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Preface

This document provides results of one of four studies conducted to describe
environmentally sensitive areas near the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant
properties at Paducah, Kentucky, This report presents the methods and results
of the identification and evaluation of cultural resources on the Department of
Energy and Tennessee Valley Authority reservations and selected areas not
included as part of either reservation. The results of 2 pedestrian field survey
are presented in Part A and the results of a statistical model of site occurrences
in Part B.

This work was performed by the U.S. Ammy Engineer Waterways Experi-
ment Station (WES). The report was prepared by Dr. Frederick L. Briuer of
the Environmental Laboratory (EL). Dr. Kress was the WES project
coordinator.

The work was conducted under the direct supervision of Mr. Roger
Hamilton, Chief, Resource Analysis Branch. General supervision for the study
was provided by Dr. Robert Engler, Chief, Natural Resources Division, EL,
and Dr. John Harrison, Director, EL.

The purpose of the WES environmental investigations was to support
PGDP’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance program.
These investigations provide current information about environmentally sensi-
tive areas on the PGDP reservation and support the development of environ-
mental impact statements planned for the PGDP site. These investigations also
support current DOE regulations (10 CFR 1022) which implement Executive
Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management) and 11990 (Protection of Wetlands),
and support DOE to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act and
the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

The results of the environmental investigation are presented in five volumes
as follows:

Volume I:  Executive Summary

Volume II: Wetlands Investigation

Volume HOI: Threatened and Endangered Species Investigation
Volume IV: Cultural Resources Investigation

Volume V: Floodplain Investigation



Director of WES during the preparation of this document was
Dr. Robert W, Whalin. Commander was COL Bruce K. Howard.
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Chapter 1

1 Introduction

This report presents the results of a cultural resources survey of 669 hect-
ares (1,653 acres) at the Department of Energy’s Paducah Gaseous Diffusion
Plant (PGDP), Paducah, Kentucky (Figure 1). In addition, archival research
was conducted to assess the possible significance of potentiai historic sites
identified during survey. The Nashville District Corps of Engineers (ORN)
provided technical assistance for this project to the Department of Energy
(DOE) under Interagency Agreement No. DE-AI05-920R22026. This work
was completed by the Cultural Resources Division of Geo-Marine, Inc., of
Plano, Texas under Delivery Order No. 3 of Contract #DACW-39-92D-0008.
Fieldwork for this project was carried out from April 2, 1993 to April 15,
1693 and from May 24, 1993 to June 4, 1993.

The cultural resources survey conducted at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion
Plant (PGDP) is one phase of a larger project designed to identify and docu-
ment environmentally sensitive resources at the facility. Specific tasks include
the identification and documentation of cultural resources as well as wetland,
floodplain, and threatened and endangered species investigations.

The cultural resources investigation portion of this project is being under-
taken to fulfill the legal requirements set forth in the National Historic Preser-
vation Act of 1966, as amended (PL96-515), the Archaeological and Historical
Preservation Act of 1974 (PL93-291), the Archaeological Resources Protection
Act of 1979 (PL96-95), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL90-
190), and Executive Order 11593, “Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment,”

Personnel from Geo-Marine, Inc., conducted the field investigations at the
PGDP facility under the direction of the Principal Investigator, Duane E. Peter.
Gathel Mark Weston acted as Field Supervisor. Forty-one sample survey units
totaling 669 hectares (1,653 acres) were selected for survey. The Field Super-
visor and crew expended a total of 560 hours conducting systematic survey
and selective shovel testing. As a result of this survey, seven prehistoric and
four historic sites were recorded. Twelve additional nonsite localities were
recorded but not assigned state site numbers. With one exception, all sites
exhibit some degree of disturbance, ranging from light to heavy.
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Archival research and informant interviews were conducted prior to the
initiation of fieldwork. The results of these investigations were used to predict
site locations and to relocate previously recorded sites. Of the two previously
recorded prehistoric sites and three unregistered prehistoric sites reported
within the 41 sample survey units, one of the previously recorded sites and one
of the unregistered sites were located. In addition to the prehistoric sites,

17 potential historic sites were identified through archival sources. Four of
these sites were located, recorded, and assigned state site numbers. Four sites
were located but were classified as localities due to the limited amount of
cultural material remaining at the locations. No evidence of the remaining
nine potential historic sites was observed. All nine sites were located in areas
that have been heavily disturbed by the construction of the PGDP facility or
the Kentucky Ordnance Works, with little or no possibility of any contextual
integrity remaining.

This report is presented in five chapters. Chapter 2 presents a summary of
the project area, including a brief description of the regional geology and envi- -
ronment as well as a discussion of the previous archeological research and the
cultural history that is relevant to the current project. Chapter 3 presents the
field methodology, survey strategies, and research objectives that guided this
project. Chapter 4 presents the results of this investigation, including both site
descriptions as well as a discussion of the physical environment at the facility
and its effect on archeological survey. A summary of site assessments and
recommendations as well as a summary of recommended- strategies for future
survey efforts are presented in Chapter 5.

Five appendices are included following the body of the report. Appendix A
provides a listing of all subsurface cultural materials that were documented
from shovel tests as well as a listing of all collected materials from either
surface or subsurface deposits that are to be curated. Appendix B presents
mapsof the survey units. Copies of the Transect Forms are found in Appen-
dix B, Appendix C; is composed of copies of the Survey Unit Forms, and
Appendix D provides copies of the Kentucky Archaeological Site Survey
forms.
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2 | Project Area

The PGDP is located on the south bank of the Ohio River, approximately
16 km downstream from the city of Paducah, Kentucky, and 80 km upstream
from the Mississippi River (Figure 2). The total study area is 4,746 hectares
(11,719 acres). 22 archeological sites have been located and recorded by pre-
vious surveys covering approximately 300 hectares (740 acres).

The PGDP is located within the western part of Kentucky commonly
referred to as the Jackson Purchase region or just the “Purchase.” This name
is derived from Andrew Jackson’s negotiations with the Chickasaw Indians and
the purchase of their lands north of Tennessee in 1818 (Gibson 1971:105).
The name of this region also has been applied to the Jackson Purchase Man-
agement Area, one of seven management areas within Kentucky delimited for
the purpose of managing prehistoric cultural resources. The Jackson Purchase
Management Area covers 8,868 km? in 11 counties. The management area is
bound by the lower Ohic River on the north, the state of Tennessee on the
south, the Mississippi River on the west, and on the east by the Tennessee
River and the eastern boundary of Livingston County. The management area
is further divided into three sections: the Mississippi Section, the Ohio River I
Section, and the Lower Tennessee/Cumberland Section. The PGDP is located
entirely within the Ohio River I Section.

The name “Jackson Purchase” also has been applied to a second set of
regional divisions related to cultural resources. The Jackson Purchase Cultural
Landscape is one of five subdivisions used in Kentucky for the organization
and analysis of historic sites. The Jackson Purchase Cultural Landscape
encompasses the eight western counties of the Jackson Purchase Management
Area.

Geology and Geography

The eight western counties of the Jackson Purchase Management Area,
which include all of the Ohio River I Section and all of the Jackson Purchase
Cultural Landscape, are within the Mississippi Embayment Region of the Coa-
stal Plain Physiographic Province (Carter et al. 1990:9). Geologically, this is
the youngest region in Kentucky (Humphrey 1976:1), with unconsclidated
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Pleistocene sediments overlying unconsolidated and semi-consolidated Tertiary
and Cretaceous strata (Pryor and Ross 1962:28). This area is generally level to
gently rolling, with wide alluvial valleys and gentle slopes. The area in which
the PGDP is situated is an excellent example of this topography. The central
portion of the PGDP is level to nearly level and the Ohio River floodplain here
is moderately wide, ranging between 1.6 km and 2 km (1 to 1.25 mi). The
relief between the uplands and the floodplain is only 6 to 9 m (20 ft to 30 fi)
with none of the bluffs or cliffs common in the middle Ohio River Valley.

Within the PGDP, the upper floodplain of the Ohio. River is dominated by
ridge and swale terrain, with elevations ranging between 97.5 and 100.5 m
(320 to 330 ft) msl. This terrain was created as a result of meander scrolls
formed by the lateral migration of the river across its floodplain (Sharitz and
Mitsch 1993:317). The results are low, sandy ridges that remain dry for a
majority of the year and sloughs that are seasonally or permanently flooded. -
Permanently flooded sloughs have resuited in Metropolis Lake, which is encir-
cled by a moderate stand of bald cypress and a deep water tupelo swamp far- :
ther to the east.

A steep-sided ridge north of Bayou Creek is-a former natural levee that has
a maximum elevation of 100 m (328 ft) msl, approximately 3.5 m higher than
the immediately surrounding floodplain. In the spring of 1993 this ridge was
above water even when the Ohio River was approximately 10 m (30 ft) above
its normal pool elevation. Between this former levee and the current levee is
the lower floodplain of the Ohio River. The elevation of the lower floodplain
ranges between 91.5 and 97.5 m (300 and 320 ft) msl. The part of the flood-
plain in the westem section of the PGDP is actively aggrading, as demonstra-
ted by the thick, newly deposited silt observed on the outer 50 to 70 m of the
floodplain. While this area has many of the characteristics of the ridge and
swale landforms observed on the upper floodplain, the lower floodplain is
currently being modified by both natural and human agents. Ridges observed
at the high water mark of the seasonal floods are helieved to be the result of
barge traffic on the river rather than natural processes. Barges on the river
were observed to create a 60- to 100-cm wake, resulting in the beach ridges
observed during survey.

Barge traffic is also believed to be partially responsible for extensive ero-
sion of the river bank observed in the eastern part of the PGDP. The natural
levee in this area was breached by the construction of a drainage channel and
was probably further damaged during the construction of the high voltage
transmission lines that cross the Ohio River at this location. Observing the
exposed root systems of trees growing along the river bank suggests that as
much as 1.5 m {5 feet) of sediments has recently been eroded from the river
bank.

The lower floodplain contains recent (historic) sedimentary deposits of

unknown depth, making it difficult to assess the potential for buried archeolog-
ical deposits. It is possible that a considerable extent of the lower floodplain
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- ‘may date only to the last 500 years. Geomorphological investigations are
needed to clarify the processes involved in the formation of the floodplain.

The Metropolis Terrace divides the uplands from the floodplain. This high
terrace is the result of a glacial lake that formed in the Ohio River valley dur-
ing the Pleistocene (Butler et al. 1981:5). The terrace averages 108 m (355 ft)
msl in elevation and slopes gently to an indistinct boundary with the flood-
plain. This boundary averages 100.5 m (330 ft) msl

The upland sections of the PGDP range in elevation from 108 to 137 m

(355 to 450 ft) msl. Maximum local relief is 18 m (60 ft) between the valley
floor of Bayou Creek and the surrounding hilltops. Relatively broad consider-
ing the small size of the creek, Bayou Creek’s alluvial valley has a level floor
and gentle valley slopes. The upland areas are covered with thick deposits of
loess, with deposits in McCracken and Ballard counties ranging from 3 to

10 m (10 to 32 feet) in depth (Humphrey 1976:70). Upland alluvial deposits

. & are silt loams derived from upland loess deposits.

Due to the thick loess deposits, gentle slopes, and limited relief of the Jack-
son Purchase region, few if any rock outcrops exist in this area, offering little
opportunity for exploitation of lithic resources. South of the Ohio River the
nearest major outcrops of sedimentary rocks that have potential for chert
deposits are in Lyon County, Kentucky, approximately 80 km east of the
PGDP (Quarterman 1993:38). The important chert sources of Union County,

. Iinois, are located only 70 to 80 km north of the Ohio River. Other impor-

S tant chert sources are found upstream from the PGDP along both the Ohio and
Tennessee Rivers. Within the PGDP itself, numerous gravel deposits contain-
ing-Mounds Gravel chert are available in gravel bars along the Ohio River and
in local terrace deposits (Butler et al. 1981:37). Although there are no primary
sources of lithic raw materials in a majority of the Jackson Purchase area, both
secondary deposits and rich lithic sources in surrounding regions could have
provided ample raw materials to aboriginal populations.

Flora and Fauna

During prehistoric times, the level uplands, gentle slopes, and broad valleys
of western Kentucky were covered by dense stands of timber, ranging from the
pine-, spruce-, and fir-dominated forests of the full glacial period (18,000 BP)
to the mixed deciduous hardwoods that replaced these boreal coniferous forests
after the retreat of the glaciers (Greller 1988:291). The modem woodlands of
westemn Kentucky have been grouped with the western mesophytic forest asso-
ciation, a transitional region between the oak and hickory forests to the west
and the mixed hardwoods of the mixed mesophytic forests to the east (Greller
1988:294-296). A second classification places the westem mesophytic forests
within the oak-hickory forest association (Bryant et al. 1993:143-144), while
other classification systems group varying portions of the western mesophytic

( region with the oak-hickory foresis. Regardless of the classification system
; that is used, from the Appalachians westward to the Ozarks the proportion of
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oaks to other deciduous hardwoods increases, with oak species becoming dom-
inant west of the Cumberland River (Bryant et al. 1993:167).

The classification of the western Kentucky forests into either cak-hickory or
western mesophytic forest is complicated further by the floodplain forest com-
munities of the Mississippi and Ohio River valleys. The lower Ohio River
valley is at the northem extension of the Southern Floodplain Forest, in which
oak, bald cypress, and water tupelo dominate the floodplains (Sharitz and
Mitsch 1993:312). It has been observed that some floodplain species have
extended onto the loess uplands of westemn Kentucky (Bryant et al. 1993:159)
resulting in a forest environment of greater diversity. In addition to the influ-
ence of the floodplains on local vegetation, the forests of western Kentucky
exhibit influences from the north, west, and southeast.

Faunal resources within the Jackson Purchase region are most abundant
within the floodplains. Four ecological attributes contribute to the abundance
and diversity of the floodplain environment: the predominance of woody plant
communities, the presence of surface water and abundant soil moisture, the
diversity and interspersion of habitat features, and the river, which acts as a
corridor for dispersal and migration (Sharitz and Mitsch 1993:348-349). This
diversity extends into the near upland areas providing a greater quantity of
forage foods than the floodplains. With the development of cultivated domes-
ticates during the Middle to Late Archaic periods, certain economically signifi-
cant fauna such as white-tailed deer would have become more abundant as the
available browse increased in active and abandoned aboriginal cultivated fields
(Delcourt et al. 1993:71-72).

Besides the white-tailed deer, other economically significant faunal species
that would have been available to prehistoric populations included bison and
wapiti (both now extirpated); turkey and other resident and migratory avians,
various small mammals such as eastermn cottontail, beaver, and squirrel; and a
wide variety of both vertebrate and invertebrate aquatic species.

The mixture of northemn, southem, and eastern influences in the Purchase
Area created a varied and rich environment. The floodplains of the area, with
a mosaic of wetlands, swamp forest, small lakes, and oak/hickory forest,
offered even greater variety. However, even in this rich environment there
would have been limitations on prehistoric exploitation of the environment.
The most significant limitation likely was the relatively limited amount of
floodplain in this area compared with areas such as the American Bottoms near
St. Louis and the Black Bottoms located on the Illinois side of the Ohio River.
Prehistoric populations dependent on cultivation would not have been able to
maintain population levels in this area as high as those in regions with greater
floodplain acreage. A second limitation would have been the scarcity of local
sources of lithic raw materials. However, this shortage could have been easily
overcome by direct exploitation of or exchange for nonlocal cherts.
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Previous Archeological Research

The earliest documentation of archeological sites within the Jackson Pur-
chase was reported by Constantine Rafinesque as the result of his 1820 to
1824 archeological survey of Kentucky (Rafinesque 1824). Rafinesque
reported on a number of sites in the valleys of the Chio and Mississippi
Rivers, with 35 monuments reported in McCracken County (now McCracken,
Ballard, and Hickman Counties). Unfortunately, Rafinsque’s methods were
imprecise, resulting in the inability to relocate his reported sites.

Geologic surveys and studies along with general regional and state histories
were popular in the late nineteenth century, with several published for regions
bordering the Ohio River. Two of these, a history of Kentucky (Collins 1874)
and a geologic study (Loughbridge 1888), included discussions of archeologi-
cal sites along the Mississippi River in western Kentucky. When professional
archeological studies were initiated at the end of the nineteenth century, the
focus on Mississippi valley sites continued (Thomas 1894).

The earliest professional archeological research in the vicinity of the PGDP
was conducted in the 1930s by Funkhouser and Webb of the University of
Kentucky. They recorded 11 sites it McCracken County, including sites
I5McN1, 15McN6, and 15McN9. Site 15SMcN1, known at that time as “Cem-
etery Ridge,” was reported as a stonebox grave cemetery with large numbers
of artifacts (Funkhouser and Webb 1932:250-252). This cemetery reportedly
was located at the base of Metropolis Terrace within 2 km of the PGDP.
Although Autry (1979a:5) reported that this site had been totally destroyed, his
plotting of the site was over 1.2 km east of the location recorded in the state
of Kentucky's site files. Site 15McN6 was a large mound 4.8 km (3 miles)
south of Paducah, while 15McN9 was reported by Funkhouser and Webb
(1932:250-252) as an upland village site with abundant artifacts. This village
site is located less than 2 km south of the PGDP.

Subsequent to the Funkhouser and Webb research in McCracken County
and prior to initiation of project related surveys in the 1970s, a number of sites
were recorded for McCracken County, including seven sites within the PGDP.
Unfortunately, other than site locations and designations as prehistoric sites of
indeterminate age, very little information regarding these sites is contained
within the state site files. No state site forms are available and no reports
discussing these sites were published. When attempts were made in 1979 to
relocate two of these sites, only 15SMcN24 was found (Autry 1979a:7). A later
survey tested site ISMcN24 and successfully relocated and tested 15SMcN20
(Butler et al. 1981),

Archeological research along the Ohio River in the Jackson Purchase
increased with the initiation of project specific cultural resource management
projects during the 1970s. A majority of these projects were concentrated
along the major river systems in the region. Major surveys included recon-
naissance of the Lower Ohio Navigation area (Gray and Watson 1981), recon-
naissance for the Great River Road Project (McGraw 1981), reconnaissance of
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the Lower Cumberland River (O’Malley et al. 1983), and survey of the
Olmstead Dam Abutment site (Hemberger 1988). One recent survey concen-
trated primarily on upland alluvial landforms in Ballard, Carlisle, McCracken,
and Graves counties but failed to located any upland sites (Oates 1992).

Surveys and testing related to two projects have been conducted within the
PGDP. One project was in conjunction with the proposed 200 Megawatt
Atmospheric Fluidbed Combustion Plant Project on TVA property west and
south of the Shawnee Steam Plant (Autry 1979a, 1979b; Butler et al. 1981).
Archeological surveys during this project relocated two prehistoric sites and
recorded 15 new sites (eight prehistoric, seven historic). These survey efforts
were concentrated on the Ohio River floodplain and the Metropolis Terrace,
with all prehistoric sites located on the floodplain or at the terrace edge.

Surveys conducted for four proposed landfill sites have been the only inten-
sive investigations conducted in the uplands of the PGDP. Sussenbach (1991)
surveyed three proposed landfill sites totaling 22 hectares (55 acres) without
locating any archeological sites. Two historic sites were recorded during sur-
vey of a fourth proposed landfill site (Evans 1993); site 15McN92 was
recorded as a late nineteenth to early twentieth century residence, while site
15McN93 was reported as concrete debris from “a structure of some sort”
associated with three recent artifacts (Evans 1993:23). Site 15McN92 appears
on the 1932 La Center 15’ USGS topographic map and is included in the
PGDP, whereas site 15McN93 is not indicated on this map. Although no site
map was provided for 15McN93 in the survey report, the description of this
site indicates that it is likely one of the ubiquitous rubble piles common to the
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant. Evans also reported that the McCracken
County Courthouse records for this area had been destroyed (1993:29), but our
own research has found this to be in error,

The remains of the Kentucky Ordnance Works (KOW) were excluded from
the present survey sample. Given the availability of detailed site maps and
architectural drawings that inventory, describe, and classify this industrial
complex, no field recordation of the complex is planned at this time.

Cultural Setting

The prehistory and history of Kentucky has been divided into six general
contexts or cultural periods (Table 1). The following section presents a brief
discussion of the relevant cultural periods for the Ohio River I Section of the
Jackson Purchase Management Area and for the Jackson Purchase Cultural

Landscape. A more complete review of previous research, the cultural periods,

and research objectives for the Commonwealth of Kentucky is presented in the
State Historic Preservation Comprehensive Plan Report No. 1 (Pollack 1990).
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Prehistoric

Paleo-Indian period

The evidence for Pleistocene human occupation of the lower Ohio River
valley is sparse. The primary evidence consists of surface finds of fluted
projectile points. Within the Ohio River I Section there are seven Paleo-Indian
sites recorded. All seven are surface finds, and none have been thoroughly
investigated. Additional sites are expected buried in the Ohio River floodplain
and on elevated areas overlooking the floodplain (Tankersley 1990:100).

Early Paleo-Indian

The Clovis-like projectile points found in Kentucky are similar to the pro-
Jjectile points that have been recovered in the Great Plains and the Southwest.
The association of these western points with Pleistocene megafauna has led to
the assumption that eastern hunters were exploiting megafauna in a fashion
similar to that postulated for western Paleo-Indian populations (Swartz 1973:9).
However, since there is no direct evidence of the dietary regime of these earli-
est inhabitants (Muller 1986:52; Tankersley 1990:80), little can be said about
the hunting methods and subsistence practices during this period. It is prema-
ture to imply that the presence of these early projectile points east of the
Mississippi River indicates that specialized megafauna exploitation was an
adaptation followed in the castern forests (Driskell et al. 1979:19). However,
the tool kit from the Paleo-Indian period east of the Great Plains does reflect
activities involving hunting, butchering, hide processing, and bone or wood
working, with little evidence of fishing or plant processing (Stoltman and
Baerreis 1983:254), which may reflect an overall similarity in subsistence
practices and a reliance on hunting megafauna. Most of the following discus-
sion is based on the assumption that the hunting of large game, if not
megafauna, was the dominant subsistence practice during the Paleo-Indian
period.

Typical projectile points from the Early Paleo-Indian period in Kentucky
are the Clovis point and the Folsom-like Cumberland point. The other compo-
nents of the tool kit are unifacial tools made on prismatic blades, with a
marked similarity in tool kit composition regardless of the environmental set-
ting of the site (Tankersley 1990:79).

Late Paleo-Indian

The Late Paleo-Indian peried is slightly better known than the earlier
period. Initially, the Dalton complex may have adapted the subsistence prac-
tices developed for the exploitation of late Pleistocene megafauna to the
exploitation of white-tailed deer residing in the expanding deciduous forests of
this period (Stoltman and Baerreis 1983:255). By the end of the Paleo-Indian
period the subsistence of the Dalton complex had shifted to a broader-based
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economy with increasing exploitation of floral resources. Evidence from a
number of Dalton complex sites located in northeastern Arkansas indicates that
a wide variety of riverine and forest resources were being exploited with
increasing efficiency during the later stages of this complex (Muller 1986:54).
The final stages of the Dalton complex suggest a foraging subsistence adapta-
tion had taken place, marking the transition to the Archaic Period. Typical
projectile points dated to late Paleo-Indian include the Dalton point, as well as
the Meserve, Plano, and other non-fluted or semi-fluted points. The Late
Paleo-Indian tool kit is similar to the earlier period, with blades and unifacial
tools still present (Tankersley 1990:79).

Archaic period

This period can be broken into three temporal sub-periods: the Early
Archaic dating from 8000 to 6000 B.C., the Middle Archaic from 6000 to
3000 B.C., and the Late Archaic from 3000 to 1000 B.C. The transition from
one sub-period to the next is often difficult to delineate and is based primarily
on climatic changes.

Early Archalc

The Dalton complex is often considered to be transitional between Late
Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic based on the Archaic-like subsistence economy
that was practiced by later Dalton complex populations. However, environ-
mental rather than cultural change is the significant marker for the beginning
of the Archaic period in this region (Stoltman and Baerreis 1983; Muller
1986:56). From 10,000 to 7000 B.C. the spruce-dominated boreal forest
retreated north and was replaced first by pine and then deciduous forest.
Faunal resources during the Paleo-Indian period were abundant, with big game
such as caribou, musk-oxen, mastodons, and long-horned bison present, but
edible vegetal resources in the coniferous forest were sparse (Stoltman and
Baerreis 1983:253). The transition to deciduous forests was marked by a
decrease in the availability of large game animals and an increase in floral
resources. Due to this environmental change, by the beginning of the Early
Archaic subsistence patterns had shifted to a dependence on deer, turkey, and
squirrel with increasing exploitation of wild plant foods, especially nuts
(Muller 1986:56-57). By 8000 B.C. environmental changes had a significant
impact on the inhabitants of the Ohio River valley and on their subsistence
economy, with this date used as the divide between Paleo-Indian and Archaic.

Cultural material from the Early Archaic generally is a minor component of
archeological sites and is not usually associated with features, organic remains,
or burials. Typical projectile points from the Early Archaic sites are large, flat,
comer-notched points including Kirk, Thebes, and LaCroy points (Jefferies
1990:150; Muller 1986:56) with smaller, stemmed points with bifurcated bases
becoming more common later in the period (Driskell et al. 1979:21). The
general tool kit represents an expansion of subsistence activities, with fishing
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gear as well as hunting and woodworking tools present (Bennett 1988:15;
Stoltman and Baerreis 1983:255). Ground stone tools first appear during this
period (Driskell et al. 1979:22).

The widespread distribution of similar projectile point styles having similar
development sequences, the utilization of a wide variety of raw materials and
the high percentage of nonlocal cherts, and the Iack of evidence for long-term
occupation of individual sites suggest that Early Archaic populations were
exploiting relatively large territories (Jefferies 1990:150-151).

Middle Archaic

The beginning of the Middle Archaic period at 6000 B.C. corresponds with
the beginning of the hypsithermal interval, a period of drier and possibly
warmer weather. The Middle Archaic is a continuation and intensification of
the changes started in the preceding period. The continued specialized exploi-
tation of local resources, restriction of mobility, increasing sedentism, and
increasing reliance on plant resources are indicated in the archeological record.
The possibility of increasing populations likely played a role in changes in
subsistence and settlement (Muller 1986:57-58). Although the adaptation of
Middle Archaic populations in eastern and central Kentucky does not appear to
have been drastically different from that of the Early Archaic, substantially
larger sites have been recorded for this period (Jefferies 1990:152). These
more substantial sites may have served as floodplain base camps from which a
wide variety of both upland, floodplain, and aquatic resources could have been
exploited.

Increasing regional variation in tool and point types occurs during the Mid-
die Archaic with typical projectile points including Raddatz, Faulkner, Big
Sandy II, Morrow Mountain, and other side-notched, stemmed, and comer-
notched points (Jefferies 1990:151; Stafford et al. 1984:2-14). The tool kit
now included an increasing array of ground stone tools, such as mortars, pes-
tles, manos, metates, and nutting stones, indicating an increasing reliance on
plant food processing. Ground stone axes, celts, pendants, and atlatl weights,
along with bone tools such as fishhooks, pins, awls, and knapping tools sup-
plemented the stone tool kit (Driskell et al, 1979:22). Exotic materials also
begin to appear on sites dating from this period, with marine shell from the
Guif of Mexico and copper from Lake Superior indicating the initiation of
inter-regional exchange (Muller 1986:66). Outside the Ohio River valley there
are indications of the incipient domestication of plant resources during the
Middle Archaic, but no evidence of domestication within the valley itself has
been recovered (Muller 1986:61).

Late Archaic

There is little agreement as to the date dividing the Middle from the Late
Archaic. The transition date in the eastern Ohio River valley has been placed
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at 4000 B.C. and a date of 3000 B.C. in the westem portion (Muller 1986:66).
Placing the date at 4000 B.C. corresponds with the beginning of the Late-
Holocene Interval (a geologic temporal period), the point at which the vegeta-
tion pattern had shifted to what is basically the modemn pattern. However,
during the preceding Mid-Holocene Interval the vegetation in the central Qhio
River valley was already similar to modern types (Delcourt and Delcourt
1981:133). Placing the end of the Middle Archaic at 3000 B.C. corresponds
with the end of the Hypsithermal interval (a meteorological event) and is used
here.

Late Archaic sites are more numerous than those from the preceding period
but tend to be smaller and reflect shorter occupational spans (Jefferies
1990:153). Late Archaic sites are known from rockshelters, along small and
large stream valleys, and from the terraces and floodplain ridges of the Ohio
River (Munson et al. 1977:85). A number of large bottomland sites have been
investigated in the Salt River Management Area, revealing a heavy dependence
on shellfish and other riverine and bottomliand resources. Upland sites and the
use of upland resources are not vet well known. The upland sites that have
been investigated either have undergone only limited excavation or were nearly
destroyed before archeological investigations were carried out (Muller 1986:80-
81).

During the 1970s Donald Janzen (1977) conducted a project that focused
primarily on Archaic sites in the Salt River Management Area. The Late
Archaic alluvial valley sites that were investigated indicated a reliance on
white-tailed deer, mussels, and nuts, with thick shell middens often six to
twelve feet deep. Late Archaic upland sites investigated during this project
tacked the mussel shell, brown midden stains, thick deposits, and large quanti-
ties of fire cracked rock that were typical of alluvial sites.

A greater degree of social differentiation appears to have developed during
the Late Archaic period. The treatment of burials suggests a greater degree of
differentiation, however, analysis of skeletal and archeological data suggests
that Late Archaic societies were still primarily egalitarian (Jefferies 1990:153).

Projectile points from this period are both stemmed and side-noiched.
Awls, scrapers, abraders, sewing and weaving tools, gravers, and drills are
included in the tool kit, along with items such as “cloud blower” pipes, bone
beads, shell pendants, flutes, and turtle shell rattles (Tuck 1978:37).

Woodland period

Like the preceding Archaic period, the Woodland period is divided into
three sub-periods. The Early Woodland dates from 1000 B.C. to 200 B.C., the
Middle Woodland from 200 B.C. to A.D. 500, and the Late Woodland from
A.D. 500 to A.D. 1000. The primary delineation between the Late Archaic
period and the Early Woodland is the introduction of ceramic vessels. The
starting date of 1000 B.C. is somewhat arbitrary since ceramic vessels first
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appear on the south Atlantic coast at approximately 1500 B.C., in the North-
east at 900 B.C., and finally in the Midwest at 600 B.C. (Muller 1986:90-93).
Other than the introduction of ceramics, there was very little in the way of
drastic change in subsistence and settlement patterns between the two periods
(Muller 1986:91: Tuck 1978:41).

Early woodland

Some Early Woodland complexes, such as the Adena in southem Ohio,
northwest West Virginia, and northeast Kentucky, practiced elaborate mortuary
customs and constructed earthworks and burial mounds. The Adena complex,
however, is essentially a mortuary complex practiced by a number of different
societies (Tuck 1978:41) with each following a subsistence and settlement
system adapted to the local environment. The Adena complex was originally
thought to extend west into Illinois, but the western boundary is now consid-
ered to be in the Whitewater and upper White valleys in eastemn Indiana
(Kellar and Swartz 1970:122). In southemn Ohio, the Adena cultural preceded
the Middle Woodland Hopewellian cultures, while in eastern Kentucky the
Adena culture appears to have continued into the Middle Woodland period
(Railey 1990:252). This, however, may be attributed to Webb’s initial classifi-
cation of all sites with mounds in Kentucky as Adena sites.

The settlement and subsistence system in western Kentucky appears to be a
continuation of the Archaic pattern, with evidence of long-term or repeatedly
occupied base camps and exploitation of similar food resources. The primary
difference during this period is a shift from concentration on nuts to seeds and
an intensification of the use of cultivated weedy annuals (Railey 1990:250).
The apparent longer term occupation of sites during the Early Woodland and
the Middle Woodland as compared with the Early and Late Archaic may indi-
cate that similar processes, such as population increase, were occurring during
both periods.

In western Kentucky the pottery typical of the Early Woodland period
consists of thick-walled, conical vessels that often have flat bottoms. Vessels
in the latter Early Woodland and the Middle Woodland are thinner-walled and
more globular in shape, possibly indicating an increase in the use of boiling
for the preparation of small seeds (Muller 1986:91). Typical notched and
stemmed projectile points of the period include Kramer, Adena stemmed, and
Adena leaf-shaped.

Middie woodland

During the Middle Woodland period, the mid-continental region of North
America was dominated by the Hopewell cultures. Like the Adena culture that
preceded it, the Hopewell was a system of shared mortuary practices (Muller
1986:95-96). The Hopewell homeland in Ohio and the Havana Hopewellian
cultures in western Illinois are considered to be the primary centers, with other
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variants, such as the Wabash Hopewellian in western Indiana, located over a
wide geographic area.

The Hopewell period is marked by elaborate burial practices, extensive
exchange networks involving exotic, nonutilitarian materials, and the construc-
tion of burial mounds and earthworks. The investment of labor necessary for
the construction of elaborate mounds in the upper Ohic River valley region
suggests a more complex level of social organization (Swartz 1973:22).

The subsistence economy for the Middle Woodland period was a continued
refinement of the Early Woodland systems, with a basis in riverine-forest
resources (Munson et al. 1977:88). Upland areas continued to have a heavy
dependence on nuts, with cultivation of domestic species developing in the
lowlands (Muller 1986:124). There was a general trend away from oily seeds
such as sunflower and sumpweed and a corresponding increase in the use of
starchy seeds such as chenopodium spp., which would have required modifica-
tions in cooking techniques reflected in thinner-walled vessels (Muller
1986:103),

The finer Hopewellian pottery is quite elaborate, but utilitarian wares are
very much like that found during the latter part of the Early Woodland (Muller
1986:96), with the trend toward thinner-walled vessels continuing. Ohio Hope-
well pottery is cordmarked with plain rim zoning and has an elongated form
with rounded to flat bases. The Wabash Hopewellian pottery is more similar
to pottery found in the southeast, with deeply impressed cordmarking (Allison
phase) followed by simple, check-stamped pottery (La Motte phase) (Swartz
1973:22).

Projectile points associated with Hopewellian sites include the Lowe Flared
Base point and Tamms expanding stem point from the Wabash valley region,
the Ross ceremonial point from burial mounds in Ohio, and the Snyder point
from the western Hopewellian areas.

The lower Ohio River valley is surrounded by Hopewellian sites, but there
are few sites within the valley itself (Muller 1986:95). The Crab Orchard
complex of southern Ilinois and western Kentucky has some indication of
contact with the Hopewellian Interaction Sphere, but to a large extent these
complexes represent a conservative continuation of Early Woodiand traits into
the early Middle Woodland period. No subsistence data is available for the
Crab Orchard sites in Kentucky, but sites in southern Illinois indicate a hunt-
ing-gathering economy without reliance on cultivated plants (Railey 1990:256).
Although, the Crab Orchard complex has been placed in the Middle Woodland
period, it has been dated from 600 B.C. to 250 A.D., a time period more con-
sistent with the Early Woodland (Railey 1990:255-256).

It is possible that Middle Woodland populations located along the Ohio
River valley between the Wabash Hopewellian populations and the Ohio Hope-
well and between the Wabash and Havana Hopewellian groups may have also
retained a more conservative economic system than their neighbors in
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adjoining regions. The narrow floodplains of the Ohio River valley have more
limited bottomland resources when compared with the more extensive flood-
plains located in the major Hopewell and Hopewellian centers. This difference
may have had a strong negative influence on the development of Hopewell-like
cultures in the middle and lower Ohio River valley. It should be noted that,
although located in the middle Ohio River valley, the Wabash Hopewellian
variant is in an area of more extensive floodplain because of the confluence of
the Wabash and Ohio rivers.

Late woodland

The Late Woodland was at one time considered to be the prehistoric dark
ages with a decline both in cultural sophistication and in population. Mound
building continued but on a lesser scale, populations were more dispersed,
complex burial practices declined, the amount of grave goods decreased or
disappeared entirely, and the “fine arts” of the Middle Woodland period disap-
peared (Muller 1986:123-128). Compared with the preceding Hopewellian cul-
tures and subsequent Mississippian cultures, the Late Woodland cultures are
materially less complex. However, it is inappropriate to assume that the period
is analogous to the very real decline in Westem European cultures during the
same centuries. While the pottery became artistically less complex, ceramic
technology continued to advance. The cultivation of domesticated crops,
native and exotic, increased in importance, resulting in a maize-based horticul-
tural system by the end of the Woodland period. The exotic goods exchange
network of the Hopewellian petiod was no longer functioning, but the uniform
character of Late Woodland ceramics may indicate an intensification of wide-
spread cooperative networks (Muller 1986:128).

The Late Woodland period was characterized by the exploitation of a wide
variety of wild foods sources, with a decline in the use of bottomland
resources as compared with the preceding period. While cultivation continued
and increased by the end of the period, subsistence was extensive rather than
intensive (Swartz 1973:22). The population was organized into small groups
that dispersed and exploited many different environments. Sites have been
located in rockshelters, upland hilitops, and bottomlands (Muller 1986:129),

By the end of the Late Woodland period there was a move back to exploitation
of bottomland resources and a shift to maize-based horticulture in many areas
(Muller 1986:154). Corresponding changes in ceramic technology and settle-
ment patterns signaled the start of the Mississippian period. However, in some
areas of Kentucky subsistence practices and ceramic attributes appear to have
been primarily unchanged from the Early Woodland period with major shifts
not apparent until after 1000 A.D. (Railey 1990:257).

Mississippian period

Two major manifestations appeared in the Ohio River valley during the
Mississippian period (A.D. 900 to 1700): the Fort Ancient culture in Ohio,
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eastern Kentucky, southeastern Indiana, and West Virginia; and the Middle
Mississippian culture in the central Mississippi River valley and lower Ohio
River valley. The Fort Ancient Culture has been referred to as Upper Missis-
sippian, a term also applied to the totally unrelated Oneota cultures of the
upper Mississippi River valley and western Great Lakes regions. The term
Fort Ancient in itself is something of a misnomer. The Fort Ancient earth-
works from which the name is derived are actually an earlier Hopewell con-
struction (Griffin 1978:551). Fort Ancient is now considered to be a local
development in response to local conditions, and while there are similarities to
the Mississippian cultures to-the west, it serves no purpose to place the culture
under the Mississippian umbrella.

Between the Middle Mississippian settlements of the Lower Ohio and Mis-
sissippi Rivers and the Fort Ancient settlements of the Upper Ohio River are a
number of other regional Middle Mississippian variants, such as the Kincaid-
Angel, the Green River, the Vincennes, and the Falls Mississippian (Muller
1986). Though there is considerable variation between these different com- :
plexes, historically these groups as well as others to the south and north have
been placed in the Mississippian classification.

Within the Jackson Purchase Management Area the classification of sites
from this period is less difficult, with only Middle Mississippian sites present.
The Middle Mississippian culture can best be defined as an adaptive system
characterized by the intense utilization of the bottomland environment for the
cultivation of tropical cuitigens; the restriction of wild resource utilization to
the most abundant, dependable, and most easily obtained flora and fauna; and
by a ranked social organization (Muller 1986:172-173). Mississippian popula-
tions shared much of the same basic iconography (Lewis 1990:375), possibly
indicating a shared ideological system as well as an adaptive system.

Middle Mississippian societies are found in areas with wide floodplains
containing extensive and renewable alluvial deposits. The Mississippian settle-
ment system, with its greatest expression within the Mississippi River valley,
consisted of a hierarchy of habitation sites, ranging from isolated hamlets and
farmsteads to large ceremonial centers featuring numerous mounds, wooden
palisades, and earthen pyramids (Lewis 1990:375). In contrast, the settlement.
pattern in the lower Ohio River valley was one of dispersed farmsteads with
some nucleated sites (Muller 1986:174).

Two Middle Mississippian phases have been defined for the Ohio River
Section I and the Lower Tennessee-Cumberiand Section of the Purchase Man-
agement Area based on research conducted primarily in the latter section. The
first phase, Jonathan Creek, dates from A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1100. The Tinsley
Hill Phase follows the Jonathan Creek Phase. This second phase is less pre-
cisely dated, designated only as being in the second half of the Mississippian
period. The dating of the Tinsley Hill phase is a topic of debate, with the
possibility of a gap between the two phases (Lewis 1990:388).
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The Jonathan Creek phase is based on excavations at the Jonathan Creek
site (15M14), a large fortified village within 2 km of the Tennessee River, and
the Dedmon site (15M168), an isolated farmstead in the Tennessee River val-
ley that contained a Jonathan Creek component. The Jonathan Creek site was
excavated before the collection of organic remains was commonplace, so little
information regarding subsistence practices can be gained from this site and
the only subsistence evidence from the Dedmon Site consists of faunal
remains. The ceramic assemblages from Jonathan Creek and the Jonathan
Creek component of Dedmon were both dominated by Mississippian plain,

- Kimmswick Fabric-impressed, and Bell plain pottery (Lewis 1990:387). The

other artifacts from these sites have not been adequately summarized, so that,
other than ceramics, little can be said about the material culture of the
Jonathan Creek phase.

A number of sites containing Tinsley Hill components have been excavated.
More data concerning subsistence are available for the Tinsley Hill phase, with
maize being an important component of the diet at some of the sites investi-
gated. Ceramics assemblages are dominated by undecorated varieties, such as
Mississippian and Bell plain, with a minor proportion of incised decorated
types (Lewis 1990:387). Projectile points during the Mississippian period are
dominated by the Madison Triangular point, a widely utilized arrow point.
Other tool types included chert hoes. Although there is little to compare, the
settlement and subsistence systems of these two phases appear to be minimal
(Lewis 1990:387-388).

- For the Mississippian period in general, recorded sites are located primarily
on knolls or on level terrain on floodplains or dissected uplands (Lewis
1990:390). A total of 82 Mississippian sites have been recorded for the Pur-
chase Area, with 28 in the Ohio River Section 1. Of these 28 sites, 19 are
open habitations without mounds, four are open habitations with mounds, two
are cemeteries, one is a single mound, one is a mound complex, and one is
unclassified (Lewis 1990:395),

The Mississippian societies that dominated the central Mississippi and Ohio
River valleys for over 500 years and extended their influence, whether active
or passive, over a large part of the middle of the North American continent
were essentially extinct by the time of European exploration and conguest of
the Mississippi River valley. Although some populations may have been prac-
ticing subsistence systems similar to the Mississippian pattern, only one radio-
carbon date for Mississippian sites in western Kentucky pre-dates 1475 A.D.
(Lewis 1990:396-398). It is unknown whether the Mississippian people suc-
cumbed to the introduction of Old World diseases, to the failure of their agri-
cultural system, or to the poorly understood processes that brought about the
decline of other advanced societies. Whatever the case, the first European to
walk the plazas of Cahokia or to overlook the Mississippi from Wickcliffe
Mounds, was not greeted by the sounds, sights, and smells of a vibrant, active
society.
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Historic

Early exploration and trade (1680 to 1775)

East of the Appalachians, in the centuries preceding European contact, a
portion of the “Great Indian Warpath” extended along the Shenandoah River
northeastward to the Potomac River (Myer 1928). A large native path network
had developed in this area over the centuries, and it was this network that
helped England gain control of the Native American trade east of the
Appalachians during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. The
most ambitious trade negotiations came out of the Carolina settlement of
Charles Town, established in 1670 by English colonists and immigrants from
Barbados. From its beginning, English setflement of the new world was profit-
motivated, and led to intense competition between England, Spain, and France
for the Native Americans’ loyalty and trade (Crane 1928).

Until 1680, Native American trade east and west of the Appalachian Moun-
tains was controlled by the English proprictors who governed the colonies.
The planters and traders were confined to trading with the Native Americans
who lived near local settlements. After 1680, however, the control of trade
held by the proprietors was loosened by the confusion caused by the war
between the Westoes and smaller tribes east of the Appalachians, instigated in
part by the traders and slavers in the colonies. Without the anti-slavery senti-
ment of the proprietors, the promotion of Indian slavery by the English proved
to be a powerful factor in opening the inland southwest to trade by destroying
tribal unity among the groups located between the coast and the mountains
(Crane 1928).

In 1690, one of the first Euro-American attempts at trade west of the Appa-
lachian Mountains in the Ohio River valley was undertaken by James Moore, a
planter and slave trader from the Carolina colony. He traveled part of the way
through the mountains, but was stopped before reaching the Cumberland
Plateau by the Cherokee, who had objections to Moore's presence in the area
(Crane 1928). English trade was established west of the mountains via Chero-
kee country along the Ohio and Tennessee Rivers in 1699 by traders in the
employ of Virginia’s governor, Joseph Blake. They presented ammunition and
gifts to the tribes along these two rivers. The effects of English trade among
the inland tribes were discovered by the French when they gained control of
the lower Mississippi region at the beginning the eighteenth century. The
Tennessee River was securely under English control, and a few English traders
had established factories near the forks of the Alabama River among a few of
the tribes such as Alabama, Talapoosa, and Abibkr. A strong alliance between
the Chickasaws and the English was established and would be a major factor
for the French to overcome in their attempt to control the region. There were
two main reasons for the success of English trade in the southem frontier, as
opposed to the unsuccessful attempts of the northwest colonists: except for the.
trade with Cherokee groups in the mountains, the mountain ranges could be
avoided, and there was no powerful tribe like the Iroquois that acted as a
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middleman between less powerful tribes and the colonists. By the end of the
seventeenth century, England was in competition for Native American trade
with the Spanish and French in the Gulf and lower Mississippi regions (Crane
1928; Tindall 1984).

In 1748, representatives of the British colonies convinced Shawnee, Dela-
ware, and other tribal chiefs to open the vast area of the Ohio River valley
officially to traders. In addition to the traders in the area, Virginia began
granting land companies the right to. sell this land, which Virginia had claimed
in its 1609 charter. In 1749 the Ohio Land Company was granted
200,000 acres norih of the Ohio River, surveyed in Township and Range
tracts, with a promise of 300,000 acres more. Meanwhile, south of the Ohio
River, setilers were beginning to spread out from Virginia and the Carolinas in
a more independent settlement pattern; they bought land from a few land spec-
ulators who had purchased large amounts of 1and from the Cherokee. Further
west, in what was to become the Jackson Purchase area, the Chickasaws still
maintained conirol of over 20 million acres (Crane 1928; Gibson 1971; Tindall
1984).

The Chickasaws are an Algonquian people who speak a form of the

Muskogean language, Muskogee Proper. According to the Chickasaws’ migra-

tion legend, the tribe came from the west sometime in the prehistoric period.
They traveled a great distance until they crossed the Mississippi River and
finally arrived at the Tennessee River, where they planted their crops and built
settlements, which was known as the first Chickasaw Old Fields. After a
period of time, they moved south to the Tombigbee River in Mississippi,
remaining there until European contact, but still claiming the land to the
north, which included western Kentucky, as hunting grounds. Originally, the
Chickasaws claimed land that extended from the Tennessee and Cumberland
Rivers divide north to the Ohio River and west to the Mississippi River.
Because of migration legends common in both tribes and the similarity of their
languages, the Chickasaws and Choctaws are thought, at one time, to have
been part of one tribe. But at the time of European contact, they were bitter
enemies (Gibson 1971; Kehoe 1981).

Hunting and planting of crops were of equal importance in Chickasaw life,
and both men and women shared tasks in both activities to ensure the tribe’s
subsistence. Meat sources included bear, deer, and when available, bison.
Com was the basic crop grown, along with the usual horticulture products,
nuts, berries, melons. Kinship and social organization were based upon two
moieties (divisions) within the tribe, the Imosaktca and the Intcukwalipa, that,
in tumn, were divided into clans, groups of blood-related families. The spatial
pattern of their permanent settlements and temporary camps was determined by
each clan’s rank. Chickasaw religious ceremonies revolved around their major
deity and creator, Ababinili, which consisted of the Four Beloved Things
Above (the Sun, Clouds, Clear Sky, and He that Lives in the Clear Sky). The
closest of these to the Chickasaws, the Sun, was symbolized in each town by a
sacred fire. This sacred fire was used to start home fires. Also, there were
good spirits, the Hortuk Ishtohoollo; and bad spirits, the Hottuk Ookproose, as
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well as supernatural beings, Lofas, the giants who caused trouble; and
Iyaganashas, little people who helped. The Chickasaws observed the Busk, or
green corn ceremony, a practice that was shared among the southeastern tribes
(Gibson 1971}

French interest in the Ohio valley increased in the 1740s because of the
encroachment of British traders. Earlier attempts by the French to settle this
area included several failed outposts on the Ilinois River and the successful
establishment of forts de Chartres, St. Genevieve, and St. Louis on the Missis-
sippi River, Also, in the Ohio valley, Fort Quiatenon.was built in 1720, and
Fort Vincennes was built 1730. French farmers settled in the middle Missis-
sippi valley around Kaskaskia. The use of the Ohio River as a shorter route
connecting the northem French settlements to their Louisiana settlements was
impeded by British activity in the Ohio valley. North of the Ohio River in
1749, Fort Miami’s commander expressed alarm to the French govemnment,
noting that 300 English traders were located in the Ohio region. In response,
the French advanced down the Allegheny and Ohio Rivers to gather informa-
tion and befriend the tribal groups living along the rivers by convincing them
that the English were after their land. They also buried leaden plates with
inscriptions signifying French claim, with the intent to cancel out any British
claim. In 1753 the new French govemor arrived in Canada and proceeded to
erect a chain of forts that included Duquesne and Vincennes. During the next
ten years the French and Indian Wars waged until the Peace of Paris of 1763
ended French power in North America (Pollock 1990; Tindall 1984).

The tribes of the Ohio valley no longer had their French allies to help con-
tain Colonial expansion from the east. In the Proclamation of 1763, drafted by
the Earl of Shelbume, head of the Board of Trade in England, an imaginary
line was drawn along the crest of the Appalachians, and land beyond this point
was forbidden to settlement. Despite this restriction, by the mid-1760s, several
thousand settlers were living west of the Appalachians. The efforts of the
Ottawa chief, Pontiac, along with the Shawnees, Delawares and other tribes to
oust the British began in 1763 with the attempted seizure of Fort Detroit.
During the next three years, every British post in the Ohio region was
destroyed except forts Detroit and Pitt. In 1766, Pontiac agreed to peace
(Tindall 1984; Wood 1989).

Early settlement and the revolutionary war (1776 to 1830)

As early as 1774, Britain began gathering its Indian allies in the west to
prepare for war with the colonists. The commanders of the British garrisons
on the frontier encouraged loyal Tories and tribal allies to attack settlements
and offered rewards for American scalps. Their most powerful and oldest
allies were the Chickasaws, and by the end of 1775, ammunition and guns
were being distributed to the tribe. The expected invasion route of the west by
the colonists was the well-established settler roads that crossed the Chickasaw
Nation into the Tombigbee valley. The British Indian agent tumned military
coordinator, John Stuart, concentrated warriors along these trails. When the
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invasion came, in February 1778, the Americans traveled down the Ohio River
and then the Mississippi River to Spanish New Orleans, attacking British plan-
tations below Natchez. That same year, George Rogers Clark launched a
flotilla of flatboats with 75 frontiersmen, from Fort Pitt (Pittsburgh), to attack
several British outposts on the Ohio River. They captured Kaskaskia, Cahokia,
and Vincennes in the Illinois country (Gibson 1971; Tindall 1984).

After the collapse of British control in the frontier northwest, an attempt
was made to overtake the British in the southwest. In 1780, George Rogers
Clark was ordered by Virginia governor Thomas Jefferson to construct a fort at
the mouth of the Ohio River in Chickasaw territory, This fort was to serve as
a depot for detachments from the American army and a place where tribes
loyal to the United States would be armed to raid British garrisons. The weak-
ening of the powerful British allies, the Chickasaws, was also a major goal of
Jefferson’s. This goal was never achieved, however, because of the siege of
Fort Jefferson by the Chickasaws for a year, burning settlers’ houses and cut-
ting off the fort’s supplies. After reinforcements saved the remaining survi-
vors, the fort was abandoned in June 1781. The actions by the Chickasaws
stopped American plans to invade the British south and also stabilized the
American frontier line along the Ohio River. After the war, the United States
government signed a peace treaty in 1783 with the pro-American faction of the
Chickasaw. This treaty defined the Chickasaw Nation boundary as being
along the Cumberland-Tennessee rivers divide, from the Ohio River east to the
Duck River and up-stream to its source. There were problems with this treaty,
since another Chickasaw faction was aligned with the Spanish (Gibson 1971).

Meanwhile, the British still were creating problems for the United States;
their frontier forts provided the opportunity to wield influence among the
Native Americans and the fur trade. Their stated reason for this occupation
was that the Americans failed to pay their debts. The Spanish now controlled
navigation rights on the Mississippi River, and negotiations between Spain and
the United States began over commerce travel and the southemn boundary of
the United States. This was of great importance to the growing frontier settle-
ments of Tennessee and Kentucky. However, in 1784, the Louisiana govemor,
Miro, closed commerce to the Americas on the Mississippi River and began to
deal with the tribes of the area, including Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws, and
certain frontiersmen, in an attempt to gain their support against the United
States. At one point, General James Wilkinson, a Kentucky land speculator,
acquired Spanish gold in exchange for promises to inspire the secession of the
western states, but nothing came of this attempt. When the United States
discovered that the Spanish were dealing with the tribes of area, they became
more serious about gaining the allegiance of the Native Americans. In 1786,
the Treaty of Hopewell, was signed between all the Chickasaws. The Treaty
of Hopewell began official relations between the United States and the tribe,
guaranteeing peace with the Chickasaws and providing for their protection. In
this treaty, Chickasaw national boundaries stretched from the Cumberland-
Tennessee River divide to the Ohio River, down to the Mississippi River to
Choctaw territory (Gibson 1971; Tindall 1984),
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Negotiations between Spain and the United States continued, and in 1785
John Jay convinced Congress to give up navigation rights on the Mississippi
River in exchange for trade concessions, but failed to get the votes needed to
ratify a treaty. During the next ten years Britain and Spain continued to cause
conflict between the Native Americans and settlers on the frontier. Finally in
1795, in the Treaty of San Lorenzo, through the efforts of Thomas Pinckney,
Spain gave to the United States everything that it had asked. The southern
boundary of the United States was moved to the Thirty-first Paraliel, and free
navigation on the Mississippi River was granted, with the right to deposit
goods at New Orleans for three years and a promise {0 stop inciting tribes in
the area. Western Kentucky was part of this new land area that Spain had
once claimed and that was now part of the American domain. It also was the
part of Kentucky that Virginia had kept for military bounty land after it ceded
its claimed territory south of the Ohio to the United States in 1792, In 1795,
Virginia granted George Rogers Clark 73,962 acres at the mouth of the Ten-
nessee River, 37,000 acres of which would eventually be McCracken County.
But in 1795, this land was still Chickasaw territory and closed to settlement
(Bakeless 1957; Gibson 1971; Tindall 1984).

With the acquisition of vast land areas from the Iroquois, the Cherokees,
and the Spanish, Congress was divided on how to develop a land policy for
the settlement of these areas. There were two opinions held by members of
Congress: (1) public domain should be a source of revenue, and (2) public
domain should be opened to immediate settiement for low prices or even for
free. The Federalists wanted the eastern United States to maintain its popula-
tion for political influence and as a source for the labor force needed in the
manufacture of northem products. Others in Congress wanted as much of the
new land settled as possible to enlarge the new country. In the beginning, the
Federalists” opinion dominated the actions of Congress. There were three
major land ordnances enacted during the years 1784-1785. In 1784, Thomas
Jefferson offered to grant statehood to any area whose population equaled that
of the smallest existing state, and this encouraged a large migration of new
settlers to travel west. In 1785, Congress adopted the plan of land survey and
sales with the rectangle Township and Range pattern on land south of the
Ohio. These tracts were sold to large land companies, surveyed and divided
into lots that were sold to settlers. South of the Ohio River, however, the
Township method was not employed for land surveys; instead land was sur-
veyed by each settler and measured off in acreage of personal choice, using the
metes and bounds system with natural landmarks, trees and rocks, as boundary
markers (Meinig 1986).

Forty-five percent of the land claimed by the United States was owned by
Native Americans at the turn of the nineteenth century. At this time, one
thousand settlers moved into the southwest at Natchez, and three forts were
built: one below Natchez at the Chickasaw Bluffs, known as Fort Adam; one
at the old Chickasaw post (Memphis), where in 1802 a trading house was
established by the United States government; and a third fort was built at the
junction of the Tennessee and Ohio Rivers on the Illinois side, Fort Massac, an
old French outpost. The rest of the southwest territory was closed to settlers,
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and was by treaty or assertion a protectorate within which resided resident
foreign nations under the sovereignty and care of the United States. A major
portion of this land was owned by the Chickasaws and beginning in 1800
negotiations were undertaken for sale of their land with the result that four
treaties were signed over the next 18 years. During this period, two events
simultaneously occurred that created a American-Chickasaw alliance almost as
strong as the former British-Chickasaw alliance. In 1811, the Shawnee
prophet, Tecumseh, united the southern tribes in an attempt to kill and/or drive
the white man from the country. Although the Chickasaws refused to join
with him, Tecumseh convinced the Creeks, who began raiding settlements,
The Chickasaws pledged loyalty to the United States, and joining forces with
Andrew Jackson in his attempt to defeat the Creeks, at the same time aided in
the fight against the British in the War of 1812 by allowing troop movements
across their land. Ironically, this alliance set the stage for the nineteenth cen-
tury treaties between the United States and the Chickasaws, which slowly
chipped away at Chickasaw land north of Tennessee. By 1818, 20 million
acres were no longer in Chickasaw control. In 1818 Andrew Jackson and
Isaac Shelby negotiated a treaty in which all the land that was left to the
Chickasaws remained in northeastern Mississippi and northwestemn Alabama.
This new land acquisition was called the Jackson Purchase, and allowed the
Euro-American settlement of western Kentucky (Gibson 1971; Meinig 1986).

George Rogers Clark and the soldiers who had served under him in the
Revolutionary War received in 1795 large tracts of military land grants located
in western Kentucky. Clark’s two tracts totaled over 73,000 acres. Included
in this vast acreage were 37,000 acres in what is now McCracken County.
After his death in 1818 at Louisville, the division of Clark’s estate was halted
by legal conflicts due to the inability of the Virginia government to pay debts
for which Clark had signed during the financing of his expeditions. After
portions were sold to pay the debts, large tracts of land remained, which were
divided between his sisters and brothers in 1823. Even after the estate had
been divided, legalities still hindered the sale of the property as late as 1927
when William Clark tried to sell some acreage and was denied by the courts
(Bakeless 1957; McCracken County Courthouse, Paducah, Kentucky [MCC]
1827: Deed Book [DB]: 115; Neuman 1927).

The settlement of western Kentucky was a continuation of the same ethnic
groups that settled the Piedmont and the Cumberland valley, cultures of the
Scots-Irish, English, and German. This extension was in the form of dispersed
kin-structured settlements, a pattern that gradually would grow into the Upland
South culture. In the Jackson Purchase land area, a more dispersed settlement
pattern than that in the eastern half of Kentucky was adopted because of the
lack of Indian hostilities and the variability of land quality. Thus, the frontier
state lasted for a shorter period in the Purchase than in other areas. By the
1830s, Paducah was a developing urban town (Meinig 1986; Neuman 1927;
Pollack 1990).
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Antebellum years (1830 to 1861)

The main transportation routes of the area during the first decades of the
nineteenth century were the rivers, a situation that would last until the early
twentieth century. A dependency upon the river as the major form of transpor-
tation created a situation in which this part of Kentucky had the largest con-
centration of small hamiets in the state.

In 1821 a group of families settled on the banks of the Ohio River in a
small clearing. Called *“Pekin,” this clearing apparently was originally created
by groups of Native Americans, and had been used mainly as a trading center
for trappers and hunters. This area was formerly part of Hickman County, but
in 1824 McCracken County was created as the seventy-eighth county in Ken-
tucky and encompassed 237 square meters. The northern boundary of
McCracken County was the Ohio River and the northeastern boundary was the
Tennessee River.

The first selection of officials took place in 1825. Their first meeting was
held six miles west of present-day Paducah, at Wilmington, to which the court-
house was relocated in 1831. The name “Pekin” was changed to “Paducah” in
1827 by William Clark, youngest brother of George Rogers Clark and parter
of Meriwether Lewis of the Lewis and Clark expedition. William Clark
bought the land on which he platted the future town of Paducah for five dol-
lars (MCC 1827: DB A:120). The original plat consisted of 12 blocks with
12 lots each and 24 small lots along the Ohio River. When the town was
incorporated in 1830, Chickasaws still lived on the edge of the town in an area
known as the Indian grounds (Neuman 1927). The first addition to Paducah
was made in 1833, and Clark’s original plat became know as “Old Town.” In
1836 the additions of “Upper Town” and “Lower Town” were built.

Because of the importance of the river trade, the first businesses of Paducah
were situated along the river bank and included a store that was built near the
confluence of the Ohio and Tennessee Rivers, an inn built in 1830, and a two-
story brick house called the Rising Sun, which was used as a tavem, con-
structed in 1831. A market house was erected in 1836 to provide a place for
farmers who came into town to sell their meats and vegetables. Paducah’s first
industries included a planing mill, a furniture factory covering six acres
downtown, a mattress factory, a wagon factory, and a tobacco warehouse.
Additional income was generated through a steamboat repair and construction

enterprise and a wholesale liquor business. The first bank, the Exchange Bank

of Paducah, was established in August 1837, and Paducah claimed the first
ferry in the vicinity in 1838. Unfortunately, a fire in 1838 destroyed most of
the original business along the river bank (Collins 1874; Neuman 1927).
However, rebuilding apparently began soon after, for a wharf was finished in
1842. Breweries were opened by the mid-1800s, and the distillery business
had become quite prosperous by 1852. Paducah was the home of several
famous brands of whiskey by the turn of the century. By 1856, Paducah had
become a third class city with a Board of Councilmen (two from each of the
six wards) and a newly elected major (Neuman 1927).
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The population of McCracken County increased by 78 percent between
1840 and 1850 prior to the Civil War. This increase was likely due to the
large numbers of foreign immigrants, mainly Germans and Irish, who seitled in
the river cities along the Ohio River. The largest increase in the slave popula-
tion, 80 percent, also occurred during this decade.

In 1860 the population of McCracken County, which totaled 10,322, num-
bered 8,554 whites and 1,768 slaves (17 percent of the county’s population).
The percentage of the slave population in McCracken County from its concep-
tion had always been less than the majority of Kentucky counties, especially in
the years preceding the Civil War. The decade of 1860 reflected the presence
of the highest percentage of slaves in the area over the preceding twenty years:
16 percent in 1840 and 15 percent in 1850 (Colling 1874; Pollock 1990).

In the decade prior to the Civil War, Paducah and McCracken County
began developing a railroad system. The first railroad made its appearance in
1853, and by 1854 seven miles of train service connected Paducah to Florence,
with an extension to Gibbs, Tennessee in 1857. Railroad development contin-
ued and by 1872 the Paducah-Elizabeth Railroad was consolidated with the
Louisville and Nashville Railroad.

Education for the children of Paducah began early, at least for those whose
parents could afford private schools. Before the Kentucky General Assembly
passed the second education act in 1830, providing for a public education
system, the first private scheol was founded in 1829, another private school
began in 1831, and some ministers accepted students. In 1836 land was
obtained for Paducah’s Male University and Female Seminary through funding
from a lottery. The Catholic Church’s Sisters of Charity established
St.-Mary’s Academy in 1858, a co-ed institution. The public school sysiem
was initiated in 1864 with the construction of two schools, and the first stu-
dents graduated from the public high school in 1874. The public educational
system had increased to four schools by 1881 (Neuman 1927).

The protestant affiliations of the first settlers in McCracken were basically
the same as those of the earlier frontier settlers to the east. The Methodists
held their first meetings in a schoolhouse in 1834 and built their first church in
1842. That same year the Baptist congregation built a church. Four years
later the Presbyterian and Episcopal congregations completed construction of
their churches. Members of the Catholic Church erecied their first church in
1848, the first Jewish congregation met in 1864 (Neuman 1927).

Civil War (1962 to 1865)

At the beginning of the Civil War, Union supporters in Kentucky insisted
upon neutrality to counteract the influence of strong Confederate sympathies
expressed by the govemor and numerous citizens who urged secession. The
Kentucky govemor, Magoffin, was a Confederate sympathizer, The Council of
the provisional government organized the Confederate state constitution in
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Russellville. Meanwhile, the Military Board of Kentucky was the official
representative for the Union. In August 1862, James F. Robinson, a loyal
Unionist, was sworn in as the Govemnor of Kentucky, replacing Governor
Magoffin.

Paducan, occupied by Union troops from early in the war, was first under the
command of General C, F. Smith. The citizens of the town greatly resented
this presence. Apparently, General Smith enforced very strict discipline, both
with the townspeople and his troops. The officers, including General Ulysses
S. Grant upon his arrival, stayed in private homes and some businesses, and
the gunshop was commandeered for the repair of Union firearms.

Protests demanding Kentucky’s continuing neutrality went unheeded
(United States Department of War (USDW) 1898:L:LII:1:102). Secessionist
activities resulted in wamnings to loyal Kentuckians from General George B.
McClellan, general-in-chief of all Federal forces, that if state action was not
successful in ridding Kentucky of the Confederate activities, he would take
action to do so. Because of the inability of Kentucky Union Volunteers to halt
Confederate activities in the state, a Federal recruitment camp was established
in August, and a Federal infantry regiment was stationed at Frankfort, the capi-
tal of Kentucky, by September 1861.

Although eastern Kentucky had been secured for the Union by General
George H. Thomas from the beginning of the war, most of western Kentucky
was controlled by the Confederacy. Therefore, the main thrust of the Union
forces was toward western Kentucky and Tennessee. The Confederates had
approximately 40,000 men stationed in that area under the command of Gen-
eral Albert Sidney Johnston. Concentrations of troops were stationed at Bowl-
ing Green and Columbus, located at north-south railway routes with Fort
Henry and Fort Donelson in between.

In February 1862, Ulysses S. Grant, from occupied Paducah, moved a gun-
boat flotilla from there and from Cairo, Illinois to Fort Henry on the Tennessee
River and proceeded overland to Fort Donelson. He had also opened a west-
em water route to Nashville (Robertson 1980; Tindall 1984), and these com-
bined actions led to the removal of Confederate forces from Kentucky for a
short time at the beginning of the war. The Union army continued to maintain
Paducah as a departure point for their southern advance after the fall of Fort
Henry and Fort Donelson. After the battle of Shiloh in 1862, Paducah was
used as a center for treating wounded soldiers. Some of the churches and
schools and the courthouse were designated as hospitals until the end of war
{Robertson 1980).

However, during the summer of 1862 Union forces in Kentucky were again
in danger of being overrun by the Confederate army (USDW 1886:1:LII:240,
311; USDW 1899: IIL:I1:252, 401, 523). Requests from the Kentucky Military
Board for an active military force in Kentucky became more frequent as Con-
federate forces planned a massive invasion. The western force of the Federal
army, dispersed over a 600-mile span from western Arkansas to the
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Cumberland Gap, was depleted due to medical discharges. President Lincoln
would not issue a public call for additional volunteers fearing that a general
panic would ensu¢. In fesponse, money was allocated to “employ speakers or
any other secret manner to encourage enlistment of volunteers. . . ” (USDW
1899:1IT:11:213, 874).

In all Union states except Kentucky, slaves were subject to the draft. How-
ever, in December 1863, Congress passed legislation calling for all able-bodied
men 20 to 45 years of age to become part of the Union force. Kentucky was
included in this call and the first artillery regiment of African American troops
was formed in Paducah in 1864. By the end of the war, two African Ameri-
can artillery regiments and part of several infantry regiments had been
recruited there (Howard 1983; Robertson 1980).

Slavery remained a controversial question in Kentucky. President Lincoln’s
Emancipation Proclamation of 1863 freed slaves only in those states in open
rebellion against the Union. Loyal states were left to eliminate the institution
at their leisure. An incentive contributing to the demise of slavery came in the
form of compensation to those slave owners who freed their slaves (USDW
1899:111:11:584-585). In December 1863, the Kentucky legislature adopted the
Thirteenth Amendment, finally bamshmg slavery.

Post-Civil War and industriatization (1865 to 1915)

Between 1860 and 1870, the population of McCracken County increased by
74 percent., By 1870 the population numbered 10,699 whites and 3,289 freed
African Americans. In response to this increase, Paducah began to grow;
1rnprovements were made to streets, free mail delivery was begun, and utilities
such as the water works, gas plants, and sewer systems were established. A
fire engine was acquired, a new hospital was built, and the first private tele-
phone line was installed at the Paducah Fumniture Manufacturing Company.

Livestock production data in 1870 for McCracken County indicate that hogs
were the most numerous livestock (6,818 over six months old), mules and
horses the next most abundant, and cattle accounting for only a small portion
of the inventory. Cash crop production in 1870 yielded 26,971 bushels of
wheat, 238,624 bushels of corm, 2,000 pounds of hemp, and 1,256,032 pounds
of tobacco (Collins 1874; Neuman 1927). With the location of a large tobacco
center in Paducah in 1884, 12,000 hogsheads of tobacco, weighing
1,600 pounds each, were shipped to markets.

Industries in McCracken County after the war included the Maxon and
Tempel Relief Mill, in operation from 1871 to 1921. This mill gave farmers
the opportunity to barter their products by trading a percentage of their grain in
exchange for grinding the grain. Other post-war industries at Paducah
included five wagon factories, three shoe factories, a woolen goods factory, a
furniture factory, two saw and two planing mills, 25 mechanic shops, three
hotels, three tobacco warehouses, a tobacco stemmery, a pork packing house,
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and two large flour mills. As a reflection of the expanding industrial endeav-
ors, the first public library was opened in 1902, the same year that Paducah
became a second class city (Neuman 1927; Paducah Historical Society 1989;
Tindall 1984).

In 1882 the Paducah-Elizabeth Railroad was consolidated with the New
Orleans and Ohio Railroad. The construction of rail-associated industries such
as machine shops, blacksmith shops, boiler shops, and brass foundries was
begun in 1884, with additional facilities added over the next 30 years. In 1889
the rail line, extended to connect with that of the Tennessee and Alabama
Railroad, became known as the Nashville, Chattanooga, and St. Louis Railroad
(Neuman 1927).

In the decades following the Civil War, several small rural settlements grew
up arcund Paducah, one of which was Grahamville. Located on Highway 996
on the eastern boundary of the present-day Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant,
the community was settled in 1877 when Zelotes Graham built the first coun-
try store there. He and his brothers also operated a tobacco warehouse on the
outskirts of town. The Methodist congregation in the village erected a church,
and a gristmill built near the tumn of the century continued operations until
1937,

The Cameal family was one of the founding families of Grahamville. The
Reverend Josiah Cameal from Christian County, Kentucky, purchased land in
McCracken County for his sons (MCC 1861: DB N:106; MCC 1864: DB
P:178). Some of this property, located on land that was taken by the Kentucky
Ordnance Works in 1942, was passed down to Carneal’s grandchildren. His-
toric site 15McNS5 was located on part of this property (MCC 1942: DB
200:514; MCC 1915: DB 108:422). Josiah’s son, John Duncan Carneal,
donated land in 1876 for the Carneal Chapel Missionary Baptist Church, the
first African American church in the area. When the building bumed in 1879,
John Cameal gave additional land for the present-day church, located north of
Grahamville and east of the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant. A school was
built for the African American children on church property in 1900 (PHS
1989). The land on which the school was built was part of George Rogers
Clark’s land grant of 1795 and had been inherited by Clark’s sisters, Elizabeth
Gwathney and Cecilia Anderson, and brother, William Clark (MCC 1827: DB
A: 120, 151,156; MCC 1844: DB E:150).

Other influential residents in the Grahamville area included the Baldry and
the Cunningham families. Reverend W. S. Baldry purchased 1,688 acres in
the Grahamville vicinity, some of which is part of the present-day diffusion
plant. This property also was part of the original land grant George Rogers
Clark received from Virginia. In 1836 the property, in the possession of the
Bank of the United States, was purchased by Thomas L. Jessup. Jessup later
sold it to James Thomberry, who sold it to W. S. Baldry (MCC 1836 DB
C:295; MCC 1859: DB M:169). Mary Jane Baldry married W. F. Cunning-
ham and was given 42 acres by her father as a wedding gift. Mary Jane inher-
ited from Rev. Baldry and was deeded by her brothers and sisters most of the
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entire Baldry land holdings (MCC 1867: DB Q:633; MCC 1883: DB 29:536;
MCC 1884: DB 31:70). The Harmony Baptist Church had been founded by
the Baldry family in 1877 and built on part of their land. When the Kentucky
Ordnance Works bought the land, the church was moved from its original
location to an area east of Grahamville (Paducah Historical Society 1989).
Another tract of land bought by the Kentucky Ordnance Works from G. L. and
E. F. Seaton had once been part of this property also (MCC 1942: DB 219:3).

The village of Heath, also on Highway 996, is located south of Grahamville
just east of the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant. Prior to the Civil War and
the settlement of this village in 1896, the land had been the site of a plantation
owned by a Harriet Trewolla Owen Enders Hall Harrison. The land had been
bought by her first husband, Edward Owen, from James Thomberry, who had
acquired extensive acreage from the George Rogers Clark estate (MCC 1852;
DB Q:342). At one time 21 slave cabins existed on the plantation. However,
after the Civil War, Harriet gave each black family one acre of land. The bulk
of her estate went to her last husband, Lafayette Harrison. At the time of his
death the estate was divided between the children of her only sister, Anne
Marie Kelley. Her house was located near the present-day Heath schools and
part of the plantation was located on the present-day Paducah Gaseous Diffu-
sion Plant property.

Historic site 15McN94, located on Paducah Gaseous Plant property, was
once owned by members of the Kelley family, another of the founding families
of this village and perhaps a descendent of Harriet Harrison (MCC 1890: DB
41:332). Frank Kelley built the first store in 1897. The community received a
post office, which served as a mail distribution point for other communities in
the area, in 1899, which was the same year the government named the settle-
ment “Heath” (grassy place) (MCC 1864: DB 0:315; Paducah Historical
Society 1989). In 1902, the Paducah-Cairo Railroad was completed and a
depot was built at Heath (Paducah Historical Society 1989).

Industrial commercial consolidation (1915 to 1945)

The Progressive Era was the major political force in the United States at the
turn of century and lasted until the start of World War I. The control of
liquor, the application of business practices to government, and the abolition of
gambling were major factors in this reform movement. The benefits of the
Progressive Era were seen in urban areas of Kentucky in installation of utili-
ties, i.e., gas, electricity, and telephone, and improved streets, Meanwhile, in
the rural areas, people continued the same lifestyle that their parents and
grandparents had experienced: no electricity, no running water, unimproved
roads.

However, the future seemed bright for McCracken County during the early
part of the new century. Toward the end of first decade some of the smaller
communities in McCracken County had obtained a few of these new services.
The telephone had arrived in Heath by 1914, and a broom factory was located
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there in 1922 (PHS 1989). Paducah had become the home of the largest cot-
ton rope manufacturing company in the United States. By the beginning of the
1920s, Kentucky’s ‘agricultural situation seemed very prosperous, the sale of
tobacco and livestock receiving high prices. Unfortunately, this prosperity was
not to last.

The over-production of crops began to cause serious economic repercus-
sions. Tobacco markets, including the Lexington market, the largest in the
nation, began closing as early as 1921. An early form of cooperative market-
ing was tried by the Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, but
from its inception, the idea was not whole-heartedly embraced by the growers.
After a successful start, the idea was abandoned in the mid-twenties. Prices
comntinued to fall, and farmers sold their tobacco for less than 20 cents per
100 pounds for the rest of the decade. In a desperate attempt to restore the
economic base, farmers continued to increase their acreage, resulting in even
lower prices. In McCracken County, the farms, many of which were heavily
dependent on tobacco production, decreased by 149 between 1920 and 1930
(Blakey 1986; United States Department of Commerce (USDC) 1932).

After the election of Roosevelt in 1932, his New Deal brought relief, recov-
ery, and reform. Prohibition was repealed, which resulted in reopening the
Kentucky distilleries and additional employment. The Depression, although
felt by the population of McCracken County, was likely a little less severe
because of the social programs instigated by the administration. Kentucky was
the base for a number of Civilian Conservation Corps camps, and during 1935,
59 projects were undertaken in the state. The Civil Works Administration
programs provided work for people in McCracken County with the construc-
tion of roads, sewer lines, and buildings (Blakey 1986). George Goodman of
Paducah was a friend of Senator Barkley, who had a direct link to President
Roosevelt. Through this link, a number of Works Project Administration
(WPA) projects were directed toward McCracken County and Paducah.
Because Paducah was located in District One of the WPA administrating struc-
ture, the branch offices were located there. Some of the WPA projects under-
taken in the area included painting existing schools and building additional
schools as well as constructing playgrounds, a stadium for the high school, and
a city pool. Improvements were made to the courthouse, and another waterline
was installed (Robertson 1980). When a devastating flood left thousands of
Kentuckians homeless, the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) was created by
the Roosevelt administration in 1933 to prevent future flooding to the river
cities and the adjacent farrnlands. Through the agency the Kentucky Dam was
construcied, creating additional needed jobs.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) was part of the Farm Relief Bill
established in 1933 as an experiment to control production in an effort to cut
surpluses and raise prices. Tobacco was included in the commodities that
dominated American farm exports. Between 1934 and 1939, McCracken
County decreased production of tobacco by about 78 percent (USDC 1932).
When sections of this act were judged unconstitutional by the Supreme Court
in 1936 and the farmers demanded the reinstatement of a similar program, the
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result was the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. However, this
legislation did not deal with quotas and did not control prices. In 1938 a
second AAA was created with revisions in the process of commodities control
and the elimination of the processing taxes that were the main objection to the
first act. Kentucky ranked ninth in recipient benefits that same year. National
burley tobacco growers voted not to accept quotas in 1939, over the objections
of Kentucky growers. This led to another over-production crisis in 1939
resulting in a sharp decline in prices (Blakey 1986).

Most of the AAA benefits were focused on the larger farms to stabilize
commodity prices. The AAA created curtailment contracts to provide ready
cash to farmers for reducing their acreage, and thus production. The smaller
farmers did not usually qualify for these benefits, and some lost their farms to
the process of consolidation. Farms in Kentucky with more than 100 acres
increased by 800, while farms with less than 100 acres decreased by 4,000. In
the process of imiting acreage for production, the large farmer preempted the
land farmed by sharecroppers and tenants. In Kentucky, 12,000 sharecroppers
and tenants were forced out of the state between 1930 and 1940. Between
1935 and 1940, the number of farms in McCracken County under full owner-
ship increased by 83 percent, while the number of farms operated by tenants
decreased by 78 percent (USDC 1942). Regardless of the fact that farmers
took advantage of the AAA’s reduced acreage policy, some farmers continued
to produce more tobacco than the market could absorb, and the result was a
drop in land value by 1940 (Blakey 1986; USDC 1942).

In 1942, the United States Govermnment chose 16,100 acres of farmland
outside of Paducah, west of Heath and Grahamville, as the construction site for
the Kentucky Ordnance Works (K. O. W.), a plant that was to make trinitrotol-
uene {TNT) (Figure 3). This project displaced over 200 families, who had
only a ten-day notice, by letter, that their property had been condemned.

. Some families perceived that they were given a fair price for their land; others
did not. Although the latter group took their grievance to court, their property
was taken regardless. With a work force of 6,000, construction began April 8,
1942, before the deadline for evacuation by the residents. The plant was opera-
ble on December 7, 1943, a year after the Pearl Harbor attack and fully com-
pleted by April 1943. Despite the hardship to the families who had lived there
for generations, the building of the plant led to an improvement in the
economy of McCracken County (Paducah Historical Society 1989).

The Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP), owned by the Department
of Energy (DOE), formerly the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), and
managed by Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Inc., is located on part of the
former K. O. W. property. In 1951, the AEC took the land for the installation
of a gaseous diffusion plant that was first operated by Union Carbide. This
action again displaced farmers, but in this instance they were allowed more
time to vacate. The construction of the plant drew large numbers of construc-
tion workers, along with their families, who migrated to the area in search of
jobs. A lack of housing forced some to Live in chicken houses until adequate
housing could be found. Several schools were built by the government to

i
Chapter 2 Project Area 3



32

provide the county with the needed school rooms. At the same time the Gas-
eous Diffusion plant was_being constructed, the TVA bought land on the Ohio
River to build the Shawnee Steam Plant, which was to generate power for the
AEC plant. By 1956, it was generating eleven billion kilowatt hours per year.
Due to the economic impact of these two industries, Paducah and the sur-
rounding communities have grown in the last 40 years to include an assortment
of stores, restaurants, and community services (Paducah Historical Society
1989).
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3 Methodology

The cultural resources survey of the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant is
one phase of an environmental investigation directed toward the collection and
analysis of data that will aid in the implementation of environmental restora-
tion at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant and lessen the environmental
impact of cleanup, containment, and restoration. Survey efforts were directed
toward development of a general overview of the project area rather than a
comprehensive analysis of specific locations that will be directly impacted by
restoration activities. The primary objective was to develop an understanding
of both the site location pattemn and the physical environment of the project
area. The goal was to design a survey that will aid not only in predicting site
location but also in the design and implementation of future, project-specific
survey efforts that may involve Section 106 compliance. This survey is one
portion of a Section 110 planning study that will provide recommendations for
the efficient inventory, evaluation, and management of the historic properties
that may be affected by DOE actions at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant.

Prefield Research

Prior to the field survey conducted by Geo-Marine, Inc., a team of WES
researchers directed by Dr. Frederick L. Briver performed an initial field
reconnaissance, a literature review, and an archival and records search. This
background research resulted in the design of a field survey based on a
20-percent stratified random sample, base maps, a summary of pertinent Litera-
ture, and a listing of all known sites within the project area. See Volume IV
Pari B of this report for a complete explanation of the field survey design.

Prior to the initiation of fieldwork, state site files were consulted to gather
information on sites located within or near the project area. In addition,
potential prehistoric sites were identified by consultation with local collectors.
Reports from previous archeological surveys also were consulted, in particular
the 1980 intensive survey of the proposed Shawnee 200 Megawatt Atmos-
pheric Fluidbed Combustion Plant (Butler et al. 1981). Potential historic sites
were identified by consulting historic maps. The 1932 La Center, Kentucky-
IHinois 15° Quadrangle Map was particuiarly useful.
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According to the state site files, 22 archeological sites are listed in the
project area. Seven are historic sites; of these, six are homesteads, and one is
a trash dump. Five of the homesteads are located in the uplands, one is at the
edge of the Metropolis Terrace. The trash scatter is located on the upper
floodplain of the Chio River.

The remaining 15 sites are listed as prehistoric. Six sites are of indetermi-
nate site type with eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places not
assessed. Nine sites have been recorded as open habitation without mounds.
Of these nine, one site’s eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places
is unassessed, and the remaining eight require inventory only. Thirteen of
these prehistoric sites are located on the upper and lower floodplain of the
Ohio River; the remaining two are located at the edge of Metropolis Terrace
that borders the floodplain.

Eleven additional prehistoric sites are located in the vicinity of the project
area; nine sites are on the Ohio River floodplain, and two are located in upland
settings. In the entire Jackson Purchase Management Area, 1,062 prehistoric
sites have been recorded (Carter et al. 1990:34-35). Approximately 400 of
these sites are located in upland settings, and 649 sites are located on flood-
plains or river terraces.

Survey Strategy

A 20-percent stratified random sample of the PGDP sample universe was
selected for archeological survey. The sample universe was defined by the
WES research team through the exclusion of all areas that had been impacted
by developments since 1952, the core area of the Kentucky Ordnance Works,
and areas previously subjected to pedestrian archeological survey. Volume IV
Part B details the stratified random sample design.

The sample survey was designed using geomorphic landforms and major
soil types as the basis for stratification. The sample universe and the size of
each of the 12 strata are presented in Table 2. The WES research team, rely-
ing on existing geology and geomorphic sources developed the geomorphic
classification used for stratifying the sample (Figure 4). The random sampling
resulted in 41 sample survey units (Figure 5). The 41 whole and partial sam-
ple units are equivalent to 669 hectares (1,653 acres) or 20.6 percent of the
total sample universe, For further discussion describing the survey sampling
strategy see Briuer (1994).

Prehistoric sites
It was decided to concentrate shovel testing on alluvial landforms, dividing

shovel testing efforts between the Ohio River floodplain and previously unsur-
veyed upland alluvial landforms. Additional shovel testing was conducted on
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a selective basis in upland areas above the stream valleys. Approximately

50 percent of the shovel testing effort was scheduled for the Ohio River flood-
plain, 30 percent for upland alluvial landforms, and the remaining 20 percent
for non-atluvial landforms.

Historic sites

Within the 41 survey units, seventeen potential historic sites were identified
from archival sources (Figure 6). The locations of these potential sites were
marked on the 1:2000 scale topographic maps used during survey. During sur-
vey each potential site location was inspected closely for structural remains,
artifact scatters, or any other indications of past cultural activities. Shovel
testing was conducied at all locations where indications of structures or cul-
tural activities related to these structures were observed. Shovel testing was
not conducted in an attempt to locate sites for which there were no surface
indications unless the potential site was within an area scheduled for general
shovel testing. Two factors determined the limited shovel testing program:

(1) many potential sites were plotted no more accurately than within a 8 to

12 hectare (20- to 30-acre) area; therefore, systematic shovel testing of several
areas of this size was beyond the scope of this survey; and (2) other potential
sites were found to be in areas that were so disturbed that intensive shovel
testing was not warranted.

Field Methods

. The basic field survey strategy was to systematically traverse the sample
survey units at 20-m intervals. The goal of the survey was to evaluate the
topography, site potential, land alteration, and vegetative cover in the general
project area and to locate, record, and evaluate all prehistoric and historic sites
encountered. Due to budgetary limits, systematic shovel testing for subsurface
archeological deposits was restricted to five percent of the total sample unit
area. A summary of the projected and actual level of effort expended in
shovel testing the sample survey units is presented in Table 3. The planned
500 shovel tests were distributed throughout the strata in numbers proportional
to the size of each stratum and considering geomorphic criteria indicating the
greatest probability of containing buried cultural remains. It was estimated
that plowed agricultural fields and wildlife food plots would provide excelent
ground surface visibility for an additional 20 percent of the sample unit area.
All erosional areas, road cuts, and other areas offering good ground exposure
were investigated for prehistoric material. Stream bank survey was not con-
ducted on any of the streams within the sample units,

Portions of sample units without shovel tests were systematically traversed
at 20-m intervals, but no shovel testing was conducted. Vegetation cover was
usually dense within these areas. The primary objective was to locate historic
structural remnants and to assess landform, ground disturbance, surface
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vegetation, and site potential. All architectural remnants were investigated and
subjected to shovel testing. Historic homesteads were recorded on the Ken-
tucky Archaeological Site Survey Form. Structural remains related to the
Kentucky Ordnance Works (KOW) were noted on survey maps but not
recorded as sites. As noted earlier, an intensive historic records search may
preclude any need 1o conduct a traditional field survey of the Kentucky Ord-
nance Works.

All sediments from shovel tests along survey transects were screened
through 6.35 mm (1/4 in) hardware cloth, with the exception of some saturated
sediments that could not be screened; these sediments were troweled. Shovel
tests were excavated in arbitrary 20 cm (7.8 inch) levels, with all information
for each level recorded on shovel test forms. Information recorded included
soil type, soil color, inclusions, depth of soil changes, depth of the A-horizon,
depth of plowzone, and artifacts encountered. Shovel tests generally
penetrated to a depth of 40 cm (15.6 inch).

When a site was located, the site limits were identified through shovel
testing and observation of surface features and artifact distributions. All sedi-
ments from the shovel tests were screened through 6.35 mm (1/4 in) hardware
cloth. For historic sites between four and nine shovel tests were excavated,
averaging seven tests per site, Subsurface material was minimal at all historic
sites; therefore, site area estimates were made on the basis of features and
surface material. For prehistoric sites between two and 27 shovel tests were
excavated. Three sites were limited lithic scatters in cultivated fields that
afforded excellent surface visibility. Two of these were only limited lithic
scatters, and only two tests were excavated to test for subsurface material. The
third site had been previously recorded with shovel testing used only to deter-
mine the existence of subsurface material. More extensive shovel testing was
conducted at the other four prehistoric sites recorded during this survey.
Twenty-six and 27 tests were placed on two extensive floodplain sites, and six
tests were placed on a small upland lithic scatter. The fourth site is located
within an area that had been intensively shovel tested previously. This inten-
sive shovel testing failed to locate this site. At a later date this arca was
plowed, at which time lithic debris was observed and three additional shovel
tests excavated. Site limits for prehistoric sites were based both on the results
of shovel tests and observation of surface artifacts.

A site form recording locational information, vegetation cover, contextual
integrity, artifact types, artifact density, feature descriptions, and estimated
temporal period was completed for each site. A scaled pace-and-compass map
was prepared in pencil for each site, either on graph paper or on a two-foot
contour inferval topographic map. A complete photographic record, including
both black-and-white prints and color transparencies, was kept and used to
record identified cultural remains, the general topography and condition of the
area at the time of the survey, and the field techniques and methodology
employed. Each site was photographed from at least two viewpoints, and
included any damage evident to the cultural property by vandalism, construc-
tion, or land surface disturbances.
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Artifact Analysis

Although only highly diagnostic artifacts were collected during this survey,
a sample of lithic debris was collected additionally from two prehistoric sites.
All artifacts (and records) collected as a result of this project will be curated
permanently at the University of Kentucky, Lexington. All other artifacts were
noted on shovel test forms or site forms. All surface artifacts were left on the
ground surface, and material recovered from shovel tests was retumed o its
respective shovel test unit.

The primary objective of artifact analysis was to aid in assigning temporal
designations to the sites. The sample of lithic debris was collected to aid in
the identification of raw material types. Because of the small number of arti-
facts collected, no attempt to assign site function based on artifact types was
attempted. The majority of the prehistoric artifacts recovered during the pres-
ent survey consisted of lithic materials. These artifacts were identified by class
and subclass, raw material type, percentage of dorsal cortex (if present), and
location of use-wear (if present). In addition, the dimensions (i.e., length,
width, and thickness) of all lithic tools were recorded, and the lithic debris was
size-graded into five categories. The analysis of the few prehistoric ceramics
recovered during the survey included the recording of general technology and
associated variables, such as location on the vessel, aplastic inclusions (e.g.,
temper), and surface treatment.

‘Only two historic artifacts were collected, both from site 15McN94. Other
than these two items (a perfume bottle and a snuff jar), the historic artifacts
observed were not temporally diagnostic beyond a designation of either 1900
10 present or mid-twentieth century. General artifact classes of the observed
artifacts, such as storage containers, tableware, or architectural items, were
recorded in field notes as an aid in assigning site function.

Archival Research

Historic agricultural data for McCracken County were obtained from
Fondren Library which is located on the campus of Southemn Methodist Uni-
versity in Dallas, Texas. Archival research conducted for the historic sites
located at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant consisted of three and one-half
days at the McCracken County Courthouse and two days at the Paducah Public
Library in the Historical and Genealogical Special Collections Room. The
days from July 6 through July 9, 1993, were spent at the McCracken County
Courthouse researching deed records pertaining to the four historic sites
located on or near land belonging to the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant.
Each site was traced backwards to the earliest identifiable ownership. The
numbers or letters and page numbers of the deeds involved were recorded,
along with any pertinent information available from the deeds. On the days of
July 10 and 11, 1993, research was conducted in the Historical and Genea-
logical Special Collections Room of the Paducah Public Library. Material
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retrieved from this collection included local histories of McCracken County,
Paducah, and outlying communities adjacent to the project area. Pertinent
famnily histories were collected, also.
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4 Resulis

The following chapter presents not only descriptions of the sites and
localities identified during survey, but also descriptions of the individual sur-
vey areas themselves and the larger sections that they represent.

Seven prehistoric sites, four historic sites, and twelve localities were located
during survey (Figure 7). The four historic sites plus five of the localities are
recorded as structures on the 1932 La Center United States Geological Survey
topographic map. Prehistoric site 15McN37 was previously recorded, prehis-
toric site 15McN98 was previously reported by local collectors, and the five
other prehistoric sites had been neither previously recorded nor reported by
collectors, Artifacts were collected from five sites: 15McN 37, 15McN94,
ISMcN98, 15McN99, and 15McN103. Descriptions of this artifactual material
is included with the site descriptions, and a summary table of the material is
presented in Appendix D.

Site Descriptions

15McN37

This site is an extensive but sparse lithic scatter on a low, broad floodplain
ridge (Figure 8). The soil within this area is mapped as Whelling silt loam.
Soils in the site area were observed to be a silty sand loam. The elevation of
the site is 100 m (330 ft) msl. The site is within a cultivated field on a low
sandy ridge. Other parts of this ridge are mixed oak and hickory forest. A
large tupelo swamp is 300 m (984 feet) north of the site, and a smaller
wetland is at the western margin of the site,

This site originally was recorded by Southem Illinois University as a
1,300-m? (0.3 acre) lithic scatter in a cultivated field. The current survey
found that the scatter was more extensive than originally reported; artifacts
were observed on the ground surface in a 28,880 square meter (7 acre) area.
The original site area is within the northwest portion of this larger area.

No concentration of artifacts was observed within this larger site area and,
unlike the original survey, no ceramics were observed. Lithic artifacts were
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observed on the ground surface almost the entire distance between the original
location of 15McN37 and the location reported for 15McN38. Although the
scatter is extensive, it is a low density scatter of only 40 to 50 artifacts. A
blade fragment of a broad projectile point was collected from the surface of
this site (Figure 9). Although the tip and most of the stem are missing, the
remnant exhibits corner notches and a serrated edge. The point’s maximum
width of 35 mm is at the barbs. The point has a maximum thickness of 9 mm.
The raw material type is a very fine-grained, gray (2.5Y5/0) chert with a satin
to vitreous luster and slight translucency at the edges. While this point frag-
ment resembles types dating from the Late Archaic to-the Middle Woodland
periods, it cannot be typed accurately. The point definitely predates the Mis-
sissippian ceramics originally reported from this site, but falls into the same
date range as the Cypress point that was collected at that time. Two shovel
tests were excavated to test for the presence of subsurface material; lithic
debris was found in one shovel test unit.

Conclusion

This site is much more extensive than originally reported. Sites 15McN37,
I5SMcN38, and 15McN24 may in fact represent one large site dating to the
Mississippian period with a smaller concentration of earlier material within the
confines of site 15McN37. All three of these sites were recommended by
Southern Illinois University for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places. It was noted at the time of that recommendation that the sites were
being subjected to deeper plowing techniques than had been used previously;
consequently, more deeply buried deposits may have been brought to the sur-
face. Even with this deeper and more extensive disturbance to site 15McN37,
this site is still considered potentially eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. A survey of the entire ridge is needed to docu-
ment the size and relationship of these three sites accurately and to determine
National Register-eligibility status.

15McNS4

This site is an upland farmstead located east of Little Bayou Creek (Fig-
ure 10). The soil in this area is Henry silt loam. The site area is wooded with
both active and fallow agricultural fields surrounding the woods. Site eleva-
tion is 118 m (390 ft) msl. The site is entirely contained within the wooded
area. There were no features observed in the site area that related to barns,
outbuildings, or other farm-related activities, and no features were observed in
the surrounding fields. Surface vegetation was light at the time of the survey,
with only a few immature piants observed (primarily poison ivy). The primary
impediment to surface visibility was the dense cover of leaf litter on the
ground surface.

The main feature at this site is the remains of a 7 x 3.5-m concrete porch
that is 55 c¢m high and has steps 2 m long. A smaller set of concrete steps,
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1 m wide with three risers, is located 6 m west of the porch, with a 50-cm
high concrete well. neck-adjacent to this second set of steps. A rubble pile of
concrete foundation remnants was observed 5 m south of the well, measuring
8 x 5 m with a height of 1 m. Artifacts observed on the ground surface con-
sist of a concentration of bricks located between the two sets of steps and a
concentration of clear glass bottles and food storage jars at the northermn edge
of the site. Two items were collected from the surface of this site: a solarized
manganese glass snuff jar/tumbler and a small, clear glass perfume bottle.
Both of these items date between 1900 and 1920. Other surface artifacts date
to between 1930 and 1950. More recent artifacts, primarily liquor bottles,
were observed in the vicinity of 2 modern deer stand located at the westem
edge of the site. Site area is estimated at 700 square meters.

Nine shovel tests were excavated at this site, with five yielding a total of
two nail fragments, two window glass fragments, one bottle glass fragment,
one whiteware fragment, and one brick fragment. All of these subsurface
artifacts were recovered from the upper 20 cm of the shovel test units.

Archival research

This property was traced back to 1842. In that year, several parcels of
property in the area were bought by Samuel Gray (McCracken County Court-
house, Paducah, Kentucky [MCC] 1842: Deed Book [DB] 29:243). The same
land was bought from Samuel Gray by the Kelley family in 1890 (MCC 1890:
DB: 41:332). Fifty acres were sold to Mary Lizzie Rives by the Kelleys in
1898; the deed mentions appurtenances on the Iand (MCC 1898: DB 53:508).
Rives was a Gray at one time (MCC 1890: DB 41:330). In 1942, Mary Lizzie
Rives sold 42.40 acres to the U.S. government (MCC 1942: DB 214:543).

Conclusion

Further archival research is necessary to evaluate fully the potential for the
inclusion of site 15McN94 in the National Register of Historic Places. Intact
features, a moderate density of surface artifacts, and some subsurface material
are present at this site. Data related to site structure and activity areas may be
recovered from site 15McN94; however, the date of occupation and association
with important events or persons is not clear from presently available data.
Therefore, it is recomnmended that site 15McN94 be considered of unknown
eligibility until additional archival research and text excavations can be
conducted.

15McN95
This site is an upland farmstead located east of Little Bayou Creek (Fig-

ure 11). The site is within a wooded arca of mixed oak and hickory. Fallow
agricultural fields are located to the south of this site, while the areas to the

Chapter 4 Resuits

41



42

north and west have been disturbed severely by the construction and operation
of the Shawnee Steam Plant. Soil in this area is mapped as Calloway silt
loam. Site elevation is 112 m (367 ft) msl. This site consists of an 8 x 6-m
concrete slab building foundation with 7.5 cm tall sill bolts, two ceramic
necked wells (approximately 70 cm tall and 20 cm in diameter), a 15 x 7-m
scatter of bricks, a 1.5-m high dirt pile measuring 12 x 5 m, and a very small
amount of surface artifacts. The concrete slab is fractured with portions par-
tially displaced,

Five shovel tests were excavated at this site. One shovel test yielded
10 fragments of a clear glass liquor bottle in the top 5 cm of the test unit.
These glass fragments were identical to modem liquor bottles found on the
surface. Surface artifacts consisted of one whiteware fragment, one stoneware
fragment, a glass food jar fragment with the inscription “One of the Blue Plate
Fine Foods,” and numerous recent liquor bottles. Other than the liquor bottles,
artifacts observed at this site fall into a date range of 1900 to 1950.

This site is situated in a bend in Anderson Road and appears on the 1932
La Center Quadrangle map. A railroad track 30 m west was built after 1932
and may have destroyed structures previously associated with this site. No
remnants of outbuildings or other structures are present, although the large
rubble pile on the east may represent the remains of a structure that has been
destroyed. The ground surface between the foundation and rubble pile is
rough and uneven, possibly an indication of disturbance related to the removal
of structures from this site. Large piles of debris are found at the eastemn and
northern margins of this site, and a number of rees have been knocked down
in the central portion.

Archival research

This 95.5-acre parcel consisted of several plats originally owned by differ-
ent people and consolidated as a parcel under James and Eula Allen by 1935
when the Allens sold the land to R. C. and J. C. Hopper (MCC 1935: DB
184:614). One part of the acreage, 25 2/3 acres, comes from a parcel that goes
back to a man named Green Clay, who leased over 100 acres in 1827 to a
John Saunders, who was part of George Rogers Clark’s army (MCC 1827: DB
A:24). The other plats go back to George Rogers Clark’s Virginia grant that
was divided among Clark’s sisters and his brothers, including William Clark,
in 1823 (MCC 1827: DB A:151,156; MCC 1844.DB E:150; MCC 1849: DB
E:386). The deeds conceming all of these properties refer to appurtenances
somewhere on the land as far back as 1859 (MCC 1859: DB N:606; MCC
1888: DB 37:123; MCC 1892; DB 45:337).

Another parcel of this property was bought by the Cameal family (MCC
1861: DB N:106; MCC 1864; DB P:178). John O. Carneal donated Iand for
the first African American church built in the area (Paducah Historical Society
1989). In 1935, James and Eula Allen were in possession of the land. They
sold R. C. Hopper 95.50 acres that contained acreage taken from five different
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parcels of land (MCC 1935: DB 184:614). Ray and Jimmie Hopper sold
95.50 acres to the government in 1942 (MCC 1942: DB 200:514).

Conclusion

‘The rubble piles, poor condition of the foundation, and lack of subsurface
material (other than recent trash) indicate a limited potential for intact archeo-
logical deposits, No further work is recommended at this site, and it is not
recommended for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

15McN96

This site is the remnant of a homestead located on a wooded ridge west of
Little Bayou Creek (Figure 12). The soil on the ridge is Loring silt loam. Site
elevation is 109 m (357 ft) msl. The ridge on which this site is located
appears to be too narrow for building a structure, but the 1932 La Center topo-
graphic map indicates that a structure was located here. Observed at this loca-
tion was a concrete well, an iron pipe and spigot, a scatter of mid-twentieth
century trash, and a small amount of subsurface material. No residential struc-
tural features were observed, although shovel tests yielded a small number of
architectural artifacts,

The main feature at this site is a 1 x 1-m concrete well that extends 35 cm
above the ground and has a 20 cm diameter opening in its top. A 70 cm x
30-cm concrete and brick structure extends from the western side. Five meters
southwest of the well is a 30-cm tall iron water pipe topped with an iron
spigot. No features associated with a residential structure or outbuilding were
observed.

A scatter of trash is located 10 m east and downslope of the well. Artifacts
in this scatter consist of ketchup boitles, beer bottles, and other glass food
storage containers dating to the mid-twentieth century. The only other artifact
observed on the ground surface was a single brick fragment. Two of the eight
shovel tests excavated at this site yielded cultural material. Shovel Test 2
yielded 10 ceramic drain pipe fragments, charcoal flecks, and two metal frag-
ments to a depth of 20 cm below the surface, and one ceramic drain pipe
fragment between 20 and 40 cm below the ground surface. Removal of leaf
liter before excavating this shovel test unit revealed metal rebar and a nail just
below the ground surface. The rebar extends for more than one meter. A
second shovel test, Shovel Test 5, yielded two nail fragments and charcoal
flecks in the top 5 cm of the test unit.

Archival research

This acreage was part of a tract of 5,372 acres that originally was a portion
of George Rogers Clark’s grant. In 1836, the acreage was allotted to
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Thomas L. Jessup by the Bank of United States as the result of a lawsuit.
James W. Thornberry bought 2,771 acres from Thomas L. Jessup in 1845 for
$4,000 (MCC 1845: DB D:337;, MCC 1836: DB C:295). W. S. Baldry bought
2,771 acres, also for $4,000, from James W, Thornberry in 1859 (MCC 1859:
DB M:169). The Baldry family built the Harmony Baptist Church that was
located on the old Kentucky Ordnance Works. The church was moved to its
new location east of Grahamville in 1942 (Paducah Historical Society 1989).
In 1867, W. S. Baldry deeded 42 acres to his daughter, Mary Jane, and son-
in-law, W. F. Cunningham, as a wedding present. This deed refers to appurte-
nances (MCC 1867: DB Q:634). In 1911, the Seaton family bought 71 acres
from Susie and James Hobbs et al., heirs to W. F. Cunningham and Mary Jane
Baldry Cunningham. Mary Jane Baldry Cunningham had inherited a large
amount of land from her father, W. S. Baldry (MCC 1911: DB 95:487). The
Seatons sold 74 acres to the government in 1942 (MCC 1942: DB 219:3).

Canclusion

Site 15McN96 is associated with land once owned by the Baldry family,
one of the earliest families in the area, but the artifactual material observed at
this site indicates that it dates to well after the purchase of this property by
W.S. Baldry in 1859. Due to the limited cultural remains, both artifactual and
structural, noted at site 15McN96 and their twentieth century context, the
research potential of the site is considered to be poor. Therefore, it is recom-
mended that site 15McN96 be ineligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places.

15McN97

This site is a prehistoric lithic scatter located at the edge of a low sand
ridge on the upper floodplain of the Ohio River (Figure 13). Soil in this area
is mapped as Wheeling silt loam. The site is located on a low sand ridge
within a cultivated field; however, other parts of this ridge are wooded with a
mix of hardwoods, primarily oak and hickory. The site is at an elevation of
99 m (326 ft) msl.

This site is a very low density, surface lithic scatter with only four picces
of chert debris observed on the ground surface of a recently plowed and rain-
washed cultivated field. This field had been surveyed previously and shovel
tested prior to plowing. During this initial survey no cultural material was
observed on the ground surface or in any of the 39 shovel tests completed in
this area. This lithic scatter was discovered when crossing this field at a later
date. As a result of this newly discovered material and improved ground visi-
bility, additional transects on a 20-m interval were completed within this field,
but no additional cultural material was observed.

At the time that this site was recorded, an additional three shovel tests were
excavated adjacent to the surface artifacts. All three shovel tests were sterile.
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The artifacts observed on the surface consist of four pieces of lithic debris
ranging in size from 2 to 5 cm. Three of these pieces are Mounds Gravel
chert, which is commonly found on sites in this area (Butler et al. 1981:37).
The fourth item is a reddish chert that is otherwise similar to the other pieces
of debris, possibly a heat-treated example of the same material. No additional
artifacts were observed in the vicinity of these four items. Total site area is
approximately 25 square meters.

Conclusion

This is a very low density prehistoric lithic scatter of very limited extent.
No subsurface artifacts or features were observed, and based on the small
amount of surface artifacts, none are expected. No further testing is required
at this site; it is recommended that site 15McN97 be considered ineligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

15McN98

Site 15McN98 is located outside the designated sample survey units, but it
was recorded as a result of the field survey crew encountering it when
approaching the sample survey unit. This site initially was reported by local
collectors as an Archaic site with artifactual material located 20 to 30 cm
below the ground surface. The site is located along the southern bank of
Bayou Creek (Figure 14), with approximately 30 percent of the site within a
wooded area and the remaining portion within a cultivated field. Vegetation
within the wooded area is a mixture of oak and hickory with a dense ground
cover of bamboo and poison ivy. The soil in this area is mapped as Arkabutla
silt loam, with shovel testing revealing a high sand content in the site area.
Site elevation is 100 m (327 ft) amsl.

This site consists of an extensive scatter of lithic debris and tools on a low,
wide sand ridge. A projectile point, scraper, and possible metate fragment
were observed on the ground surface in the field, with the point and scraper
collected. The eastern portion of this site is being eroded by Bayou Creek.
Lithic debris was observed eroding out of the stream bank for a distance of
approximately 130 m. Although most of the debris was observed within sedi-
ments that had slumped off the bank, some lithic material was observed to a
depth of 60 cm below surface in intact portions of the bank.

A total of 27 shovel tests were excavated at this site with 14 tests yielding
cultural material to a depth of 70 cm below surface. Lithic debris from one
shovel test was also collected, with all other artifacts returned to the shovel test
units. In addition, Shovel Test 5 at the southem site margin yielded charcoal
from below the plowzone. The amount of cultural material within the shovel
tests ranges from one to three items in test units at the perimeter of the site to
40 and 56 items from test units bordering Bayou Creek. The site covers
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approximately 10,500 square meters, with the majority of artifacts concentrated
within a 6,000 square meter area bordering Bayou Creek.

An unknown portion of this site has been destroyed recently by erosion.
Bayou Creek has apparently shifted its channel to the south since the USGS
topographic map was prepared for this area in 1982, resulting in the erosion of
its southern bank. Assuming that the creek will remain in its current channel,
the major portion of this site likely will be destroyed within ten years.

Artifacts

Surface

The projectile point collected from the surface of this site most closely
resembles a Merom expanding stem point, although it is longer and thicker
than generally reported for the type (Figure 15-a). This point also shares char-
acteristics similar to other Late Archaic points. The tip and part of the base
are broken. The remnant is 48 mm long, has a maximum width of 26 mm at
the shoulder, and has a maximum thickness of 10.5 mm. The smail remnant
of the basal section appears to have been ground, while the lateral edges of the
siem are unground. The blade shape is triangular; the shoulders are sloping.
Flaking is random, and there is little to no retouch along the blade edges. The
raw material type is a medium fine-grained, weakly banded chert with a dull
luster. The color of this opaque chert ranges from white (10YR8/2) and light
gray (10YR7/2) to pale brown (10YR6/3) and light reddish brown (5YR6/4).
The chert is weakly banded and most closely resembles a tan variety of Fort
Payne chert. Differential weathering between the point body and fractures
indicates that this artifact was fractured after deposition.

The second item collected from the surface of this site is an end scraper
fragment with the bit and part of the lateral edges extant (see Figure 15-b).
This artifact measures 23 mm from the bit to the traverse fracture, 30.5 mm
from lateral edge to lateral edge, and has a maximum thickness of 11 mm
occurring at its bit end. The scraper bit is very steeply chipped, and while it
does not exhibit use-wear, the bit appears to have been resharpened at least
once. The raw material type is a fine-grained, gray (10YR6/1) chert exhibiting
a satin luster. On the dorsal surface there is a large inclusion of coarse, light
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) chert as well as two chalcedonic and crystalline
quariz filled vugs.

Shovel test 4 level 1

The first level of this shovel test yielded one tertiary flake, four flake frag-
ments, three pieces of shatter, and a fragment of a ground stone tool. All eight
pieces of lithic debris are very pale brown (10YR7/4) opaque chert with a dull
luster and medium texture. One piece of shatter has a smooth, water-polished
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cortex of dusky red (10R3/2). This coloration is typical of Mounds Gravel
chert that is available locally in stream and terrace deposits (Butler et al.
1981:37). One piece of shatter is less than 1 cm in length, four flakes and one
piece of shatter are between 1 and 2 cm in length, one flake is between 2 and
3 cm, and one piece of shatter is between 4 and 5 cm in length.

The ground stone tool fragment appears to be a small fragment from a
mano. The raw material is a well-cemented, weak red (10R4/2) sandstone, (A
complete mano of fine-grained, very pale brown sandstone was observed on
the surface of this site, but it was not collected.)

Shovel test 4 level 2

The second level of Shovel Test 4 yielded four flake fragments and eight
pieces of shatter. All four flakes and five pieces of shatter are between 1 and
2 cm in length, two pieces of shatter are between 2 and 3 cm in length, and
one piece of shatter is between 3 and 4 c¢m in length. Eleven items are of
chert, primarily Mounds Gravel chert, while one piece of shatter is of quartz.
(Additional pieces of quartz shatter were observed on the surface of this site.)

Shovel Test 4 Level 3

The third level of Shovel Test 4 yielded one tertiary flake, two flake frag-
ments, and eleven pieces of shatter. The raw material is Mounds Gravel chert
with the exception of one piece of fine-textured dusky red chert, one piece of
fine-textured gray chert, and one piece of coarse-textured gray chert. The
tertary flake, both flake fragments and five pieces of shatter are between 1 and
2 cm in length, five pieces of shatter are between 2 and 3 cm in length, and
one piece of shatter is between 3 and 4 cm in length.

Shovel Tesi 23

A total of 50 pieces of lithic debris and a stone bead were observed in the
first level of this test unit. Five pieces of lithic debris were observed in the
second level. Only the stone bead was collected.

The stone bead is a round disk 9.65 mm in diameter and 4.8 mm thick (see
Figure 15-¢). The hole that pierces the bead is slightly off center and mea-
sures 3.55 mm in diameter. The raw material is similar to Mounds Gravel
chert, although this piece is slightly darker (strong brown, 7.5YR4/6) with a
finer texture. This bead may have been made from a fossilized crinoid
column.
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Conclusion

This site has a high density of artifacts, evidence of potentially intact
features below the plowzone, and the possibility of undisturbed archeological
deposits in the wooded portion of the site, which exhibits the highest concen-
tration of artifacts. This site has good potential for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places; however, unless preservation efforts are under-
taken, this site will be destroyed by the lateral cutting of Bayou Creek.
Further testing is recommended for a full evaluation of this site.

15McN99

This prehistoric site is located on a narrow, moderately steep- to steep-sided
ridge on the lower floodplain of the Ohio River (Figure -16). This ridge is one
of several levee remnants located on the north side of Bayou Creek. Soil in
this area is mapped as Dubbs silty clay loam; however, the ridge itself is sand
1o silty sand, and the surrounding floodplain is a compact silty clay loam. All
artifacts were found in sandy sediments. Vegetation consists of mixed hard-
woods, including several large oaks, willow, sweetgum, and locust, with an
understory dominated by bamboo and poison ivy. The maximum elevation of
the sand ridge is 99 m (325 ft) msl with the surrounding floodplain ranging in
elevation between 96 m (315 ft) and 97 m (318 ft) msl

No material was observed on the surface of this ridge. Since sites have
been reported on similar landforms in this area, shovel testing was initiated at
the low, broad western end of the ridge. Artifactual material was recovered
from between 20 and 50 cm below surface in this area. Farther to the east
along the ridge, artifact density increased, and material was recovered from
just below the ground surface to a depth of 80 cm. The limit of effective
shovel testing on this ridge was 80 cm. It is possible that cultural material is
buried deeper than 80 cms. The highest concentration of material is at the
crest of the ridge. Little to no material was recovered from the steep southern
slope of the ridge, and only a small amount of material was recovered from
the less steep northem slope. No material was recovered from the compact
silty clay sediments at the base of the ridge, but shovel tests were not able 10
penetrate deeper than 40 cm below the ground surface because of the compact
sediments.

Twenty-four shovel tests were excavated at site 15SMcN99; 14 of the units
yielded artifactual material totaling 196 specimens. A projectile point frag-
ment, a biface, a scraper, more than 150 pieces of manufacturing debris, 2 core
fragments 4 ceramics, and fire-cracked rock were documented from the subsur-
face deposits. No floral or faunal remains were observed.
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Artifacts
Shovel Test 8 Level 1

Two of the four plain body sherds collected from this level are from a
sherd that was fractured during recovery. This sherd measured 3.5 x 1.6 cm
before being fractured, with a maximum thickness of 5.5 m. The other two
sherds are eroded, exfoliated, and burned, measuring approximately 1 cm each.
All four pieces are shell tempered.

Shovel Test 8 Level 3

One ground stone tool fragment, two tertiary flakes, two flake fragments,
and one piece of shatter were collected from the third level of Shovel Test 8.
The three pieces of debris are of Mounds Gravel chert, two pieces of debris
are of other unidentified chert, and the ground stone fragment is of a dark
brownish gray, well-cemented, fine-grained sandstone.

The projectile point fragment is of Mound Gravel chert and has a transverse
fracture at the approximate midpoint of the blade (Figure 17-a). The stem,
both shoulders, and part of the blade body are intact. The stem is parallel-
sided and is not ground on either the base or lateral edges. The shoulders
exhibit a slight barb. This point most closely matches the characteristics of the
Saratoga cluster. Saratoga points have also been identified at site 15McN20,
located to the east on another part of this levee.

The ground stone tool fragment appears to have been fractured from a
mano. This piece measures 4.8 cm x 3.0 cm x 1.4 cm. One face has been
ground smooth, with the remainder of the piece rough and unground or
fractured.

The lithic debris includes one flake fragment between 1 and 2 cm in length;
one flake fragment and one tertiary flake between 2 and 3 ¢m; one tertiary
flake between 4 and 5 cm; and a piece of shatter between 5 and 6 cm in

Iength.

Shovel Test 17 Level 1

Twenty-five of the pieces of lithic debris collected from Level 1 are
Mounds Gravel chert while the five additional pieces are weak red (10R5/3) to
dusky red (10R3/2) in color and may be pieces of heat-treated or near-cortical
Mounds Gravel chert. There are three secondary flakes, eight tertiary flakes,
six flake fragments, ten pieces of shatter, and one core fragment. Five tertiary
flakes, five flake fragments, and seven pieces of shatter range in size between
1 and 2 cm; the three secondary flakes, three tertiary flakes, one flake frag-
ment, and one piece of shatier range in size between 2 and 3 cm; one piece of
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shatter is between 4 and 5 cm in length; and the core fragment is 5.5 cm in

length, . )

Shove!l Test 17 Level 2

The single tool collected from this level is a biface fragment with a traverse
hinge fracture (see Figure 17-b). It measures 4.5 x 4.0 cm and is 1.1 cm thick.
A small amount of retouch is evident on only one face of the biface. The raw
material is a weak red (10R4/4) opaque chert weakly banded with olive yellow
(2.5Y6/6). The luster is primarily satiny, and texture is medium-fine to fine.
One facet has a dull luster, which may indicate that this biface was partially
worked and then heat-treated before completion. This piece resembles heat-
treated Fort Payne chert.

The lithic debris collected from this level consists of one secondary flake,
six tertiary flakes, five flake fragments, and six pieces of shatter. One tertiary
flake is less than 1 cm in length; two tertiary flakes, four flake fragments, and
five pieces of shatter are between 1 and 2 c¢m; the secondary flake, three ter-
tiary flakes, and one flake fragment are between 2 and 3 cm; and one piece of
shatter is between 3 and 4 cm. Five pieces of the lithic debris collected from
the second level of this site are Mounds Gravel chert; six additional pieces are
a weak to dusky red chert that may be heat treated or near cortical pieces of
Mounds Gravel chert. The remaining seven items are a variety of other dis-
similar cherts, including one piece of strongly banded Buffalo River chert. A
shell tempered body sherd was recovered from this level. This sherd is
eroded, exfoliated, and bumed. It measures 1.5 ¢m in length.

Shovel Test 17 Level 4

The lithic material collected from the fourth level of Shovel Test 17 con-
sists of one utilized flake, one secondary flake, three tertiary flakes, one flake
fragment, four pieces of shatter, one piece of heat fractured chert, and three
pieces of burned sandstone. With the exception of the utilized flake and sand-
stone, all of the lithic material is Mounds Gravel chert. The utilized flake is a
large tertiary flake (3.3 x 3.1 x 0.7 cm) with one fortuitously steep edge that
has edgewear. The raw material is a very pale brown (10YR7/3) opaque chert
with a medium fine texture and dull luster. This item appears to have been
used as a scraper.

One tertiary flake and one piece of shatter measure between 1 and 2 ¢m in
length; two tertiary flakes and two pieces of shatter are between 2 and 3 cm in
length; and one secondary flake, one flake fragment, and one piece of shatter
are between 3 and 4 cm. The four pieces of heated and bumed rock weigh a
total of 164 grams,
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Conclusion

This site is considered to have excellent potential for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places. This site is very similar to 15SMcN20,
recommended by SIU as eligible for the Register, containing similar artifact
types, raw material types, and depth of deposits. However, unlike 15McN20,
site 15McNS9 does not appear to have been plowed and may contain undis-
turbed and possibly stratified archeological deposits. Further testing is recom-
mended to evaluate this site fully.

15McN100

Like site 15McN98, site 15McN100 is located outside the sample survey
unit; however, its presence immediately adjacent to the periphery of the survey
unit led to its discovery. Site I5SMcN100 is a low density lithic scatter on a
low knol on the upper floodplain of the Ohio River, approximately 200 m
north of the Metropolis Terrace (Figure 18). The site is within an area
mapped as Falaya-Collins silt loam. The site is in a cultivated field sur-
rounded by a mix of oak and hickory forest and forest dominated by more
water-tolerant species such as sweetgum, willow, and beech. Site elevation is
102 m (335 ft) msl. This site is outside of Survey Sample Unit 6 and was
discovered while crossing a plowed field to return to the field vehicles.

Eleven pieces of lithic debris were observed on the ground surface in an
area 20 m in diameter, with a site area of approximately 300 square meters,
One additional flake was observed on the ground surface approximately 50 m
north of the scatter. This single artifact was not included within the estimated
site area. Two shovel tests were excavated within the boundaries of the sur-
face scatter, but no subsurface material was observed. The plowzone was
30 cm deep. No indications of features or organic remains were observed.

Conclusion

This site is a small lithic scatter within an area with many larger sites
(15McN24, 15McN25, 15McN36, 15McN37, 15McN38, 15McN49). There
was no subsurface material observed, and there is little possibility for intact
features below the plowzone. This site is not recommended for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places.

15McN101

Site 15McN101 is a historic farmstead located on the moderately dissecied
upland east of Bayou Creek (Figure 19). A residence is indicated at this loca-
tion on the 1932 La Center USGS topographic map. The site is located in a
woodlot dominated by oak and hickory. Active agricultural fields surround the
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site area, Soil in this area is mapped as Henry silt loam, and site elevation is
110 m (360 ft) msl, .

Two sets of concrete steps were observed in the woods on the north side of
Highway 358. One set is 2 m wide and appears to be from a front entrance of
a house, while the second set of steps is T m wide and appears to be from a
rear entrance. It is not known whether these steps are in their original location
or whether they were displaced during the removal of the structure from this
site.

Also observed at this site were a concrete well with a ceramic pipe neck,
remnants of three barbed wire fences, the faint remnant of an access road, and
several bulldozer berms. Two fragments of a concrete foundation also were
observed on or just below the ground surface. One rusty tin can, three glass
jars, and a scatter of bricks were the only artifacts observed on the ground
surface. Recently plowed and rain-washed fields are adjacent to the northem
and western boundaries of this site, affording excellent visibility of the area
surrounding the site. Even with this excellent visibility, no cultural material
was observed in these fields.

Three of seven shovel tests yielded antifactual material. Shovel Test 2 pro-
duced two wire nail fragments from the upper 20 cm of the test unit; Shovel
Test 3 contained metal plates (machine parts) and brick fragments just below
the surface; and Shovel Test 6 yielded two window glass fragments from the
upper 20 cm.

Archival Research

W. F. Norton bought 1,144 acres from George Rogers Clark’s sisters,
Elizabeth Gwathney and Cecilia Anderson in 1849 (MCC 1849: DB E:386).
In 1861, W. F. Norton sold 148 acres for $1,500 to Josiah Cameal (MCC
1861: DB 0:143). Cameal was either the minister who established one of the
first churches in the area or the son of this minister (Paducah Historical
Society 1989). Josiah Cameal sold 148 acres to R. P. Cameal in 1871 (MCC
1871: DB V:245). In 1875, R. P. Cameal sold 74 acres to T. S. Long (MCC
1875. DB Y:135). Long sold the 74 acres, along with improvements, for
$1.00 in hand to J. W. Long in 1886 (MCC 1886: DB 33:171). In 1947,

W. E. Long and Elizabeth Long bought 17 acres from the government that was
part of the land they once owned that had been condemned by the govemnment
in 1943 (MCC 1947; DB 290:101; MCC 1943: DB 224:105).

Conclusion

The structural and artifactual remains noted at this site indicate a twentieth
century farmstead. Unfortunately, the removal of the structure resulted in
extensive disturbance as evidenced by the dozer berms, Site 15McN101,
therefore, has limited research potential. It is recommended that site
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15McN101 be considered ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places. . -

15McN102

Site 15McN102 is a low density lithic scatter at the crest of Bayou Creek’s
castern valley slope (Figure 20). The site area is a cultivated field. The valley
slope and the floodplain of the creek are covered in thick grasses. Soil on the
slope crest is mapped as Calloway silt loam. The elevation of this site is
108 m (355 ft) msl.

Eleven pieces of lithic debris were observed on the ground surface in a
400 square meter area. All of the material was observed in a plowed and rain-
washed field that afforded excellent visibility. One additional flake was
observed 40 m north of the scatter, and one flake (locality PL93-102) was
observed at the crest of the valley slope 450 m to the southeast of site
15SMcN102. The lithic material is primarily Mounds Gravel chert. No tools or
diagnostic artifacts were observed. Two shovel tests were excavated within the
site boundaries. No subsurface material was observed.

Conclusion

This is a small, low density lithic scatter with no subsurface material or
features observed. No further work is necessary at this site, This site is not
recommended for inclusicn in the National Register of Historic Places.

15McN103

This site is a small upland lithic scatter located at the headwaters of Little
Bayou Creek (Figure 21). The site is within a wheat field that is mapped as
Grenada silt loam. Site elevation is 122 m (402 ft) msl. The site location is
on the crest and eastern slope of a low knoll Iocated between two small inter-
mittent tributaries of Little Bayou Creek. At the time of survey the field had
been plowed and rain-washed, affording excellent ground visibility. One Gary
point, a utilized blade-like flake, and nine pieces of lithic debris were observed
on the ground surface. This surface scatter covers an area of approximately
575 square meters. A total of seven shovel tests were excavated at this site,
but no cultural material was observed in any test unit. The plow zone was
observed to a depth of 30 ¢m below surface. No features were observed.

Artifacts
One projectile point was collected from the surface of this site (Figure 22).

This point is a poorly made Gary point measuring 4.4 c¢m in length, 2.0 cm in
width, and 0.9 cm thick. The raw material is a dull, opaque chert with a light
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grayish brown patina and faint banding. Two flakes have recently been
removed from the stem, likely by a plow, with the exposed chert a dark gray
brown.

Conclusions

This site is a small, low density upland site with minimal research potential.
A single diagnostic item was recovered from the surface of this site, and seven
shovel tests were excavated without recovering any cultural material. No
further work is recommended for this site.

Localities

Localities are limited artifact scatters that do not contain enough cultural
material or are of insufficient age to be recorded as sites. Generally, locations
that contain only one or two prehistoric artifacts, limited historic artifact scat-
ters that cannot be associated with existing structures or ruins, or structural
remnants that are less than 50 years old are recorded as localities. Three of
the localities recorded during survey contain isolated prehistoric material; one
is a debris pile, five are foundation remnants, and three are limited scatters of
historic artifacts.

PS93-3

This locality is the remnant of a farm outbuilding or Kentucky Ordnance
Works guardhouse. The site is located east of Little Bayou Creek, 400 m
northwest of site 15McN94, in a wooded area dominated by young hickory
trees. Soil in this area is mapped as Henry silt loam.

This locality consists of a 10 x 10-m concrete foundation in excellent state
of preservation and a very limited number of artifacts. The foundation rises
approximately 10 ¢m above the ground surface and has iron sill bolts embed-
ded within the concrete { 1/4" dia., 3" long). The foundation is open at the
northern and southern ends, possibly representing entrances, but there is no
concrete floor within the foundation walls. No stairs, wells, or other features
were observed at this location. Two fragments of a stoneware crock, a white
ecnameled metal bowl, and two wide-whitewall passenger car tires were the
only artifacts observed that appear to date to the same period as the founda-
tion. Recent trash, primarily liquor bottles, was observed at this location.
Several of the deer stands located in this area are also surrounded by similar
concentrations of liquor bottles.

Four shovel tests were excavated at this locality, but no cultural material
was recovered from any test unit. The area south of the locality is plowed.
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However, permission to survey was not obtained, leaving the possibility that
material related to this locality may be contained within this plowed area.

Based on the good preservation of the foundation, the limited number of
artifacts, the lack of any indication of structures at this location on the
La Center Quadrangle of 1932, and the type of artifacts observed, this locality
is believed to date from the 1940s or 1950s. It may relate to the Kentucky
Ordnance Works, possibly as a guardhouse covering the eastemn perimeter of
the facility, with all artifacts relating to later dumping episodes. The founda-
tion may also be the remains of a farm outbuilding. In either case, after con-
sultation with the Office of State Archaeology, it was decided not to assign
this location a site number.

PS93-6

This locality is the remnant of an upland farmstead located east of Little
Bayou Creek. A residence is shown at this location on the 1932 La Center
USGS topographic map. The soil at this location is mapped as Henry silt
loam.

‘Located in a wooded area of mixed oak and hickory, this locality consists
of the remains of a cinder block foundation and a small amount of artifactual
material. No well, outbuilding remnants, or other features were observed. The
foundation, measuring 12 x 9 m, is made of standard, machine-made cinder
block still commonly used for construction. No concrete slab, stairs, or any
other architectural features are associated with this foundation. The foundation
Is in poor condition, with most of the east and west walls completely missing
and the north and south walls badly fractured. Several trees are growing
within the foundation; the largest is an oak measuring 35 c¢m in diameter. One
Jelly jar and two automobile tires were the only artifacts observed on the sur-
face of this locality.

Two of the seven shovel tests yielded artifactual material. Shovel Test 4,
located 10 m north of the foundation, contained two whiteware fragments, a
glass canning lid fragment, a mason jar fragment, and a brick fragment. All of
this material was located in the upper 20 cm of the shovel test unit, Shovel
Test 6, located 10 m farther north, yielded one fragment of clear bottle glass in
the upper 20 cm of the test unit. Based on construction materials and on arti-
fact types, this locality appears to date from no earlier than 1920 to the middle
of the twentieth century.

Conclusion

This is an early to mid-twentieth century homestead with poor preservation
of features and very few artifacts. This site does not appear to have significant
research potential. After consultation with the Office of State Archaeology, it
was decided not to assign this location a site number.
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PS93-12

This locality is a historic farmstead located on the level uplands west of
Little Bayou Creek. A residence is indicated at this location on the 1932
La Center USGS topographic map. Oak and hickory trees dominate the area,
with a light understory of poison ivy and other small plants. Leaf litter was
moderate, affording fair 10 good ground visibility. The areas surrounding the
locality are primarily fallow agricultural fields. Soil at this location is mapped
as Henry silt loam.

This locality consists of a well, concrete steps, concrete foundation rem-
nants, bulldozer berms, and one brick on the ground surface. The concrete
steps and concrete building foundations are not in situ. The steps are lying at
an angle on the surface of a dirt pile, while the concrete foundation remnants
are partially buried by this pile. There is no way to estimate the original size
of the structure or structures represented by these foundation remnants, and
there is no indication of where the structure originally was located. There is a :
water-filled borrow pit located approximately 60 m northeast of the foundation
remnants, but this is not believed to represent the structure’s original location
since water-filled borrow pits are very common within the project area. Seven
shovel tests were excavated at this locality. Three of these yielded one piece
of whiteware, one glass fragment, and two nails. All of this material was
recovered from the upper 20 cm of the test units.

Conclusion

This locality has few artifacts and poor preservation of features. After
consultation with the Office of State Archaeology, it was decided not to assign
this locality a state site number.

PL93-100

This locality is near the intersection of highways 1154 and 725. It consists
of concrete debris, dirt piles, and a large number of daffodils in a wooded
area. Two shovel tests were excavated at this location without any artifactual
material being observed. The 1932 La Center topographic map indicates that
there were structures in this vicinity at that time, but the concrete slabs
(35+ cm thick) deposited at this location are too massive to have been related
to a residence,

This locality is one of several dozen debris piles located during survey and
was the only debris pile that was recorded or tested. According to Paducah
Gaseous Diffusion Plant personnel, debris piles at the facility are considered to
be solid waste management areas with potential for hazardous waste. There-
fore, no additional shovel testing was conducted on or around debris piles.
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PL93-101

This locality is an isolated find consisting of one lithic flake and one tested
chert cobble observed on the ground surface of a low upland knoll. Also
observed at this location were asbestos construction materials known to have
been used for the construction of military ordnance works during World War II
(Peter et al. 1992). No shovel tests were conducted at this locality.

PL93-102

Locality PL93-102 is an isolated find consisting of one Mounds Gravel
chert flake observed on the ground surface approximately 40 m from the crest
of the east slope of the Bayou Creek valley. This locality is within a culti-
vated field that has good to excellent ground visibility. No other cultural
material was observed at this location. Site 15McN102 is 450 m to the north-

west of this locality.

PL93-103

This locality contains the collapsed remains of a cinder block structure

located along the government railroad that services the Tennessee Valley

Authority’s Shawnee Steam Plant. The structure was approximately 6 m x

4 m, had a metal roof, and apparently was windowless. Associated with this
structure are two 55-gallon drums and a brick kiln-like feature 10 m the north
of the building’s remnants.

This structure appears to have been a maintenance building quickly con-
structed less than 50 years ago. It appears to have collapsed due to the insuffi-
cient quantity and poor quality of mortar used in its construction.

PL93-104

This locality is outside of Survey Area 14, 40 m north of the area’s north-
emn boundary. This locality consists of a scatter of Mounds Gravel chert
debris located on a large berm constructed for the high voltage pylons that
cross this area. Although there were 12 artifacts observed at this location, it
was not recorded as a site due to the obvious secondary context of this mate-
rial. The ground surface in this portion of the project area has been heavily
modified by the construction of numerous high voltage powerlines and associ-
ated large berms created for the pylons. The original deposition of the arti-
facts observed on this man-made berm may be in the immediate vicinity or
may be several miles away.
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PL93-105

This locality contains a 7 x 3.5-m concrete slab with large sill bolts (6"
long, 1/2" diameter) embedded in the concrete. No artifacts were observed in
the vicinity of this foundation. This feature is believed to be related to the
Kentucky Ordnance Works. Numerous foundations, structures, blast berms,
sewer lines, and storage tanks related to the Kentucky Ordnance Works are
located to the west and southwest of this location. None of these features were
recorded during this survey. A separate project concerning the Kentucky
Ordnance Works is being administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for the Department of Defense (TCT-St. Louis 1992). This locality is situated
30 m north of Survey Area 21 and is not actually within any survey area.

PL93-106

This locality consists of a 1,800 square meter historic artifact scatter located -
in an intermittent upland drainage. This shallow drainage is within a culti-
vated field and has been plowed along with the rest of the field. Approxi-
mately 30 artifacts were observed, consisting of fragments of whiteware,
stoneware, and decalcomania ceramics. No architectural artifacts or structural
features were observed, and the closest structure indicated on the 1932 La
Center USGS topographic map is 500 m to the southeast of this locality. This
artifact scatter probably represents a single dumping episode or an attempt to
control erosion in the drainage channel.

PL93-107

This locality consists of a very low density scatter of historic artifacts
within a cultivated field. A total of six brick fragments and one glass frag-
ment was observed in a 3,000 square meter area, including some material in a
shallow intermittent drainage.

The 1932 La Center topographic map indicates that a structure was located
approximately 150 m west of this scatter, but no artifacts were observed in that
area. There is a low earthen berm in this vicinity, but no domestic, farm-
related, or architectural artifacts were observed in the plowed field surrounding
this berm, and no structural remnants, wells, or other features were observed in
this area.

PL93-108

This locality is situated on the uplands east of Bayou Creek. This upland
area was extensively shovel tested. One shovel test yielded three nail frag-
ments, but no other artifacts were observed in this unit, in any of the other
shovel test excavated in this area, or on the ground surface. Ground visibility
in the area of the shovel test ranged from 10 to 60 percent. A historic
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structure was recorded 200 m north of this positive shovel test, but no artifacts
were recovered from tests excavated in the structure’s reported location, no
artifacts were observed on the ground surface (this area had 30 to SO percent
ground visibility), and no features were observed.
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5 Summary

The archeological survey of 41 sample survey units at the Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant resulted in the recording of five prehistoric sites (15McN37,
15MeN97, 15McN99, 15McN102, 15McN103) and four historic sites
(15McN94, 15McN935, 15McN96, 15McN101). Two prehistoric sites
(15McN98, 15McN100) were also recorded in areas adjacent to the sample
survey units (Table 4). Twelve localities, three of the prehistoric period and
nine of the historic period, were recorded also. The survey of the Paducah
Gaseous Diffusion Plant faced a number of obstacles that, while common to
archeological fieldwork, were particularly severe during the spring of 1993, A
majority of the fieldwork was conducted during a period of excessive rain,
resulting in saturated soils and flooded land surfaces. Impediments to complet-
ing survey within these areas included permanent wetland, such as that in the
southern one-third of sample survey unit 4; seasonally inundated areas, particu-
larly the low areas in sample survey units 2, 3, and 4; and thick (10 to 30 cm)
layers of newly deposited silt extending inland from the bank of the Ohio
River for a distance of 50 to 70 m. When survey was first conducted in
March and April of 1993, approximately 90 percent of the floodplain was
flooded and inaccessible. When survey was continued in May and June of
1993, the flood had receded, but major portions of the floodplain remained
inundated or saturated. While the amount of rain made survey difficult and
even unpleasant, the most significant impact was that many agricultural fields
and no wildlife food plots had been plowed by the end of the survey effort.
Unfortunately, time constraints did not permit the excavation of sufficient
shovel tests along survey transects to compensate for the ground cover present
in many sample survey units (see Table 3). In addition, flooding prevented
surveying four percent of the total sample area (24.8 hectares (61 acres)).

The flooding, however, likely had less effect on the sample survey results than
the lack of plowed fields. The inability to systematically shovel test in all
areas where ground cover impeded surface observation raises some concem
regarding the comparability of the data from the respective strata; however, the
shovel testing was conducted proportionate to the size of each stratum and the
probability of that stratum to contain buried cultural resources in order to
compensate for this factor.
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Prehistoric Sites

The seven prehistoric sites (see Table 4) recorded in or adjacent to the
sample survey units exhibit significant variability in size and probable func-
tion.” Four (15McN97, 15McN100, 15McN102, 15McN103) of the seven sites
are limited activity sites, one (15McN37) is an extensive, but sparse, multi-
component site, and the remaining two (15McN98, 15McN99) are high density
sites that are either habitation sites or special activity sites reoccupied through
time. The three largest sites (15SMcN37, 15McN98, 15McN99) are all located
within strata defined within the floodplain of the Ohio River. These are situ-
ated on sand ridges, knolls, and point bars within the floodplain. Two
extremely small sites (15McN97, 15McN100) are also located on floodplain
landforms. Both (15McN102 and 15McN103) recorded within the upland
strata are small in area and exhibit extremely limited assemblages (see
Table 4).

Two of the prehistoric sites, ISMcNO8 and 15McN99, exhibit the greatest
potential for contributing data important to an understanding of the prehistory
of the region. Both sites exhibit the potential to contain assemblages and
associated features in a siratified context related to the Late Archaic/Woodland
and Mississippian periods; however, a full determination of eligibility for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places is dependent upon z pro-
gram of test excavation. Site 15McN37 may also be potentially eligible as a
part of the larger complex represented by sites 15McN38 and 15McN24.
Additional shovel testing and site mapping is needed to define the relationship
of the three sites and to determine the presence of significant subsurface
deposits. Because of the extremely limited assemblages and the lack of sub-
surface deposits, the remaining four sites (see Table 4) are considered ineligi-
ble for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

The current survey did not test for deeply buried sites and was not able to
survey low areas of the floodplain effectively. Shovel testing of the tributary
aluvium also revealed that the upper 60-80 cm of deposits are likely post-
settlement alluvium that effectively preclude any recognition of prehistoric
sites within this strata through normal pedestrian survey strategies. Mechanical
excavation will be necessary to effectively test for buried sites, while schedul-
ing survey for the fall or winter months should overcome the obstacles pre-
sented by the flooding of low-lying areas.

A major problem related to survey in the uplands is ground surface visibil-
ity. Many areas consist of fallow fields or wooded parcels. Future survey of
these areas will require plowing strips at 20 m intervals in order to reduce
survey effort and expense. Intensive shovel testing will be required in the
wooded parcels. In the areas that are still actively cultivated, future suivey
should be coordinated with spring plowing or the fall harvest.
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Historic Sites

Pre-field research identified 17 potential historic sites within the 41 sample
survey units. Of these, six were found to contain structural remnants, and an
additional three were found to contain limited numbers of historic artifacts.
Only four of these locations were found to contain sufficient structural remains
and quantities of artifacts to warrant recording and assigning state site num-
bers. The poor preservation of the features and limited numbers or recent age
of the artifacts at the other five potential sites excluded them from inclusion
within the state site files; each was recorded as a locality. In addition, four
locations not identified during pre-field investigations were located and
recorded as localities.

All of the potential historic sites are located in upland areas, and obviously,
all four sites that were recorded are in the uplands. All 10 historic localities
are also within upland areas. All four of the sites and three of the localities
were identified by inspection of locations indicated by research to potentially
contain historic ruins. The remaining seven localities were located through the
systematic survey.

All four historic sites and 12 historic localities recorded during survey
exhibited extensive disturbance. Fifteen of these locations are situated at the
margins of the PGDP. No remnants of historic structures were observed in the
central, built-up pertion of the PGDP. The one exception is locality PL93-105,
a concrete foundation located next to the security fence and believed to be
related to the Kentucky Ordnance Works.

All of the historic sites and localities located during this survey contained
features and artifacts that date to the twentieth century. No features or artifacts
were observed to indicate that any of these locations are related to the initial
settiement of this area or to nineteenth century commercial activities. OFf
these sites, only one, 15McN94, is considered to be potentially eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. Final eligibility deter-
mination will require additional archival research and possibly test excavations.
Test excavations will be necessary only if the archival research indicates an
association of the site with significant persons or events.

Chapter 5 Summary



References

Autry, W. O,, Jr. (1979a). An Archaeological Reconnaissance of the Location
Grid for Foundation Exploration for the Proposed 200 MW Atmospheric
Fluidbed Combustion Plant Project, TVA Shawnee Stream Plant,
McCracken County, Kentucky. Submitted to the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, Chattanooga, Tennessee. Report on file, Office of State Archaeology, °
University of Kentucky, Lexington.

. (1979b). An Archaceological Reconnaissance of the General
Location for the 200 MW Ammospheric Fluid Bed Combustion Pilot Plant
and Associated Burrow Areas, TVA Shawnee Steam Plant, McCracken
County, Kentucky. Submitted to the Tennessee Valley Authority, Chatta-
nooga, Tennessee. Report on file, Office of State Archaeology, University
of Kentucky, Lexington.

Bakeless, J. (1957). Background to Glory, The Life of George Rogers Clark.
J. B. Lippincott, Philadelphia and New York.

Blakey, G. T. (1986). Hard times and New Deal in Kentucky, 1929-1939.
University Press of Kentucky, Lexington.

Bennett, R. H. (1988). Phase [ Archaeclogical Reconnaissance of a
1,466 Acre Proposed RDX Facility, Indiana Army Ammunition Plant,
Charleston, Clark County, indiana. Center for Cultural Resource Manage-
ment, University of Cincinnati,

Briuer, F. L. (1993). Archaeological Site Prediction Model, in Environmental
Investigations at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant and Surrounding
Area, McCracken County, Kentucky. Cultural Resources Investigation Vol.
IV, Pt. B. Department of the Army. Waterways Experiment Station, Corps
of Engineers, Vicksburg. Submiited to Department of the Ammy, Corps of
Engineers, Nashville.

Bryant, W. S., McCoomb, W. C,, and Fralish, J. S. (1993). Southem Flood-
plain Forests. In Biodiversity of the Southeastern Unired States: Upland
Terrestrial Communities, edited by W. H. Martin, S. G. Boyce, and
A. C. Echternacht, pp. 311-372. John Wiley & Sons, New York.



64

Buter, B. M., Penny, J. M. and Robison, C. A. (1981). Archaeological Sur-
vey and Evaluation for the Shawnee 200 M.W. AF.B.C. Plant, McCracken
County, Kentucky. Research Paper No. 21, Center for Archaeological
Investigations, Southern Ilinois University, Carbondale, Illinois.

Carter, J. T., Railey, J. A., and Pollack, D. (1990). Overview of Prehistoric
Archaeological Research in Kentucky. In The Archeology of Kentucky:
Past Accomplishments and Future Directions, vol.1., edited by D. Pollack,
pp. 25-72. State Historic Preservation Comprehensive Plan Report No. 1.
Kentucky Heritage Council, n.pl.

Collins, L. (1874). History of Kentucky, vols. I and II. Collins, Covington,
Kenmcky. -

Crane, V. W. (1928). The Southerr Frontier, 1670-1732. Duke University
Press, Durham, North Carolina,

‘ ..Delcourt, P. A, Delcourt, H. R., Morse, D. F., and Morse, P. A. (1993).

History, Evolution, and Organization of Vegetation and Human Culture. In
Biodiversity of the Southeastern United States: Upland Terrestrial Commu-
nities, edited by W. H. Martin, S. G. Boyce, and A. C. Echternacht, pp. 47-
79. Wiley, New Yoik.

Delcourt, P. A., and Delcourt, H. R. (1981). Vegetation Maps for Eastern
North America: 40,000 B.P. to the Present. In Geobotany II, edited by
R. C. Romans, pp. 123-165. Plenum, New York.

Driskell, B., Gray, H., Bassett, I, Lannie, D. D, et al. (1979). Background.
In Excavations at Four Archaic Sites in the Lower Ohio Valley, Jefferson
County, Kentucky, edited by M. Collins, pp. 7-37. Occasional Papers in
Anthropology No. 1, Department of Anthropology, University of Kentucky,
Lexington.

Evans, M. C. (1993). A Phase | Archaeological Reconnaissance on the Solid
Waste Landfill (ESO-18007) at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant,
McCracken County, Kentucky. Submitted to John Young CDM Federal
Programs Corporation. Archaeological Resources Consultant Services,
Louisville, Kentucky.

Funkhouser, W. D., and Webb, W. §. (1932). Archeological Survey of Ken-
tucky. Reports in Anthropology and Archaeology No. 2. University of Ken-
tucky, Lexington.

Gibson, A. M. (1971). The Chickasaws. University of Oklahoma Press,
Norman.

Gray, M., and Watson, G. M. (1981). Archaeological Reconnaissance of the
Lower Ohio River Navigation Area, Illinois and Kentucky. WAPORA,
Cincinnati, Ohio.



T,
‘ B

Greller, A. M. (1988). Deciduous Forests. In North American Terrestrial
Vegetation, edited by M. G. Barbour and W. D. Billings, pp. 287-316.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Griffin, J. B. (1978). Late Prehistory of the Ohio Valley. In Handbook of
North American Indians, Northeast (Vol. 15), edited by B. Trigger, pp. 547-
559. Smithsonian Press, Washington D.C.

Hemberger, J. M. (1988). An Archaeological Reconnaissance of the Consid-
ered Olmstead Dam Abutment Site and Kentucky Side of the Considered
Pool, Ballard and McCracken Counties, Kentucky. U.S. Amy Corps of
Engineers, Louisville. Unpublished report on file at the Office of State
Archaeology, Lexington.

Henderson, A. G. (1988). Archaeological Assessment of the Metropolis Lake
State Nature Preserve. Submitted to the Kentucky Nature Preserves Com-
mission. Unpublished report on file at Office of State Archacology,
Lexington.

Howard, V. B. (1983). Black Liberation in Kentucky, Emancipation and
Freedom, 1862-1884. University Press of Kentucky, Lexington.

Humphrey, M. E. (1976). Soil Survey of Ballard and McCracken Counties,
Kentucky. United States Department of Agriculiure Soil Conservation Ser-
vice, Washington, D.C.

Janzen, D. E. (1977). An Examination of Late Archaic Development in the
Falls of the Ohio River Area. In For the Director: Research Essays in
Honor of James B. Griffin, edited by C. E. Cleland, pp. 123-143. Anthro-
pological Paper No. 61, University of Michigan Museum of Anthropology,
Ann Arbor.

Jefferies, R. W. (1990). Archaic Period. In The Archaeology of Kentucky:
Past Accomplishments and Future Directions, vol. 1, edited by David
Pollack, pp. 73-142. State Historic Preservation Plan Comprehensive Plan
Report No. 1. Kentucky Heritage Council, n.pl.

Kehoe, A. (1981). North American Indians, A Comprehensive Account.
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey,

Kellar, J. H., and Swartz, B. K., Jr. (1970). Adena: The Western Periphery,
In Adena: The Seeking of an Identity, edited by B. K. Swartz, Jr., pp. 122-
137. Ball State University, Muncie, Indiana,

Lewis, R. B. (1990). Mississippian Period. In The Archaeology of Kentucky:
Past Accomplishments and Future Directions, edited by D. Pollack, pp.
375-466. Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort.

65



Loughbridge, R. H. (1888). Report on the Geological and Economic Features
of the Jackson Purchase Region. Kentucky Geological Society, Lexington,
Kentucky. ; )

McGraw, B. J. (1981). Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of the Great
River Road Project: Ballard, Carlisle, Hickman, and Fulton Counties,
Kentucky. Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, Frankfort.

Meinig, D. W. (1986). Adantic America, 1492-1800. Volume 1 of The Shap-
ing of America, A Geographical Perspective on 500 Years of History. Yale
University Press, New Haven and London.

Muler, J. (1986). Archaeology of the Lower Ohio River Valley. Academic
Press, New York.

Munson, C. A, Limp, W. F,, and Barton, D. F. (1977). Cultural Resources
of the Ohio River Valley in Indiana. Prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Huntington District (DACW 69-77-M-0722), by Glenn A. Black.
Laboratory of Archaeology, Indiana University, Bloomington.

Myer, W. E. (1928). Indian Trails of the Southeast. In Forty-second Annual
Report of The Bureau of American Ethnology to the Secretary of the Smith-
sonian Institution 1924-1925. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C

Neuman, F. G. (1927). The Story of Paducah. Young Printing, Paducah.

Oates, M. T. (1992). Cultural Resource Survey, Mayfield Ditch, Ballard,
Carlisle, McCracken, and Graves Counties, Kentucky. Submitted to the
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Memphis District, by Mid-Continental
Research Associates, Inc., Lowell, Arkansas.

O'Malley, N., Riesenweber, ., and Henderson, A. G. (1983). Cultural
Resources Reconnaissance of the Lower Cumberland River, Livingston,
Crittenden, and Lyon Counties, Kentucky. Archaeological Report No. 75.
Department of Anthropology, University of Kentucky, Lexington.

Paducah Historical Society. (1989). History and Families of McCracken
County, Kentucky: 1824-1989. Tumer, Paducah.

Peter, D. E., Austin, S. P., Cliff, M. B., and Freeman, J. (1992). [ndiana
Army Ammunition Plant Cultural Resource Management Plan. Prepared for
the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, AMCCOM Facilities, by Geo-Marine,
Inc. Plano, Texas.

Pollack, D. (editor) (1990). The Archaeology of Kentucky: Past Accomplish-
ments and Future Directions, Volume Two. State Historic Preservation
Comprehensive Plan Report No. 1. Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort.



LT,

Pryor, W. A,, and Ross, C. A. (1962). Geology of the Illinois Parts of the
Cario, La Center, and Thebes Quadrangles, Circular 332, Illinois State
Geological Survey, Urbana.

Quarterman, E., Burbanck, M. P., and Shure, D. J. (1993). Rock Qutcrop
Communities: Limestone, Sandstone, and Granite. In Biodiversity of the
Southeastern United States: Upland Terrestrial Communities, edited by
W. H. Martin, S. G. Boyce, and A. C. Echternacht, pp. 35-86. Wiley,
New York.

Rafinesque, C. S. (1824). Ancient Annals of Kentucky and Antiquities of the
State of Kentucky. Constantine S. Rafinesque, Frankfort, Kentucky.

Railey, J. A. (1990). Woodland Period. In The Archaeology of Kentucky:
Past Accomplishments and Future Directions, edited by D. Pollack, pp. 73-
142. Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort.

Robertson, J. F. L. (1980). Paducah: A Sesquicentennial History: 1830-
1980. Image Graphics, Paducah.

Sharitz, R. R., and Mitsch, W. J. (1993). Southem Floodplain Forests. In
Biodiversity of the Southeastern United States: Lowland Terrestrial Com-
munities, edited by W. H. Martin, S. G. Boyce, and A. C. Echtemacht,
pp. 143-201. Wiley, New York.

Stafford, B., Hassen, H., Jelks, E., Barr, K. L., et al. (1984). An Archeologi-
cal Overview and Management Plan for the Indiana Army Ammunition
Plant, Clark County, Indiana. Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Walnut
Creek, California.

Stoltman, J. B., and Baerreis, D. A. (1983). The Evolution of Human Ecosys-
tems in the Eastern United States. In Late-Quaternary Environments of the
United States, Vol. 2: The Holocene, edited by H.E. Wright, Jr., pp. 252-
268. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis.

Sussenbach, T. (1991). Cultural Resource Assessment of Three Proposed
Landfill Sites Totalling 55 Acres at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant in
McCracken, Kentucky. Submitted to the Science Applications International
Corporation. Unpublished report on file at Office of Stae Archaeology,
Lexington, KY.

Swartz, B. K., Jr. (1973). [ndiana’s Prehistoric Pas:. Ball State Urniversity,
Muncie, Indiana.

Tankersley, K. B. (1990). Paleo-Indian Period. In The Archaeology of Ken-
tucky: Past Accomplishments and Future Directions, edited by D. PoHack,
pp. 73-142. Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort.

67



TCT-St. Louis. (1992). Phase I Remedial Investigation at the Former Ken-
tucky Ordnance Works, McCracken County, Kentucky. Prepared for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District, Nashville, Tennessee.

Thomas, C. (1894). Report on Mound Explorations of the Bureau of Ethno-
graphy. In Bureau of American Ethnography 12th Annual Report, pp 3-
742. Bureau of American Ethnography, Washington, D.C.

Tindall, G. B. (1984). America, A Narrative History. Norton, New York and
London.

Tuck, I. A. (1978). Regional Cultural Development, 3000 to 300 B.C. In
Handbook of North American Indians, Northeast (Vol. 15), edited by
B. Trigger, pp.28-43. Smithsonian Press, Washington DC.

United States Department of Commerce. (1932). Fifteenth Census of United
States, 1930, Agriculture. V.II, Part 2-The Southemn States. U.S. Govem-
ment Printing Office, Washington, DC.

. (1942). Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, Agricult-
ure. V.I. First and Second series. State Report Part 4. Statistics for Coun-
ties. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

United States Department of War. (1881-1901). The War of the Rebellion: A
Compilation of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies.
Series I, Vols. I-LIL; Series II, Vols. I-VIII; Series III, Vols, I-V; Series IV,
Vols. I-III. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.

Wood, P. H. (1989). The Changing Population of the Colonial South: An
Overview by Race and Region, 1685-1790. In Powhatan’s Mantle, Indians
in the Colonial Southeast, edited by P. H, Wood, G. A. Waselkov, and
M. T. Hatley. University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln and London.



- "Ayonjuay uIsep Ul JuRlg UOISNYI SNO3sEN) yeonped Jo uonedo| ‘] aIndig

|

N nnng T

ol 0 T ok

Aemolmo

seARID

Hey=IBN

usyLRIDOW

Jueld uoISNYiQ SNO3ser) yeonped

uolnd

uRLWNDIH

QIBI4eD

piojjeg

93SSaUUI |

fAojomuay




'% Plant :
%/
/7
~‘5‘h‘ﬁ“(l:
: Lr
3 \\ il 7

18
ol alad
L -
el el
ALY

a A tAVAYAY]
AXERAAR

N\

Y

3
R AR,
A

L b
{H

S i ol PR %
W

Yy
SAANY S SN

S

Mep

S

-l
d - Fenced Area

" - Road

7y

‘v » d Ro.
- — D Kentucky
Ordnance Woarks
) {Abandoned}
?—)
e 1‘_ -
u
N\ Scale 1:53500
/I -
—
v Yo m— § Stetrte e

Figure 2. Limits of cultural resource investigation at Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant. The
fenced areas and the Kentucky Ordnance Works were not included in the investigation.



e]

Saurce; TCT-St Lauis, 169)

(%]
_ -\ |3
[ T r — R 9.,
— ~— I [3] ot
\ |“...l ﬁ\l I r _ 5.5 .m = =
i C - \ | MEZ S A
| N \.,. LiedouCreet N
\ Ve ot e = ~
uf*.\.( ' p\ mom “ll- llllll J ' ! i /
$ b oy = ! . . E
A B e
Q Y1 1 ) < o
g N TSN B P ot ! -
@ﬁ. 1JlrfLL.rwr..Lb I g
_ I et d Jo s . A
\ 1 jlweia Pl ol ik Bl I .t N 2
R A N
! 17 [ : ;
Pt m ey Jttal L :
\ I I (bl e . =
L L} “ \h o o
/ ] —r\
\~ \ ~
/ [
\ et /..”\A. \
L) u B o et LT A Nl N/~ DU W
— Hs. Y l.wt.%l. .\Il IIIII _—
_ \ 2
\ * “ ~ e g— d— .W_W.. Ve Wa 2 - —
KM b ‘ i m .m um
M. J/ — e Y riA 58 =¥ §3
F Q TN | \ - mmm Mawm mm mm_
§ Fos; U.\«m..? F./\ . &W@.&wﬁvﬂb&@‘ n— = a < & .—
I ql.l..l..ll;l.l.l..l_ll..ll.ll.l.illll:lllllnil|_ll

. i
™

Figure 3. Plan map of the Kentucky Ordnance Works,
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Figure 9. Recovered artifact from Site 15McN37.
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Figure 15. Recovered artifacts from Site 15McN98.
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Figure 17. Recovered artifacts from Site 15McN9S.
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Figure 19. Plan map of site 15McN101/PS93-13.
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Figure 22. Recovered artifact from Site 15McN103.
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Table 1

Cultural Periods for the State of Kentucky

Cultural Period Date Range
Pal'eo—lndian Period: 9500 - 8000 B.C.
Early 9500 - 8500 B.C.
Late 8500 - 8000 B.C
Archaic Period: 8000 - 1000 B.C.
Early 8000 - 6000 B.C.
Middle 6000 - 3000 B.C.
Late 3000 - 1000 B.C.
Woodland Peried: 1000 B.C. - A.D. 1000
Early 1000 - 200 B.C.
Middie 200 B.C. - A.D. 500
Late A.D. 500 - 1000
Mississippian/Fort Ancient Period: A.D. 1000 to 1700
Historic Period
Pre-settlement Exploration 7-AD. 1775

Early Settlement

Antebellum

Civit War

Postbellum Readjustment and Industriafization
Industrial and Commercial Consolidation

A.D. 1775 - 1820/1830
A.D. 182071830 - 1861
A.D. 1861 - 1885
A.D. 1865 - 1915
A.D. 1915 - 1945
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Table 2
Stratification of Sample Universe into Landform Types

Stratum Hectares Acres

Abandoned Channels 7.2 17.8
Floodplains 2613 645.6
Lacustrine Deposits 54.0 1336
Point Bars 161 37.3
Terraces 108.0 266.8
Tributary Alluvium 360.4 g64.7
Marshes 52.4 128.5
Loess Soil Type CaA 453.5 1,120.7
Loess Saoil Type CaB 290.4 7178
Loess Seil Type GRB3 3199 7905
Loess Soil Type HN 603.4 1,491.1
Other Soil Types 691.0 1,707.6
Total 3,246.6 8,0229
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Appendix A

Listings of Documented
Artifactual Material and Col-
lected Material for Curation
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Appendix A Listings of Documented Material for Curation
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Table A1

List of Artifacts from the Paducah Gaseous Ditfusion Plant Sur-
vey to be Curated at the University of Kentucky, Lexington

Site
Number

Bag
Number

Unit

Level

Contents

Description

15McN37

6

Surface

0

Lithics

1 grey chert projectile
point blade fragment

15McNg4

Surface

Historic

1 solarized manganese
glass snuff jartumbiler;
1 small dlear glass per-
fume botle

15McNg8

5T4

Lithic

1 tertiary fiake, 4 flake
fragments, 3 shatter,
1 mano fragment

S.T.4

Lithic

4 flake fragments,
8 shatter

10

874

Lithic

1 tertiary flake, 2 flake
fragments, 11 shatter

S.T.23

Lithic

1 stene bead

Surface

Lithic

1 chert projectile point,
1 chert scraper

15MeiNg9

12

878

Ceramic

4 ceramic sherds

8T8

Lithic

1 projectile point
fragment

11

8T8

Lithic

1 ground stone tool
fragment, 2 tertiary
flakes, 2 fiake frag-
ments, 1 shatter

13

S.T.A7

Lithie

3 secondary flakes,

8 tertiary flakes, & flake
fragments, 10 shatter,
1 core fragment

14

S.TA7

Ceramic

1 ceramic sherd

2/15

S.T.1i7

Lithic

1 biface fragment,

t secondary flake,

6 tertiary flakes, 5 flake
fragments, 6 shatter

16

S.T.17

Lithic

1 utilized flake, 1 sec-
ondary flake, 3 tertiary
flakes, 1 flake frag-
ment, 4 shatter, 1 heat
fractured chert,

3 burned sandstone

15McN103

Surface

Lithics

1 chert gary point

A2
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Table A2
Summary of Subsurface Material Documented in Excavated
Shovel Tests, Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Piant Survey
Site Unit Level Artifacts
15McN37 1 1 2 flakes
93-10
1 2 1 flake
15MeNg4 1 1 1 nail
93-2
3 1 1 brick fragment
5 1 1 nail
B 1 1 clear window glass
> f 8 1 1 window gfass, 1 bottie glass, 1 whiteware
15McNas 4 1 10 liguor bottle fragments
93-4
15McN9s 2 i 10+ ceramic drain pipe fragments, 2 metal frag-
93-5 ments, charcoal, (metal rebar and nail on surface
& cm west of s.1.)
2 2 1 ceramic drain pipe fragment
5 1 2 nails, charceal flacks
6 1 1 possible heat treated flake
& 2 1 large circular rock
15McNo8 2 1 3 chert flakes (1 tertiary, 2 secondary)
93-8
3 1 3 primary flakes, 1 secondary flake, 3 tertiary flakes,
5 shatter {all chert)
3 2 1 chert shatter
4 1 1 tertiary flake, 3 shatter, 1 ground stone tool (mano)
4 2 4 flakes, 8 shatter
4 3 1 tertiary flake, 2 flake fragments, 11 shatter
5 1-2 2 flakes, charcoal in level 2
<1 1 1 flake, 1 shatter, 1 angular fragment {all chert),
1 FCR
B 2 1 chert shatter, 3 FCR
7 1-2 § primary flakes, 1 secondary flake
15MoN37 1 1 2 flakes
93-10
1 2 1 flake
{Sheet 1 of 4}
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Table A2 (Continued)

Un[l‘

Leve]

Slte Artifacts
15McNg4 1 1 1 naif
83-2
3 1 1 brick fragment
5 1 1 nail
6 1 1 clear window glass
8 1 1 window glass, 1 bottle glass, t whiteware
16MeNGS 4 1 10 liquor bottle fragments
93-4
15McNgg 2 1 10+ ceramic drain pipe fragments, 2 metal frag-
83-5 ments, charcoal, (metal rebar and nail on surface
6 cm west of s.1.}
2 2 1 ceramic drain pipe fragment
5 1 2 nails, charcoal flecks
6 1 1 possible heat treated flake
[ 2 1 large circular rock
15McNg98 2 1 3 chert flakes (1 tertiary, 2 secondary)
938
3 1 3 primary flakes, 1 secondary flake, 3 tertiary flakes,
5 shatter (all chert)
3 2 1 chert shatter
4 1 1 tertiary fiake, 3 shatter, 1 ground stone tool (mano)
4 2 4 fiakes, 8 shatter
4 3 1 tertiary flake, 2 flake fragments, 11 shatter
5 1-2 2 flakes, charcoal in level 2
6 1 1 fiake, 1 shatter, 1 anqular fragment (all chert),
1 FCR
8 2 1 chert shatter, 3 FCR
7 1-2 5 primary flakes, 1 secondary flake
15McN37 1 1 2 flakes
93-10
1 2 1 flake
9 1 1 madified/utilized chert flake {almost a side
scraper), 1 chert shatter
9 2 1 FCR
10 1 2 flakes, 1 small sand tempered sherd

{Sheet 2 of 4}
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Table A2 (Continued)

Site Unit Level Artifacts
12 0 1 chert flake on surface
17 1 1 FCR
17 2 1 chert flake
18 1 1 shatter, 18 flakes, FCR
18 2 1 core frag, 3 flakes, FCR
18 3 1 core frag, 8 flakes, FCR
18 4 2 flakes
22 1 40+ flakes

) 23 1 50+ flakes, stone bead
o8 23 2 5+ flakes

25 1 9 flakes
25 2 rock at 28 cm °

15McNog 2 2 flakes, FCR

93-9
3 2 2 chert flakes
3 3 1 large tertiary flake, 1 piece state, 1 chert ftake frag
& 1 1 scraper, 7 tertiary flakes, 2 FCR, 4 shatter,
6 angular fragments

6 2 FCR
7 2 1 flake
g 1 2 flakes, 1 possible sherd
8 2 7 flakes, 1 shatter

15McN37 1 1 2 flakes

93-10
1 2 1 flake
8 3 1 proj pt frag (stemmed base), 1 groundstone tool,
2 tertiary flakes, 2 flake fragments, 1 shatter
9 1 2 primary flakes
9 2 4 primary flakes
12 1 1 FCR, 18 flakes
12 2 1 FCR, 5 flakes
12 3 7 flakes
13 1 1 secondary flake
(Sheet 3 of 4)
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Table A2 (Conciuded)

Site Unit ~ Lavel Artlfacts
13 2 3 flakes
16 1 7 sacondary flakes
17 1 8 tertiary flakes, 3 secondary flakes, 6 flake frag-
ments, 10 shatter, 1 core
17 2 1 biface frag, 6 tertiary flakes, 5 flake fragments,
6 shatter
17 3 1 core frag, 1 FCR, 4 flakes
17 4 1 utilized flake, 1 secondary and 3 tertiary flakes,
1 flake fragment, 4 shatter, 1 fire-cracked chert frag-
ment, 3 bumed sandstone
20 2 14 flakes (10 tertiary}
20 3 3 secondary flakes
21 1 1 tertiary chert flake
22 1 FCR, 2 flakes
22 2 4 flakes, 1 grit tempered sherd
22 3 2 flakes, 1 grit tempered sherd
24 1 6 flakes
24 2 1 flake
15McN101 2 1 3 window glass, 1 bottle glass, caoncrete slab, 2 wire
93-13 nails
15MeN37 1 1 2 flakes
93-10 :
1 2 1 flake
3A 1 large metal plates
3B 1 brick fragments
6 1 1 nail, 2 window glass
93-6 4 1 whiteware, porcelain, milk glass, mason jar base,
brick, slag
& 1 1 sherd clear botile glass
93-12 1 1 1 whiteware
4 1 1 clear bottle glass
6 1 2 nails

(Sheet 4 of 4)
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Appendix B
Maps of the Survey Units

Appendix B Maps of the Survey Units
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o

PGDP 20% Sample ry -Marine, Inc, Ares No.__|  Transect No. /
Name L\)O..Fré..ﬂ Qo Kisy Date 5 - - 93 Interval D2 A4
)l Test No. f Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no oo
v .0 levels) Lvl | Lyl 2 ivl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4O em
Soll Type: I—C'MHSIM‘— I sarmée I | Inclusions ___NoNE
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ l0/YR/Same  1O/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
_
Shovel Test No. 2} Troweled Screened +~ Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 ») cm
Seil Type:lmm-‘”s“” [Samg, I | Inclusions .. ..
Soil Color:  j0/YR/ 4{3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
one
Shovel Test No. % Troweled Screened ~7 Artifacts yeg no \ .~
1 "--‘ T ——— et —
(20 em level¥) 0 Lyl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon /() em
Soil Type: | STITy e [same L | Inctusions SOME. BT T/ing
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ I0/YR/Same  LO/YR/ 10/YR/ I
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10—
Total
Shovel Test No. 4 Troweled Screened _\ - Artifacts yes no _\~
tevels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 47 cm
. pT A S S
Type: [clay =i/7 [ Sams | f Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ Y 0/YR/ Samg 10/YR/ 10/YR/ .
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1O e
None Total
Shovel Test No. K Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no v~
(20 cm ]CVEIS) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Dep[h of A-Horizon l/o cm
Soil Type: I—c‘}a? si/7 ,_._S‘dm&_ l ' Inclusions .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ /3 I0/YRisame  1O/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 e,
{ K] 711 O
Shovel Test No. ¢y Troweled Screened . 7 Artifacts yes no v~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 40O cm
Soit Typezlda%’s}/?" I SQme l Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None I ] 711 OO
Shovel Test Na, Z Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no 4\~
{20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon <4/() cm
Soil : ; R
o.l Type LdayS;/f‘ Lsams IHCNSIOHS.._m.D.IIZ.Lﬂjz ....................
(0 ol ORI Y ORI same R om0
E. «ce of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 T e s
None I 0] 711 R

cC.2



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Gee-Marine, Inc, Area No._/  Transect No. [

Name l)Ja ~Cen OD\_KIE.L/ Date S- 24 -9 3 Interval &l O
Shovel Test No. 3 Troweled Screened - Artifacts yeg e (
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 "Lyl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 em
Soit. Type: |clay</ /T |sams I ,
7 Inclusions
Soil Color:  j0/YR/ /3 I0/YR/ Sa.ms  10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Shovel Test No. /D Troweled Screened -~ Artifacts yeg no
(20 em levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon %O em
Soil Type: IQJLL%/ S,/7 I_.Sam&. Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/3 10/YR/ 6’@ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Total
Shovel Test. No. /{ Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
ot E R
(20 cm fevels) ™2 Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon <0  om
Sl Type: | 3//Ty ¢ [ same l Inclusions N7 T lina ...
Soil Color:  1o/YR/ ¥ 10/YR/ 4/3 L0/YR/ 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 s
Total -
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm |
So-il Type:L Inclusions _
Seil Color:  jo;YR/ 10/YR/ [O/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:
° Jpe L I— Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR{ IO/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Trﬁweled Screened Artifacts yeg ne
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil :
0_' Type L L Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo/vR/ I/YR/ 10/YR/ oyyy_ . T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None TOMAl  ccorremrmemenereeeeeeee e e oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
{20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
° ype L [ Inclusions
SOil Cﬂlor: lOIYRI IOIYR/ IOIYR/ EO/YR/—H_ ------------------------------------------------------
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [G i
None Total e,




PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. /[

Transect No. 2

-

{

i

Name .. Cormmndy Date & -6 -Q3 Interval- O n,
. -

el Test No. / Troweled Screened -~ Artilacts yes no _
\ev cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon - cm
Soi 1 N ; L.

oit Type lé'm." LOCm IS’[TY Lo Inclusions Roals. ol «Xoem
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ 10/YR/ 3/2/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
Nane Total - —
Shovel Test No. ) Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no A\
" (20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen 92 em
Soit Type: A lsiiy Loam Inclusions .. . . .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/, 10/YR/ /sy 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test_;Nu. 3 Troweled Screened " Artifacts yeg no A"
(20 cm levels) = Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon  — cm
Soit Type: |SilTy Logm | Inclusions . Ropls
Soil Color:  to7YR/ 3/‘-/ 10/YR/ O/YR/_ WARI___
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 @ 6 7 8 9 11 R e
None TOtal et et
Shovel Test No. ﬁ Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no -
t levels) Lvi 1 : Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon — cm
T :I [ /T —

‘ ype: |8 lj.r Loarn I Inclusions (S ¢ T3dois.
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ Yy 10/YR/ 10/YR/ lO/YR/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 &) 5 6 7 8 9 10

None TOfa] et
Shove!l Test No. 5 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no S~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ~—  om
Soit T HE ha% ! :

°r e le: Ty Loace | Inclusions 1l Roals.......
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 3/s/ L0/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ *F Mpvsol oscr DOm
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10 TQMM/_E«(‘SLJHS.

None TOolal e e
Shovel Test No. 42 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no v’
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 3 4 Depth of A-Horizon I cm
Soi : i "

ot Type [S”'T:“’ Logrs [silTy Loars| Inctusions DD Rools

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/y 10/YR/ G/i 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total e
Shovel Test No. 7 Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes A0 A\~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon — cm
Soit T : g
Sert Type LS'/T:U Loam | Inclusions _[3 ¢ Rools....
Color:  LO/YR/ 3/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/__ ovgy .~ T
E....nce of Disturbance | 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8 9 B
None Total

cC.7



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc.

Area No. ]

Transect No. C_:)

—— e

Name - lacmod. Date 8-/ - 02  Interval S Om -
7 . {

Shovel Test No. = Troweled Screened — Artifacts yeg no v
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lyt 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon — em
Soll Type: | g/ [T L |3i/7y Loam| l Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ Yy tOIYRI 4 /ey 10/YR/ LO/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Totad

Shovel Test No. vl Troweled Screened - Artifacts yes no 4
(20 cm levels)  Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ——  om
Soit Type: [SifTy Loam | I Inclusions {9 Rools
Soil Color:  10/YR/ " ey 10/YR/ W/YR/___ WO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test .No. /& Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no 7
a &,
(20 cm levels) Lyt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon  — em
Soil Type: | <;/Ty Loan | .Si/jy Lban | Inclusions
v 4
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 4/t 10/YR/ 4 /of 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no

(20 cmn levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soi :

O_ll Type: | [ Inclusions oo
Soil Color:  [gyyRy I0/YR/ 1O/YR/ fO/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 G 7 8 9 84

None 0] )
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T : .

O_I ype L L Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO

None Total e
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cin levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

0_' ype I— L !— I Inclusions .
SOII COior: [O/YR/ IOIYRI IOIYRI{ lO/YRI --------------------------------------------------------
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 ] 6 7 8 9 10

None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Sereened Artifacts yes ne
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

. ype I— Inetusions .. .. .
SOl[ CO]OI-: EO/YR/ 10/YR/ IOIYR/ lOIYR/ ------------------------------------------------------
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 s

None TOM) oo eeert e

cC.%5



PGDP 20% ampl ry o-Marine Inc Aren Nu._L Transect NO‘.;L

Name WES?LDH Date S/Q(,/QS Interval <D M
- I Test No. / Troweled Screened Eﬁ Artifacts yes no \ i
\ A levels) ivi 1 Lv! 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon _Q em
Soil Type: |{3/|T Loam | Inclusions Ermma?tda?'
Soil Color: 10/YR/ L//z 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ _ romdud ...... -3
Evidence of Disturbance | ()] 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Tf‘gg__(‘@oT"
None Total e -
Shovel Test No. ) Troweled ~ Screened Artifacts yeg no v~ .
(20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvi 2~ Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 7 em
Soil Type: [Si/7 Joam l I Inciusions Trss rools. ol
Soil Color: 1O/YR/ ‘4{3 LO/YR/ 10/YR/ IOIYR/“___ EDerm
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test ;No. G Troweled Screened .~ Artifacts yeg no
(20 em leveld) . Lyl 1 Ll 2 Lyl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ em
Sott Type: |/ Loaps ST Loam | Inelusions
Seil Color:  10/YR/ % /2 10/YR/ 4/3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ o -
Evidence of Disturbance | D 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. g Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{.,.ff. levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢m
lype: 7 —_ —
o TP LT L l I Inclusions I g5 Rools.  al. .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ 10/YR/ 5/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ DO tren =
Evidence of Disturbance | 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None 0] ) O,
Shovel Test No. < Troweled Sereened \ -~ Artifacts yes no v
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon I em
Soil Type: | ST Loam | cloysi/T | [helusions ]
Sl Color:lonw 3z ok 53 oo S ——
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Zo Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no "
(20 ¢ levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvit 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizen &) cm
Soit Type:| Si/T L2i/7 I fmctusi -
nclusions .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/5 10/YR/ 5/, 10/YR/ ovR/___ T
Evidence of Disterbance | €2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
NOne Tolal reomemm ey rmm e eaannsn rree
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled Screened o Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon /(O cm
Saoil T : 1T i
..01 Ype l S/t I Si/T [ Inclusions
€ Tolor: IO/YR/ 342 IO/YR/ 5{3 10O/YR/ LO/YR/
v -e ol Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Nane

C.l&



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. |  Transeet No. 3

Name Wss7D n Date 5 - - Q2 Interval SO nn .
' {
Shovel Test No. 8 Troweled Screened ~_ Artifacts yeg no -
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 L 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon D90 e
Soil Type:[ ST Loam LS" 7 L Inctusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ 5/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 > 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. C} Troweied . Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ cm
Soil Type: [§)/T Loom | ST Loam | Inclusions
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ %/ 10/YR/ 3/3 10/YR/ YR/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - - -
None Total e
Shovel Test. No. lé ) Troweled Screened \/ ) Artifacls yeg no _\~
(20 em levels) - Ll 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 7 em
Soit Tyver | ST hoam | l l Inclusions V@AY (JET......
Soil Color: 10/YR_3/3  101vR/ 10/YR/ A —
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 e S
None Total -
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
il Type: -
So_l ype I L I I Imclustons .
Seil Color:  1o/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ oy
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 K] 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None TOLAl oot
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lz Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
it T : ) —
Soi ype L Inctusions _ .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ [O/YR/ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ R
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 et -
None Total e i
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:]_ I | L Inclusions e
SOEI Co'or: lOIYRI IO/YR’ IOIYR/ IOIYR/_—h --------------------------------------------------------
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 T e ———.
None Total e,
Shovel Test No, “Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cin ievels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T : —
o ype L ! Inclusions
Soil Color:  1o/YR/ L0/YR/ LO/YR/ 1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None

c.7



PGDP 2 % mpbl ury e -Marine Inc Area No.___"'./__ Transect No.__)__

Name WE.STDm . Date _&/- /1 D- 92 Interval D p
“ ¢l Test No, )‘ Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yeg no A"
~m levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon
\S i1 T . ¢_!wey . . l I P 3;2 cm
o ype: l‘-—iuw ST Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/4/3, 10/YR/ 5/4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 &Y 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. s Troweled v~ Screened Artifacts yes no A~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ e
Soil Type: Id‘-'j’":/s,‘grj..m Ig/d..&{et;j s L Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ 5/4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 (D 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
‘3 d Artifact
Shovel Tesit ENO Troweled Screene v rtifacts yes no s~
(20 cm leveld) ' Lvi 1~ Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizen DK cm
Soil Type:[co’w\f’gnr LOQ.{_V!ICJQL:’{L’J S/ | l Inclusions _
Soil Color:  10/YR/ /3 10/YRI S/y 10/YRY oyr/__ 0 T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 3 6 7 8 9 10
None Total - :
Shovel Test No. L/ Troweled Screened \ Artifacts yeg no o’
levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ em
- Type: [Si/T_soam Lsandy sirT | Inclusions Dow. Zoae. al. .40
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 4/3 10/YR/ /¢, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 O e
None Total
Shovel Test No. & Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes ne
{20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen <3¢ cm
il : 1 ; : .
Soil Type lsacoly /7 gy Ly sard | Inclusions Dlpw. zoac..aZ .20
Soil Color:  10/YR/ ‘7’/3 10/YR/ "//(‘, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. éZ Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 30 + cm
Soil Typﬂléﬂld—/——o—ﬁﬂ‘ / :lS.dﬂdy S:’I/?— l Inetusions 1O
Soil Color: 10/YR/¥/3 10/YR/ “/et 10/YR/ 10/YR/ '
Evidence of Disturbance | e, 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
' None Total e
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled \ Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon | & cm
Soil TYPE:IS.FIT I0am 7 A l Inclusions
/ Tolor:  10/YR/_¥/3 10/YR/ _4/oy [0/YR/___ 0/YR/ o
Ev  .ce of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 ) e
None Total s

C.q



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 9 Transect No. |

Name _W/e<Ibn Date %_/0-93 faterval Domy
Shovel Test No. 8 Troweled Screened )i Artifacts yes no v~ (
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 T Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon {S-_ cm
SO“ T‘Ype: Baqglé “2&[_}_" gﬂnd?’ Si,f?" L l_ lﬂClUSiOHS
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ W0/YR/ 4 /<y 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 3 6 7 8 9 10

None Tolal

Shovel Test No. Troweled . Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soit Type: L ' l Inctusions .. ... .~
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oy,

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 9y -

None Total
Shovel Test . No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
. i — — B -
(20 cm levels) © Lyl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon em

Soil Type: | L L L Imclusions .
Seit Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oryey .
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em |

Soil T :

ofl Type: | l Inclusions . . .
Soil  Coler: 10/YR/ LO/YR/ L1O/YR/ 10/YR/ et
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1) e e,

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) vl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T ! :

ol ype L Inclusions .~~~
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 g 6 7 8 g 10 SR

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg ne
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type: l_ I Inclusions .. ..~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ IO/YR/____ _______________________________________________________
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

. None Total e
Shovel Test Nao, Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

o ype l I— [ Inclusions . ..~~~ [
Seil Color: IG/YR/ LO/YR/ IO/YR/ I0/YR/ s
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None

¢, 9



DP 2 % ample urve eo-Marine II’!C Area No.__ZL Transect No. Q

Neme | /0 . Date {/-—/Q-C}_g Interval D/>
~el Test No. f . Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yeg no
(2u cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon I & em
Soil. Type: | g /7y alay  |eday si/T | I Inctusions ./ B
: = YR, 47 devnr oo Inctusions [ MoeK
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/uy 10/YRI_ 4/, 10/YR/ oy T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 oo 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
Shovel Test No. CQ Troweled «~ - Screened Artifacts yes no .~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon 1_/Q em
Soil Type: /7 Iddl./ SIT l I Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/, 10/YR! 4/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test; No. 3 Troweled - Screened Artifacts yes no _\
A
(20 cm Ievef\s) b Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon E"’? cm
Soil Type:LQ.MQJTL IU&.“/ SI/T l_ Inclusions  ons
Soil Color:  10/yR/ 3 )Ly 10/YR/ 4/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ :
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0
None Total e
Shovel Test No, i/ Troweled v Screened Artifacts yeg no o’
1 3 Lyl -Hori
V evels) ‘ Lvi ll Lvl 2 ‘ Lvl vl 4 Depth of A-Horizon __J 3 em
""" - Type: [SL/TV Coilhiy M I I Inclusions /)9S
: s f oy 2 iavwr o Amclustions 1/
Soil Color: 10/¥R/3£~/ 10/YR! 4/t 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None [ L o] S ——
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweied .~ Screened Artifacts yes nn
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Bepth of A-Horizon QQQ cm
H ' N 7 . 7 ' '
Soil Type: Ty ¢ LQZQ%SLL{LI Inclusions  mg
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ LO/YR! /¢, 10/YR/ o/ - o
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 0 11 D eeeeeeeerereer e
None Total e,
Shovel Test No. CZ Troweled L7 Screened Artifacts yes. no 7
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon J{ cm
Seil Type: ' LD I ‘gaﬂd:‘/ j?m I Inclusions _ Joas. o
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ 10/YR/ /1 10/YR oY/ oo
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total -
Shovel Test No. _72 Troweled v Screened Artifacts yes no _\_
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon a)é cm
il Type: !
Soil Type Iﬁ”"’d‘;’ los.cn | clay | L Inclusions . /)OmE. .
( Sotor:  10/YR/ 3/s 10/YRI 9/, 10/YR/__ R/ T ———
Eviuence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L0 s
None TOMU  ceeeeerreeervensnnns et oo e

o /0



PGDP 20% Sample urvey/Geo-Marine. Inc Area No. ﬁ Transect No. )

Name W M Date &-/3 .67 Interval ) (>
Shovel Test No. g Troweled "~ Screened Artifacts yes no _\ E-
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl T Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 20 em
Soil T-YPE:IS’\[TV /O&M I_gﬂ.\-/ /Oﬂ_f"’) I L Inclusions n@”i

7 o id ] o = Inclusions _)SN

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ /YR 1/, 10/YR/ oy T

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 IED, 4 5 6 7 8 9 L
None Total - s

Shovel Test No. 3 Troweled v Screened Artifacts yeg no __\ .~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ em
Soil Type: | ¢)IT Ty o I Inclusions
Soil Cotor:  10/YR/. 3/ 10/YR) 7/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance { 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total

Shovel Test . No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm [eveli':') E:'-" Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:| I l I Inclusions ... .. ..

Secil Color:  10/YR/ L1O/YR/ 10/YR/ oY/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None TOMAl ettt e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Evl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil T : ‘

°" ype l L I I Inelwsions ... .~~~
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg 1o
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em

Soil Type: .

C‘_! Ipe L ’ [ I Inclusions
Soil Color:  1g/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ o/ .
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvit 4 Depth of A-Herizon cm

Soil T :

0.' ype L I l Inclusions
Seil Color:  10/YR) 10/YR/ LO/YR/ o/ .
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

. pe L l I Inclusions
Soil Color:  [o/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L0 e e

None Total - eeerereeserssecresenmansres

c. //



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc. Ares No. 4/  Transect No. 3

Name /RObe‘T J- HQ,// Date 4/19/9.3 Interval DOn
vel Test No. / Troweled Screened v/ Artifacts yeg no o
\—v cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /&
Soil Type: [8i/Ty loam |si/Ty / L l : -
¥ Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/2 10/YR/ “ /oy 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total L e
Shovel Test No. [} Troweled g Screened \ .~ Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 30 cm
Soil Type: | P I I Inclusions st
Soil Color:  j0/R/ 3/3 10/YR/ 1/ 10/YRI___ 0/YR/ N
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 > 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Teftli-.,No' 5 Troweled “° Screened Artifacts yés no _\_~
(20 cm levels) - Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &)/, cm
Soil Type:| I Tncluslons . oo
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ 10/YR/ 4 /ey ORI © otk
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total
Shovel Test No. Lf Troweled Screened N Artifacts yeg no "’
1 levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ om
Type:l_ I— I Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo/yR/ 3/ 10/YR) 4/t 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 7
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 o 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Screened ~_~- Artifacts yes no v~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon o2¢)  em
Seil Type: |« 11T AL LT : L Inclusions
Soll  Coler:  10/YR/ /3 10/YR/ /ey 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 g I0
None Total
Shovel Test No. éf Troweled Screened |~ Artifacts yeg no _\_~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon _ D/~ cm
Soil Type: IS'LIT‘{/ Cidys L.E.!.'T:r.r Lig; Inelusions
Soil Color:  107YR/3/5 10/YR/ 4/ 5 LO/YR/ L0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total ...
Shovel Test No. z Troweled Screened \ Artifacts yes no _\.~
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon )& cm
Soil Type: |3;/7, Sany | <i/T. .
_ vi nclusions P
(0 ol woR/ 35 0wk G/4 tovm orYR/___ e NJAL T
Ev. .uce of Disturbance 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 e
None TO] e,

c. /2



PGDP 20% ample Surv eo-Marine. Inc Area No._i Transect No.i
Name oo T T Hay) bate /-/0-33 _ interval
Shovel Test No. g Troweled Screened | _~ Artifacts yes o L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 “Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cQé cm
Soil Type: I;ga’}df,‘/ ST /T I Inclusions .

Soil Color:  jo/YR/3/3 YR/ A3 R sopvr__ Ky

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 1O e

None Total e
Shovel Test No. i Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no L—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon )33 cm

Solt Type: anndff ST lﬁﬂlz{ﬁ&d L [ Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3/ YR/ 7/ ovms I0/YR/ LN
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 B o

None Total
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm leve[‘s")%"-. Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type: L , Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total e e,
Shove! Test No. Troweled Screened Artilacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm {

Seil Type:L Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo7YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ IOIYR/__ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Sereened Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

il T H
Soi ype l— Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ LO/YR/ 16/YR/ LO/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g OO
None TOtAl  oeeerrmemeeee oo

Shovel Test No. Troweted Screened Artifacts yes no

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:

0_] ype L I Inelusions .~~~
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR{ HO/YR/ ove/) e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:l [ .

Inclusions

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ L |

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 O
Noene Total

c. /3



{

PGDP 20%_ Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No._“/  Transect No. _4f

Name I, C_ﬂ\,f‘MDdL/ Date 4~/ -9 Anterval O
il Test No. ! Troweled Screened . Artifacis yes no
L. vm levels) tvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soit Type: |9 /Ty logns 1Si/Ty Losn | Inclusi —
v nelusions
Soil Colors  [0/YR/ /e 10/YR/ 4 Jof 10/YR/ W/yr/_ e
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 e
None Total e i
Shovel Test No. Q Troweled . Screened — Artifacts yes no V7
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 . Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon O 7 em
Soil Type: [S|Ty loan |S//Ti, clewsl l 1 .
Y nelusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ YR S/, 100vR) 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Totai
Shovel Teit -%“.No. 3 Troweled Screeped |~ Artifacts yes no !_/
(20 em level®) . Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 203 cm
Soil Type: [Ty loam | SiTh I Ioclusi
5 nclusions . oo
Soil  Color:  10/YR/_4//u) 10/YR/ S/ }O/YR/ R/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [ s
None Total
Shovel Test No. i Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yeg no V
levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 35 om
o T [Si/Ty Jvam |LSiTi cday | N
: 7 7 7 RCluSions
Soil Color:  1o;¥R/ L/ffj 10/YR/ S/, 10/YR/ LO/YR/ _ -
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 s
None Totai
Shovel Test No. S Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon &) F  cm
Soil TYPE: '_SZ./T!/ /ﬂﬂtm I-S;!7‘:(/ C'jad:/ L I Fsclusions
Soll Color:  10AR/ ¢/cf 10/YR/ 5/4, HO/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None ) Total
Shovel Test No. (o Troweled Screened \ Artifacts yes o 7
(20 cin levels) Lvt I Lvi 2 Evi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &%  cm

Soil Type:L_Sj'/Ty loa.m IS}/T’E/ sang |
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 5 10/YR/ “1/2, 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Inclusions _

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g | T o
' None Total
Shovel Test No. ? Troweled Screened W Artifacts yes no _
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon Qi cm

SOl Type: l STy Joam LS}/TL/ Sand ’ I Inctusions
: / -----
- Tolor:  1O/YR/ /5 10/YR/ 5/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Ev  uce of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None

./



EGDP 20%_Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc.

Area No. i Transect No. 4{

Name 7/ Mmooy Date _ 4_/3 - 23 Interval DO
. ¢ (

Shovel Test No. 8 Troweled Screened L Artifacts ves no v
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3} em
Soil Type: | S/ Joam | sitfy send | [nclusions o

i -
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/, L0rYR/ S/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total

Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no )
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 - Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: | I Inclusions .

Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 vl 8 9 0

None Total
Shovel Test . No. Troweted Screened Artifacts yes no
u B —_— —

(20 cm levels) °  Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Sofl Type: | Inclusions .
Soil Color: 10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ o/ oo T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 G 7 R 9 g

None Total  «eoo-e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon em

Soi H

o_ll Type l ' Inclusions
Soil Color:  [g/yRy LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 [0 e,

None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon om

Soil Type: .

O.l pe: | Inclusions . .
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - et e e

None Tolal oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:L [ Inclusions _

Soil Coler: LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ S
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 ki 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total

Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cin levels) Lvl I Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Deptk of A-Horizon cnt

Soil T :

o ype L l Inclusions
Soil Coler: IO/YR/ LO/YR/ I0/YRY 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None

sl



o,

P DP 2 % ampl SUI‘V o-Marine Inc. Arena No.i Transect Ng, S

Name K S WisalesworThi Date _5-/9 93 Faterval QD p,
- [T
el Test No. /(,g eam/ Te 5)‘l‘rowe!ed N Screened Artifacts yes no A\ :
«- cm levels) Lvi 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2~
. Sclrvd‘_" , cm
Soll Type: LS;/T I 'V-Sf!’? I I Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/_“/3 10/YR/_S/;,  10/YR/ (0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Corm ‘RC/d Total 'ﬁ/pﬁ.m
Shovel Test No. e:_) Troweled \d Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon O <  em
Soil Type: Lﬁaﬂdﬂ— [DQ“" |/“:, Sood: /”"“! I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ %3 10/YR/ “/2, 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Ty L T

Shovel Test. No. 3 Troweled .~ Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm Ieveifs)é-:f: Lvl 1 ‘/“y[,vl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 5 em
Soil Type: | sand, ipapm | candy loaml| Inclusions
i 7
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/3 10/YR] /s, 10/YR/ ofyR/__ T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Gy —
None &onrn fi( /oj Total - PP N
Shovel Test No. “f Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
‘ 1 levels) Lvi 1 e vt 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ (. cm
- Type: 2dy loa ‘I sod )"D'“"”"L Inclusions
- . ‘4 ........................................................
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ /¢, 10/YR/ o/yR/___
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 S —
None TOtAl e eeeeeee e
Shove! Test No. 5 Troweled -~ Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon c’g(z em
Soil Type: [S&na’:;/ loar~ | Sondy oy | Ihelusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ “I/ LO/YR? /., 10/YR/ W/YR/ T s T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ‘-/D P
None COrngel d Total et O o s SO
Shovel Test No. [y Troweted Screened Artifacts yeg no (.~
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon JD cin
i HE B Y . Jova . A S
Soit Type: [ang, Ioom [Zacd ra | Imelusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ </)/3 LO/YR/ /.. 10/YR/ loyyR/___ T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 5 -
None emeridoind Total e fed LA O
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: I_ [ | [

Inclusions

—

( Color:  {0/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/

. .nce of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 i0
Nane TOA e

C./ b



PGDP 20% _Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc. Area NO-__S___ Tramsect No.

Name = &ﬁ CmMod o Date _ 4-/Q. g3 Interval

7 § -
Shevel Test -No. / Troweled Screened e Artifacls yes 1o i
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen em
Soil Type: | g;/T o AT oy

Inclusions

Soil Color: 10/YRy 4/3 10/YR/ S‘_/,;, 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 (3) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(

None Total
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled Screened e Artifacts yes no \/'
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon {53 cm
Soll Type: [Si/7y /oA lsiiTy Sand| : Inclusi
—— MEEUSLONS
Soll Color:  10/YR/ /o 10/YR/ SZ‘, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ et oo
Evidence of Disturbance { @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 T .
None Total o
Shovel Test No, ﬁ Troweled N Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) . Lyl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Ll 4 Depth of A-Horfzon /(D  cm
Soil Type| %,/7, / Inclusion
n S e
Soil Color:  10/YR/ w/2 10/YR! &/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 - 3 6 7 8 9 10
None Total 4D Lo
Shovel Test No. 3 Troweled !_/ Streened Artifacts yes no:{
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 1o em
Scil Type: L&/gw IO&(‘V‘\ i [T i
. & Inclusions _Mons
Soil Color: 10/({R/§£:/ L0/YR/ &y, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ _ :
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 :
None Total —
Shovel Test No. & Troweled Screened Arlifacts yes no v
(20 em levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /Q cm
Soil Tspe:| oy foppn STy edau | L Inclusi
i 3 YA nclusions _A/ivrs
Soil Color:  10/YRy 5/ 10/YR/ &/, 10/YR/ tO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
None Total
Shovel Test No, Lo Troweled \ Screened Artifacts yes no v~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 8 cm
Soft Type: [SifTy pla,, L9iTy elays L
7 v/ —— Inctusions . .
Seil Color: IO/YRI‘/!Z_’./_‘ 10/YR/ f;: LO/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 g 10 g
None Total 35 Cm
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled N Screened Artifacts yes no "7
(20 cm levels) Lyt 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon g cm
Sollt Type: |SiiTy eloy  |eiiTy ciny | Inclusions
[ L i -
Solt Color:  10/YR/ 4/, 10/¥R/ &/, 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total -.70Q.¢on

o7



Area No. ___g:_

PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc. Transect No.
Name \,\) C(‘j Date 4 - /|D-93 Interval
5 * Test - No. 2 Troweled Screened " Artifacts yes no 7
(« . levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 27 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon [2) cm
Soil Type: | SjITy Loam |SiyTy Loam| Imelusi
neclusions ... ..
Soil Color:  1o/YR/ /3 s S/,  1orYwy toyn/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [{4] o
None Total
Shovel Test No. 57 Troweled _ Screened Artifacts yes o v
{20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢y cm
Soit Type: [SHT loan | ST |; I Inclusions
Soii Color:  10/YR/ /3 LO/YR/_%/2f 10/YR/ YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. O Troweled Screened 1\~ Artifacts yes no 4~
(20 em levels) &1 Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type: | SHTy Logm |Si7Tv Sand | l Inclusions D&
1 {
Seil Color:  10/YR/ -‘EZ_Q 10/YR/ 5&(, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. f{ Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yes noe V7
s levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon /O cm
gx - Type: {d/(lf;/SlfT (/7 l I Inclusions AJoms. .
Soii Coler:  10/YR/ S‘@ 10/YR/! &, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ i
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 i0 s
None Total
Shovel Test No. D) Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yes no |~
(20 ¢m levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon & com
Soit Type: [S//T Logpn | SHT I | [nelusi
. % gclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ %/3 10/YR/ ¢/</ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =
None Total
Shovel Test No, Traweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon em
Soit Type:l I I I .
Inclusions
Soil Color: LO/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ o/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total ......
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
0_ .ype I I l I Inclusions
(,w-- Color:  |0/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/___
N ace of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [Q e
None Total

c./8



DP 20% Sample Sury eo-Marine, Inc, Area No. DO  Transect No. 5

Name RoPERT Haol. Date 4/3/?5 Interval 7 .
Shovel Test -No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no (_.
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Evl 2- Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soit Type:l =L PPE T I l l Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ [OfYR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled | — Sereened Artifacts yes no L—
(20 cm levels) Lyl i Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cin
Soil Type: [s1LTy Loam| l I Inclusions TEST. TERN LNA-
Soit Color: 10/YR/,4_£3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbancep 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 O
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) . Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Hor'i-zon cm
Soil Type:[ L I l Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cmn levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm {
Soil T : )

O'I ype ! | ‘ ] Inciusions

Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ L1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: _—

. ype I I I | Ineclusions .
Seil Color: 10/YR/ 1G/YR/ 10/YR/ toyet/' ...
Evidence of Disturbance 1} 2 K] 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 - ; -

None Total y
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type:

: ype: | l Inclusions
SGI" COIor: lOIYR'{ IOIYR/ IOIYRI IOIYR/_ .....................................................
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -

None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l [ I .

. Inclustons
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 16/YR/ LO/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None

o /9



DP_20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 34  Transect No. )
Name K. S, Wioa /s sworth Date _4-7-9G3  Mnterval a5y,
L TG
( I Test No. / Troweled Screened |~ Artifacts yes no
{2v cm levels) Lvl 1 mo‘f'T'ed Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizen / /) em
Soil Type:{ <;)T SiiTug A i
Inclusions
Soil Color:  [o/YR/ S/ 1O/YR/ & Jo + & 10/YR/ LO/YRY
Evidence of Disturbance } @ 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10
None Fitlol [ roots Total
Shovel Test No. Q’_\/ Troweled Screened vl Artifacts yeg no E/
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 mm[vcd Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon _ D¢ em
Soil Type: LSI/T_ I Ss IT'L/ C.lﬂu I Inciusions
Soil Coler:  1o/YR/ 5/_1/ L0/YR/ &/, ,,r;.f, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | D 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 - ,_/O
, - -f"/7
None = fTeinl Tou
Shovel 'I‘est L 5 Troweled \~ Screened Artifacts yeg no _\ .~
(20 cm !evels) ) /vcldl Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: clay |giiTy clay | I ,
Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ Sy + ¢/, 10/YR/ & Jp 10/YR/ o/ oo T
Evidence of Disturbance | 3 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 G
None F}et‘ld Tolal .. q OCM ...........................
Shovel Test No. i Troweled Screened \/ Artifacts yes no v~
I 1 levels) Lvi 1 O_,,_jj Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ) () em
W Type:l ST i il T Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/_S/e/ 1O/YR/ é,/ng/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10
- None £ieln Total
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Screened \/ Artifacts yeg no v
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 ]}Mdz Lyt 3 Lvl 4 Deplh of A-Horizon cm
: . rm e —_—
Soil Type: L_g,/]’ I o7 Zait fc‘fé. l
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 57;3 LO/YR/ 24, +"/; 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | (2 3 4 3 6 7 8 X
None Fieial .
Shovel Test No. Cﬁ Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no v~
{20 cmn levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon cm
Soit Type: 72771 | I T N
yp Lo lel Inclusions {72 -,J‘___E,TQ.') L
Soil Color:  [0/YR/Fiy « 727, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ :
Evidence of Disturbance | (2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None 5o I Total
Shovel Test No. 7 Troweled 7 Screened Artifacts yes no _\
(20 cm levels) rno‘lf'wol Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T _— .
oit Tyee: | /Cl‘m"l L L Inclusions _Lroc.. Of 200
{ Color: mmz/ éf - 7/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ Gl cldpl i tsy
3 I
k...ence of Disturbance | @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Z{SS? -
R N s L.
None {iel O/ Total

0. Z0



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 349  Transect No. )

Date _j/-* - C/ 3 Interval O o~

Name K. S Wig o /s wortha
vy

Shovel Test No. 8’ Troweled \,/ Screened Artifacts yes

(20 cm levels) l_,vl 1 " Lvi -2
Soil Type: [nm"’?;;?/dayl_

Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon

— Do~

Seil Cotor:  10/YR/S// + 7/) 10/YR/

Inclusions L ron 5& Cx\#—-

10/YR/ 10/YR/ (? oy (:/q (_/

ot MO
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10 ,;.a.rpl% -------- e
Nowe [, // Total Filled ez a2
Shovel Test No. ﬁ Troweled Screened \/ Artifacts yeg no ii
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon S  em
. . moTTled —_—
Soil TypE:L§,IT L07T S”TL{/“‘/‘:YL - Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo/YR/ SZ:./ W0/YR/ &y + %/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance (T) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None Trss RapTs
Shovet Test. No. /O Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no v°
i B
(20 cm levels) ™ Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4/ +  em
i . . —
Soil Type l ST I Inciusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/ 10/YRy 10/YR/ Stk T
Evidence of Disturbance (1) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 o
None TRpptc Total - TG0
Shovel Test No. .fg Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yes no \/
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon D) em &

Soil Type: Lgl-;ry Slay ey clay [
T ¢
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/, 10/YR/ % /4,

Inclusions

10/YR/ 1O/YR/

[Fe———

Evidence of Disturbance (p 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 rmpmp e
None ?DDT_S Total IO com
Shovel Test No. Ja Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yes no "
{20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type=l§izr'§¢ glgg‘/ [$iiT¢ efas | I ;
, p 7 < nelusions
Soil Color:  107YR/ E/ef 10/YR/ fe{;: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 .
None Total Z/OC’M .....
Shovel Test Nao. /3 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: [2.;T., cio |Siiry c./.ﬁ%' ] Inclusions
Soil Color:  o/YR/ 57,) 10/YR/ &/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ STDF 01 o e
ﬁ.&t _ P il A
Evidence of Disturbance CD 2 3 4 5 6 7 ] 9 10 ;56“‘5 ------------------
None RAnT7e Total w800
Shovel Test No. ,l_-i Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no "
(20 ¢ levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 ~ ¢m
Soil Type: l_g,‘,';r;,- i l_ l .
\ 7 7 Inclusions
Soil Color:  [g/YRy S/j’ 10/YR/ lO/YRI__“ 10/YR/
Evidence of BDisturbance ] 2 3 4 5 [ 7 g 9
None

c. 2/



PGDP 20% Sampl ury o-Marine, In¢. Area No. 3% Transect No, /

Name KS - //\/.r'q/)} /E_’SWDFTA - Date 4/- )~ o 2 Interval 2O ¢
v
rel Test No. }S . Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no o~
(20 cm leveis) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &) 2 cm
B S —

Soil Type: g |sit Ty ¢lay | | .
Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/S‘{1 18/YR/ 5{4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. }(0 Troweled ’ Screened \/ Artifacts yes no |/
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 ; vl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon YO v  onm
Soil Type: |8 4 23 LT} la. I— Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ /¢y 10/YR/_S/f 10/YR/ LO/YR/ . e
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total o 42 Cra
Shovel Test: No. ] 77 Troweled .~ Screened Artifacts yes no v~
4 R — ey e ] ———ry
Lvl 4 - i
(20.cm levels‘} o?‘?l“'f:clﬂ . Lvl 2 Lvt 3 v Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soit Type: [7S7 757 Sdndhy- . __ [ L Cnclusi
ary chustons
Sl Color:  10/YR/ S/ef + 7/, 10/YRI~—— 10/YR/ ey T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Shovel Test No. )2 Troweled .~ Screened Artifacts yes no
n levels) Lvl lma';jr‘i(_ Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
B ""l Type: s — | Inclusions —L/ o D:‘-cm“_s
Seil  Color: LO/YR/ Q/,+b/b 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ ! -
Evidence of Disturbance ] 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
_ None
Shovel Test No, |Oj Troweled \,~° Screened Artifacts yes no 7
(20 cm levels) < 51{vl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
. N
Soil Type: - - —
°n Type e 4”&5’- Clay }———_—— L L Inclusions.;’;.CQ.{I.....A&{Q.&A{ZS
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ %/} &/, 10/YR7——--. 10/YR/ LO/YR/ . —
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 £ :“/ EOLERELLL. AL
Nore Total =5 . Com ..
Shovel Test No. D’)O Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
. Sang ., . R
Soil Type:'m,-,-,—-,sy,,,/ e, I §
=X nelusions oo
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ @/, @/, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ - :
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Fﬂ'ﬁlWJ‘"—’«@“’ ----- R
None Total O R .
Shovel Test No. c;?! Troweled Sereened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cin levels) Lvl } Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:]s; . i
ofl Type: | <;/Ty oy | [ Inclusions
\ Coler: 10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/ L0/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None Ron7s

. L2



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc.

Area No. 33 Transecl No. ]

Name K S, Wioie /s w07 Date _ 4~ 7)- G 2 Interval Do _
Vv {
Shovel Test No. ;):2 Troweled \/ Screened Artifacts yes no \/(-

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lyt 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: | <4y, NOZ%’”.‘{ SR ' Inclusions
Soil Color:  [0/YR/ Z[ 4 &/, 10/YRf——- 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. ? 3 Troweled ]/ Screened Artifacts yes o v
{20 cm Tevels) Lvl 1 . Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4O « cnm
Soil Type: [S//Tu clag | L l

- Inclusions ..

Soil Color: 10/YR/ [3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ [1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance @ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Nore  3op7s
Shovel Test No zi Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm Eeve[s) CoLvt ot Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4o + cm

Soil Type: [Sf/f"(,r &fau o , Inciusions
Soil Color:  [0/YR/ S/ ~1Of YR~~~ /YR, oyRy o e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i0 2y —

None Total (&N N e S
Shovel Test No. 25 Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg o L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4071 cm {

Soil e - )

oil Type: ISH'!/ eig I I Inclusions
Soil  Color: 10/YRI__‘£ QA Rf—— . LO/YR/ oryey_ o T n
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ‘f """"""""""""""""""""""

None Total O T W
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm leveis) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 vl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cim

Soil T : .

". ype L I Inclusions ..
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N —

None 183 711 SO
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 ¢ levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil :
oi Typel I Inclusions _
Soil Calor: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 18

None Total i
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l I .

Inclusions

Soil Color: IO/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ IOIYR/______
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L

None ToAl oo

.23



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 34  Transect No. )
Name 7. (f_/j, Frodo/ Date "-/—'7-‘-9_3 Interval &0 A~
el Test No. ) Troweled _\ Screened | ~ Artifacts yes no _{
. .m levels) Lvl 1 “Lwi 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type: [§1/7), /oam Ls//TL/ elaiy | Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/, 10/YR/ &/3 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i0
None Total
Shovel Test No. CQ Troweled w7 Screened 7 Artifacts yes no L
(20 cim levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon &/ cm
/
Seil Type: Ls.;/TU /o4 [S,,.u clay | Inclusions
Soil Color: m/ya/ {3 10/YR/ /2 10/YR/ 10/YR/ we_z SOf
Evidence of Disturbance | 3’ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. A Troweled | Sereened Artifacts yeg no "
{20 cm Ievels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /< cm
Soil TYPE~[§r“§/ /Dam lrif el Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 5/~ L0/YR/ &/~ 10/YR/ L0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | (D 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 g e
None TOtAl o
Shovel Test No. 4—{ Troweled .~ Screened 7 Artifacts yes no
- 1 levels) Lvt 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /{, cm
o Type: [Ty loam 18j/Ty ¢iou I Inclusions
. Fi = ¢ ‘ [ BN
Soit Color:  10/YR/ S/4/  10/R/ &/ 10rYR/ 10/YR/ suel o
T ¢ - S T diay, ) 7 P
Evidence of ngturf)/ance ri 3 4’ 5 6 7 8 9 ..Clli...
None T T e
Shovel Test No. &~ Troweled 1\~ Screened .~ Artifacts yes no
(20 cin levels) Lvi 1 LVI 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon j‘/ cmn
Soil T 7 .
ot Type: [ Ty Iogre g7, = /oaml Inclusions ... .. ..
Soil Coler:  10/YR/ 5 IO/YR/_&, 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ e
Evidence of Disturbance 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 e e
None TOtal oo
Shovel Test No. [, Troweled " Screeped o7 Artifacts yeg no 1.~
(g.gitl:m,;eve]s.)L .'l‘.vi 1 I ,;iﬂ 2 I Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ cm
ype: | Siiv .Dam si /Ty lodr Inclusions
Soil Color: IO/YR/ £y IO/YRI 9/@ 1O/YR/ 1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 L0 e
' None Total
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled -~ Screened \_~ Artifacts yes no .~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: 5 .
oit Type:|iiTy /Dar |si/7y /oam | Inclusions (05T SO
{ Color:  10/YR/ §/y 10/YR/ S/, LO/YR/ oY/
'y -ace of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total

o, 2



PGDP 20%_ Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc.

Area No.jj Transect No. Q

—_——

Name T Conp iy Date /- 7. G 73 Interval 25 .,
. (
Shovel Test Ng. C?' Trowaled / Screened ;_~" Artifactls yeg no i~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon CQ:S cm
Soit Type: | STy Sand |siTu <o | lnclusions -
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S /oy 10/YR/ S/4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | €D 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. ﬁ Troweled |Vl Screened Artifacts yeg no "
{20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon <y cm
Soil Type: Lg,//q Sany/ [_Sr//t..f -,.;ﬁr’“‘l L I i
nciusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ il;/ IOIYR/ il—/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | (3D 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel TeustkhiNo. /(D Troweled —" Screened " Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T : if .
ot Type | SiiTy rof 'S’/T}/ o | Inclusions /A0 .S0i/ . i mano-
Soil Color:  1o/{R/ 521-/ W/YR/ S /e 10/YR/ 10/YR/ AT -
Evidence of Disturbance 1 (2) 3 4 5 6 7 8 0 1O e
None Total s )
Shovel Test No. // Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em 4
Soil Type: I_
Seil Color:  jo;vYR/ [0/YR/ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 3 6 7 8
None
Shovel Test No. /Q Troweled / Screened 7 Artifacts yeg no "
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Seil Type: RNV
o CYIP LS:/TL/ _SJF'"(J/ L ;f! :f )’I_ Inclusions
oi clor: lO/YR/ ey 10/YR/ Za 2 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | (’_2) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. /3 Troweled \/ Screened L—" Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl t Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen - cm
Soil Type: L
i ype LS" L ’(‘_"‘Pl}l l— — L Inclusions
Setl Color:  10/YR/ £, 2 LO/YR/ £, 2 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | ,."2> 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None -
Shovel Test No. / / Troweled Screened \ " Artifacts yes no —
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon - em
Soil Type: LS” Tr. .SJ:" " [ $.s /f S/,’{/"Q/ L Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 7 lO/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Totai

Q.25



ey
f L
F ¢

PGDP 20% Sampl urve o-Marine, Inc
Date </ - 7~ g3

Area No, Sﬁ Transect No. @)

Interval T e

Name 7" (Armpdy

1 Test No. ;& Troweled "
Lee < levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3

Soil Type: | Si/Ty suny | 5,07, Saney]

Screened —
Lvi 4

Soit Color:  10/YR/_4/y  10/R/ 4/cf  10/YRJ 10/YR/

Artifacts yes

Depth of A-Herizon

Inciusions

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None
Shovel Test No. /éf Troweted Screened , Artifacts yeg no
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon c-m

Soit Type: |S//Ty Sand | s, /7 sand |

l

Soil Color: 10/3{R,r 4/{1_/ lo/yf{/ "'r'fz,/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Inclusions

Evidence of Disturbance 1} @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test. No. Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no —
styNo._ [/ e =
(20 em levels) -~ Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Sot : ; 7 —
oft Type LS/[T;"/ Sand I— l Inclusions Qo t&r 3. /0 ¢m
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 5{1—,‘ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 @ 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. /é? Troweled ./ Screened 7 Artifacts yeg ng L
1 levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon | & em
Type: | <) 7 Ty T ~lay —_

‘ ype |SJH{ .Safd [S:‘ S L c’lﬁ | Inclusions (Q57. Sard
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 5/_/ 10/YR/ 5'/'@ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 "5 6 7 8 9 1O e

None Totai
Shovel Test No. ; i Troweled Screened Artifacts yas no —
(20 cm levels) Lv! 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: . -

‘l e L I L l Inclusions Loy ZArga

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ STame An oy -
— \‘7— -
Evidence of Disturbance | Cz) 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 4. “"5 """"""
None Total et
Shovel Test No. &/2 Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no —
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil T H B CaO XS T e
n_] ype: |3 — Az L 7L Inclusions .. .
Soil Color: 10/YR/ =/ i TO/YRS < Lo [0/YR/ [O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | :g) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L
None Total e
Shovel Test No. 09/ Troweled ~\_— Sereened Artifacts yes no "~
(20 cim leve!s) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Seil Type:[&j?a,' S.;’{/)G(LS.;/'?:[’/ &:{/\-C{L I Inctusions
( Color:  10/¥R; &/ /YR 4/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
k.. _¢nce of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1O e
None TOlAl et

c.Rle



H No. t .
PGDP 20% Sample Sury eo-Marine, Inc, Area No._24  Transect No.
Name . (a renp ol Y- 75 Intervat m P
Shovel Test No. D12 Troweled L Screened |~ Artifacts yes no —
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 "Lyl 2 Depth of A-Horizon —— cm

Soil Type: | S JTs sang |87 Ssmdd |

Soit Celor: 10/\?R/‘-1H 10/YR/ “f/‘f

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4

None

10/ YR/ 1O/YR/

9 0

Inclusions

Shovel Test No. 23 Troweled v

{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2
Soil Type: | §;/7 y Sand |sii Ty Sangl|

Sell Color:  10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/_S/3

10/YR/ L1O/YR/

Artifacts yes no v

Depth of A-Horizon —

Inclusions

Evidence of Disturbance ] @ 3 4 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Q4 Troweled \/ Artifacts yeg no
R
(20 cmt levels) * Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soit Type: | SiiTy/ (Dana LS /7y Sarmy i
; = Inclusions oo
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/ e/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. )5 Troweled ~ Artifacts yes no L7
{20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvi 2 Depth of A-Horizon — cin {
Soil TYPe:LS;I'Tf-" (08 L:J-Tf-' -53"“9/' Inclusions
. i — :
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 5/3 10/YR/ S/ LO/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No, Troweled Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: —
of ype l— Inclusions
Soil Color:  [g/yR/ LG/YR/ 10/YR/ - "
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 9 10 erariememrmsissesre s e ren e
None Tolal e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Depth of A-Horizon cm
it :
Seil Type L L I Inclusions
Soil CO[or: IOIYR/ IOIYRI [O/YR/ ----------------------------------------------------
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 9 [0 e
None Total oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Artifacts yes no
(20 ¢ levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:
of Ype I— Inclusions
Soil Color: LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 9 10
None Total




(

PGDP 20%_ Sample Survev/Geo-Marine, Inc.

Area No. 32 Transect No, 3

{

_Name RoinhseT T, Hau Date 4 - 5. G Interval D7) ~+
.1 Test No. f _Troweled Screened |\ Artifacts yes no _\ .~
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /' q em
Seil Type: L-S(/T'&/ C/&Lff l I l Inclusions _ O/ d?o
Soil Color: 10/YR/ q!ﬂ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. J) Troweled Screened L7 Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2 om
H v Ny
Soil Tj’pe.l,S“T%/ /Qam I I Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ /oy LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @D 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Tolal
Shovel Te&t};‘a.:‘f\\‘o. 3 Troweled Screened ~ Artifacts yeg no L
(20 em Jevels) ~  Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 20 cm
Soil Type:lg,[Te/ C_’./OJT/ ]S'/rf/ C_/dc/l - Inclusions NDAE  Fownd
Soil Celor:  [0/YR/ :::?i 10/YR/ 5{3 10/YR/ oyr/_ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 (3D 4 5 6 7 a 9 [Q oo
None Total
Shave] Test No. ﬂ Troweted Screened -\,._/ Artifacts yes no "
1 levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
. T { ————
s Ty !——%-4—#5”1 ”’}."I | | Inclusions Q0% Found......
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ wryn/
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 &Y 4 5 6 7 8 9 [Q e nrnees e
None Total :
Shovel Test Ne. 5 Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yes no v~
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ & cm
. - fa, ;  ——
Soil Type: I_SHT:;/ C,:d;-r/l I [nctusions .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S 2/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ '—
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3> 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o SO
None [ o] S
Stovel Test No. (p Troweled Sereened 7 Artifacts yes no 7
(20 em levels) Lvli 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cDQ cm
i ' T A A
Soil Type: | 'S”T.l/ t}ﬁ%fJ L I I Inclusions _1IDANE  Fotmol
Soil Color:  jO/YR/ ~/73 10/YR/ 10/YR/_ OYR/___ T
Evidence of Disturbance ] 2 (@ 4 5 6 7 8 9 O
None ] 721 SR
Shovel Test No, Z Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: [S;/7/ ¢claw | | [elusi
7 7 nclusions
L Color: 10/YR/ S/3 10/YR/__ 10/YR/ WYR, T
Evidence of Disturbance | 9 3D 4 5 6 7 g 9 L smererreceesssers e sssassee s
None I 731 (R

. L8



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc, Area No. 34/  Transect No. 7%
Name “Hy o, J. Mo Date” 4/- &- g Interval O 4,
Shovel Test No, g Troweled Screened - Artifacts yes no LW

—————
———

(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon /S cm
Soil Type: LS;//L/ Claw L l_

Inclusions
Soil Cotor:  1/YRy </ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 D 4 5 5 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. 9 Troweled : Screened 7 Artifacts yes no L~
(20 cm levels) Lvl t Lvi 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A- Horlzon /é
Soil Type: Ty edaut L I I Inclusions ﬁmz._.fa,mp(
Soit Coler:  10/YR/ S /3 LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 D 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test. No. )O . Troweled . Screened Artifacts yeg- n o
;1’2"_ ’ — ——
(20 cm levels) '~ Lwl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Evl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 15‘_ em
Soil Type: LS!/TU logm |87 % C./a;‘;J L Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/<¢ L0/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. // Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yeg no
Py
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 cm
Soil Type: [S//70 /0o ; , -
7 nclusions _ ]
Soil  Color:  10/YR/_ /ey 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/ e _
Evidence of DisturbanceCD 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 g 10 e
None Total - ereemenr et et
Shovel Test No. /) Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no "
(20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3  em
Soil Type: [S/i Ty insre |50 70 25 s
i © 1R Yy ovrs 4 10/YR/ 10/YR/ AL
Sl Cotor: 108w/ et torny 4/ _ . remasas B
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 B T
_ None Total e
Shovel Test No. /"_3 Troweled Screened 7 Artifacts yeg - no v
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Toe ,
Soit Type: | SiTy /’ML Inclusions _ina ....Ei.’lc:..ﬁ.f.'.d_ac.&.....
Seoil Color: !OIYR/ -—»/n./ 10/YR/ L1O/YR/ [0/YR/ -
—z S —_ —_— CODT S
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 o
None Total e
Shovel Test No. /ﬁ Troweled Screened w7 Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon Q: om
Soil T.YPHLShT{/ oan X7y cra;?JL Inctusions )/ Ts
Soil Color:  jo/YR/ 1Yo 10/YR/ S/ YR L0/Y R/ S5 B A - T
Evidence of Disturbance /] ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 b 9
None
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PGDP 20% Sample Surv eo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 24  Transect No. 3

Name /P)O,g °r ij : 1"/0 i/ Date _ &/-§- 93 Interval D7 A
@ Test No. /S Troweled Screened Artifacts yes ne L
{<u cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soit Tyve: |<i/7y Jopon |siTy c:cw L |

Soil Color: [O/YR/ {;_f 10/YR/ fg- [O/YR/ 1O/YR/

Inclusions /1 S f_xn_/

Evidence of Disturbance([) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
NOHC Tota_! ety i e r e e e ade ey
Shovel Test No. )42 Troweled Screened " Artifacts yes no v
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon Jf(O cm
Soil Type: w L I l Inclusions . 7Jon&g
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ S/3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10
None s £ 7.5 N Total
: -/ Z d Artifacts
Shovel Tets'ti::‘No Troweled Screene \/ rtifacts yeg no \/
(20 em levels) * Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon I em
Soit Type: (5] [9ann Léﬁ%’—@& I l Inclusions 2O1E L Dumal .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ “//e/ 10/YR/ &/ 5 10/YR/ on/__
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 ‘5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. /% Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no v~
1 13\'6]5) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Dep[h of A-Horizon QD:D cm
< i ; .
Type [ "//[/ /DCU"" |5/J’a""/ C-fw\ / | l Inclusions non; -
Soil Color:  [o/YR/ /e torvry /2 10/YR/ oy oo
Evidence of Disturbance /D 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total - R
Shovel Test No. ;’9 Troweled Screened L Artifacts yes no L~
(20 cm levels) Lvl Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /[ cm
Soil Type:l:;,‘,,*:,f C‘“’ff‘%j— Ly fid Inclusions __/Ons
Soil Color:  10/YR/ §/ey 10/YR/ S/ 10/YR/ oy

(

Evidence of Disturbance | {(2) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None ¢/nein . U

Shovel Test No. ”{ ;2 Troweled Screened '_/ Artifacts yes no i~

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 bv-3 "Dre, Lyl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ;' cm

Soil Type: L‘S}ri-",r (D300 L : LI < :;1_, I I Inclusions ___ /)oome

Soil Color:  10/YR/ /g 10/YR/ 4, 1o/YR/ LO/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 JO e i
None Total e

Shovel Test No. ) / Troweled Screened " Artifacts yes no v

(20 cim levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Evl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon /S om

Soil Type: lS/{/u 20 I_&fgffj ot 07/ I

E.....ence of D:sturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
None

Color:  {Q/YR/ 4// 5 10/YR/ S/ LO/YR/ 107Y R/

Inclusions IDas.  foewas

9
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PGDP 20% Sample SUI‘VEV/GEO‘MBrine. IDC. Area No.__ﬁi Transect No.___:é_

Name 739&3;-[7 _)—_ r{atf Date ‘-{/&,), G Interval o) A
Shovel Test No. D20 Troweled Screened e Artifacts yeg no v L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 "Lyl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A~H0rizon“nxn9»,, cm
Soil Type: | ¢;/Ty cday Ty el |
{ o Inclusions ons.
Seit Color:  (o/YR/ S /3 YO/YR/ I0/YR/__ ey
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 T
None S LD Total . e
Shovel Test No. CQL’) Troweled . Screened |7 Artifacts yes no__\__{
(;gifln;‘eveis‘)l -,-;J“VI lc,/a !’I_}x_fi 2/4 L Lvi 3 | Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizonienwps., . com
YPe Sy L,/ - t,':/ M . Incluslons______Q}:?..E...ﬁétt.ﬂQz./...........
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ S/¢ 10/ YR/ Spef 10/YR/ I0/YR/__
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Note o roy:imoa Totat
Shovel Tesl'__No. OQ/—{ Troweled Screened — Artifacts yes no ‘.
n ES
(20 cm leve['s)g" Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /g cm
Soll Type: LS"[T(V Cloy L l L Inclusions . /1Qag.
Soil Color:  10/YR/ % /ey 10/YR/ 10/YR/ .o owRy_ oo T
Evidence of Disturbance /1) 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8 9
None Total oo :
Shovel Test No. :95 Troweled _ Screened Artifacts yes no L~
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon S cm {
Soil T o
D_' Type I—E‘"/! ‘"‘a"; l I— I Inciusions /) or €
Soil Color: IO/YR/ ‘-tff_gj 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance @ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None '
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type:

o' ype L L I l Inclusions
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ S
' Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e

None Total et
Shovel Test Neo. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Deptir of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:

o ype I— l L [ Inclusions

Soil Color:  1g/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total T
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 e levels) Lvt 1 Lvi 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Pepth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type:[ [ .

i Inclusions y
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ ey .~ T L
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e

None Total
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PGDP 20% Sample Sury -Marine, Inc, Area No. 3%  Transect No. &/
Name WC'D Date 4/ 7~ Q 3 Interval 0O .
el Test No. /[ Troweled v Screened Artifacts yes no _i~
level Lvl, 1 Lyt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horj )
] -[m cs.) HL{MM..,/SQHO!'/ [ I ep of A-Horizon ; 5 cm
oi T}’pe.L 1O, el {04 i /)
Inclusions _ /[)Omsg
Soil Colors 10NR(_H/d RIS tovR__ o R
Evidence of Disturbance | 2) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I —
None o] ¥
Shovel Test Na. 2 Troweled .~ Screened Artifacts yes no L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 69:2 cm
Seil Type: iy I I Inctusions (Y1 QT7 /iag. e 7
Soil Color: 10/YR/ Y/ LO/YR/ G/, 10/YR/__ 1O/YR/ Aspes Qo
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e BRAD e
None Total
Shovet Test No. 3 Troweled [ Screened Artifacts yes no _L—"
(20 em levefy™  Lwi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /4 em
; . - / o ——
Soil Type: |/ . fay T ar | Inclusions r’f‘?’m?‘?‘/&{)ﬁ_...?ﬂ i
Soil Color:  10/YR/ /, LO/YR/ %/ 4» 10/YR/ 10/YR/ CRrliont @F
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 "Z """" Tofzg i ..
None Total & sugt
Shovel Test No. ‘f Troweled L Screened Artifacts yes
m levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon o2(D em
Type: | Ly I {”Jﬁ“,’ I I Inclusions (Y) 07T/ cmcm ...
Soil Color: [OIYR/_‘[é L/YR/ /3 t0/YR/ o/ . a
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO e
None Total
Shovel Test No, 5_ Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no 1/
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &J7/5  cm
Soil Type: |/ /Tl afowy | SiiTw clac | l Inclusions /Y m7 T 20
i 5 7 :; 7 nclusions o g}_ .
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 4, 10/YR/ 4/3 LO/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1| 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 [ et ense e
None Total
Shovel Test No. Zp Troweled | ~ Screened Artifacts yes no v~
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon QD cm
soil Type: [Sandi, /a7y o e
o Type |_w\no(r/ £/a LS/N’;/ C’/fz‘f/ I I Inctusions /o7 7. i\na. ..
Sail  Color: lO/YR/"f/f_/ -IOIYR/C"L’B [O/YR/ 10/YR/ ¢
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled b Screened Artifacts ves no \/
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon &7  om
Soil Type: . / —
0,[ Ype MM | CJQ“LJ[ | | Inclusions__M.Q.i?f..f..f.ﬂg .....................
{-“ " Color:  10/YR/ H/uy 10/YR/ &/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
' nce of Disturbance | 2 A 4 5 6 7 8 9 L DN
None Total
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PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc. Area NO-.Bﬁ_ Transect NG-L

Name Z/\) C,O_{ ‘Date &~ 7- S 3  Interval D)
{
Shovel Test No. ? Trow;[ed \/ Screened Arfifacts yeg no /
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon I
Soit Type:{lny S//T | Ciloas L 's B
L - Inclusions MOTT—:""’@
Soil Color:  10/YR} 4/y 10/YR/ tO/YR/ L0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. 9 Troweled |~ Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cmn fevels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 _ Lvl 4° Depth of A-Horizon cm
H . i f
Soit  Type: lda‘f’ SO l dlay I I Inclusions ._MD.‘./.‘.?.‘__:_’.:’__,:g,.. R
Soil Color:  10/YR/ ‘n’{q LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 g 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test.; No. e Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no o
(20 cm levels) ~ Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
H . g _— /
Soil Twﬂ-lr/mf st | elay L | Inclusions Jnf4 /o,
Seil Color: 10/YR/ Y/ef  10/YR 10/YR/ oryr/___ T g
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 (B3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None TOtAl e
Shovel Test No. [/ Troweled \" Screened Artifacts yeg no "
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon & cm (
H . H o ; '
Soit Type: | fion ST | ad I | Inclusions /Yoyt /ing ...
Soil Color: 10/YR/ %/e/  10/YR/ 10/YR/ R/ T
Evidence of Disturbance ] 2 @ 4 5 ] 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. ;"cQ Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cin levels) Lyl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizen D/ com
Soil Type:| §i /Ty plaw | ~lau, | I i
. vi 7 7 nclusions
Soit  Color:  10/YR/_4/3 YR/ S/ 1o/vRy 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 {3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Stovel Test No. /3 Troweled 7 Screened Artifacts yes no "
(20 cm tevels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Hori m
' velsy L . o epth o orizon O
Seil T_ype.lg;/.ll,'/ cia | “";'A"?/ l— I Inclusions
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 4/3" 10/YR! S/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ i
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 @ 6 7 8 9 1) T —
None TOtAl e
Shovel Test No. /i Troweled | Screened Artifacts yes no e
(20 cm levels) Lvl l‘ Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon /[9 cm
Soil Type:l—saﬂdff [Qa I CJ&L{ L [ Inclusions ]
Sofl Cotor: 10/YR/ 4/ 10/vRI “/n  1orvR YR/ ___ A ‘
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8 9 10
None Total
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PGDP 2 9% ambi rv e _Marine Inc_ Area No. 3‘{ Transect No. L/

Name Wlid O - Date 4 - /-G Interval 5~
‘el Test No. & Troweled L// Screened Artifacts yeg no v
.n levels) Lvl 1 “Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon FIoAE  cm
Soll Type: LCJ&u L—C&%{ I L Inclusions moﬁ i
Soil Color: 10/‘(}{/ SZP 10/YR/ S/Q 10/YR/ toye/) T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 @ 10 e
None Total e
Shovel Test No. /( Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no _i .~
{20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 . Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizeon 25 em
Soil Type: LZoamtf clwfl Sams |
Soit Color:  10/YR/ 4/~ 10/YR/_H/y  10/vR) 107YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
None Atluvisd LIELOS/ T
Shovel Test Nao. / 2 Troweled |- Screened Artifacts yeg noe
&, - . B
(20‘cm levels) ™ (Lvl 1 l:vl__l Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon D cm
Soil Type:| S;/7 | 5447 l Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo/YRy wil] 10/YR/ ‘/{g 10/YR/ v/ T .
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO et
None  d/liavian/ Tofal -
Shovel Test No. | & Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no L
.. nlevels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 25~ o
é\ Type: LS'//T I SiiT I Inclusions __ M)A s
Soit  Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ /ey 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 FO e
None ,q l/b[[}ja / Totaj ..............................
Shovel Test No. /2 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no L7
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3!} cm
Seil Type:| <;;7 [ <7 | ' Inclusi
. nelusions
Soit Color:  10/YR/_“/ey  worvrr H/ 1ovRy 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10
None ARliciial Totat
Shovel Test No. 9(2 Troweled 1 -~ Screened Artilacts yeg no L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvt 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizo o
Soil Type:| 3/:7 [ <, &P rizen v ) om
i = =t Inclusions  /gng
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ L0/YR/ oyny_ " o
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 s
None ’('”/L( vial Total e
Shovel Test No. )/ Troweled W° Screened Artifacts yeg Rl
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ;’ ) em
Soil Type:[ S/ I SiIT I ST L Inclusions nons
g,.. Color:  10/YR/ ‘f/q 10/YR! Ay 10/YR/_ /ey 10/YR/
L ice of Disturbance | 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2
None  Ailyeviay
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PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 34—  Transect No. 4

Name WS Date A4-71-5 3 Interval 2~
Shovel Test No. 22, Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no +— |
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 -Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ED em
i : 1 T
Soil Type:[ ST l ST I ST tnclusions . K] <
Soil Color: lO/YR/i:{— _ IO/YRI&@_ IO/YR/ﬁﬁ_ ory/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ) S
None AL-L—U\/iAL-_ Total ..
Shoavel Test No.‘_'Z,i Troweled [ — Screened Artifacts yeg _ N0 _—
(20 cm levels) Lvl I Lyl 2 . Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon & S em
Soit Typei| Sier L st Lo L Inctusions  WNONE.
Soil  Color: 10/YR/ 4./ 4- 10/YR/ 4-/4-. W0/YR/ 4-/4~  10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None AL Uy AL~ Total
Shovel Test No. ’2_& Troweled .— Screened Artifacts yes o b
(20 cm Ieve}s)g-'_. Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 cmn
i : s - B ——
Soil Type: | T | SieH L l Inclusions
Soii  Color:  10/YR/ 44 10/YR/ 4.4 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None AL Uy al Total
Shovel Test Nu.;zi_ Troweled .— Screened Artifacts yes __ no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A»Horizon_&:;_ﬂé_ cm (
. . A~ g
Soil Type: | <A~ | cuay | | Inclusions __SASTT irics,
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oyn/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 <4 ) 5 6 7 8 g -
None o] 1) S
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
il : R —
Sofl Type [ | Inclusions .~~~
SOiI COIDr: lO/YRl IO/YR/ [OIYR/ ID/YR/ .......................................................
Evidence of Disturbance 1{ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 S,
None TOtAl e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lvl 4 . Depth of A-Horizon cm
ot Trpe: | | L I Inclusions ..
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ vy oo T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 [0 et
None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
il : -
Soil Type: | | L Inclusions . i .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ orr___o {
Evidence of Disturbance | y 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 [0 e e s
None Totatl
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PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc. Ares No. Z4  Transect N“-_f:_

Name K/ B TS R, Date 4/ /o2 Interval — —~
‘el Test No. [ Troweled ¢ Screened Artifacts yeg no p—
.m levels) L\'! IE Lyt 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ] y;
-Y cm
Soil Type: ,_St Lsivo [_ , Inclusions o
Evidence of D[sturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o
None Total
Shovel Test No. 7 Troweled [— Screened Artifacts yes ng ~
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ) em

C

Soil Type: c;ﬁl/'%v IC-LL'SA‘I—'%Y I [

Inciusions

Soil Color:  1g/YR/ 3/ LO/YR/ ﬁ, 10/YR/ [1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No 5 Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg ng =
(20 cm leve[é) - Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon | cm
SO'" Type: I SN_T L.OAM L L [ Inﬂlusiens ,,!Q?___‘!:F?-__//
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 253 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ SO BS .
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 @ 3 6 7 3 9 [0 e
None Total et
Shovel Test No. 4 Troweled Screened — Artifacts yes no e
T levels) Lvl 1_ Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 7 = cm
Type: I_ L‘A'\_"__Ei r ISIL..T C LAY l .

. Inctusions o
Seil Color:  10/yR/4- /2 10/YR/ &/ 2. 10/YR/ o/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 e

None TOAl e
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no t+—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon I5 cm
Soil Type: lé”—TY C'L'AY!— ST [ Inciusions
Soit Color: 10/YR/ ¢ v lO/YRI;ig 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. & Troweled t— Screened Artifacts yes: no  t—mm
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon — > cm
Soit T C LA

oift Type: [ sixy rlSier I [ Inclusions .. .~

Soit  Color:  [0/YR/ & &/ 2. 10/YR/ ;,_/4_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 D 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. :I Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no =
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 C—-LI_JAYE-T' Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2¢O em
Soil Type: IS(L_TYC.L_AYI ST [ Inclusions
Color:  10/YR/ &/2 10/YR/ /7 LO/YR/ 10/YR/
-nce of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
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PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Ares No. 34 Transect No. &

Name MY E ST Date 4. — 7~ = Interval 2 ~
Shovel Test No. & Troweled Screened Artifacts yes ng L {
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 - Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon R em
Seil Type: LS“"'TT LAY ICLAYEY ‘S!LTI l Inclusions
Soil Celor:  10/YR/ &2 10/YR/ 4{5 LO/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 (3D 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled [— Screened Artifacts yeg no  b—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 5@ cm
Soil Type: | iy CLAY | caveyY Syl I tnetusions
So0il Color: 10/YR/ &/2. W/YRI 4/ 3 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
None Total
Shovel Test No. [~ Troweled [— Screened Artifacts yes
(20 cm levels)"i'-f"- Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon
il :
Soil Type: |5\ g cvar| Sy cLayl | Inclusions  TERM tnl AT
Soil  Celor: IOIYRlvé‘/_Z_ IO/YRI_%Q_ 10/YR/ /YR oo DUE. To
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ~ANIER.
None Totai
Shovel Test No. i Troweled p—— Screened Artifacts yes no &
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2¢O em

Soil Type:[5{£_'f' L_C:AML ST I I
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 2, 10/YR/§52_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Inclusions

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. |7 Troweled Screened t—— Artifacts yes &+~ pp
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizen 2 cm
Soil Type:|Si(7 Loam | ST | | Inelusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 4/ =, 10/YR/ jiz 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total e
Shovel Test No. {3 Troweled Screened L Artifacts yes no 44—
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2.~ om
Soit 'I‘ype:l =1 L—OAMLSH_'T L Inclusions
Soil Celor:  10/YR/ 47 10/YR/ 5/3 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
_ None Total
Shovel Test No. [4- Troweled (— Screened Artifacts yeg no L——
(20 cm levels) vl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4—> cm
Soil Type: | Siey Logn | st Laoan | ST | Inclusions -
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 3 LO/YR] ~ VORI 42 YRy
Evidence of Disturbance | 3 4 5 6 7 g g9 I ——
None @ Total

e, 37



PGDP 20% Samnle Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc. Area No. 4 Tranmsect No. 5 .

Name A B T e A Date ,4_’/‘7 /33 Intervat 2.~
~Shovel Test No. [5 Troweled | .— Screened Artifacts yeg ng L
S 1 levels) Lvi 1 JLvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2 em
Type: [s1_T Lol L ST | Inclusions
Soil Color:  jo/vYR/ 3/ I0/YR/ 4/4-  10/YR/ LO/YR/ :_'_'_'_':_':_’:_‘_‘_":_"_' """"""""""""""""""
Evidence of Disturbance 13 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 s R
None Tofal e
Shovel Test No. l & Troweled (— Screened Artifaets yes no Lb—
(20 cm Jevels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
H (LT
Soll Type: |11y SANP|SILTY ©aup|saupy s i Inclusions NEXT To
Soil Color: lO/YRfﬁ.ﬁ_/_g IOIYRI_% IOIYR/% 10/YR/ o CGRELEL K TSA LTS
' E‘iriiience"“of Diéiu:rl;ance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =EMEE L.
one Total oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled | — Screened Artifacts yeg . no o

(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon 55+ cm
Soil T_vpe:lS(!Tg QéM!SH—I L.OAML l_

Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/£5 10/YR/ 4.:‘4_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 ] 10 e
None Total

Shovel Test No. [5 Troweled (— Screened Artifacts yeg no ;. —

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ﬂ -, om

0 Tyee ST Loard ST Loy lctarer sig] Inclusions

“oo Color:  1o/YR/ /2 10/YR/. WO/YR/ 54 . 10/YR/ T e -

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total . et e

Shovel Test No. 1.2 Troweled o— Screened Artifacts yes no b

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4

Depth of A-Horizon &4~ cm
. ———
Soil Type: |[SicT Lovang |SicT Lo St Leapd Inclusions

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/3 10/YR/ 43 10/YR/4,/3 W/YR/__ T

Evidence of Disturbance /1) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 00 T

None o Total o, .
Shovel Test No. z0 Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no L——
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon o cm

Seoil Type: LSIL:_ 5—04‘\4 I_JStLT LA b I_'S]:_'r LOA*‘AL Inelasions
Soil Color: lO/YR/4£3 IOIYR!A-:,S 10/YR/ 4 '3 {0/YR/

Evidence of Disturbanm@ 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10
one

Total
Shovel Test No. ‘2_{ Troweled jo—. Screened Artifacts yes no _ jp——
(20 cm levels) kvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon (oto+4 cm

Soil Type: [ S1LT LoAM | SitT Loam] <iir Loa b |

. Inclusions . ... . ..
Soit Color: 10/YR/4/3  10/YR/ 4,3 WYRIAZD  aovmy__ T
E : of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 35 6 7 8 9 10 S

one FOUL e

¢, 39



20% mpl rv -Marin n Area No. B4 Transect No. 5 '
Name X EST O Date 4—/7/ 23 Interval Z_o
Shovel Test No. ’Z_Z Troweled (- Screened Artifacts yeg no L—
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lyl 2- Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &L o
Soil Type: [ ST LoAM | SieT Lo S Loat] Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 4/ R, 10/YR/ 4-/= I0/YR/ 42 10/YR/ -
Evidence of D!s!urbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Zi Troweied (- Screened Artifacts yeg no 4—
(20 cm levels) vl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ em
Soit: Type: [Sityy Clay | SiLTy cray] Tnclusions T A& T
Soil Color:  10/YR/ &/ 7. WIYR/ @&z 10/YR/_ | 10/YR/ . . BaE oy Ao
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 .9 10 SM B
None TO[al ..........
Shovel Test No. —> 4~ Troweled [ Screened Artifacts yes no L——
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon “Z. ¢m
Soil Type: sy ccar| S | Inclusions  MERY. WET
Soil Color: 10/YR/ e/ 7 10/YR/ ot 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 B 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled o Screened Arfifacts yes no p—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A—-Horizon;&’o—b cm
Soll Type: [SWUT toarq [Sior Ledoru [sicT LoirM | Inelusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4/, W/YR/ A/ 10/YRI 4/ =2 10/YR/ ]
Evidence of Disturbance(T) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil :
0‘ Type L Inclusions
Soil Celor:  10/YR/ 16/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total -
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon <m
il :
Soi Typel I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: !_ :
' Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 e
None Totadl o,

c. 39



P 20% mpl rv - rine Inc Area No. éﬂ__. Transect No, Qp

Name NAS L ST S ' Date 4‘/7/723 Interval —
)/S[-‘uvel Test No. ] Troweled }/“' Screened Artifacts yes no
E levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2. Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ em

toTeelony oaml sir | ST | Lnclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4-/2.  10/YR/ ;5,4_ 10/YR/ 5 A IOIYR] e
3 4 5 6

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 7 g g |1 o J— S

None Total
Shovel Test No. i Troweled t— Screeped Artifacts yes no t—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon —-Z-¢> cm
Soll TYPC:L‘SJL:F l_ﬁ“—-T I ST I Incluslions

Soil Color: 10/YR/A/Z  10/YRI4/Z WOIYRI S /4 107vRY
. 5 -,-.6- E ’

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 37 4 B

7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled (— Screened Artifacts yes no L—
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [  em

Soil Type:} =/ =y vin ST | Y Py L
Soil Color:  [0/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/{ ;LAF 10/YRI§{4_ 10/YR/
5 6

Inclusions

Evidence of Dislurbauce@ 2 3 4 7 ] 9 10 . -
None Total =

Shovel Test Neo. & Troweled [— Screened Artifacts yes ng L~

(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 22 cm

£ yee: [S LT Lo | SioT | ST L

.. Lolor: 10/YR! 4./ 2 10/YR! 5 4. 10!YR/2£4_ 10/YR/
5

Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 &6 7 8 9 10

Inclusions

None - Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled [——" Screened Artifacts yes no L——
(20 cm levels) Lv! 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 om
Seil Type: LSIL_T L SILTT [ Inclusions

nclesions _

Soil Color: 10/YR/ ;_/4_ 1O/YR/ 4_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance (1D 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. (= Troweled L— Screened Artifacts yes no &——
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizen 4> cm
Soil Type:| s T ST [ceavey Sud

Inclusions

Soil Color: lOlYR/ééé}- 10YR/ 5 /4. 10/YRI 4/ R 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance([ ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. l Troweled J— Screened Artifacts yes nge fe———
{20 em levels) vl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 5@-;-. cm
Soil Type: Lf)!L..T I S(LT I;(L_T L Inclusions
Soil  Color:  10/YR/ 24 I0/YR/ = /4 ORI 54— 10/vRy )
Evg of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 B0 e e
None Total eeemere e et

c. Y0



DP 20% Sample Surv eo-Marine, Ing. Ares No. 24 Transeet No._ & .
Name MES S TO 4 Date _ 4/ /2.5  Interval 2O —
Shovel Test No. & Troweled Screeped Artifacts yag no s—
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 50-.,(.. em
Soil Type: L Sy [ W g I_ —l T I

Inclusiens

Soil Color:  10/YR/ 543 10/YR/ 5{‘5 10/YR/ ;53 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shavel Test No. 2 Troweled (— Screened Artifacts yes no if—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon SO o-em
Soit Type:| =, L=ier | =g L laclusions
Seil Color: 10/YR/ 2{3 10/YR/ 2_/.3 10/YR12'“ ds . 1OfYR/ .
Evidence of DisturbancedD 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. 1S Troweied [ Screened Artifacts yes no L———
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lyl 2 Lyl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 5@—,‘-— cm
Saill Type: @_‘T I_5 ([ L =T L Inelusions _ .~~~
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 5 7=, 10/YR/
243 243 5.3 -
Evidence of D:sturbanc 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total .......................................................
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cmn E ‘
il : —— o
50.‘ Type: | Imclusions .~~~
Soit Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ Ry
Evidence of Disturbance } 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L —
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm fevels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depih of A-Horizon cm
S T :
0_" ype L ' Inctusions ____ .~~~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ S
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artilacts yeg no
(20 cm [evels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢m
it T :
Soit Type [— Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10 SN
None Total -
Shovel Test No. Troweled Sereened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l l
Inclusions
Soil Coler:  10/YR/ I10/YR/ 10/YR/ L0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1| 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 0 [ O
None Total e

c. Y/



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No._>4  Transect No._ "7

Name AL 0D Date .4 /7 /<= Interval 7.
Shovel Test No. | Troweled ,— Screened Artifacts yeg no _ "
{' ’ll‘evels.)L SLIVLI I E}JLETZT ' Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon LD com
ype: L =S Inclusions NosNse
Soil  Color:  10/YR/4/3 WIYR/ 4/ 10/YR/ oy T
Evidence of Disturbance f| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i0
None Total e,
Shovel Test No. = Troweled 1— Screened Artifacts yes no -
(20 cm levels) b"u Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2~ cm
Soil Type: H ”,_,195 ' iy I s I
Inclusions
Seil Color: IOIYRIA;{.::’, 10/YR/ 4-/¢, 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance [ . 2-"°3- 4 "5 6 7 8 9 10 e
Shovel Test No. i Troweled 1— Screened Artifacts yes no  te—
(20 cm leveis) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ) cm
Soit Type: I =T I = LT I I Inclusions Ao w E_
Soil Color: IOHR/ﬂé IDIYR!_g:Za 16/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I e
None TOtAl e
Shovei Test No. é‘ - Troweled | — Screened Artifacts yes A2~ ho
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon <4 cm
S Type:| =T RSN B :
éf Inclusions
. -olor: 10/YR;;4¢5 10/YR/ 4—{5 1O/YR/ oyyy
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 G 7 8 9 10
None AL UN AL, Total
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled f Screened Artifacts yeg no L——
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon Oy cm

Soil Type:| SiL Lsier |
Seil Color:  10/YR/ _% 10/YR/ 4-/2 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Inclusions None.

Evidence of Disturbance 1} 2 3 4 5 G 7 8 9 10 -

None A\L (G RV A\L_ Total
Shovel Test No. o= Troweled | — Screened Artifacts yes no L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4 cm
Soil TYPC=I ‘SLL:L | %'L—-—‘ I_ l Inclusions HO{\.{E_
Soit Coelor: 10/YR/4.£4_ . 10/YRI4—£4_ 10/YR/ IYR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled [—— Screened Artifacts yeg no L
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen 4@ crm
Soil T : ST T
o ype:| S [ St | Inctusions ___H1QWIE.
Soil Color: lolYR/ﬂ;éq_ 10/YR/ g  10/YR/ o) . oo
Ee * of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

' None Total - e esr e eeet e ren e eeeeeene

e, Y2



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc.

Area No. .4 Trapsect No. 7

———

Name AL O OY Date 4 /7 /<= Interval 2~
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Yl Screened Artifacts yes no =
(20 cm fevels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 - Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: [Siyy cla] Sy cray Inctusions M OTT NG
Soil  Color:  1o/vR/ 3/4- 1OIYR/ T, 4 WOYR/_ ORI T
Evidence Of Disturba;‘ce l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO ........................................................
None Total e
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled p— Screened Artifacts yes no _ e
(20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ) om
Sofl Type: [siLTy Crav[Sicry Suart Inctusions M TT L NG
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 5 /A~ 10/YR/ HA—  10/YR/ IO[YRI__,_ o
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. @) Troweled o Screened Artifacts yes no p——"
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 / Depth of A-Horizon S0 cm
Soil Type:| =\~ ST [ L Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/4/4-  10/YR/ 4 /4  1o/vR/ 10/YRy/”
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 " 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cim
Seil T :
0_1 ype L Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ [0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. Troweied Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Harizen cm
Soil T : —_—
0_ ype L Inclusions .~
Seil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None o5 S
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soit T :
o ype I— Inclusions
Sail Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ I/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil Type:
of ype [ I Inclusions ..~
S0il Color: LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
ividence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None

c. Y3



DP 20% mpl rv -Marine IIIC Area No, 34—_A_Tjra_nsqct No. 8

Name Ry Date _7./2 /D73 Interval 2. g
~Shovel Test No, I Troweled Screened — Artifacts yes no L—
- . levels) ivl 1 -Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon LQ cm
< - Type:|SILTy CLAY] I |

Inclusions NONE. Fousp

Soil Color:  j10/yR/ 4/4-  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total e,
Shovel Test No, Z. Troweled Screened L Artifacts yes no _——
(20 i levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon & cm
Soil Type: ,élL.TY CL-AYL I Inclusions
Soit Color: 10/YR/I4 /A4~ 10/YR/ . 10/YR/ /YR .
Evidence of Disturbance 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. f: Troweled Screened " Artifacts yes no  p—-
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2_‘{2 cm
Soll Type: | Sury_Lomm[sicry LoAM_ Inclusions  NONE_
Soil Celor:  10/YR/ iiq_ 10/YRt 4 /<}-  10{YR/ vy o
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 ' 5 6 7 8 9 10
None ERoS O Total
Shovel Test No. ,4_ Troweled Screened p— Artifacts yes no [—
{20 rm [evels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 (40 C,Np Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon @) cm
- T H L 7 .
( pe [Siary i suay Cay - L Inclusions MNoOWE.
e Calor:  jo7YRy 4-/4 1O/YR/ 3 10/YR/ oy oo
Evidence of Disturbance 1 <: Y 3 4 5 6 7 2 9 [ e s en s anine,
None Total e e st
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Screened f— Artilacts yes no _t——
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2 cin
SC:II Type:l;"_._'b:rf C‘LAYL Inclusions MONE.
Soil Color: 10/YR/£1,_’£4- 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oyn/ T -
Evidence of Disturbancegf ) 2 3 4 3 G 7 8 9 1 O
one L Tolal
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened — Artifacts yes no &
{20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon s cm
So.ﬂ Type: LS”_T‘T Ly [ Inclusions Nowe
Soil Color: 10/YR/ ;" 14_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ IO/YR/ ~
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 2 9 JO et e
None Total
Shovel Test No. ™ Troweled Screened j . —— Artifacts yes no _f——
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Ll 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon |5 om
Soil Type: [siry cray| L , —
Seil Coi Inclusions . NoO# & ...
o1 olor: IOIYRIQ;@._ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Eé\ : of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
h None

. Y



PGDP _20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 24 Transect No. &

Name RoOBERT HAL Date 4-/8 /9 R Interval 2. O M
P——_—" e ——— ‘I ’1 f
Shovel Test No. & Troweled Screened . Artifacts yeg o — &
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Evt 2 - Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A.Horizon 2_—~ o
. <
Soilt Type: [siL1y | oamlSILTy ccay| [ Inclusions 1o ME.
Seil Color:  |0/YR/ A3 L10/YR/ & 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance } @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None EROS LA Total
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled Screened L Artifacts yeg no tL—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ¢ cm
Sot Type: |5y L [ Inclusions oW &, .
Soil Color: IO/YR/%{"_. W/YR/ LG/YR/ 10/YR/ e e T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 ’ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None EROS10N Total
Shovel Test No. I @) Troweled Screened ,.— Artifacts yes no _p—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon lo cm
Soil Type: 'él't_-ﬁ/ cLAYt Inclusions EXCANVATI o
Soil  Cotor: IO0/YR/ A4 10/YR/ 10/YR/ W/YR/ TeEEM I NATE
T
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 SLIheM DueE To
Note Erosion Tolal LR B00T0S
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvli 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cim
SO_” Type: | L L L ‘ Inclusions _ oo
Seil Color:  {0/YRy 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lyl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: L L L Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ I0/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 ecm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Seil Type:L I— I— I Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Seil Type: L ‘ Inctusiens .~~~
Soil Color:  1g7YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ toyny_ - T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [0 e, ornmareins
None Total

.Y



PGDP 20%_Sample Sury vey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 24 Transect No. 2

Name T, C ARMONT Date 4.-7~D 2 Interval 2+
~~Skavel Test No. 1 Troweled — Screened — Artifacts yeg no t—

1 levels) Lvl } “Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon L2 em
~-o Type: I;H—TY Lonb IQ[LTY SANDI— Inclusions
Soil Calor: 1O/YR/ 4;52_ 10/YR/ 4—{5 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total e

Shovel Test No. 1 Troweled Lo Screened t— Artifacts yes no t——-
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 tvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: IS‘L—TY L-OA‘VELL:{\( C.,L-ATL Inclusions
Soil Color: iO/YR/; 4 10/YR/ ;£4 10/YR/ . 10/YR/ ,

@) 3 4 s 6 1 g

Evidence of Disturbance | 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. 3 Troweled — Screened — Artifacts yes no L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon — cm
Soil Type: |SiLTy DAND|StLTY AN Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YRI; é lO/YR/; £4, 10/YR/ 1O/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total e
Shovel Test No. 4 Troweled ;. Screened (— Artifacts yes no  f—
(?n ~m IBVBIS) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Dep‘h of A-Horizon —_— cm
Type:‘su_:rY L.DAhti L
Tdu.. Color: 10/YR/ 25_’4__ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ ]
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 [ 9 [0 st
None To[al .......................................................
Shovel Test No. i Troweled — Screeped o — Artifacts yes ng —
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon — cm
Soil Type: |SicTy Lossn |Siry Loam|_ Inclusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ ;@_ 10/YR/ ;54_ 10/YR/ toyyny T L
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None )
Shovel Test No, & Troweled ,— Screened Lb—— Artifacts yes, no &
(20 em IEVCIS) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon —— cm
Soil Type: [sicTr LoAM|SILTY L oArd] | Inclusions
Solil Color: ]_O/YR[ i :4_ IDIYR/ E :4_ 10/YR/ lO/YRf -------------

Evidence of Disturbance 1
None

@ 3 4 5 6 7 3

Shovel Test No. :[ Troweled L Screened | —
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4
Soil Type: [s1L7Y Loamt [Sipy cLiy|

Sail Color:  |Q/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

: ;a- 544 ____ _
b e of Disturbance @ 3 4 5 6 7 8

_ None

9 10
Total oo
Artifacts yes no _t——m-
Depth of A-Horizon —— cm

Inclusions

9

a6



DP 20% mpi urv o-Marine, Inc. Area No. 24— Transect No. . )

Name 1. CARMNMONT Date 4~ 1~ 3 Interval 2 & 44 ¢
Shovel Test No. & Troweled |— Screened [ Artifacts yeg no f—m
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 ‘Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon —— cm
Soil Type: [StLTy DANDISILTY SAND L Inclusions
Soit Color: 1O/YR/ 25,4___ 10/YR/ éﬁ‘_q_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance i 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled — Screened o — Artifacts yes no  t—
(20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ————

Soit. Type: [SILTY LOAMISILTY Loar
Soit Color:  10/YR/ 55,44 WOIYRI S /4 0¥, OrYR/ ..
& 3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10

Inclusions

Evidence of Disturbance |

None Total
Shovel Test No. [O Troweled — Screened — Artifacts yes ng +——
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon —— cm
Soit. Type: [SILTY toam|siiry Loam| _ Inclusions ‘“"‘“_
Soit  Color: OIYR/S /4—  10/YR/ 54— 10/YR/ 10/YR/ T
Evidence of Disturbance 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L
None : Total o
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm {
Seil T : '
0_1 ype [ Inclusions ..~~~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ [0/YR/ HO/Y R/ R
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e aseeeeen
None Total o -
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil TFype:
0. vpe L L l L Inclusions
Soil Color: LO/YR/ 10/YR/ t0/YR/ 10/YR/ ) R
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None : Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lyl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
o ype I— Inclusions
Soil Color; 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes RO
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soii T :
o ype L inclusions {
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ s
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total

C. Y7



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc. Area No. R4~ Transect No. o

Mome K S, WIGGLeES Wo RTH | D 1/9 3 Interval 2. /)
Shovel Test No. { Troweled Screened L+ — Artifacts yes no
{ levels) Lyt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3O om
Type:LSIL_T L Inclusions
Seil Color:  josyR; _244_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 5?0;::,:3;_13@;2@
) i
Evidence of Dislurhance(i ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [o e L SO
None E ~ :TS To(a_l .......................................................
Shovel Test No. 7 Troweled [ __ Screened Artifacts yes no Lf—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soit Type: [siLry S| L Inclusions AMOTTLE T W iTH
Seil Color:  1g/yR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ I0YR/ S oONE, Lgyp_j/i
C - i A . - GRE Arlp
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 4Y§MYCL"AY
None Fleu ™ Total 2. 5= 4
Shovel Test No. 22 Troweled . Screened Artifacts yes no f—
{20 cm levels) SLJ.“.E# 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Sol T}’PE-IQAUDY L L Inelusions T I200] DeErcSsSTs
Soil Color: IO/YR/Z&E Q%IOIYRI 10/YR/ ORI T
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 ‘ 7 g 9 10 e,
None Total A“OC'M .................
Shovel Test Ng, i Troweled +— Screened Artifacts yes no i—
(20 cm levels) ZSLL_!i‘VI 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl ¢ Depth of A-Horizon cm
Ay - \ —_—
s{s-— rpe: [sadpy Q'“Z(L Inclusions I_Eoz&_____}%b&ﬁg;:—:'?‘g
alor: 0 10/YR
10/YR/5/3 ,'%10/&'12/ 10/YR/ YR/ . . )
Evidence of Dis‘urbance I @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO ........................................................
None e Total 40 Ctd
Shovel Test No. Troweled (. .— Screened Artifacts yes [ o JE —
(szgi;:m'rl'evels-) jui"}ﬂ 1}/‘ ol Lvi 2 | Lvl 3 B Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Cyp m“?’& Inclusions TRowl D E =ami—g
o oler:  10/YR) 7/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ . _
345 ST 1NRI___ — — i B
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 1O
None Total .« =Q b4
Shovei Test No. & Troweled " Screened Artifacts yeg no  ie—
{20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
. 1T
Soil Type: 'éA.,HDY/C.LA,Y
Seil Color: 10/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Ividence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 i0 —
None Total - B et
‘hovel Test No. [ Troweled | — Screened Artifacts yes ng L—
:7.0'cm levelS}LSIL.l“r!l 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
soil Type: SAHDY'/éLA:Y L InclustonsimDE“-"_-QS\—‘iS
oil Color: jo/yR/ 3&‘% 10/YR/ LO/YR/ tO/YR/
vi{ of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None

.98



P_20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 34 Transect No. IO
Name <, -, WIGE LE S \WORTH Date &4 -T-D3 Interval 252N
Shovel Test ‘No. &3 Troweled L—— Screened Artifacts yes o _p—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lyt 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soil Type: AT ) )
H Inclusions TRow DEPsSITS
Soil Color:  [g/YR/ 2{32 é,'% 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ IoYRi__
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 -FHebRD Ty
None Total WATERR. (B, .z &M
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled Sereened Artifacts yeg no L—
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon .4-O— em
Soil Type: l S 1T L I Inciusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 2{4_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3. 10 4 5 6 7 g8 -9 10
None Tolal
Shovel Test No. IQ Troweled Screened +t— Artifacts yes no  fee—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 'Zj 4+ em
Seil Type: I—S“'—' I l Inctusions ____ .. ...~
Seil Color: IOIYR/ifd‘— 106/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
£ T Text
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 FEREF ;‘“‘C.IA
None Total ¥==252T0 5
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvi 1 bvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T.YPE:I l I Inciusions e . {\
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ I
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Sctreened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
il T :
Sol ype I I l Inclusions
Soil Colar: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ e e e e
Evidence of Disturbance |} 2 3 4 5 6 7 b 9 10 &
None Total o
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon cm
Soil Type:l I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oy .
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test Nao. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Evl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lyt 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil T :
ype L l Inctusions .. o
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ woyry oo .
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e (
None TOUAL  coereerreem e

’. Y7



EQEDP 20% Sample Survev/Geo Marine, Inc,

Name

Area No. i& Transect No. |

N ESTOMN .. . Date A/’Z_/‘?_B Interval 2 ~
Shovel Test ‘No. l Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{ - levels) Lvt 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horlzon em
e, . - e
rype‘m | I {nclusions _________
Soit  Color:  10/YR/ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ Ry
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 LG o
None Tol_al ................
Shovel Test No. 2 Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
{20 cm levels) vl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soit Type: = Inclusions ‘
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 5+ 4 F ' -8 7 * 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil TYPe=L I Inclusions _ . .~~~
Soil Color:  jo/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 T
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes ‘' no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
Soit Type:
,,,.OI ype I [ [ Inclusions
( olor:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ e
E;idence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None ' Total o
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes ne
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Seil T :
ﬂ.l YPe L l I Inclusions
Soil Color:  [0/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LOfYR/
Evidence of Disturbance I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =
None Total e
Shovei Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
n_ll ype I— Inelusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 19/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Nqnc Total v
Shove! Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l ,
Inclusions
Soil Color:  0/YR/ 10/ YR/ 10/YR/ oyry__ oo
E;" " -~e of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
é None Total .-

C S50



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc, Area No. 23 Transect No. 3

Name WARREN . OAKLEY Date A -2, Interval 7
Shavel Test -No. { Troweled | Screened Artifacts yeg no _| ‘z"
(20 cm levels) Lvl } Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen 4 O cm ‘
Sait Type: L II Inclusions MM OITL i
Soil Color: LO/YR/ 4./ 10/YR/ Lo 10/YR/ oyv)_ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

None Total

Shovel Test No. 7. Troweled |} Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 4.0 cm
Sell Type: | ceay | ceay | Inclusions MOTT e
Soli Color:  10/YR/S /¢, 1°/YR’_"—2/<‘a 10/YR/ o/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 - 4 5 *6 ’ 7. g’ 9 {10) :

None 018l s

Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: I— [ Inclusions ____ . ..~
Soll Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

of ype I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ )

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 9 10

None s 721
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
{20 cm tevels) Evl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

o ype I— I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ o/ _ oo
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e

None Total
Shovel Test No, Troweled Sereened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:l .

. Inclusions ... ...
Seil Color: IG/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total

Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no

{20 cm levels) Evl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:[ .

Inclusions _______ ..
Soit Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ o/ T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g | e R—
None Total

c. 5/



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine.. Inc,

Area No. 5& Transect No. ﬁ:

Name S OWESTO W Date "4/ 72 /93 Interval SEL BT
Shovel Test -No. ! Troweled | — Screened Artifacts yeg no
i levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
L ype: | SiLT Lo LT l
Soil Color: 10/YR/ i.‘iz_ 10/YR/ 5 _/4_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8

Nane

Shovel Test No. 2z ke Troweled (— Streened Artifacts yes no
{20 cm levels) Lvt 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 55 cm
Soil Type: Lﬁ“—-‘\' Coand l 20T L Inclusions
Seil Color: 10/YR/4_:Z 10/YR/ 5 A 10/YR/ oyR/___ e
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ © 4 5 gt 7 g 79 1 e

None Total

Shovel Test No. .’._2. = Troweled |— Screened Artifacts yes no ——
€20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ? em
Soil Type:l 21T I ST I Inclusions YWaTerR Pl e
Soll Color:  10/YR/ 4/ 10/YR/ 4./3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ AT R0, A
Evidence of Disturbance { 2 3 4 @ 6 7 B

None
Shovel Test No. ﬁ: So Troweled |— Screened

(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4
Soi* Type: [ SiLT Loam [ 51T Learl
!:\ slor: IOIYR/é& 10/YR!_5743 ‘IOIYR/__ oy
Evidence of DisturbancegD 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 [ -eerereemeceemmsmm s eeressessreess e

one Total et
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon om
Soil Type:
o ype L l [ Inclusions ... .
Soit Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance ] 2 3 4 5 6 i 8 g 10 e S
None Total e s
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacls yes no
{20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil Type:

o pe I— I I Lactusions o
Soil Color: 1O/YRY 1O/YR/ 1/YR/ oy oo T
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L

None TOIAL et eeecvmsss oo
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm

Soil T :

ot Type: | [ L Inclusions .
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 16/YR/ 10/YR/ 1OfYR/

E{ -2 of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10

- Nane Total

C. 52



P 20% Sample Suryv eo-Marine, Inc, Area No. & = Transect No. .
Name . 7 C AR SMODY Date <t/ 2. /957 Interval *Z2 o~
Shovel Test : No. | Troweled ;. — Screened Artifacts yeg g e—
(20 cm !e\'CIS) Lvl 1 _l.r\'[ 2_ Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3']; cm
Soil Type: lﬁlL.T LOAMI I Inclusions __
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 5/3 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oy
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y 1O
None Tolal
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled (" Screened Artifacts yeg ng ‘t—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 25 cm
Soil Type: | I 1 ' Inclusions  NMATER,
Soil Color: 10/YR/% 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oY/ __
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 2 0 Tt
None o] £ O
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l I— [ Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon em
il T :
SO.” vpe L I | Inclusions
Seil Color: 10/YR/ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 ' Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Herizon cm
Seil T :
O'l Ype I— I I Inclusions
Soil Color:  [0/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T : —_——
° ype [ , I I Inectusions . ...~~~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ IOfYR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovet Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvil 3 kvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:
.[ e L l I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ LO/YR/ LO/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10
None Total

.53



P 20% Sampl urv eo-Marine, Inc, Area No. & Transect No. ;

Name |< . S, WICG LESWOSERTH Date 4-2 - F 3 Interval 2.
Shovel Test -No. I Froweled [— Screened Artifacts yeg —_ no
‘. levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
N ype: |SiLTy cray | _ I I Inclusions
Secil Color: ;O]YR;';{(, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 (5 ) 6 7 8 9 10

None Total
Shovel Test No. 7 Troweled | _— Screened Artifacts yes no -
(206 cm levels) Lvli 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 55 cm
Soil Type: {<i 1y cLay|siwry cLayl ~ l

Inclusions

Seil Color: 10/YR/ 5/(;:, lOfYR/#Z__ 10/YR/ 10fYR/

Evidence of Disturbance | 24t t3 4 75)Y 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel! Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes __ no
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type: | I Inclusions ...~~~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 16/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 .5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shavel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
,Sp Type:l I Inciusions
&\ ~ olor: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None To[a] .........
Shovel Test No. - Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
O.I Ype l [ ' I Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oy oo
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 = ;
None Total e
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
il T s
Soi Ype I I I I'nclusions .~~~
Soil Color: {O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ IO/YR/
Bvidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl & Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil Type:
. e l— Inclusions ...~
Soil Color: L1O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ {Q/YR/
E\{ * of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
. None

0. 3%



DP 20%

ampl urv

eo-Marine, Inc

Area No. 352  Transect No. (

Naaie NAESTO W Date A-- 2_— = Interval SE L_E C T IVEL
120 ™ )

Shovel Test -No. I Eretf Troweled Screened Artifacts yes e —

° START = y . {
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 _ Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon  ( em
| H

Soil Type:] <t T [cuay ST | Inclusions NQ SLEAR CHANGE.

Soit Color: lO/YRI&Lf) IO/YRI_;ZQ 10/YR/ I0/YR/ SN -

Evidence of Disturbance | 2 @ 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 lﬂL—'H;WETHE:&-B—‘!—
NO’I’!C Total AND _"b 5

Shovel Test No. ?._.C;o":d Troweled b Screened Artifacts yes no __ j——

(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 4T Lv g vt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ! cm

Soil Type:L ST I ‘ Inclusions SW SHoORT oF

Seil Color: R R 2 - .

Colo 1/YR/ #3 lOIYRI___ 10/Y. _ IOIY- I 3,&‘[4.,ot\1‘ L_.le;—;_
-Evidance -of* Disturbance | @ 3 4 5" -6 7 "8 o 10 W‘TH?R&!&;;&S"
Shovel Test No. Troweled Sereened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:l— [ I— Iaclusions . .
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/

Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test Neo. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cmn levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T H R
c‘.l ype: | I L Enclusions L
Seil Color:  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ orvw/ oo T
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None TOAL e
Shovel Test No, Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
{20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil Type:
o ipe [ [ Inctusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 1/YR/ I0/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil T :
ol Ype [ [ I inclusions ...~~~
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None J ] -1 O
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yeg no
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizen cm
Soil T :
il Type L [ | Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ .
T - N {
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 [ T —
None 41 221 [OOSR

c. 53



DP 20% Sample Sury eo-Marine, Inc, Area No. 35 Transect No. ~]

. T
Name  \g /- | OO L =Y Date 4 ~Z ~D93R Interval A tal
Shovel Test -No. ) Troweled p.— Screened Artifacts yes no  —
5\ _:vc's}'_ Lvli 1 I ‘L_v! 2m I Lvi 3 [ Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon E AfTem
ype: C—LAY_ Inclusions  MNONE
Soil Calor:  {o/YR/ 7245 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None Total e
Shovel Test No. 22, Troweled | Screened Artifacts yes no L—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvlt 4 Depth of A-Horizon (o cm
Soil Type: l_im... C-L-AYI S AN I I Inclusions SN owe
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 4 55_ lO/YR/i{B 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2- - -3 4 5 6 7 8
None
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled t— Screened Artifacts yes no =
{20 cm levels) YE_!‘LVI!_J:W Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon MoOAE cm
Soil Type: | STy C’-‘—AYI I , Inclusions NOOME
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 1/8 10/YR/ 10/¥R/ 10/YR/ .
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 @
None Total
Shovel Test No. 4. Troweled  (— Sereened _— Artifacts yes no b
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvli 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon Z. O cm

Sr Type:[sity cLAay | cuay |
_ olett I0/YRIA/4  10/YRI 4/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 (8—> 9 10

Inclusions Noswe

None Total
Shovel Test No. I:7: Troweled +— Screened p— Artifacts yes o L—
(20 cm levels) Lyl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
O'l ype [ oAy I I | Inclusions N OtIE=
Soil Color: IOIYR/% I0/YR/ I0/YR/ oy .
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g <10 ) =
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Evl 1 Lvl 2 Lel 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
O.f ¥pe L I L I Inclusions ...
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ tO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T :
ype l L [ Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ I/ YR/
E/ e of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total

o

c. 56



DP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Ares No._3& Transect No. &
Name Roeer T HALL. Date 4 -7 - F2 Interval 7 o~
Shovel Test -No, [ Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no g i
(20 cm levels) Lvl Lvl 2 - Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon S cm
Soll Typezb'LTT Lo ']i Inclusions
Soil Color: LO/YR/ 4/ A& 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. /7 Troweled Screened o — Artifacts yes no t—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon i cm
Soil Type: S\ 7y LoAM I Inclusions
Soit Color: 10/YR/.4A {4_ L1O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 " 9
_S6M Fpow ot | None
Shovel Test No. 5 Troweled Screened p— Artifacts yes no  i—
(20 cm levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ cm
Soil Type: LS/LTT L-OAML Inclusions
Soll Color:  10/YR/ 4 /4 10/YR/ 10/YR/ LO/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
dowq Fpow 7. None Total
Shovet Test No. 4— Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon ! cm
il : . EE—
Soil Type: | sugy Loknd] Inelusions
Soil Color: IOIYRI’4££-_ 10/YR/ TO/YR/ 10/YR/ )
Evidence of Disturbance(j 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
404 Ppong 42 None Total
Shovel Test No, 5 Troweled Screened [— Artifacts yes no p—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvt 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon & cm
Seil T ST
oil Type: [SiTy (osm | Inclusions
Scil Color: IOIYRI&I£4_ 1O/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR{
Evidence of Disturbance | @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
65 M FRoO™ 4 4-  None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvt 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2. cm
| H
Sefl Type:|siuTv cray | | Inelusions
Seil Ceolor:  10/YR/ 2&4... 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR} -
Evidence of Disturbance @ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 JO s
40 t1 FTRoWA 4 & None : Total
j I
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes no
(20 cmn fevels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon ' cm
Soil Type:L ;
Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ oy oo -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 TS
None Total : -

c. 57



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. .3 Transect No. S

Name T. T AR MDY Date - Interval’
Shovel Test -No. | Troweled |— Screened Artifacts yes no t—
’  levels) Lvl 1t Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon — om
T |§ TY . h
ype e C'LAT{ L [ Inclusions et e
Soil Color: W0/YRI4 /2. 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ YWET SAND
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 et e et e
None Total
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled Screened - Artifacts yes no 4
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvlt 3 Lvil 4 Depth of A-Horizon 7 cm
Soil Type: I_SlL..TY C-LA?’{ l Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/4/2_  10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 et S
None Total e,
Shovel Test No. 3 Troweled Screened [ Artifacts yes no t—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon \4_. em
Soil Type: [SiLry CLAY |[swry ccay] Inciusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/ 473 IOIYRIM_ 10/YR/ oy oo o
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
None Total
Shovel Test No. 4 Troweled Screened 40— Artifacts yes no —
(20 em levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [3 cm
Sei' Type: || Ty CLAY | Sy crax] Inclusions .
( olor: 10/YRLA/Z,  10/YR/S /4 10/YR/ orr/ T —
Evidence of Disturbance 1} 2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 9 o e —
None Total
Shovel Test No. s Troweled Screened [ — Artifacts yes ng £
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon &] cm
Soil Type: [SIL'TYCL"AY I—SLW QM Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YR/4—£'2_ LO/YRY ; 54_ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 =
None Total
Shovel Test No. e Troweled Screened L Artifacts yes no
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lyl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 3R | cm
Soit T}’petlﬁt(_‘r‘( LAy I_——.D’—M' o YI Inclusions
Seli Color:  10/YR/ 4/7. I0/YRIA /2. 10/YR/ o/ T
Evidence of Disturbance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g9 1 I
None Total
Shovel Test No. Troweled Screened Artifacts yes nc
{20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvi 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Soil T : —
ype L I— L Inclusions
Sell Coler: 10/YR/ YR/ 10/YR/ LO/Y R/
Eg ~e¢ of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
s None . Total -

c, 38



PEGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine. Inc, Area No. 352  Transect No.1 OO

Name Ve s MGG L E SN2 T M Dite 4 -2+~ 53R~ Interval 2> —o. =
‘No. d S d Artifacts f— 7
Shovel Test No { Troweled . — creene rtifacts yes no {
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvi 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
i s L * -
Soil Type.L__,u_‘T 4 CLAY’ Inclusions . ___ . .~
Soll Color:  10/YR/ 8 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 10fYR/ SToFPe 1 T E,
= ooTs
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 @ 6 7 3 9 10 “;(c;: o ™=
None PooT DISTURE AMCE. Total
A
Shovei Test No. 7. ZQOFI Froweled o — Screened Artifacts yes noe t—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvt 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2 cm
Soit Type: |_S LT bl}_r‘r C.LATt Inciusions
Soil Color:  10/YR/4/A.  10/YR/ % gé, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ ) o
E:ldence of Disturbance | 2 & 5 6 t7 -8 9 L e PSR
None Total - ‘4.—OC“M .......................
4 0M :
Shovel Test Nao. é M Troweled [~ Screened Artifacts yes no &~
(20 cm levals) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [; cm
Soil Type: LSIL.T Iélt__'n’ <LA4y] L Inclusions
Soil Color: 10/YRI4/4 10/YR/;£§ 10/YR/ 10/YR/ _
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 g
None Total 3;5 I
50 et .
Shovel Test No. é: N, Troweled L Screened Artifacts yes no 4L
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 ivi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [; cm
Soil Type:| Sy T [Ditryceay] Inclusions . (
Soil Coler: IOIYRI_Q;/A_ 10/YR} 5 :_/) 5@, 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 3
Evidence of Disturbance | 6 7 .a 9 10
None Total P Ne BRaW V|
4 A . .
Shovel Test No. 5 w . Troweled t—" Screened Artifacts yes ng ="
(20 em levels) Lvi 1 Lvl 2 Lvl 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 2 é cm
Sl Type:[_ L L [ Inciusions
clu
Soil Color: 10/YR/ 4/ 2, 10/YR/ 5 /¢ 10/YR/ 10/YR/
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 P 7 @ 9 10 'F”-"’E-j W/Wf\
None FleLrs Total =.2..5=
= :
Shovel Test No. (o o™ Troweled ; Screened Artifacts yes no =
(0 cm levels) . Ly 1 Lyl 2 Lvi 3 Lv 4 Depth of A-Horizon &  cm
- LT -
Soil Type: IC‘.L._.A,\ M | S Inclusions LEVEL | is 10YR5/2,
Soil Color: LO/YR/ f A, I0/YRI 5 /4 10/YR/ 10/YR/ 54 . AND 2/5
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 '5 8 7 3 g 190 -YERI .SPRGARLC
None Total 2504
Shovel Test No. m _,-;_:q Troweled o— Screened Artifacts yes ng +—
(20 cin levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon cm
Sail T : SICTY CLAT o —
ot Type: [ Siury ccax | e ar | Inclusions BoTH LAYTERS
Soil Color: 10/YR/2{3 é_C/IIOIYRI i{ E_r‘/ W0/YR/___ LOfYR/ WISTTLEDS se/LT H {
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 3 4 5 6 77) 8 9 10 GEPATY. C::J‘AY ........
Nore Total .. 4€2..%

FILLETS WiTH waTe 2

.59



PGDP 20% Sample Survey/Geo-Marine, Inc, Area No. & Transect No. |72

Name NA COD Date & ~ 2 ~< 2, Interval 20O
Shovel Test -No. { Troweled [ — Screened Artifacts yes ng t—
( levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon [ cm
Type: y :
ype LTy Ayl coay | Inclusions N OWME
Seil Color: IOIYR/M LO/YR/ 5 /2 10/YR/ LO/YR/ -
Evidence of Disturbance | 2 (3 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 e
None Tolal e
Shovel Test No. Z Troweled L— Screened Artifacts yes no te—
(20 cm levels) Lvl 1 Lvl 2 Lvi 3 Lvl 4 Depth of A-Horizon 7S cm
Soil Type: |[Sway crar]  cuax L Inclusions Nooe.
Soil Color:  1o/YR/ % 