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ABSTRACT
The Louis Berger Group, Inc., Richmond, Virginia, has completed an archaeological survey in
association with potential future site development at the North Anna Early Site Permit (ESP) site
in Louisa County, Virginia. The archaeological survey was carried out on behalf of Dominion
Resources, Inc. The proposed project addresses the suitability for construction of reactor
buildings, cooling towers, spoils and overflow storage areas, and construction easements.
Previous archaeological investigations (Ahlman and Mullin 2001; Voigt 2003) have determined
that the Area of Potential Effects for the proposed project has been modified extensively during
the siting and construction of the existing North Anna Power Station. Ten Survey Areas, totalinig
approximately 6.0 acres (2.4 hectares) in size, were investigated during the archaeological
survey. These represent portions of the APE that (1) have not been previously disturbed by
construction of the original power station and (2) required subsurface testing based on the results
of a field inspection of the APE (Voigt 2003).
Prior to the archaeological fieldwork, background research was conducted at the Virginia
Department of Historic Resources in Richmond to determine whether any additional historic
properties had been recorded within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE subsequent to
previous archaeological assessment investigations conducted by Berger (Ahlman and Mullin
2001). A review of the archaeological and architectural site inventory files at the VDHR
identified a total of five historic properties within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE.
Two previously recorded historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222) are located within
the APE.
The objectives of the archaeological survey, conducted between May I and 5, 2006, were to (1) identify
any archaeological sites within the APE and (2) evaluate the possible eligibility of any such sites for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. The archaeological survey fieldwork consisted of
pedestrian surface survey and shovel testing.
With the exception of the two previously recorded historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222),
no artifacts, cultural features, or cultural deposits were identified during the archaeological survey.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The Louis Berger Group, Inc. (Berger), Richmond, Virginia, has completed an archaeological survey in
association with potential future site development at the North Anna Early Site Permit site in Louisa
County, Virginia. The archaeological survey was carried out on behalf of Dominion Resources, Inc. The
proposed project addresses the suitability for construction of reactor buildings, cooling towers, spoils and
overflow storage areas, and construction easements. Previous archaeological investigations (Ahlman and
Mullin 2001; Voigt 2003) have determined that the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed
project has been modified extensively during the siting and construction of the existing North Anna
Power Station (Figure 1). Ten Survey Areas, totaling approximately 6.0 acres (2.4 hectares) in size, were
investigated during the archaeological survey. These represent portions of the APE that (1) have not been
previously disturbed by construction of the original power station and (2) required subsurface testing
based on the results of a field inspection of the APE (Voigt 2003).
Prior to the archaeological fieldwork, background research was conducted at the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (VDHR) in Richmond to determine whether any additional historic properties had
been recorded within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE subsequent to previous archaeological
assessment investigations conducted by Berger (Ahlman and Mullin 2001). A review of the
archaeological and architectural site inventory files at the VDHR identified a total of five historic
resources within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE. Two previously recorded historic cemeteries
(Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222) are located within the APE.
The objectives of the archaeological survey, conducted between May I and 5, 2006, were to (1) identify
any archaeological sites within the APE and (2) evaluate the possible eligibility of any such sites for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). The archaeological survey
fieldwork consisted of pedestrian surface survey and shovel testing
With the exception of the two previously recorded historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222),
no artifacts, cultural features, or cultural deposits were identified during the archaeological survey.
The archaeological survey was conducted pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as
amended) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800, as revised); the Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974; Executive Order 11593; and Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts
60-66 and 800 (as appropriate). The field investigations and technical report meet the specifications of
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(FederalRegister 48:190:44716-44742) (United States [U.S.] Department of the Interior 1983) and the
VDHR (2001) Guidelinesfor Conducting Cultural Resource Surveys in Virginia. The Project Manager
and Project Archaeologist meet or exceed the qualifications described in the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualifications Standards (FederalRegister 48:190:44738-44739) (U.S. Department of the
Interior 1983). All cultural materials collected, along with all records of this contract, have been cared for
in accordance with the requirements set forth in 36 CFR 79 and will be curated with the VDHR.
This report has been organized into seven chapters. Chapter II describes the project setting. Chapter III
presents the background research. The methods used for the archaeological survey are discussed in
Chapter IV, and the results of the archaeological survey are presented in Chapter V. Chapter VI provides
a summary and recommendations regarding the implications of the archaeological survey. Chapter VII
provides a list of the references cited. Appendix A contains an inventory of the artifacts recovered during
the archaeological survey and a description of the laboratory methods and analytical techniques used.

I

ArchaeologicalSurvey

North Anna PowerStation ESP. Louisa County, Virginia

The archaeological investigations were conducted under the direction of Project Manager Eric Voigt.
The archaeological fieldwork was conducted by Archaeologist John Mullin, assisted by Field
Archaeologists Travis Bugg, Hope Smith, Blair Toombs, and Warren Wilson. Mr. Mullin authored the
report. Graphics were prepared by Brad Duplantis.
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lURE 1:Locaioa of APE and SurveyAreas
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II. PROJECT SETTING
Louisa County lies within the Piedmont physiographic province. The VDHR's cultural region
classification system includes Louisa County within the Upper Piedmont cultural region (VDHR 1992).
The APE for the archaeological survey is located near the border with Spotsylvania County, on the south
side of the Lake Anna impoundment on the North Anna River (see Figure 1). The Piedmont
physiographic province is characterized by gently sloping to rolling terrain, broken up by multiple
streams with steep slopes in areas along drainageways. The APE is located in the former uplands along
the North Anna River, with terraces and sloping areas of drainage along the current banks of Lake Anna.
Although large portions of the APE have been disturbed by previous power plant construction, some
relatively undisturbed areas appear to be present.
The average annual temperature in Louisa is about 56 degrees Fahrenheit (13.3 degrees Celsius). The
average daily summer high of 88 degrees Fahrenheit (31.1 degrees Celsius) occurs in July, and the
average daily winter low of 26 degrees Fahrenheit (-3.3 degrees Celsius) occurs in January. The total
average annual precipitation of 41.8 inches (106.2 centimeters) falls almost evenly throughout the year,
with slightly greater rainfall in the summer months offset by snowfall in the winter months (Carter 1976).
Soils in the APE are of the Appling-Cecil soil association, and consist of well drained, clayey soils
located on ridges and sideslopes. The predominant soil type in the APE is Appling sandy loam, ranging
from 2 to 15 percent slopes and from eroded to severely eroded. Appling soils are formed from
weathered granite and. gneiss. Although these soils are prone to erosion they are well suited for
agricultural purposes (Carter 1976).
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III. RESULTS OF THE BACKGROUND RESEARCH
A.

INTRODUCTION

Background research for the archaeological survey was performed for two purposes: first, to compile and
assess existing cultural resource data pertinent to the APE; and second, to compile sufficient and
appropriate information to prepare a historic context as specified in VDHR guidelines for cultural
resource survey reports (VDHR 2001). The background research involved a review of the archaeological
site file inventory at the VDHR in Richmond and a review of maps and literature relative to the
prehistoric and historical background of the APE. The prehistoric and historic context sections below
follow the general outline of time periods presented in the VDHR's cultural resource survey guidelines
(VDHR 2001). The contexts, combined with a review of the previously recorded historic resource in the
vicinity of the APE, provided a basis for predicting the types of archaeological sites that may be
encountered during the archaeological survey.
B.

PREHISTORIC CONTEXT

The following discussion serves as a synthesis of various sources regarding the known cultural history of
the Middle Atlantic region and the eastern Piedmont and Coastal Plain of Virginia, providing a
framework within which information recovered from the investigation may be used to generate data
relative to the prehistoric settlement/subsistence patterns of prehistoric groups. Human occupations in the
region are generally divided into three cultural-temporal periods: Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland.

1.

PaleoindianPeriod(13,000 to 10,000 BP)

Most of what is known about this earliest cultural development must be inferred from sparse surface
recoveries of artifacts, particularly diagnostic fluted points; the term points refers to the morphology of
these bifaces and is not used to assign these forms to a particular functional class. This information can
be analyzed in conjunction with geochronological and paleoecological data to make generalized
assumptions about the earliest post-Pleistocene inhabitants.
Traditionally, the Paleoindian period (13,000 to 10,000 years before present [BP]) has been viewed as a
time when nomadic familial bands subsisted by hunting Pleistocene megafauna, e.g., mammoth and
mastodon. The current consensus, however, is that Paleoindian subsistence patterns were characterized
by a hunting/gathering economy that was based on the exploitation of either migratory game, such as
caribou, in the Northeast, or large, modem mammals, e.g., elk, deer, and moose, in the Southeast, and that
was supplemented by foraged or collected plant and animal taxa (Custer 1990). Evidence in support of
this model of Paleoindian subsistence economy has been recovered at a series of Paleoindian sites in the
Shenandoah River drainage (Gardner 1989). This work and a re-evaluation of earlier work both indicate
that the settlement/subsistence patterns of Paleoindian groups were characterized by small groups or
bands that occupied a series of transient camps along the smaller, upland streams rather than in the broad
bottomlands. These camps were relatively small and were probably occupied seasonally in order to
exploit locally abundant and accessible resources. Larger sites, possibly base camps, existed in locations
at which high-quality lithic resources also could have been exploited. These quarry-related base camps
were often located near major streams or in large, open, river valleys.
The artifact type that characterizes the Paleoindian period is the well-made fluted point, including the
Clovis, Hardaway-Dalton, Quad, and Cumberland types. Fluted points were first discovered in the 1920s
in the southwestem United States in direct association with the bones of extinct Pleistocene mammals,
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such as the mammoth and giant bison; they have not been recovered from similar contexts in the eastern
* United States. Raw-material analyses of fluted points and associated tools have indicated that
Paleoindian knappers preferred high-quality, cryptocrystalline lithic materials, such as jasper, chert, and
chalcedony. The Paleoindian toolkit also included scrapers (especially distal- and lateral-edge unifaces),
spokeshaves (concave unifaces), hammerstones, abraders, gravers, wedges, multi-use flakes, and bifaces
(Gardner 1989).
It is apparent from the artifacts recovered at the Flint Run Paleoindian Complex that two types of
flake/core reduction technologies were employed during the Paleoindian period: hand-held core and
bipolar core (Gardner 1989:19). The preference for high-quality lithic materials, especially at the
Williamson Site and the Flint Run Complex, have led some to suggest that Paleoindian groups were
"tethered nomads" (Turner 1989), or that they employed cyclical settlement systems that were focused on
lithic outcrops (Custer 1990:23). In low-biomass environments where lithic resources were rare and
where other resources may have been scattered relatively homogeneously across the landscape,
occupations located at or near quarries may also have functioned as major base camps from which groups
exploited other resources (Stevenson 1985). At Site 44HE251, located on a broad terrace above the
Chickahominy River in Henrico County, six fragments of Paleoindian haflted bifaces (four of which are
similar to the Plainview type) and nine steep-edged endscrapers were recovered during Phase II
investigations for a Virginia Power gas pipeline. The hafted bifaces are of nonlocal raw materials, and
the endscrapers are of quartz, reflecting the expedient nature of the latter.
2.

Archaic Period(10,000 to 3000 BP)

The early Holocene in Virginia continued on a developmental trajectory that had started at the end of the
Pleistocene, involving an increase in temperatures, a continued rise in sea levels, and the full development
of the postglacial, oak-hickory-pine forest. The boreal biota of the late Pleistocene were extirpated or
were restricted to refugia in the highest elevations of the central Appalachian Mountains (Delcourt and
Delcourt 1985). The geomorphology of the postglacial landscape became increasingly stable (Conners
1986).
a.

Early Archaic (10, 000 to 8000 BP)

Because of the climatic continuity from the Paleoindian period to the Early Archaic period, Gardner
(1989) and Custer (1990) believe that the Early Archaic period should be viewed as a substage of the
Paleoindian period. The environmental setting may have been similar; however, important changes
occurred both in settlement strategies (expansion into upland areas) and in lithic technology during the
Early Archaic, which may have precipitated important changes in the social systems of Early Archaic
groups.
Although the preference for nonlocal, high-quality lithic resources continued (Anderson 1991; Gardner
1989; Lowery and Custer 1990), the fluted points of the Paleoindian period were replaced with smaller,
formed hafted bifaces that were side-notched or stemmed to facilitate hafting. The blades of these points
often exhibit serrated edges.
These technological changes reflect the development of new
adaptive/hunting strategies that were oriented toward the exploitation of smaller game animals and plants
(McMillan and Klippel 1981), and may also reflect shifts in patterns of residential mobility (Odell 1994).
Diagnostic hafted bifaces of the Early Archaic in Virginia include Kirk Stemmed and Notched, Palmer
Corner Notched, and several small, bifurcated-base types, e.g., LeCroy and MacCorkle. The bifurcated
forms may have derived from the Kirk Corner Notched type and then developed into or were replaced by
stemmed forms, e.g., Stanly and Morrow Mountain (Anderson 1991:94). This period also witnessed the
introduction of a groundstone-tool technology, necessary for the exploitation of a temperate, woodland
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environment. Other tools incorporated into the Early Archaic toolkit include drills, adzes, numerous
scraper forms, gravers, and chipped-stone adzes (Gardner 1989; Lowery and Custer 1990). The addition
of plant food-processing implements, such as mortars and pestles and nutting stones, to the Archaic
toolkit indicates the increased importance of floral resources in Early Archaic economies. A trend toward
expedient technologies, e.g., the use of flake tools, becomes more apparent in the Early Archaic lithic
assemblages (Blanton and Sassaman 1989).
In the eastern Piedmont, settlement patterns expanded beyond the quarry-related base camp system that
characterized the Paleoindian period as groups occupied areas along the major river drainages, with
extractive sites located in upland areas and in specific, localized, environmental settings, e.g., freshwater
wetlands, springs, or bogs (Custer 1990:27). The variety of site types and activities represented during
the Early Archaic reflect an adaptation to an increased variety of resources that resulted from increases in
the diversity of environmental settings and seasonal fluctuations in climate.
The range of site locations spans every microenvironment in the Coastal Plain, from saline estuary shores
to the margins of major trunk streams and their tributary systems as well as pocosins and floodplain
swamps, each with its own potential foods and other resources (Blanton 1995; Phelps 1983:24). It should
be noted that the earliest Archaic sites in the Tidewater region have been flooded, like those of the
preceding period; discovery of previous riverine base camps and coastal sites should not be expected
except as resorted beach-line deposits and dredged secondary depositions (Phelps 1983:62). While the
uplands of the Coastal Plain were also exploited, the distance between streams is never great in this
region, and upland areas were readily accessible from streambank sites. Compared with the number of
sites dating to the preceding Paleoindian period, the number of Early Archaic sites is significantly
increased.
Bifurcated biface forms appeared at the end of the Early Archaic period, and the distribution of these
forms is limited to the interior of the Southeast and Middle Atlantic regions, two factors that may
represent changes in settlement/subsistence patterns brought about by the onset of the Hypsithermal
interval and the resulting expansion of pine forests in the Coastal Plain (Anderson 1991:96-97). Pine and
other conifer forests have a low exploitable biomass for humans and their targeted prey species.
b.

Middle Archaic (8000 to 5000 BP)

The settlement/subsistence pattern of Middle Archaic groups is characterized by the occurrence of larger
base camps along major river systems and their tributary streams, and smaller, short-term camps along the
higher-order streams and upland ridges. The establishment of base camps at the confluence of a major
stream and one of its tributaries, or on broad areas of land that protrude out above a floodplain or marsh,
continued to allow exploitation of a great variety and quantity of resources within a small area.
Innovations in lithic forms continued and are reflected in Middle Archaic material remains, e.g., the
appearance of atlatl weights and grooved axes. The appearance of various types of atlatl weights
indicates the landmark development of the spearthrower. Hafted bifaces of this period are large notched
and stemmed forms, such as the Morrow Mountain, Stanly, and Big Sandy types. The common
occurrence of groundstone mortars, pestles, manos, metates, nutting stones, grooved axes, and celts in
Middle Archaic occupations suggests a pronounced involvement in plant harvesting (Ford 1977). This
groundstone technology serves as a distinctive hallmark between Early Archaic and Middle Archaic
stone-tool assemblages throughout the Middle Atlantic region (Stewart and Cavallo 199.1).
The earliest phases of the Middle Archaic are represented by the various bifurcated biface forms that were
introduced during the previous cultural period. Stemmed, hafted biface forms, dominated by the Morrow
Mountain types (I and II), are particularly diagnostic of the Middle Archaic in the Coastal Plain. The
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Guilford type, a lanceolate hafted biface form, is a representative type that occurs in archaeological
contexts that date to the latter part of the Middle Archaic period. The side-notched Halifax type is also
found in Virginia during the latter portion of the Middle Archaic. Gardner (1989) notes a shift toward
quartz as a preferred raw material occurring in the Middle Archaic.
c.

Late Archaic (5000 to 3000 BP)

Lithic assemblages from this period are characterized by noticeable trends in the regionalization of
comer-notched and stemmed hafted biface forms. The "terminal" Late Archaic is marked by the
introduction of an inorganic container technology and by regional varieties of broad-bladed,
parallel-stemmed hafted bifaces that belong, in Virginia, to the Savannah River complex (Coe 1964:123124). In this cultural period, steatite bowls may have been an integral part of the Late Archaic artifact
assemblage in the Middle Atlantic and Northeastern regions and a precursor to ceramic vessels (Mouer
1991:47); however, recent research indicates that many steatite bowls post-date the presence of ceramics
in a region (Kenneth Sassaman, personal communication 1996). In other areas of the eastern United
States, Late Archaic groups were involved in interregional trade that included such items as copper from
the Great Lakes region, marine shells from the Gulf Coast, and imported, exotic, lithic raw material
(Winters 1969).
The subsistence economy of Late Archaic groups within the Middle Atlantic region shows evidence of a
stronger orientation to riverine resources (Mouer 1991) and the cultivation of native plant taxa (Fritz and
Smith 1988; Voigt and Pearsall 1989). This riverine orientation undoubtedly reflected an adaptation to
local hydrologic changes that resulted in vast areas of mudflats, salt marshes, freshwater swamps, and
other aquatic and semi-aquatic habitats. The spawning grounds of anadromous fish were expanded
enormously, and the vast fish runs that historically characterized the area began. Despite this focus,
however, the continued presence of interior sites appears to offer evidence of a subsistence economy that
was based on the exploitation of a broad range of plant and animal species, i.e., subsistence strategies that
were similar to those of the Middle Archaic.
The use of local lithic sources intensified, beginning with the Late Archaic period. Cobble sources from
along rivers and their tributary streams were utilized. Easily obtainable quartz, quartzite, and basalt were
preferred for hafted bifaces and larger tools; however, nonlocal materials, e.g., rhyolite for Savannah
River point types and steatite for cooking vessels, were also used.
3.

WoodlandPeriod(3000 to 300 BP)
a.

Early Woodland (3000 to 2550 BP)

Although ceramic technology developed as early as 4500 BP in portions of the southeastern United States
(Egloff 1991; Sassaman 1993), the adoption of this technology by human groups in Virginia is the
hallmark of Early Woodland period material culture. Mouer (1991:48) argues that Early Woodland
ceramics and other material culture "developed directly from their Transitional [Terminal Late Archaic]
antecedents in the [James River] valley." Throughout the eastern United States, the archaeological record
indicates that this technology was incorporated into a fundamentally Late Archaic lifestyle. Although the
cultivation of native plant taxa was practiced, the Early Woodland subsistence economy remained largely
based on hunting, fishing, and the gathering of wild plant foods. Other characteristics of Early Woodland
material culture include the replacement of broadspear biface forms with small, lanceolate, notched, and
stemmed biface forms and an elaboration in groundstone tool types (McLearen 1991:113-114).

8

North Anna Power Station ESP,Louisa County, Virginia

ArchaeologicalStirvey

Greater sedentism, which began in the Middle and Late Archaic, continued to develop during the Early
Woodland. For the lower James River valley, Gardner (1982) suggested that settlement patterns during
the period included two principal site types: macroband base camps and foray camps. The former site
type represents sites occupied by large sedentary groups. These sites lay along estuaries, placing their
inhabitants in close proximity to shellfish beds, which formed a significant segment of the subsistence
base, and other subsistence resources. Foray camps consisted of small, briefly occupied sites that lay in
the hinterland of the base camps, and which were visited to obtain specific resources. Gardner (1982) did
not observe evidence for seasonal congregations and dispersal of social groups relating to this period.
Early Woodland subsistence strategies also may have continued a trend begun during the late Late
Archaic. Stevens (1991) suggests that Early Woodland populations focused on the exploitation of a few
specific but plentiful food resources that became available at predictable locations and times of the year.
Such resources may have included anadromous fish, which can be easily harvested in large amounts
during annual runs. As evidence, Stevens cites the locations of large sites in estuarine or riverine
environments for greater reliance on the resources offered by these habitats, toolkits that reflect
woodworking and plant processing, improved storage technology, larger sites, and possible long-term
occupations of sites (Stevens 1991:208).
Mouer (1991) has defined three subperiods (Early Woodland I, II, and III) of the Early Woodland based
on the results of archaeological fieldwork conducted in the James River drainage (McLearen and Mouer
1989; Mouer et al. 1980; Mouer et al. 1985; Mouer et al. 1986). The Early Woodland I period consists of
the transition from the Late Archaic to the Early Woodland, which is marked by the presence or cooccurrence of slab-built, steatite-tempered Marcey Creek Plain ceramics, Savannah River bifaces, and
soapstone bowls about 2900 BP (Mouer 1991:47, 51). Marcey Creek ceramics are common in the Fall
Line zone and in the Piedmont, but are found sporadically in the Coastal Plain; Marcey Creek sherds have
been recovered in Early Woodland contexts in Chesterfield and Henrico counties in Virginia (Mouer
1991:49).
The Early Woodland II period is represented by early attempts at experimentation with pottery, and the
production of coiled pottery with cordmarked surface decoration, e.g., Seldon Island Cordmarked, and
Elk Island 1 phase (Accokeek) ceramics (2850 to 2750 BP) (Mouer 1991:48, 58-60). The Elk Island
complex (2850 to 2150 BP) appears to have occurred throughout the James and Potomac river drainages
and included small Savannah River, Calvert, and Piscataway biface types; chipped-stone and groundstone
celts and adzes; drills; gorgets; and cremation burials (Mouer 1991:57-58). These manifestations of Elk
Island material culture exhibit similarities to those of Early Woodland groups to the west, e.g., Adena
(Mouer 1991:58). Elk Island 2 phase artifacts (2750 to 2550 BP) include relatively small stemmed,
lanceolate, and notched hafted biface forms as well as axes, celts, hoes/grubbing tools, anvils, mortars,
and hammers (Mouer 1991:60-61). The Early Woodland III was a period of standardization in the
production of ceramics, and is noted for two regional ceramic traditions, one in the Piedmont and the
other in the outer Coastal Plain (Mouer 1991:48).
b.

Middle Woodland I andH (2550 to 1250 BP)

Middle Woodland I and II occupations decrease in number along the.smaller streams, but there is an
increase in the number of what appear to be sedentary villages along major streams and estuaries. This
change in settlement patterns may reflect an increase in the importance of cultigens in the diet, since the
most fertile soils in the region are found in the bottomlands of major streams; however, maize agriculture
was not important until the Late Woodland period, and a mixed economy probably prevailed in which
wild food collection and the cultivation of native plant resources complemented each other. Seasonal
camps were also established as shellfish-collecting camps. These sites often appear large because of
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accumulated shell middens, but they were probably occupied at any given season by only a few extended
families.
Many of the settlement/subsistence strategies that developed during the Late Archaic and Early Woodland
periods persisted into the Middle Woodland. The distinguishing traits of the Middle Woodland consist
principally of changes in material culture. Characteristic artifact types include a series of new hafted
biface forms, such as Potts, Rossville, Fox Creek, and triangle points. In addition, new pottery types are
found throughout the Coastal Plain (Stewart 1992:2, 5).
Elk Island 3 phase (2550 to 2150 BP) artifacts include Rossville, MacPherson, and Adena hafted bifaces
as well as coarse cordmarked and coarse net-impressed ceramics that "also can be classified as Popes
Creek" (Mouer 1991:62). Another Middle Woodland I manifestation (ca. 2450 to 1750 BP) is
characterized by Popes Creek ceramics and Rossville biface types (McLearen 1992:41; Stewart 1992:2).
These types include crushed rock temper and frequently exhibit net-impressed surface treatment (Stewart
1992:8). During the second half of the period shell-tempered Mockley ceramics became prevalent in the
region. Examples of this ware commonly display net or cord impressions, or no surface treatment.
Vessels of this type most often possess rounded or semiconical bases. They typically have straight rims,
which sometimes evidence incised decorations (Potter 1993:62, 66). In the inner Coastal Plain, two other
pottery types, Prince George and Varina, co-exist with Mockley. Both types are tempered with coarse
sand and crushed rock. Prince George ceramics are cordmarked or fabric-marked, and Varina ceramics
are net-marked (McLearen 1992:44).
Populations of the Middle Woodland in Virginia exploited wild food sources through gathering, hunting,
and fishing. They may have possessed some cultigens, but unlike coeval groups to the west and east
where domesticates and the cultivation of crops were an important part of prehistoric economies, these
cultigens formed an insignificant part of the total subsistence base (Stewart 1992:13).
Middle Woodland settlement patterns appear similar to those of the Early Woodland and continue the
trend toward greater sedentism (Blanton 1992:68). Seasonal and year-round occupations characterize
Middle Woodland base camps or hamlets. These sites often occur in physiographic settings that
maximize access to a variety of plant and animal taxa, e.g., areas along rivers at the interface between salt
water and fresh water (Stewart 1992:14). Smaller logistical or procurement/processing sites were
occupied during forays from the larger camps to obtain specific resources. Potter[]s data from Site
44NB185 and from other sites in the Potomac River valley suggest that some of these smaller sites may
reflect intensive occupation or frequent reuse over prolonged time spans (Potter 1993:76-77). Stewart
(1992) notes a decrease in the size of group territories during the period, which may have resulted in the
creation and maintenance of regional networks of information and resource exchange. Stewart (1992:1516) cites widespread artifact styles and ceramic designs as well as regional trade as evidence of this
phenomenon. Management of regional trade and information exchange, particularly on a large scale,
might also indicate positions of leadership within social groups.
c.

Late Woodland (1250 to 300 BP)

The trend toward sedentism culminated during the Late Woodland period with the establishment of
permanently occupied villages and hamlets. Populations in the region increased during the period, and
increasingly complex social systems developed. Agricultural systems involving the cultivation of native
domesticates and corn emerged as a significant element of the subsistence base (Turner 1992:97).
Aspects of material culture that define the period include distinctive pottery types. Early Late Woodland
pottery types derive from late Middle Woodland types, and Late Woodland varieties mirror the
widespread homogeneity that existed earlier. Initially, the dominant Late Woodland ceramic consisted of
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shell-tempered Townsend wares, which most frequently display fabric-impressed and incised surface
treatments. By the later portion of the period the spatial range of this pottery type had become
constrained to the margins of Chesapeake Bay. Along upper portions of the James River and the
Appomattox River, Townsend ware was replaced by Gaston ware tempered with sand and crushed quartz.
Other forms of material culture include triangular projectile hafted bifaces, other chipped-stone
implements, and groundstone axes and pipes (Turner 1992:103-104).
An important difference between the Late Woodland and earlier periods involves a greater reliance on
horticultural production. By the early Late Woodland varieties of maize and native domesticates had
been introduced to the region, and local populations may have cultivated crops in fields prepared using a
variant of slash-and-bum techniques (Potter 1993:101; Turner 1992). Regional data relating to these
cultigens is meager, however, and the proportion of cultigens in the Late Woodland diet cannot be
evaluated. Wild foods appear to have continued to contribute to the overall diet (Turner 1992).
Potter (1993:100-101) notes that Late Woodland settlement patterns varied over time. Potterfls data from
the Potomac River valley suggest that by the late Middle Woodland period populations occupied large,
residential villages. During the early Late Woodland, however, the population scattered into dispersed
small settlements, possibly as a result of environmental changes. Small resource-procurement camps
continued to occur in association with these settlements. By the second half of the Late Woodland period
populations began to coalesce into relatively large palisaded settlements. The presence of palisades, in
combination with less-dispersed settlement strategies, could be indicative of increasing intergroup conflict
(Potter 1993; Turner 1992:113). In addition, survey data from the James River valley suggest that
utilization of interior areas and secondary drainages was greatly reduced from earlier periods. This shift
probably reflects the introduction of cultivation, which was more suited to floodplain and terrace
locations along major drainages (Turner 1992:114).
During the late Woodland the Coastal Plain was populated by Algonquian-speaking groups organized into
a complex, chiefdom-level society. Information relative to the attributes of these societies comes
primarily from ethnohistorical and archaeological data (Potter 1993; Turner 1986). The characteristics of
the Powhatan chiefdom, encompassing most of the Chesapeake Bay shoreline, appear to have included
social ranking, hierarchical settlement patterns, unequal access to resource surpluses, the acquisition of
exotic goods (including European trade items after contact), and rank-differentiated burial regimes (Potter
1989; Rountree 1990; Turner 1992).
The Late Woodland period terminates with the Contact period, which refers to the interval during which
Native American and European societies first encountered one another. In the Coastal Plain, the period is
characterized first by intermittent interaction between the two groups as a result of European exploration,
trade, and fishing activities along the Atlantic coast. Intermittent direct contact between the two groups
began after 1570 and consisted of a brief Spanish mission in Virginia and the short English occupation of
the Roanoke colony in present-day North Carolina. In 1607 sustained intercultural contact commenced
with the English settlement of Jamestown. This subdivision of the Contact period extended to 1622, the
year in which the Powhatan Confederacy attacked the English settlements in the James River drainage.
This final episode of the Contact period ended in 1646, after a second series of conflicts between the
English and the Native Americans produced the subjugation and virtual destruction of the Powhatan
Confederacy in the James River valley (Hodges 1993:13-14).
The responses of Native American groups to the appearance of the colonizing English were relatively
non-belligerent, as the two groups engaged in frequent trade with only occasional small-scale
confrontations, but their relationship degenerated over the succeeding 20 years. Turner and Opperman
(1993) suggest that a source of the friction between the two groups lay in their competition for the same
resources. Although the Tidewater region is an extremely rich environment, resources are not distributed
11

North Anna Power Station ESP, Louisa County, Virginia

ArchaeologicalSurvey

evenly across the landscape. In addition, Potter (1989) argues that conflict also grew from economic
rivalry as each side attempted to control their mutual trade. In the face of English competition, relations
between the two groups grew confrontational and culminated in the first mass attack by the Powhatan
Confederacy on the English settlers in 1622.
The effects of this interaction on both the Native American populations and the English colonists in the
region are not well understood. In general, it has been assumed that contact led to the disruption of
traditional cultural systems (Hodges 1993; Potter 1989). In certain instances, moreover, interaction with
Europeans also resulted in changes to the material culture of indigenous groups. Cultural influences
flowed in both directions, however, as Europeans adopted elements of Native American material culture
and agriculture (Mouer 1993).
C.

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Louisa County was formed in 1742 from the upper portion of Hanover County (Martin 1836:216).
Hanover County, along with Albemarle, King and Queen, and King William counties, was once part of
New Kent County, formed in 1654 (Harris 1936:12). The boundaries of Louisa County have remained
unchanged since an upper portion was taken for Albemarle County in 1761. The county was named in
honor of Princess Louis of Great Britain (Martin 1836:220).
In the early eighteenth century, the first Europeans arrived in the county and occupied the fertile lands
along the North and South Anna River valleys to cultivate tobacco (Harris 1936:12-13). Later, settlement
spread out to the countryside. However, soils proved generally unproductive, a situation exacerbated by
over planting, excessive grazing, poor plowing, little use of fertilizers, and the "culture of tobacco"
(Martin 1836:216). By 1836, production of tobacco had resulted in severe soil exhaustion; tobacco was
replaced by an emphasis on the planting of wheat and corn as agricultural staples (Martin 1836:216).
Only one vast tract of some eight or ten thousand acres known as "Green Spring Land" proved to be the
exception in Louisa County. Unlike the surrounding gritty and sandy soils, this roughly circular tract was
composed of fine gray soil on top of a red clay layer. Here, wheat grew in abundance, up to as much as
30 bushels per acre (Martin 1836:217).
By 1810, Louisa County's population included 5,253 whites and 6,430 slaves. By 1820, these figures had
increased respectively to 5,967 and 7,560 inhabitants. By 1830, there were 6,464 white inhabitants and
9,382 slaves (Martin 1836:219). The paucity of highly productive agricultural soils probably contributed
to the overall slow growth and limited prosperity of the county. As of the 1830s, dwellings in Louisa
County remained simple and plain, usually of one story and of frame or log construction. At the time,
there were only about 20 brick dwellings in the county (Martin 1836:219).
With the discovery of gold in the Virginia Piedmont in western Spotsylvania County in 1806, interest in
the mining of precious metals soared (Sweet 1980:2). The soils and rocky terrain found unsuitable for
farming in the county turned out to be ideal for precious metal mining. Gold was first found on David
Tinder's property at Contrary Creek. One historian noted that Tinder's Mine yielded $20,000 worth of
gold from depths of less than 12 feet (Martin 1836:217). By 1832, this new industrial boom of gold
mining was fully established in Louisa County (Sweet and Trimble 1983:117, 131). Some mines were no
more than "flashes in the pan," yielding disappointing profits. Other more productive mines were utilized
until about 1865, when gold was no longer as easily accessible (Sweet and Trimble 1983:131). The gold
mining industry gradually declined after the Civil War before ceasing altogether by 1935 (Sweet
1980:33).
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Other Louisa County metal deposits also were exploited. Although iron ores had been mined in the
region before the American Revolution to supply a furnace in Spotsylvania, processing of ore on a
substantial scale did not occur in Louisa County until the middle of the nineteenth century (Martin
1836:218). In 1848, the Hart family began to operate their "Rough and Ready Furnace" near Mineral,
which converted iron ore into pig iron. Nearby was Victoria Furnace, another iron foundry. Copper and
mica also were mined in the county (Harris 1936:133-134). Iron pyrites were utilized by 1856 for the
production of sulfuric acid, an ingredient critical to many industrial processes (Harris 1936:133-134). By
the turn of the twentieth century, the pyrite mines eventually were discontinued due to competition from
more successful operations mining sulfur deposits in Louisiana (Harris 1936:134).
Quarries emerged as another industry during the 1830s boom. Because of its extremely fine grain, the
"Virginia Oilstone" was highly prized as whetstone material, and was shipped all over the United States
and Europe (Martin 1836:218 and footnote). Another quarry, for more coarse whetstones, was located
near Arrack-punch Spring (Martin 1836:218).
Despite the existence of these extractive industries, Louisa County remained largely rural and agricultural
in character through the nineteenth century (Martin 1836:219). Associated industries included
silversmiths, tanneries, carriage and saddler shops, grist mills, and enterprises for picking cotton and
carding wool. There were no cotton or woolen manufacturers in the county, however (Martin 1836:219).
Although no major historical events took place within the confines of the county, the inhabitants "bore
their full share" in the French and Indian War and the American Revolution. Lt. Banistre Tarleton
bypassed the Louisa County Courthouse during his 1781 attempt to capture Thomas Jefferson in
Charlottesville (Martin 1836:220). Around this time, Lafayette intercepted the British three or four miles
above "Green Spring Land" on a road known by 1836 as the "Marquis's Road" (Martin 1836:220).
During the Civil War, Louisa County experienced at least two raids and one battle. "Stoneman's Raid"
occurred during May 1863 when the union cavalry confiscated crops and livestock as they crossed the
county (Harris 1936:96). Dahlgren's Raid in February 1864, destroyed a portion of the railroad at
Fredericks Hall before continuing on towards Thompsons Cross Roads (Harris 1936:98). The Battle of
Trevillians Station occurred during June 1864 between cavalry forces belonging to Sheridan and
Hampton.
Louisa County experienced economic hardship and an economic decline after the Civil War, although
agriculture remained a primary economic pursuit. While remaining predominantly rural, towns began to
grow up around crossroads during this period. In 1873, the Town of Louisa was incorporated. The
courthouse had been located there for over a century. In 1905, a new courthouse was completed (Peters
and Peters 1995:196). The Town of Mineral was incorporated in 1902 to support the mining industry in
the area (Cooke 1993:68).
Agriculture remained the top economic pursuit in the county into the mid-twentieth century; however,
during the Great Depression of the 1930s, prices for Louisa's staple products such as corn, wheat,
tobacco, and cattle declined sharply. In the post World War II era, Louisa's economy continued to rely
on agriculture and extractive industries. Timbering and mills made up 75 percent of the county's
economy by the 1950s (Abercrombie 1992:147). In addition, approximately 40,000 to 50,000 tons of
vermiculite have been mined annually in the county since the 1970s (Abercrombie 1992:147).
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D. PREVIOUSLY RECORDED HISTORIC RESOURCES

1.

Introduction

A site-file inventory search at the VDHR identified five previously recorded historic resources within a 1mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE (Table 1; Figure 2). These historic resources consist of two house
sites (VDHR Nos. 054-0144 and 054-0145), one house site with associated cemetery (VDHR No. 0545024), and two historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 .and 44LS0222).
TABLE 1
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED HISTORIC RESOURCES
WITHIN A 1-MILE (1.6-KILOMETER) RADIUS OF THE APE
VDHR
NUMBER.

SITE TYPE/
NAME, LOCATION

TEMPORAL
PERIOD

44LS0221

Historic cemetery

19

44LS0222

Historic cemetery

1 9 "/ 2 0th

DESCRIPTION

u'/2 0 th Century

Twelve graves identified by the presence of eight
headstones, eight footstones, and five shallow depressions.
Seven graves identified by the presence of five headstones,

Century

one footstone, and five shallow depressions. An unknown
054-0144

Laurel Hill/North side of

054-0145

Route 652
Johnson House/North

number of additional, unmarked graves appear to be
present. Site is currently surrounded by a chain-link fence.
Two-story, frame I-house, with later ell addition.

Ca. 1800

May be the house identified as Longway by Chisholm &
Lillie (1979) - Two-story frame house with hipped roof and

side of Route 652

portico, and a later brick addition connected by a frame
breezeway.
054-5024

2.

Beech Hill ruins and

Mid 19'h & early

Stone house foundation, well, and Collins family cemetery.

Collins family cemetery

20"' Centuries

Nine marked graves dating from 1840 to 1915.

PreviousResearch

Berger performed background research during prior archaeological investigations (Ahlman and Mullin
2001) in order to assess the potential for cultural resources within the existing North Anna Power Station
property. The research primarily involved a review of (1) the archaeological and architectural file
inventories at the VDHR; (2) historical maps that depict the vicinity of the current power station property;
and (3) historical records that document the vicinity of the current power station property. No previously
recorded archaeological sites were identified on the power station property or within a 1-mile (1.6kilometer) radius of the power station at that time. Seven previously recorded architectural resources
(VDHR Nos. 054-0020, 054-0021, 054-0144, 054-0145, 054-0146, 054-0147, and 088-0133) were
identified within a 1.5-mile (2.4-kilometer) radius of the existing power station.
A review of historical maps and other historical documentation relative to the power station property
showed that prior to the construction of the power station and the creation of Lake Anna, several
structures were located on what is now the power station property. A circa 1820 map depicts a mill
("Jordan's Mill") on the North Anna River near the current location of the power station. The next map
to indicate structures on the power station property is the 1942 Contrary Creek, Virginia 7.5 minute
Quadrangle map produced by the Army Map Service. This map depicts approximately eight structures
within the current power station property. Additionally, Claudia Anderson Chisholm and Ellen Gray
Lillie (1979), in Old Home Places of Louisa County, refer to several houses that may have been located

on the current power station property. These houses include Beech Hill, which is referred to as being
"located off Route 700 neat the waters of the North Anna River" (Chisholm and Lillie 1979:61), a
location that would place it on the power station property. Chisholm and Lillie (1979:61) refer to the
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house as having a "striking great chimney, ..
well-preserved frame structure, and [a] deep open well,
which was walled with stone." They also state that the house was located near a walled cemetery.
The previous cultural resource investigations led to the identification of two cemeteries (44LS0221 and
44LS0222) and three architectural resources (VDHR Nos. 054-0144, 054-0145, and 054-5024) within the
APE (see Figure 2; Table 1). Both of the cemeteries are located within the APE.
3.

PotentialResources

Based on the background research and previously recorded resources properties in the vicinity of theAPE,
Berger determined that portions of the APE have the potential to yield additional prehistoric and historic
resources. Although no prehistoric sites have been previously recorded within the APE, relatively
undisturbed upland ridges and sideslopes have a moderate potential for prehistoric resources.
Additionally, the presence of a number of historic resources in the vicinity of the APE (see Table 1),
suggests that the undisturbed portions of the APE have a moderate-to-high potential for additional historic
resources, such as house sites, cemeteries, and domestic artifact scatters. These historic resources would
be expected on ridges and sideslopes, but may be present on any of the landform types found within the
APE.

16

ArchaeologicalSurvey

North Anna Power Station ESP, Louisa County, Virginia

IV. ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD METHODS AND TECHNIQUES
The archaeological survey consisted of pedestrian surface survey and subsurface testing in those portions
of the APE (i.e., Survey Areas) that had been previously identified as having the potential to yield
archaeological resources. Each of these Survey Areas within the APE was assigned a letter designation in
alphabetical order (e.g., Survey Area A). Pedestrian surface survey was conducted to evaluate the
landscape and environmental conditions within each Survey Area with regard to the potential for each
area to contain prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. The pedestrian surface survey identified
portions of the Survey Areas that did not require subsurface testing owing to standing water/wetlands,
slope, and prior disturbance (e.g., underground utilities).
Subsurface testing was performed in each Survey Area and consisted of the excavation of numerically
labeled shovel tests along alphabetically labeled transects, at 50-foot (15-meter) intervals. Shovel tests
measured approximately 12 inches (30 centimeters) in diameter. Generally, when a shovel test yields
artifacts, additional radial shovel tests are excavated around the initial shovel test at 25-foot (7.5-meter)
intervals in a cruciform pattern until at least two negative shovel tests have been excavated in each
direction from the original positive shovel test(s). These radial shovel tests ensure that sufficient
information is obtained to determine the size and significance of archaeological resources identified
during a survey.
All soils removed from the shovel tests were passed through 0.25-inch (0.64-centimeter) mesh hardware
cloth. As each natural or cultural stratum was excavated, that stratum was assigned an alphabetic
designation (i.e., Stratum A, Stratum B, Stratum C, etc.) in order to indicate its stratigraphic relationship
to the other strata withinthe shovel test. These letter designations were assigned beginning with the first
excavated stratum of the shovel test (Stratum A), and proceeded alphabetically through each subsequent
stratum until the termination of the shovel test. Artifacts recovered from shovel tests are then bagged by
stratum, with a field number assigned to each provenience. The shovel test data were recorded on
Berger's standardized forms and included soil profile, soil texture, soil color according to Munsell soil
color charts, and artifact content. Additionally, shovel test proveniences were recorded on project maps
and through the use of a Trimble Pro XRS GPS receiver. Although shovel test depths varied according to
soil conditions, shovel tests were typically excavated to a depth of 15.7 inches (40 centimeters) below
ground surface (BGS) and were terminated in sterile subsoil.
Black & white photographs were taken of the Survey Areas to document cultural features and
disturbances, and to complement the field notes.
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V. RESULTS OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY
A.

INTRODUCTION

The fieldwork for the archaeological survey included (1) pedestrian surface survey, (2) shovel testing, and
(3) GPS recordation of two historic cemetery sites. Pedestrian surface survey identified portions of the
APE that did not require subsurface testing owing to standing water/wetlands, slope, and prior
disturbance (e.g., underground utilities).
B.

SURVEY AREAS

Previous archaeological investigations (Ahlman and Mullin 2001; Voigt 2003) have determined that the
APE for the proposed project was modified extensively during the siting and construction of the existing
North Anna Power Station. Consequently, the APE has been divided into 10 Survey Areas that have not
been previously disturbed and which required subsurface testing based on the results of pedestrian surface
survey (see Figure 1; Figure 3). These areas total approximately 6.0 acres (2.4 hectares. A total of 260
shovel tests was excavated at the 10 Survey Areas. No artifacts, cultural features, or cultural deposits
were identified during the survey. The results of the fieldwork in each Survey Area are summarized
below.
1.

Survey Area A

Survey Area A is located on a ridgetop and sideslope along the west side of an existing powerline corridor
and along the north side of an existing railroad line (see Figure 3; Plate 1). The area is covered in mixed
pines and hardwoods with moderate undergrowth. Twenty shovel tests were excavated along Transects
A, B, and C. Soil profiles in the area generally included either two or three strata. However, in some
portions of the area, the upper soils have eroded, leaving the subsoil exposed on the ground surface. A
typical three strata profile (based on Shovel Test A-3) includes (Figure 4): Stratum A (topsoil/plowzone),
a light olive brown (2.5Y 5/3) sandy loam extending from 0 to 5.2 inches (0 to 13 centimeters) BGS;
Stratum B a grayish brown (10YR 5/2) sandy loam extending from 5.1 to 9.4 inches (13 to 24
centimeters) BGS; and Stratum C (subsoil), a strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) clay loam, mottled with a light
gray (1OYR 7/1) clay loam, that extends from 9.4 to 13.4 inches (24 to 34 centimeters) BGS to the base of
excavation. A two strata profile (based on Shovel Test B-4) includes (see Figure 4): Stratum A
(topsoil/plowzone), a brown (IOYR 4/3) loam extending from 0 to 4 inches (0 to 10 centimeters) BGS;
and Stratum B (subsoil), a yellowish brown (1OYR 5/4) fine sandy loam that extends from 4 to 12 inches
(10 to 30 centimeters) BGS to the base of excavation.
2.

Survey Area B

Survey Area B is located on a ridgetop along the north side of an existing railroad line (see Figure 3).
While the southem portion of the area is dominated by planted pines with heavy undergrowth, the
northem portion contains mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate undergrowth. Thirty-two shovel
tests were excavated along Transects D through N. Soil profiles were similar to those encountered in
Survey Area A.
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3.

Survey Area C

Survey Area C is located on a ridgetop to the north of Survey Area B, on the east side of a modem gravel
quarry (see Figure 3). Survey Area C is covered in mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate
undergrowth (Plate 2). Twenty shovel tests were excavated along Transects D through G. Soil profiles
were similar to those encountered in Survey Area A.

4.

Survey Area D

Survey Area D is located on a low-lying terrace and drainage along the south side of an existing railroad
line, west of an existing powerline corridor (see Figure 3). The area includes mixed pines and hardwoods
with moderate undergrowth and some wetland vegetation along areas of drainage. Seventeen shovel tests
were excavated along Transects BB, CC, DD, and EE. Although soil profiles were similar to those
encountered in Survey Area A, wetland soils were encountered in some shovel tests at Survey Area D.

5.

Survey Area E

Survey Area E is located west of an existing powerline corridor and is bounded to the north and south by
existing railroad lines (see Figure 3). The area includes three ridgetops and their associated sideslopes
and drainages. Vegetation varies from planted pines with light undergrowth (Plate 3) to mixed pines and
hardwoods with heavy undergrowth. Seventy-seven shovel tests were excavated along Transects FF, GG,
HH, II, JJ, KK, LL, MM, NN, 00, PP, and QQ. Soil profiles were similar to those encountered in Survey
Area A, with slightly lighter soil colors in some portions of Survey Area E. The additional soil profile
(based on Shovel Test 11-3) includes two strata (see Figure 4): Stratum A (topsoil/plowzone), a light olive
brown (2.5Y 5/3) sandy loam extending from 0 to 3.1 inches (0 to 8 centimeters) BGS; and Stratum B
(subsoil), a light yellowish brown (2.5Y 6/4) sandy loam that extends from 3.1 to 8 inches (8 to 20
centimeters) BGS to the base of excavation.

6.

Survey Area F

Survey Area F is located on a ridgetop along the west side of an existing switching station and is bounded
on the north and west by existing powerline corridors and the south by an existing railroad line (see
Figure 3; Plate 4). The area is covered in mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate undergrowth.
Seventeen shovel tests were excavated along Transects Q through V. Soil profiles were similar to those
encountered in Survey Area A.

7.

Survey Area G

Survey Area G is located on a ridgetop and sideslope on the west side of an existing communications
tower, and is bounded by existing roads to the north and south (see Figure 3). The area is covered in
mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate undergrowth. Sixteen shovel tests were excavated along
Transects W through Z. Soil profiles were similar to those encountered in Survey Area A.

8.

Survey Area H

Survey Area H is located on a man-made terrace on the bank of Lake Anna (see Figure 3; Plate 5). The
area consists predominantly of open grassy fields with some modem power plant structures. The southern
portion of the area is divided by an existing road and includes mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate
growth on the west side of the road and heavy undergrowth on the east side of the road. Thirteen shovel
tests were excavated along Transects XX, YY, and ZZ. Soil profiles in this area (based on Shovel Test
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ZZ-8) include two strata (see Figure 4): Stratum A (topsoil/fill), a yellowish brown (lOYR 5/4) sandy
loam extending from 0 to 8 inches (0 to 20 centimeters) BGS; and Stratum B (subsoil), a brownish yellow
(IOYR 6/6) sandy clay loam that extends from 8 to 13.8 inches (20 to 35 centimeters) BGS to the base of
excavation. The soils in Survey Area H have been heavily disturbed by grading associated with the
construction of Lake Anna and the installation of above ground and underground utilities. No intact
surface soils were identified in this area.
9.

Survey Area I

Survey Area I is located on a ridgetop, and associated sideslope and drainage, to the east of the old
visitor's center, and is bounded by an existing powerline corridor to the west and existing roads to the
north and south (see Figure 3). The area is covered in mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate-toheavy undergrowth. Seventeen shovel tests were excavated along Transects QQ, RR, SS, TT, and UU.
Soil profiles were similar to those encountered in Survey Area A.
10.

Survey Area J

Survey Area J includes two ridgetops and the intervening sideslopes located in the vicinity of the old
visitor's center, and bounded by existing roads to the west, east, and south (see Figure 3). The east end of
the area includes well spaced trees with manicured grass (Plate 6) and picnic tables, and the west end
includes mixed pines and hardwoods with moderate undergrowth. Thirty-one shovel tests were excavated
along Transects VV and WW. Soil profiles were similar to those encountered in Survey Area A.
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VI. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Louis Berger Group, Inc., Richmond, Virginia, has completed an archaeological survey in association
with potential site development at the North Anna ESP site in Louisa County, Virginia. The
archaeological survey was carried out on behalf of Dominion Resources, Inc. The proposed project
addresses the suitability for construction of reactor buildings, cooling towers, spoils and overflow storage
areas, and construction easements. Previous archaeological investigations (Ahlman and Mullin 2001;
Voigt 2003) have determined that the APE for the proposed project has been modified extensively during
the siting and construction of the existing North Anna Power Station. The APE for the current
archaeological survey includes only those portions (Survey Areas) of the APE that have not been
previously disturbed and that required subsurface testing based on the results of pedestrian surface survey
(see Figure 1). Ten Survey Areas, totaling approximately 6.0 acres (2.4 hectares) in size, were
investigated during the archaeological survey.
Prior to the archaeological fieldwork, background research was conducted at the VDHR in Richmond to
determine whether any additional historic resources had been recorded within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer)
radius of the APE subsequent to previous archaeological assessment investigations conducted by Berger
(Ahlman and Mullin 2001). A review of the archaeological and architectural site inventory files at the
VDHR identified five historic resources within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the APE. Two
previously recorded historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222) are located within the APE.
The objectives of the archaeological survey, conducted between May 1 and 5, 2006, were to (1) identify
any archaeological sites within the APE and (2) evaluate the possible eligibility of any such sites for
inclusion in the National Register. The archaeological survey fieldwork consisted of pedestrian surface
survey and shovel testing.
With the exception of the two previously recorded historic cemeteries (Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222),
no artifacts, cultural features, or cultural deposits were identified during the archaeological survey. As no
subsurface investigations have been performed at Sites 44LS0221 and 44LS0222, Berger recommends
that additional investigations would be necessary to determine if either of these cemeteries is eligible for
inclusion in the National Register under Criterion D (potential to yield information important in history)
or Criteria Consideration D (cemetery significance due to age or distinctive design features) (Table 2).
Berger further recommends that neither of these cemeteries is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register under Criterion A (association with events important in history), Criterion B (association with
persons important in history), or Criterion C (embodiment of distinctive characteristics; work of a master;
possession of high artistic values; or representative of a component of a larger, significant entity).
TABLE 2
NATIONAL REGISTER.RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN THE APE
VDIIR
NUMBER.
44LS0221

SITE TYPE/
NAME, LOCATION
IHistoric cemetery

TEMPORAL
PERIOD
19t'/20"' Century

44LS0222

tlistoric cemetery

19 th/ 201h

RECOMMENDATION
Additional investigations to determine eligibility under
Criterion D and'Criterion Consideration D.
Additional investigations to determine eligibility under
Criterion D and Criterion Consideration D.

Century
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