts that built up on the surface during the site occupations.  During the millennia since the 
sites were occupied, the artifacts in these middens have become part of the topsoil layer at each 
site.  Middens are just as important archaeologically as subsurface features.  They provide 
information about refuse disposal behavior and tool manufacture and use, the age of the site (in 
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the form of temporally diagnostic artifacts), and other various activities.  In fact, middens contain 
the majority of the artifacts deposited at any given site.  Although they, too, can be damaged and 
disturbed by later historic-era farmstead activities, the artifacts contained in middens are seldom 
removed from a site (as is often the case with features, when they are plowed up), except when 
they are collected by relic hunters.  To remove a site’s artifacts in an appreciable way would 
require large-scale cutting and filling.  Although all six farmsteads contain evidence of fairly 
substantial surface disturbance, there is no evidence of major earth removal at a scale that would 
have drastically impacted the middens at these six sites.  Therefore, the prehistoric middens still 
present at these sites contain large numbers of artifacts, of which the objects reported here are 
just small samples.  Importantly, discrete clusters of objects were found at all six sites, showing 
that these sites also still have some level of structural integrity within their middens. 

Prehistoric upland sites, like those considered in this study, have the potential to contain 
information that is important to our understanding of prehistory.  They are components of larger 
and more complex settlement systems used by Ohio’s prehistoric inhabitants.  Aside from those 
few archaeological sites that may retain evidence of unusual behavior or, perhaps, contain rarely 
found temporal components (e.g., Paleoindian or earlier), the presence of intact or relatively 
intact archaeological features (along with their associated artifact assemblages) is important for 
an upland domestic site to be considered archaeologically significant.  It is from this perspective 
that the NRHP eligibility assessments are made for sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 33Pk206, 33Pk211, 
33Pk217, and 33Pk218 in this study. 

Table 12.1 summarizes the archaeological findings from all six sites and includes 
information about: (1) site size, (2) percentage of area excavated, (3) number of prehistoric 
artifacts recovered, (4) the average number of prehistoric artifacts recovered per shovel test, (5) 
the presence or absence of identified prehistoric archaeological features, (6) prehistoric temporal 
components identified, and (7) recommendation for or against NRHP eligibility.  The site sizes 
range from 10,000 m2 to more than 18,000 m2, but these site areas refer to the amount of area 
surveyed to investigate the historic-era farmstead components.  Thus, these site sizes are larger 
than the areas that contain the prehistoric artifacts.  The artifact distribution maps, derived from 
systematic shovel test data and illustrated in Figures 6.2, 7.2, 8.2, 9.2, 10.2, 11.2, show that 
prehistoric artifacts were found widely scattered and in small numbers across each of the site 
areas.  At sites 33Pk203 and 33Pk217, however, larger and denser concentrations of prehistoric 
artifacts were found on the outer margins of the historic-era components of the sites.  This 
finding, in part, prompted the additional investigations to focus on the prehistoric components of 
sites 33Pk203 and 33Pk217.  To aid in the location of subsurface prehistoric features, magnetic 
gradient data were collected in areas thought to contain few historic-era features and objects.  

The number of prehistoric artifacts recovered from sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 33Pk206, 
33Pk211, 33Pk217, and 33Pk218 ranges from as few as 24 from 33Pk185 to as many as 816 
from 33Pk203 (Table 12.1).  By far, 33Pk203 and 33Pk217 produced the largest assemblage.  In 
part, this is because both sites were subjected to additional excavations that focused on the areas 
of the sites containing the highest densities of prehistoric artifacts.  It is possible that comparably 
larger prehistoric artifact assemblages could have been recovered from the four other sites had 
similar additional excavations been conducted. 
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Table 12.1.  Archaeological summary of sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 33Pk206, 33Pk211, 33Pk217, 
and 33Pk218. 
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33Pk185 18,575 m2 0.5% 24 0.04 no Prehistoric no 

33Pk203* 10,000 m2 1.0% 816 0.25 **no 
Early Archaic; 
Late Archaic; 

Early Woodland 
no 

33Pk206 14,000 m2 0.7% 30 0.04 no Prehistoric no 

33Pk211 18,000 m2 0.6% 89 0.19 no Middle-Late Archaic no 

33Pk217* 16,000 m2 0.8% 413 0.35 **no Prehistoric no 

33Pk218 14,000 m2 0.8% 72 0.13 no Late Archaic no 

* refers to sites where additional Phase II-level field work was conducted to further investigate prehistoric components.  **refers to sites where 
magnetometer was used in an effort to detect archaeological features 

 
The average number of prehistoric artifacts per shovel test is another way to measure the 

character of artifact density at these sites.  Among the six sites presented in this report, this 
density measure ranges from 0.04 artifacts per shovel test at sites 33Pk185 and 33Pk206 to 0.35 
artifacts per shovel test at 33Pk217.  With similar shovel testing techniques used at all six sites 
(i.e., a 5-meter grid across the core of the site and a 10-meter grid around the periphery), these 
data independently show that sites 33Pk203 and 33Pk217 contain the largest quantity of 
prehistoric artifacts. 

Because there is very little difference in how flint was used at these six locations, as all 
six lithic assemblages reflect opportunistic uses of locally available stone that would have been 
available in the Scioto River floodplain, it may be inferred that the lithic debris assemblage sizes 
are a reflection of the longevity of the prehistoric occupations at each site—longer occupations 
produced a larger number of artifacts in the site midden.  Another factor is the number of 
occupations represented at each site, as assemblage size also may be an indication of the number 
of different occupations (sites with fewer objects may have been occupied fewer times).  Of 
course, not all occupations involved the same kinds of flint knapping activities.  Thus, a third 
plausible, and often overlooked, explanation is that some occupations did not involve the use or 
manipulation of much stone at the earlier reduction stages.  More simply put, it may be that little 
or no primary reduction (tool manufacture), as is illustrated in Figure 3.1, occurred at those sites 
with small lithic debris assemblages, and yet they were occupied just as many times or for as 
long a duration as sites with numerous artifacts.  One way to determine if this “reduction stage 
effect” is having a big impact on the formation of the archaeological assemblages related to a 
group of sites is to compare the relative amounts of primary versus secondary reduction debris in 
their assemblages.  It is possible that sites with little primary reduction debris are rich in 
secondary (tool maintenance) and tertiary (tool recycling) debris.  However, the debris from 
secondary and tertiary reduction is often very small and unrecoverable using standard 
archaeological methods (i.e., ¼-inch mesh screening).  This scenario may help explain some of 
the variability among these six PORTS sites, and it can be observed in the formed artifact 
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assemblage from a site, which tends to correspond with debris density.  Sites containing 
manufacturing discards (core and blank fragments), which are parts of the primary reduction 
process, tend to be associated with higher debris density sites.  Those sites with few 
manufacturing discards but more true tools, which represent secondary and tertiary reduction, 
tend to be associated with lower debris densities.  

Excluding site 33Pk185, all sites produced formed lithic artifacts, that is, manufacturing 
discards and/or tools.  Site 33Pk203 produced the largest formed artifact assemblage and is 
associated with the second highest debris density.  This assemblage contains two core fragments 
and a modified flake blank fragment (primary reduction), a late stage biface (tool?) fragment, 
three projectile points, and a biface tool fragment.  Most of the tools in the 33Pk203 assemblage 
would represent secondary reduction, but one has been recycled and represents tertiary 
reduction.  Site 33Pk206 produced a single projectile point (secondary reduction) in association 
with the lowest debris densities observed among the six sites.  Site 33Pk211 produced two tools 
including a projectile point (secondary reduction) and a drill fragment (possibly representing 
tertiary reduction) and no production discards.  Lithic debris density at 33Pk211 is moderately 
low.  Site 33Pk217 produced only two formed artifacts, including a late stage biface blank 
fragment (primary reduction) and a small bifacial tool fragment (tertiary reduction), despite 
having the largest debris assemblage.  Site 33Pk218 produced three tools, including a projectile 
point, a uniface/scraper tool, and a modified flake tool, but no production discards.  This reflects 
one of the larger of the six tool assemblage, despite the fact that 33Pk218 produced a small 
debris assemblage.   

Another important artifact class to consider is fire-cracked rock.  All six sites produced 
FCR, which is good evidence that the prehistoric residents at these sites made and used thermal 
features.  Locally available sandstone was most often used in these thermal activities, and it 
could be gathered from the nearby side-slopes and small stream bottoms.  In one instance, at site 
33Pk203, a small amount of igneous rock was used in thermal features.  The source of this 
material is not known, but several investigations of the adjacent Little Beaver Creek revealed no 
evidence of rock of this type.  The closest likely source for igneous cobbles is the Scioto River 
floodplain, located several miles to the west.  Why the occupants of 33Pk203 would expend the 
effort to acquire these igneous rocks from such a distance, when sandstone was readily available, 
is unknown.  Perhaps these igneous rocks were purposefully transported from a previous 
occupation, because of their known thermal properties, or they were part of some larger toolkit 
that was transported from site to site.  Regardless of the source, the presence of FCR at these 
sites is an important indicator for the potential presence of intact subsurface features.    

Magnetometer surveys designed to identify potential prehistoric archaeological features 
at sites 33Pk203 and 33Pk217 identified numerous magnetic anomalies, but in spite of coring at 
each anomaly and larger scale excavations designed to further explore several anomalies, no 
subsurface prehistoric features were located at either site.   This suggests that (1) there were 
never any subsurface features present at these sites and all of the FCR was produced in surface 
hearths/feature, (2) the subsurface features at these sites have been destroyed through plowing or 
other historic-era activity, and/or (3) the magnetic signatures of historic-era ground disturbances 
are masking the magnetic signatures of the prehistoric features.  

Despite the lack of known prehistoric features and samples for radiometric dating, 
temporal data was obtained from three sites (33Pk203, 33Pk211, and 33Pk218) in the form of 
temporally diagnostic projectile points.   These data suggest that the prehistoric archaeological 
record at site 33Pk203 was created during three distinct time periods: Early Archaic, Late 
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Archaic, and Early Woodland.  The Early Archaic component is represented by a projectile point 
consistent with types in the Kirk Corner Notch Cluster, which have been dated to 7500-6900 B.C 
(Justice 1987).  The Late Archaic component is represented by a projectile point that resembles 
the Lamoka type; and the Early Woodland component is represented by a recycled specimen that 
resembles types within the Early Woodland Stemmed Cluster.  The Lamoka type dates to about 
5500-4500 B.C. and the early Woodland Stemmed Cluster dates to the period 1000 B.C. to 200 
B.C. (Justice 1987).  Having the largest and most diverse formed artifact assemblage, it is not 
surprising that 33Pk203 was created by at least three distinct prehistoric occupations.   

At least one temporal component is represented in the 33Pk211 assemblage.  The 
Matanzas type point found there traditionally dates to the Late Archaic period (2980-1723 B.C. 
and 3700-2000 B.C), but it may date as far back as 4000 B.C. (Pecora and Burks 2006). 

Site 33Pk218 produced the blade portion of what appears to be a Late Archaic Lamoka 
type point similar to what was recovered from 33Pk203.  Unlike the 33Pk203 specimen, 
however, the 33Pk218 point has a heavily beveled blade.   

The combined temporal data from 33Pk203, 33Pk211, and 33Pk218 demonstrates the 
PORTS landscape was occupied by hunter-gathers as far back as 9500 years ago and as recently 
as 3200 years ago.  Several of the other PORTS prehistoric sites have produced radiometric dates 
and artifacts corresponding with these same time periods and as recent as about 400-500 years 
ago (see Pecora and Burks 2013a).  The only temporal periods not represented amongst the 
PORTS prehistoric sites (those within the 3,777-acre reservation) are the Paleoindian and Middle 
Woodland periods, as well as possibly the Middle Archaic period.  The lack of Middle 
Woodland period sites is somewhat surprising given the proximity of Middle Woodland period 
earthwork complexes to the southwest, west, and northwest of PORTS (see Burks 2011). 

Based on data presented in this report, sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 33Pk206, 33Pk211, 
33Pk217, and 33Pk218 do not appear to be individually eligible for inclusion into the National 
Register of Historic Places, under Criterion D.  Of the six, sites 33Pk203 and 33Pk217 were 
thought to have the greatest archaeological potential based on their higher-density artifact 
clusters located away from the historic-era farmstead core areas.  Despite attempts to locate 
archaeological features at these sites using a magnetometer survey, none were found.  A similar 
field approach (shovel testing and magnetic gradient survey) used at four other PORTS sites 
(33Pk347, 33Pk348, 33Pk371, and 33Pk372) worked extremely well and identified numerous 
features of diverse types and temporal affiliations (Pecora and Burks 2013a).  One potential 
explanation for the differences between the two groups of sites is that 33Pk347, 33Pk348, 
33Pk371, and 33Pk372 are located far from known historic farmstead sites and in areas that have 
never been cultivated, which may have resulted in ideal site preservation conditions, whereas 
sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 33Pk206, 33Pk211, 33Pk217, and 33Pk218 have been adversely 
affected by historic-era plowing and other farmstead-related activities.  Whatever the case may 
be, no further work is recommended for the prehistoric components of sites 33Pk185, 33Pk203, 
33Pk206, 33Pk211, 33Pk217, and 33Pk218.    
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14.  APPENDIX A:  ARTIFACT INVENTORY APPENDICES KEY 
 
 
SS   Sandstone 
Igneous  Igneous Stone 
UM/Zal  Black Flint; Upper Mercer or Zaleski Flint 
Unid   Unidentified Flint; various low grade cherts 
Van   Vanport Flint; Flint Ridge Flint 
Del   Delaware Flint 
Brass   Brassfield Flint 
Brush   Brush Creek Flint 
Paoli   Possible Paoli Flint 
 
FCR   Fire Cracked Rock; Thermal Stone; Burnt Stone 
Mod Blank  Tabular Flint Nodule or Spall that has been bifacially modified 
P.Point   Projectile Point 
Mod. Flake  Modified Flake Tool 
Frag   Fragment 
 
Prim Decort  Primary Decortication Flake; 100% cortex on dorsal surface 
Sec Decort  Secondary Decortication Flake; <100% cortex on dorsal surface 
Int   Interior Flake; not bifacial 
Bipolar  Flake with bipolar attributes 
Edge Prep  Edge Preparation Flake 
Alt   Alternate Flake 
EBT   Early Percussion Biface Thinning Flake 
LBT   Late Percussion Biface Thinning Flake 
Pressure  Biface Thinning Pressure Flake 
Notch   Biface Notching Flake 
FF   Non-diagnostic Flake Fragment 
SH   Flint Shatter 
WW   Water Worn 
cmbs   Centimeters below surface 
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15.  APPENDIX B:  33PK185 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 

N E Unit cm bs Stone FCR 
Sec 

Decort Interior 
Burnt 

Shatter Total 
Pit Cellar NW1/4 20-30 Van 1 1 
Pit Cellar NW1/4 40-50 Van 1 1 

1010 995 50x50 Van 1 1 
Pit Cellar NW 1/4 1x1 40-50 SS 1 1 

Unit D 1x1 0-10 SS 3 3 
1020 1010 50x50 SS 1 1 
1005 995 50x50 SS 2 2 
1010 1020 50x50 SS 1 1 
1030 1030 1x1 0-30 SS 1 1 

1000.5 1000 50x50 SS 7 7 
1010 995 50x50 SS 5 5 

Total 21 1 1 1 24 
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16.  APPENDIX C:  33PK203 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 
33Pk203 Lithic Debris 
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945 1050 1x1 10-20 Del 1 1 
946 1050 1x1 10-20 Del 1 1 
946 1049 1x1 10-20 UM 1 1 
960 959.5 50x50 0-30 Del 1 1 
970 985 50x50 0-30 UM 1 1 
975 965 50x50 0-30 Vanport 1 1 
975 1055 50x50 0-30 Paoli? 1 1 
980 970 50x50 0-30 Del 1 1 
985 1010 50x50 0-30 UM 1 1 
985 1010 50x50 0-30 Del 1 1 
990 945 50x50 0-30 Brass 1 1 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Brass 1 1 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Del 1 1 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Black 1 1 2 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Vanport 1 1 2 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Del 1 1 2 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Del 2 1 1 2 6 

990.5 945 50x50 Brass 1 1 
991 996 1x1 0-23 Del 2 1 2 1 6 
991 996 1x1 0-23 Gray 1 1 
991 996 1x1 0-23 Del 1 1 
999 975 1x1 0-30 Brass 1 1 1 2 5 
999 975 1x1 0-28 UM 1 1 
999 975 1x1 30-40 Del 1 1 
999 975 1x1 0-30 UM 1 1 
999 975 1x1 40-50 Unid 1 1 
999 975 1x1 40-50 Del 1 1 
999 975 1x1 40-50 Gray 2 2 
999 975 1x1 0-28 gray 2 2 
999 975 1x1 0-28 Brass 2 2 
999 975 1x1 0-30 Black 1 1 1 3 
999 975 1x1 0-30 Del 1 2 4 7 
999 976 1x1 30-40 Del 1 1 1 3 
999 976 1x1 0-30 Del 2 1 3 
999 976 1x1 0-30 Del 1 1 
999 976 1x1 0-30 Vanport 1 1 
999 976 1x1 40-50 Black 1 1 



 

92 
 

33Pk203 Lithic Debris 
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999 976 1x1 40-50 Del 1 1 
999 976 1x1 0-30 Gray 1 1 
999 976 1x1 0-30 Vanport 1 1 
999 976 1x1 40-50 Gray 1 1 2 
1000 975 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
1001 1001.5 1x1 20-30 Vanport 1 1 
1002 1001.5 1x1 10-20 Paoli? 1 1 
1006 956 1x1 0-40 Del 1 1 
1006 956 1x1 0-40 Brass 1 1 2 
1009 956 1x1 0-40 Del 1 1 2 
1009 956 1x1 0-40 Vanport 3 3 6 
1009 956 1x1 0-40 Brass 1 1 2 2 6 
1020 940 50x50 0-30 Gray 1 1 
1020 945 50x50 0-30 Vanport 1 1 
1020 985 50x50 0-30 Brass 1 1 
1022 920 1x1 0-20 Brass 1 1 
1022 920 1x1 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
1022 920 1x1 0-20 Vanport 1 1 2 
1022 920 1x1 0-20 Black 4 4 
1025 940 50x50 0-30 UM 1 1 
1030 920 50x50 0-20 Del 3 3 
1030 910 50x50 0-30 Del 1 1 
1030 915 50x50 0-30 Brass 1 1 
1030 915 50x50 0-30 Vanport 1 1 
1030 915 50x50 0-30 Del 1 1 
1030 920 50x50 0-20 Vanport 2 1 3 
1030 925 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
1030 945 50x50 0-30 UM 1 1 
1032 924 1x1 0-25 UM 1 1 
1032 924 1x1 0-25 Del 1 1 2 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Unid 1 1 2 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 UM 1 1 2 
1032 924 1x1 0-25 Vanport 2 2 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Black 1 1 1 3 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Vanport 3 3 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Brass 1 1 1 3 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Brass 1 3 4 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Del 1 1 1 1 1 5 10 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Del 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 5 4 1 2 22 
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33Pk203 Lithic Debris 
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1032 924 1x1 0-25 Del 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 10 
Unit A 1x1 0-10 UM 1 1 
Unit H 1x1 100-110 Del 1 1 
Unit H 1x1 80-90 Del 1 1 

Total 2 16 17 9 2 4 10 37 2 8 59 9 6 7 188 

 
33Pk203 Formed Artifacts and FCR 

N E Unit cm bs Stone FRC 
Core 
ww 

Mod 
Flake 
Blank 

ww 
Kirk 
PPT 

Lamoka 
PPT 

Early 
Woodland 
Stemmed  
PPT ww 

LS Biface 
Fragment 

Biface 
Tool 
Tip Total 

955 1000 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
980 945 50x50 0-20 Gray 1 1 
980 1000 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
980 1000 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 Igneous 1 1 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 SS 6 6 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 SS 31 31 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 SS 85 85 
990 974.5 1x1 0-26 SS 39 39 
990 965 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
991 966 1x1 0-23 SS 2 2 
991 966 1x1 0-23 SS 10 10 
995 970 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
999 975 1x1 40-50 SS 10 10 
999 975 1x1 30-40 SS 17 17 
999 975 1x1 0-28 SS 17 17 
999 975 1x1 0-30 SS 18 18 
999 975 1x1 0-28 SS 36 36 
999 976 1x1 40-50 SS 1 1 
999 976 1x1 30-40 UM 1 1 
999 976 1x1 0-30 SS 8 8 
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33Pk203 Formed Artifacts and FCR 

N E Unit cm bs Stone FRC 
Core 
ww 

Mod 
Flake 
Blank 

ww 
Kirk 
PPT 

Lamoka 
PPT 

Early 
Woodland 
Stemmed  
PPT ww 

LS Biface 
Fragment 

Biface 
Tool 
Tip Total 

999 976 1x1 30-40 SS 3 3 
1000 980 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
1009 956 1x1 0-40 SS 57 57 
1015 910 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
1015 915 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
1020 985 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
1020 920 0-20 SS 10 10 
1020 985 50x50 0-20 SS 8 8 
1022 920 1x1 0-20 SS 20 20 
1025 910 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
1025 915 50x50 0-20 SS 8 8 
1030 915 50x50 0-20 Igneous 3 3 
1030 915 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
1030 920 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
1030 940 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 SS 124 124 
1032 919 1x1 0-40 Unid 1 1 
1032 924 1x1 0-25 SS 69 69 

Unit A - 1x1 10-20 SS 3 3 
Unit A - 1x1 0-10 SS 14 14 
Unit B 1x1 0-20 SS 1 1 
Unit G 1x1 10-20 SS 1 1 

Total 620 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 628 
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17.  APPENDIX D:  33PK206 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 

N E Unit cm bs Stone FCR 

PPT 
Biface 
Mid 

Prim 
Decort 

Sec 
Decort 

Quarry  
Shatter 

Prim 
Decort 

Alt Interior LBT 
Flake 
Frag Total 

950 1035 50x50 ` Gray 1 1 
965 1040 50x50 SS 2 2 
995 1030 50x50 Del 1 1 
955 1035 50x50 Gray 1 1 

968.5 1024 1x1 30-40 Brush 1 1 
968.5 1024 1x1 30-40 Del 1 1 
968.5 1024 1x1 40-50 Del 1 1 
968.5 1024 1x1 40-50 UM 1 1 
968.5 1024 1x1 40-50 Del 1 1 2 
968.5 1024 1x1 80-90 Van 1 1 
968.5 1024 1x1 60-70 Del 1 1 2 
968.5 1024 1x1 60-70 Brush 1 1 
969.5 1024 1x1 10-20 Del 1 1 
969.5 1024 1x1 20-30 Del 1 1 
1000 1040 50x50 Del 1 1 
1015 985 50x50 0-24 SS 2 2 

1034.5 1006 1x1 10-20 Van 1 1 
1034.5 1005 1x1 10-20 UM 1 1 
1034.5 1006 50x50 10-20 SS 1 1 
1045 1020 50x50 Brass 1 1 
1045 990 50x50 10-20 SS 1 1 
1055 955 50x50 Van 1 1 

Unit F 0.5x1 20-30 UM 1 1 
Unit F 0.5x1 0-10 UM 1 1 
Unit C 1x1 20-25 SS 2 2 

Total 8 1 1 4 1 1 5 5 4 30 
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18.  APPENDIX E:  33PK211 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 

N E Unit cm bs Material FCR Drill PPT 
Sec 

Decort Interior EBT LBT FF Shatter Total 
945 970 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
950 970 50x50 0-20 SS 7 7 
955 970 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
955 975 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
960 930 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
960 975 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
960 995 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 970 50x50 0-20 SS 5 5 
965 990 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 990 50x50 0-20 SS 6 6 
965 1000 50x50 0-20 black 1 1 
965 970 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
970 920 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
970 975 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
970 980 50x50 0-20 SS 6 6 
980 980 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 

984.5 977 1x1 0-20 UM 1 1 2 
986.5 977 1x1 20-30 Del 1 1 
986.5 976 1x1 60-70 SS 1 1 
986.5 976 1x1 80-90 SS 3 3 
990 980 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
995 975 50x50 0-20 SS 7 7 
995 975 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
995 975 50x50 0-20 Gray 1 1 

1000 980 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
1000 980 50x50 0-20 SS 8 8 
1010 975 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
1040 975 50x50 0-20 SS 5 5 
Privy 1x1 70-80 Unid 1 1 
Privy 1x1 50-60 Brass 1 1 
Unit E 1x1 0-10 Del 1 1 
Unit F 1x1 10-20 Del 1 1 
Privy 1x1 70-80 Brass 1 1 

Total 74 1 1 2 3 1 3 1 3 89 
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19.  APPENDIX F:  33PK217 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 
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R

C
 

L
S

 B
if

ac
e 

F
ra

gm
en

t 

B
if

ac
e 

T
oo

l 
F

ra
gm

en
t 

P
ri

m
ar

y 
D

ec
or

t 
w

w
 

S
ec

. D
ec

or
t 

w
w

 

In
te

ri
or

 

P
ri

m
ar

y 
D

ec
or

t-
 

A
lt

er
n

at
e 

w
w

 

S
ec

 D
ec

or
t-

 A
lt

 
w

w
 

E
B

T
 

L
B

T
 

P
re

ss
u

re
 F

la
k

e 

F
la

k
e 

F
ra

gm
en

t 

B
u

rn
t 

F
la

k
e 

F
ra

g 

B
u

rn
t 

S
h

at
te

r 

S
h

at
te

r 

T
ot

al
 

920 1079.5 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
930 1060 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
930 1080 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
930 1080 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
950 1020 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
950 1020 50x50 0-20 black 1 1 
953 1060 1x1 0-12 Del 1 1 
953 1065 1x1 17-27 Unid 1 1 
953 1065 1x1 17-27 Del 1 1 1 3 
953 1065 1x1 17-27 black 1 1 ` 2 
953 1065 1x1 17-27 Unid 1 2 1 4 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 Paoli? 2 1 3 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 Del 3 1 1 5 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 UM 1 1 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 Van 1 1 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 UM 1 1 2 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 Del 1 1 2 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 Brass 1 1 
953 1065 1x1 17-27 SS 2 2 
953 1065 1x1 0-17 SS 13 13 
955 995 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
955 1030 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
955 1030 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
955 1060 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
955 1060 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
955 1065 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
955 1065 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
955 1065 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
955 1065 50x50 0-20 SS 8 8 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Gray 1 1 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 1 3 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
955 1070 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
955 1075 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
955 1080 50x50 0-20 Unid 1 1 
955 1080 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
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959 1021 1x1 12-22 Brass 1 1 
959 1021 1x1 0-12 Van 3 3 
959 1021 1x1 0-12 Del 1 1 2 
959 1021 1x1 0-12 Brass 1 1 2 
959 1021 1x1 0-12 Del 1 1 
959 1021 1x1 0-12 SS 13 13 
960 1010 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 2 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 Van 2 2 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
960 1020 50x50 0-20 SS 6 6 
960 1055 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
960 1065 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
960 1065 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 2 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 1 3 
960 1070 50x50 0-20 SS 6 6 
960 1075 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
960 1075 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
960 1075 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
960 1080 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
961 1020 1x1 0-20 black 1 1 
961 1020 1x1 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
961 1020 1x1 0-20 SS 20 20 
961 1070 1x1 0-20 Van 1 2 3 
961 1070 1x1 0-20 Brass 1 2 3 
961 1070 1x1 0-20 black 1 1 
961 1070 1x1 0-20 Del 1 2 2 5 
965 975 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
965 975 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 980 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
965 980 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
965 995 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
965 1025 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
965 1050 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
965 1050 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
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965 1055 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
965 1055 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
965 1055 50x50 0-20 Brush 1 1 
965 1055 50x50 0-20 SS 7 7 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Brass 1 1 2 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Unid 1 3 4 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 black 1 1 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Van 1 1 2 4 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 black 1 1 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Del 1 1 1 3 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Brass 1 1 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 Del 2 2 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 black 1 1 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 SS 9 9 
965 1056 1x1 0-20 SS 37 37 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
965 1065 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Unid 1 1 2 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Del 1 1 2 1 5 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Unid 1 1 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Brass 1 2 1 4 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Del 1 1 2 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Paoli? 1 1 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 Van 1 1 
965 1067 1x1 0-17 SS 28 28 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
965 1070 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
970 950 50x50 0-20 Zal 1 1 
970 985 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
975 1020 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
979 1057 1x1 0-13 Van 1 1 
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979 1057 1x1 0-13 Brass 1 1 
979 1057 1x1 0-13 Del 1 1 
979 1057 1x1 0-13 SS 7 7 
980 1040 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
980 1040 50x50 0-20 Brass 1 1 
980 1040 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
980 1040 50x50 0-20 brass 1 1 
980 1045 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
980 1050 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
980 1055 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 2 
980 1055 50x50 0-20 Paoli? 1 1 
980 1055 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 
980 1055 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
980 1065 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 black 1 1 2 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 Del 1 1 
980 1068 1x1 15-30 Del 1 1 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 Brass 1 2 3 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 Del 1 1 2 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 Del 1 1 
980 1068 1x1 0-15 SS 7 7 
980 1068 1x1 15-30 SS 6 6 
980 1068 1x1 30-40 SS 6 6 
980 1070 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
980 1070 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
980 1070 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
990 1040 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
990 1040 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 

1000 1015 50x50 0-20 SS 4 4 
1000 1060 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 

1002.5 948 1x1 0-10 Del 1 1 
1002.5 948 1x1 0-10 Del 1 1 
1010 1050 50x50 0-20 UM 1 1 

Unit A 1x1 0-10 Brass 1 1 
Unit A 1x1 0-10 SS 1 1 
Unit C 1x1 0-10 UM 1 1 
Unit C 1x1 0-10 SS 5 5 

Total 232 1 1 5 18 28 2 3 6 35 10 52 7 5 8 413 
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20.  APPENDIX G:  33PK218 PREHISTORIC ARTIFACT INVENTORY 

N E Unit cm bs Stone FRC Nodule Uniface 

Mod 
Flake 
Tool PPt Interior EBT LBT 

Pressur
e 

Flake 
Frag 

Burnt 
FF Total 

940 1015 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
945 995 50x50 0-20 Del 1 1 
950 1000 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
975 995 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
979 1009 1x1 40-50 Paoli 1 1 
979 1009 1x1 30-40 Del 1 1 
979 1009 1x1 50-60 Van 1 1 
980 1009 1x1 30-40 Brass 1 1 
980 1009 1x1 30-40 Del 1 1 
980 1009 1x1 30-40 Van 1 1 
980 1009 1x1 30-40 UM 1 1 
980 1009 1x1 30-40 Unid 1 1 
980 1009 50x50 10-20 SS 1 1 

983.5 1003.5 1x1 0-10 UM 1 1 
985 990 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
985 990 50x50 0-20 SS 6 6 
985 995 50x50 0-20 SS 14 14 

985.5 1005.5 1x1 20-30 Van 1 1 
990 990 50x50 0-20 SS 7 7 
990 995 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 

1000 990 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
1010 1010 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
1015 1005 50x50 0-20 SS 3 3 
1015 1010 50x50 0-20 SS 5 5 
1015 1020 50x50 0-20 SS 1 1 
1020 1025 50x50 0-20 Paoli 1 1 
1025 1025 50x50 0-20 Van 1 1 
1070 1060 50x50 0-20 SS 2 2 

Unit B 1x1 0-10 SS 1 1 
Unit C 1x1 0-10 UM 1 1 
Unit C 1x1 0-10 SS 7 7 

Total 57 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 4 1 72 
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21.  APPENDIX H:  FORMED ARTIFACT METRICS 
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33Pk203 Biface Tool Tip 7.6 12.5 4.9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.3 

33Pk203 
Late Stage Biface 

Fragment 
24.2 12.5 7.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1.6 

33Pk203 Core 27.0 26.8 12.4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9.1 

33Pk203 
Early Woodland 
Stemmed PPT 

32.3 22.4 7.5 n/a n/a 14.2 6.2 18.1 8.0 yes 5.2 

33Pk203 
Modified Flake 

Blank 
38.4 27.0 13.6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 15.5 

33Pk203 
Modified Flake 

Blank 
53.8 45.0 19.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 38.1 

33Pk203 Lamoka PPT 53.9 22.1 8.2 14.1 6.5 17.4 6.1 36.5 8.2 No 9.3 

33Pk203 Kirk Cluster PPT 30.4 21.5 6.4 12.2 4.5 8.0 2.8 22.4 6.3 yes 4.6 

33Pk206 
Projectile point 

fragment 
11.7 18.7 5.9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5.9 n/a 1.4 

33Pk211 
Matanzas Cluster 

PPT 
31.0 19.7 7.3 16.9 5.0 5.9 4.4 25.1 7.2 yes 4.8 

33Pk211 Drill 26.2 12.1 5.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1.6 

33Pk217 
Late Stage Biface 

Fragment 
24.6 21.8 7.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4.1 

33Pk217 
Biface Tool 
Fragment 

10.4 6.0 4.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.2 

33Pk218 Modified Flake   16.7 12.5 7.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1.1 

33Pk218 Uniface 26.6 24.2 7.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4.9 

33Pk218 Lamoka PPT 54.3 20.9 9.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 54.3 20.9 no 9.0 

 
 


