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Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

This report documents the results of a Phase IA archaeological site assessment undertaken by 
Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec), under contract to Preserve/scapes, for the Armed 
Forces Retirement Home (AFRH) in northwest Washington, D.C. The 2004 Phase IA 
assessment of the AFRH lacks specific direction for facility Property and Historic Preservation 
managers and DC Historic Preservation Office (DC HPO) archaeologists. Specifically, the 
assessment document lacks an integration of historical maps, soils data, and models of Native 
American site location with AFRH development zones and, as such, does not provide managers 
and DC HPO with specific recommendations for archaeological investigations needed to comply 
with Section 106 of NHPA. Stantec has revised and updated the 2004 Phase IA archaeological 
assessment of the AFRH in Washington, D.C., using a GIS-based approach with limited field 
verification. The approach taken for the assessment and this report are in accord with the 
standards and guidelines set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
for Archeological and Historic Preservation and the DC Preservation League’s Guidelines for 
Archaeological Investigations in the District of Columbia. 

Stantec conducted background research, a cut and fill (elevation change) analysis, an analysis of 
prior impacts, and a review of historical maps for 11 zones within the AFRH campus. These 
efforts resulted in the identification of zones of moderate to high probability for both precontact 
Native American and Historic period archaeological resources. Subsequently, 15 shovel test pits 
(STPs) were excavated to ground-truth the probability maps. The STPs were excavated to gauge 
the accuracy of the elevation-change model, estimated degrees of prior disturbance, and the 
nature of subsurface deposits. In general, the GIS-generated model of elevation change appears 
to be accurate within previously estimated ranges of error, generally thought to be between 3.5 
feet and 5 feet. However, degrees of disturbance are likely greater than estimated based on 
available information, such as utility location maps. Historic period subsurface deposits were 
encountered in a number of the STPs, suggesting that the models of site location based on 
locations of structures depicted on historical maps are fairly robust. Based on the results of the 
ground-truthing exercise, areas of resource potential were modified to better reflect the existing 
potential for the presence of archaeological resources. 

This Phase IA assessment is best viewed as a living document. The assessment identifies areas of 
archaeological-resource potential and the most effective methods to be employed when 
conducting field methods. However, the degree of disturbance at AFRH is likely greater than 
that which is incorporated into the models and recommendations. As the recommendations of 
this assessment are instituted, the models and recommendations can be evaluated and revised 
in an iterative process to better reflect the existing conditions and archaeological site potential at 
AFRH. Standard operating procedures (which also can be incorporated into the existing campus 
Historic Preservation Plan) with regard to investigations, revisions of recommendations, and 
updating this assessment, conclude this report. 
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PUBLIC SUMMARY 

This report presents the results of a Phase IA archaeological site assessment undertaken by 
Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec), under contract to Preserve/scapes, for the Armed 
Forces Retirement Home (AFRH) in northwest Washington, D.C. The 2004 AFRH Phase IA 
assessment does not provide facility and Historic Preservation managers or the DC Historic 
Preservation Office with specific recommendations for archaeological investigations needed to 
comply with Section 106 of NHPA. Stantec has revised and updated the 2004 AFRH Phase IA 
archaeological assessment using a GIS-based approach with limited field verification. The 
approach taken for the assessment and this report are in accord with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeological and Historic Preservation and the DC 
Preservation League’s Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in the District of Columbia. 

Stantec conducted background research, a cut and fill (elevation change) analysis, an analysis of 
prior impacts, and a review of historical maps for 11 zones within the AFRH campus. This work 
identified zones of moderate to high probability for both precontact Native American and 
Historic period archaeological resources. Subsequently, 15 shovel test pits (STPs) were 
excavated to ground-truth the probability maps. The STPs were excavated to determine the 
accuracy of the elevation-change model, estimated degrees of prior disturbance, and the nature 
of subsurface deposits. In general, the GIS-generated model of elevation change appears to be 
accurate within previously estimated ranges of error, generally estimated to be between 3.5 feet 
and 5 feet. However, degrees of disturbance are likely greater than estimated based on available 
information, such as utility location maps. Historic period deposits were found in a number of 
STPs, which suggests that the models of site location based on historical maps are fairly robust. 
Based on the results of the ground-truthing exercise, areas of resource potential were modified 
to better reflect the existing potential for archaeological resources. 

This Phase IA assessment is best viewed as a living document. The assessment identifies areas of 
archaeological-resource potential and the most effective field methods. However, the degree of 
disturbance at AFRH is likely greater than has been incorporated into the models and 
recommendations. As the recommendations of this assessment are instituted, the models and 
recommendations can be further evaluated and revised to better reflect the existing conditions 
and archaeological site potential at AFRH. 

 

  

 v 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

 

 vi 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY ......................................................................................................... iii 

PUBLIC SUMMARY ........................................................................................................................ v 

LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................................... ix 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................................ xi 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................................... 1 
 1.1 Proposed Undertaking ......................................................................................................... 1 
 1.2 Project Area Description ...................................................................................................... 1 
 1.3 General Setting .................................................................................................................... 1 
 1.4 Report Organization ........................................................................................................... 4 

2.0 ASSESSMENT METHODS ........................................................................................................ 5 
 2.1 Background Research .......................................................................................................... 5 
 2.2 GIS Methods ........................................................................................................................ 5 
 2.3 Field Methods ..................................................................................................................... 6 

3.0 CULTURAL CONTEXT ............................................................................................................ 9 
 3.1 Paleoindian Period (12,000 – 9000 BC) ............................................................................ 9 
 3.2 Early Archaic Period (9000 – 6500 BC) ........................................................................... 12 
 3.3 Middle Archaic Period (6500 – 3000 BC)......................................................................... 14 
 3.4 Late Archaic Period (3000 – 1000 BC) ............................................................................. 16 
 3.5 Early Woodland Period (1000 – 500 BC) ......................................................................... 18 
 3.6 Middle Woodland Period (500 BC – AD 900) ................................................................. 20 
 3.7 Late Woodland Period (AD 900 – 1600) .......................................................................... 22 
  3.8 Contact Period (AD 1600 – ca. 1650) ............................................................................... 24 
  3.9 Euroamerican History of the Project Area ....................................................................... 26 

4.0 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS ............................................................................................... 37 

5.0 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT ......................................... 43 
 5.1 Zone 1 ................................................................................................................................. 47 
 5.2 Zone 2 ............................................................................................................................... 50 
 5.3 Zone 3 ................................................................................................................................ 55 
 5.4 Zone 4 ............................................................................................................................... 60 
 5.5 Zone 5 ................................................................................................................................. 61 
 5.6 Zone 6 ................................................................................................................................65 
 5.7 Zone 7 ................................................................................................................................ 69 
 5.8 Zone 8 ................................................................................................................................ 73 
 5.9 Zone 9 ................................................................................................................................ 74 
 5.10 Zone 10 ............................................................................................................................... 76 
 5.11 Zone 11 ............................................................................................................................... 81 
 5.12 Summary ........................................................................................................................... 85 

 vii 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

TABLE OF CONTENTS CONCLUDED 

 Page 

6.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................. 87 
 6.1 Standard Operating Procedure for AFRH Undertakings ................................................. 88 
 6.2 Standard Operating Procedure for Assessment Revisions ............................................... 89 

7.0 REFERENCES CITED ............................................................................................................ 93 

APPENDIX A: QUALIFICATIONS OF KEY PERSONNEL ......................................................... 103 

APPENDIX B: GIS–GENERATED MAPS ................................................................................... 107 

APPENDIX C: NADB FORM ...................................................................................................... 289 

APPENDIX D: ARTIFACT CATALOG ......................................................................................... 297 

 

 

 viii 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure Page 

 1. Location of the Armed Forces Retirement Home ................................................................ 2 
 2. Washington West 7.5-minute quadrangle showing the project location ............................. 3 
 3. Maryland and Washington, D.C., physiographic provinces................................................. 4 
 4. Regional precontact Native American chronology of the District of Columbia area .......... 10 
 5. Smith map of 1606 depicting Nacotchtank .........................................................................25 
 6. Ca. 1851 map of the Riggs estate ........................................................................................ 28 
 7. 1861 Boschke map with the general location of the AFRH outlined in red ....................... 29 
 8. 1866/1867 Michler map with the AFRH at left .................................................................. 30 
 9. 1888 topographic map (Sheets 14, 15, 24, and 25) centered on the AFRH ....................... 32 
 10. 1903 Baist map (Vol. 3, Plate 27) with the AFRH at left .................................................... 34 
 11. 1937 Baist map (Vol. 3, Plate 17) showing the AFRH ......................................................... 35 
 12. Previous investigations at the AFRH ................................................................................. 38 
 13. AFRH Zones ....................................................................................................................... 44 
 14. Overlay of 1851 Riggs map onto modern map of the AFRH ...............................................45 
 15. General view of Zone 1 ....................................................................................................... 48 
 16. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 1 ...................................................................................................................... 49 
 17. General view of eastern portion of Zone 2 ......................................................................... 50 
 18. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 2 ....................................................................................................................... 53 
 19. General view of east portion of Zone 3 ................................................................................ 57 
 20. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 3 ...................................................................................................................... 58 
 21. General view of Zone 5 residential yards ........................................................................... 63 
 22. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 5 ...................................................................................................................... 64 
 23. General view of Zone 6 along now-buried stream ............................................................. 66 
 24. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 6 ...................................................................................................................... 68 
 25. General view of forested portion of Zone 7 ........................................................................ 70 
 26. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zones 7 and 8 ........................................................................................................... 71 
 27. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 9 ....................................................................................................................... 75 
 28. General view of Zone 10 between Hospital and Facilities sections .................................... 78 
 29. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 10 ..................................................................................................................... 79 
 30. General view of Zone 11 ...................................................................................................... 82 
 31. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
  within Zone 11..................................................................................................................... 84 
 
  

 ix 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 
 

 x 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 

 1. Maps consulted for the AFRH GIS structure database ........................................................ 6 
 2. Standing and previous structures within Zone 1 ................................................................. 47 
 3. Standing and previous structures within Zone 2 ................................................................ 51 
 4. Standing and previous structures within Zone 3 ................................................................56 
 5. Standing and previous structures within Zone 4 ............................................................... 60 
 6. Standing and previous structures within Zone 5 ............................................................... 62 
 7. Standing and previous structures within Zone 6 ............................................................... 66 
 8. Standing and previous structures within Zone 7 ............................................................... 69 
 9. Standing and previous structures within Zone 8 ................................................................ 73 
 10. Standing and previous structures within Zone 9 ................................................................ 74 
 11. Standing and previous structures within Zone 10 .............................................................. 77 
 12. Standing and previous structures within Zone 11 .............................................................. 82 
 13. Results of beta-test STPs .................................................................................................... 86 
 14. Suggested procedures for evaluating ground-disturbing undertakings at AFRH ............. 90 
 
 

 xi 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

  

 xii 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report documents the results of a Phase IA archaeological site assessment undertaken by 
Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec), under contract to Preserve/scapes, for the Armed 
Forces Retirement Home (AFRH) in northwest Washington, D.C. (Figure 1). The report 
provides Property and Historic Preservation Managers and the District of Columbia Historic 
Preservation Office review personnel with integrated historical, environmental, and 
archaeological data and recommendations for further research at the facility. 

1.1 Proposed Undertaking 

The 2004 Phase IA assessment of the AFRH lacks specific direction for facility Property and 
Historic Preservation managers and DC Historic Preservation Office (DC HPO) archaeologists. 
Specifically, the assessment document lacks an integration of historical maps, soils data, and 
models of Native American site location with AFRH development zones and, as such, does not 
provide specific recommendations for archaeological investigations needed to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Stantec has revised and updated 
the 2004 Phase IA archaeological assessment of the AFRH using a GIS-based approach with 
limited field verification. The approach taken for the assessment and this report are in accord 
with the standards and guidelines set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeological and Historic Preservation (Federal Register 1983) and the DC 
Preservation League’s Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in the District of Columbia 
(DC Preservation League 1998, as amended). 

1.2 Project Area Description 

The AFRH is located in northwest Washington, D.C. It is bounded on the east by North Capitol 
Street NW, on the northeast by Harewood Road NW, on the northwest by Rock Creek Church 
Road NW, on the southwest by Park Place NW, and on the south by Kenyon and Irving Streets 
NW (Figures 1 and 2). The Catholic University of America is east of the facility, various medical 
facilities are to the south, residential neighborhoods are to the west, and Rock Creek Cemetery 
and the Soldiers Home Cemetery are to the north. Historically, the area would have been rural, 
and several streams (now channelized or buried) crossed the property. The project area is 
located in an upland setting, with the surrounding land sloping southward. Currently, the 
facility contains numerous administrative, hospital, support, recreational, and residential 
buildings, as well as a golf course, roads, and paths. Mature specimen trees are located across 
the property within maintained lawns. This assessment covers the entire property depicted in 
Figures 1 and 2. 

1.3 General Setting 

The AFRH is located in the Glen Burnie Rolling Upland District of the Western Shore Upland 
Region of the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province, an area characterized by an 
undulating upland with slopes typically less than eight degrees. The Western Shore Upland 
Region consists of Cretaceous to Pleistocene sediments and estuarine terraces that flank the 
major drainages (Figure 3) (Reger and Cleaves 2008). According to the Preliminary Geologic 
Map of the District of Columbia, the project area is underlain by unconsolidated materials composed 
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Figure 1. Location of the Armed Forces Retirement Home. 
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Figure 2. Washington West 7.5-minute quadrangle showing the project location. 
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Figure 3. Maryland and Washington, D.C., physiographic provinces 
(after Reger and Cleaves 2008). 

mainly of Coastal Plain sediments (Froelich and Hack 1975). Most of the project area contains 
Lower and Upper Cretaceous sand and gravel facies of the Potomac Group overlying crystalline 
rock. The northern part of the facility contains Upland gravels and sands, possibly of Miocene 
and Pliocene age, deposited by the ancestral Potomac River that cap remnants of a former 
plateau. The west edge of the AFRH contains Pleistocene, and possibly Pliocene, river terrace 
deposits of gravel, sand, and loam. Finally, a small portion of the northwest part of the facility 
contains Miocene-aged very fine sand mixed with clay of the Calvert Formation (Froelich and 
Hack 1975). 

The AFRH lies mainly within the Urban land-Sassafras-Chillum soil association, which consists 
of Urban land and deep, nearly level to steep soils underlain by sandy and gravelly sediment on 
uplands. The soils are well-drained (Smith 1976). A small portion of the facility, along North 
Capitol Street, is within the Udorthents association, which consists of deep to moderately deep, 
nearly level to steep soils that consist of cuts, fills, or otherwise disturbed land on all landscape 
positions. These soils are also well-drained. Smith (1976) identifies a complex mix of 17 soil 
types within the AFRH composed of various Sassafras, Woodstown, Keyport, Iuka, Bourne, 
Udorthents, Udifluvents, and Urban land soils. 

1.4 Report Organization 

Following this introduction, the report is presented in six additional sections: Assessment 
Methods, Cultural Context, Previous Investigations, Archaeological Resource Sensitivity 
Assessment, Summary and Recommendations, and References Cited. Qualifications of Key 
Personnel are presented in Appendix A, the GIS-generated maps in Appendix B, and a National 
Archeological Data Base (NADB) Form in Appendix C.  
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2.0 ASSESSMENT METHODS 

A number of assessment methods, including background research, field investigations, GIS 
analyses, and laboratory analysis, were employed for the archaeological Phase IA archaeological 
site assessment of the AFRH campus. 

2.1 Background Research 

The identification of the potential for archaeological resources within the AFRH campus began 
with background research. The initial literature search consisted of a review of the existing 
Historic Preservation Plan (EHT Traceries 2007), archaeological assessments (Barrett 2004), 
archaeological investigations (Cochran and Kreisa 2010; Kreisa 2014; LeeDecker and Bedell 
2004; Shellenhamer et al. 2008), and descriptions of previously identified archaeological sites. 
This background research identified appropriate contexts and determined the level of previous 
identification studies. It also identified the nature of previously recorded archaeological sites 
within the AFRH campus. Contract reports documenting the results of previous archaeological 
investigations conducted at the AFRH campus were reviewed, as were the District of Columbia 
archaeological site files. The District archaeological site files were reviewed to determine 
whether any archaeological sites in or near the AFRH campus had previously been registered 
with the District of Columbia Historic Preservation Office. 

Background research also entailed the evaluation of written and cartographic material at 
applicable repositories or their Internet sites, including the Library of Congress and the National 
Archives. Other online resources consulted included GenealogyBank.com. These efforts involved 
the examination of historical maps and newspapers. The Historic Preservation Plan prepared by 
EHT Traceries (2007) was also a prime reference. The Historic Preservation Plan and several 
campus plans provided information on the dating of structure construction as well as structure 
function (including changes in function through time). Secondary resources reviewed include 
applicable District of Columbia histories and historic contexts. Numerous map sources were 
consulted to identify locations of now-demolished structures and other landscape features 
(Table 1). Minimally one (and often multiple) maps were examined for each decade between the 
1850s and 1970s. Structure locations were then created as GIS layers for each map, providing a 
decade-by-decade database of structural changes across the AFRH campus. 

2.2 GIS Methods 

To determine the extent of the landscape modification that occurred over time within the study 
area, a cut and fill (or elevation change) analysis was conducted. The AFRH cut and fill analysis 
uses the USCGS 1888 topographic map of Washington and Vicinity or subsequent editions. The 
1888 map is geo-referenced to the modern DC base map of Washington, D.C., obtained from the 
DC GIS Clearinghouse catalog. The 1888 map is then transformed into a three-dimensional 
elevation model by redrawing the 5-foot contour lines and then transforming the contours into a 
TIN (triangulated irregular networks) and finally into a raster (a grid of cells or pixels that 
contain data such as elevation). A vertical datum shift of 2.2 feet is then subtracted from the 
1888 elevations. 

  

 5 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

Table 1. Maps consulted for the AFRH GIS structure database. 

Date Source Reference Cited / Obtained From 

1851 Riggs EHT Traceries (2007) 

1861 Boschke Boschke (1861) 

1866/1867 Michler Michler (1866/1867) 

1873 Bootes Carbery EHT Traceries (2007) 

1881 County Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1888 USGCS Topographic U.S. National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration 2014a 

1892 Rossell Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic U.S. National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration 2014b 

1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1909 Baist Baist (1909) 

1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1919 Baist Baist (1919) 

1921 Baist Baist (1921) 

1937 Baist Baist (1937) 

1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Armed Forces Retirement Home 

 

A modern elevation layer (10-foot contours taken from the 2008 contour map) for Washington, 
D.C., was provided through the DC GIS Data Clearinghouse/Catalog. The modern contour lines 
are also transformed first into a TIN and then a raster. Once both historical and modern data 
sets are complete, formulae calculate the topographical changes to the landscape between the 
1888 and 2008 maps. A final raster layer demonstrates those differences with a specific color 
gradient to distinguish the cut and fill areas. The USCGS 1888 map, as well as a number of other 
maps, was also used to identify the locations and outlines of structures that once stood within 
the boundaries of the study area. These building outlines were digitized to create a specific GIS 
layer for each map. 

2.3 Field Methods 

Based on the historical map research, locations of buried streams, the cut and fill analysis, and 
the analysis of other impacts (e.g., building construction and underground utilities), the 
probability of the presence of Native American or Historic period archaeological resources was 
determined for the AFRH campus (see Section 5). Areas were identified as having a moderate to 
high probability for either Native American or Historic period archaeological resources, or both, 
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or a low probability for any archaeological resources. Impacts were then taken into 
consideration to estimate the potential that archaeological resources would have been 
destroyed. Finally, 15 locations were selected for a field assessment of the predictions. 

The field assessment consisted of the excavation of shovel test pits (STPs) at 15 locations across 
the AFRH campus identified by facility managers as being scheduled for ground-disturbing 
activities. Several STPs were extended with hand augers to great depths. Each of the 15 locations 
was classified by Native American and Historic period site probability, prior impacts, and depth 
of fill. As an iterative process, the results of the excavations were then used to assess the 
accuracy of the site-location model, and deviations were identified to further refine model 
predictions. 

The STPs were excavated below any fill present, when possible, and into culturally sterile 
subsoil. Excavated soils were screened through ¼-inch hardware cloth to ensure uniform 
recovery of cultural materials, when present. All STPs were backfilled following documentation 
of soil profiles on standardized recording forms. Documentation included narrative notes and 
photographs and a plan map depicting STP locations. 

 

  

 7 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

  

 8 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

3.0 CULTURAL CONTEXT 

This section presents a general outline of precontact Native American and Euroamerican 
cultural development in the Mid-Atlantic region in general, and more specifically within the 
District of Columbia. It is based on specific studies that form the sequence of regional Native 
American history that is presented below. These contexts provide an interpretive framework for 
defining the types of Native American archaeological sites and remains that could be present 
within the AFRH campus. 

Given the unique nature of Washington, D.C. (a relatively small but highly urbanized area), the 
precontact context presented below relies on evidence from the archaeological record of nearby 
Mid-Atlantic states, an early overview by Humphrey and Chambers (1985), and more recent 
overviews included in Fiedel et al. (2008) and Knepper et al. (2006). Both the Maryland 
Historical Trust (Maryland Historical Trust 2005) and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission (Raber 1985; see also Carr and Adovasio 2002; Raber and Cowin 2003; Raber et al. 
1998) have published precontact Native American contexts for their states. The Council of 
Virginia Archaeologists has published a four-volume set that synthesizes the Native American 
history of that state (Reinhart and Hodges 1990, 1991, 1992; Wittkofski and Reinhart 1989), and 
Potter (1993) has published an interpretation of late precontact-contact period Native American 
cultures along the Potomac River. These overviews, and other more specific studies, form the 
basis for the sequence of regional Native American history that is presented below (Figure 4). 

3.1 Paleoindian Period (12,000 – 9000 BC) 

The Paleoindian period reflects a pattern of cultural adaptation based on environmental 
conditions that marked the shift from the Late Pleistocene to the Early Holocene epoch (Figure 
4). During this period of glacial retreat, the climate was probably three to eight degrees colder 
than at present, and vegetation initially consisted of spruce, pine, fir, and alder (Brush 1986:149; 
LeeDecker and Holt 1991:72). By the end of this period, vegetation patterns comprised a mosaic 
of microhabitats, with mixed deciduous gallery forests near rivers, mixed coniferous forests and 
grasslands in foothill and valley floor settings, and coniferous forests on high ridges (Custer 
1984; Kavanagh 1982). 

Dent (1995:132–133) suggests that three distinct environmental zones can be identified within 
the Chesapeake Bay region during the Paleoindian period. The first zone consists of areas along 
the ancestral Susquehanna River and its tributaries, including those along the modern Potomac 
and Anacostia Rivers. This zone is seen as providing ample resources to early inhabitants. The 
second zone lies to the west and is the Inner Coastal Plain region where resources were more 
diffuse. Last, the third zone is the area where the Inner Coastal Plain transitions to the Piedmont 
region. Ecotonal diversity would have provided increased potential for subsistence resources 
while the area also contains ample lithic resources. Dent (1995:133–134) also suggests that the 
area of the Chesapeake Bay region south of the James River in Virginia differed significantly 
from those areas to the north. The area south of the James River contained more temperate 
plant species than areas to the north and had larger wetland areas, indicating that this area had 
a more diverse ecosystem than areas to the north. 
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Figure 4. Regional precontact Native American chronology of the 
District of Columbia area. 
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Traditional characterizations often suggest that Paleoindian settlements consisted of small 
hunting camps associated with sources of high-quality lithic raw materials. Gardner (1983, 
1989) identifies six different functional categories for Paleoindian sites in the nearby 
Shenandoah Valley: lithic quarries, reduction stations, quarry-related base camps, base-camp 
maintenance stations, hunting stations, and isolated point find spots. Custer (1984) suggests 
that these site types might be applicable to the wider Mid-Atlantic region as a whole. Acquisition 
of high-quality lithics served as a focal point for this system with hunting as its subsistence base, 
which focused on large game such as moose, elk, and deer (Kavanagh 1982). In contrast, the 
Shawnee-Minisink site provides evidence that other foodstuffs were exploited as well. The 
remains of fish, edible seeds, and plants were found in Paleoindian deposits at that site (McNett 
1985). Dent (1995:128) notes that there is virtually no evidence for subsistence practices in the 
Chesapeake Bay region, although he postulates that subsistence was not based on hunting 
megafauna (Dent 1995:106). 

More recently, Dent (1995) has reviewed Paleoindian sites and settlement patterns in the 
Chesapeake Bay region. At that time, attributes of 25 known Paleoindian sites were reviewed as 
were the characteristics of hundreds of isolated (off-site) finds reported in the Chesapeake Bay 
region. Most of the sites are surface manifestations, with relatively few intact, buried 
Paleoindian deposits having been located in the region (Dent 1995:122–124). Most sites and 
isolated finds have been identified south of the James River, while a more moderate number has 
been found north of the Potomac River. Interestingly, the fewest sites and isolates have been 
found between the James and Potomac Rivers (Dent 1995:120–121). 

In contrast to the highly diverse site type model proposed by Gardner and accepted by Custer as 
discussed above, Dent (1995:137–138) suggests that only two site types can be defined for the 
Chesapeake Bay region. Larger residential bases, often with multiple, distinct artifact loci, are 
situated along the ancestral Susquehanna River and its tributaries and along the western margin 
of the Inner Coastal Plain. These sites tend to be located in areas where a higher diversity of 
resources would have been available to site inhabitants. The second site type is the “location.” 
Locations are smaller sites often located in less productive zones at which few or specific tasks 
were being undertaken. While many locations in the Chesapeake Bay region are situated near 
wetlands, the most extreme example of these sites is the isolated find. Dent (1995:138) suggests 
that this settlement system indicates a high degree of mobility in Paleoindian culture that 
perhaps was based on seasonal availability of resources and weather patterns. There is some 
indication that site locations were selected to maximize solar warming while minimizing 
exposure to prevailing winter winds (Dent 1995:124). Dent (1995) further suggests that sites 
deviating from this pattern might indicate an occupation in warm-season months. 

In the archaeological record, early Paleoindian sites are usually characterized by the presence of 
large, fluted, lanceolate-shaped projectile points such as Clovis, while later Paleoindian 
components are identified with projectile point types such as Dalton and Hardaway (Dent 
1995:124; Justice 1987). Clovis points have been found throughout North America, from the 
West Coast to the East Coast, and as far north as Nova Scotia. Most archaeologists suggest that 
preferred lithic materials for these projectile points were high-quality cryptocrystalline stones 
such as jasper and chert. Once again, Dent (1995) has questioned the applicability of these 
generalizations to the Chesapeake Bay region. In reviewing raw material types used at 
Paleoindian residential bases in the region, Dent (1995:124–127) notes that lower-quality 
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material comprises 25 percent to as much as 75 percent of these assemblages. Quartz, quartzite, 
silicified wood, slate, and jasper tend to dominate these assemblages. In contrast, high-quality 
cryptocrystalline materials dominate the location assemblages and are an especially dominant 
raw material for isolated finds. Paleoindian tool kits in the Chesapeake Bay region include such 
items as fluted bifaces, end and side scrapers, generalized bifaces, spokeshaves, gravers, awls, 
drills, denticulates, wedges, and cores (Dent 1995:124–127). Sites with high diversities of tools 
such as these are most often associated with residential camps. Dent (1995:127) also notes that 
utilized flakes are numerous at residential camps. 

Paleoindian materials are rare along the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers. In 1988, Turner 
(1989:80) indicated that fewer than five Paleoindian projectile points per county have been 
found in the Virginia counties that border the Potomac River. The continuing Virginia 
Paleoindian fluted point survey documented eight additional points in Fairfax County, six in 
Loudoun County, and one in Prince William County, between 1988 and 2011 (PIDBA 2011). The 
Smithsonian Institution collections, many obtained in the late nineteenth century when the area 
was more agricultural, include three Paleoindian projectile points from along the Anacostia 
River (Humphrey and Chambers 1985:8). Also of note, a Clovis point was found near the 
Aquasco district in south-central Prince George’s County in Maryland (Gibb 2006). One reason 
for the paucity of Paleoindian projectile points and sites along these rivers might be the rise in 
water levels, in part due to the melting of the glaciers and the subsequent inundation of low-
lying areas. While site burial has long been recognized in floodplain and terrace contexts, more 
recently site burial in upland formations has been demonstrated to have occurred as well 
(Wagner 2011). 

3.2 Early Archaic Period (9000 – 6500 BC) 

The Pre-Boreal/Boreal climatic episode, dating from 8500 to 6700 BC, for the most part 
corresponds to the Early Archaic period (Figure 4). Glacial recession continued and deciduous 
forests expanded, possibly leading to a greater proliferation of game species during this period. 
This climatic period, and the cultural period as well, in many ways marks a transition from late 
Pleistocene to Holocene patterns. Summer temperatures became warmer while the winters 
continued to be wetter than at present. This resulted in an expansion of coniferous and 
deciduous trees at the expense of grasslands. The distribution of forests consisted of pine and 
hemlock on slopes, mixed coniferous-deciduous forests in valley floors, and hydrophytic gallery 
forests along rivers (Carbone 1976; Kavanagh 1982:9). Kavanagh (1982:9) suggests that while 
little faunal evidence is available for this period, the environment most likely supported bear, 
deer, elk, and a variety of small game that were adapted to a northern climate. Evidence for this 
view comes from the Cactus Hill site (44SX202) faunal assemblage, which contains species that 
are still common in the region today (Whyte 1995). After 7000 BC, the spread of deciduous 
woodlands into upland areas, which had previously been predominantly spruce, hemlock, and 
pine forests, opened new habitats to be exploited by both animals and humans (Custer 1990). 

Some researchers have emphasized that the Early Archaic period in the Mid-Atlantic region 
evidences continuity in lifeways from the Paleoindian period, with the exception of changes in 
projectile point styles (see Dent 1995). However, Dent (1995:167) notes that our understanding 
of the Early Archaic period in the Chesapeake region is still dependent on information from sites 
outside of this area. With that said, the most distinctive cultural characteristic of the Early 
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Archaic period was the appearance of notched projectile points, most notably the corner-
notched types such as the Kirk varieties along with the Palmer, Charleston, and Amos types 
(Dent 1995:168; Justice 1987). Other point types associated with the initial portion of the Early 
Archaic period include Hardaway, Kessel, Taylor, and Big Sandy, all side-notched types, 
although the Palmer Side-Notched type might be more common in the District (Dent 1995:168; 
Fiedel et al. 2008:9; Justice 1987). These notched projectile points are more characteristic of the 
initial portion of the Early Archaic period, typically dating between about 10,000 and 8,500 
years ago (Dent 1995:157, 168). Dent (1995:157) suggests that the overall stone-tool assemblages 
associated with the notched projectile points have similarities with the earlier Paleoindian 
assemblages, including an emphasis on the use of a core-flake manufacturing process and 
especially scraper styles (Dent 1995:169–170). Distinctive bifurcate base projectile points, 
including such types as LeCroy, St. Albans, and Kanawha, are more characteristic of the later 
portion of the period between approximately 9,000 and 7,250 years ago, with some types 
persisting into the Middle Archaic period (Dent 1995:156–157, 168). Unfortunately, few 
radiocarbon dates are available for Early Archaic period sites in the Chesapeake region. The 
stone tools associated with these projectile points are less formal, more expedient, and appear to 
evidence use of a bipolar reduction strategy (Dent 1995:157, 170). Utilized flakes also appear to 
be more common. 

There was also a continuation in the use of high-quality lithic materials until the later portion of 
this period when quartz and quartzite began to be more frequently used. Archaeological 
investigations in the Patuxent River drainage show that the majority of Kirk points found are 
made of rhyolite. This indicates either that people traveled long distances to obtain preferred 
lithic raw materials or that long-range trade networks had been established by this time 
(Steponaitis 1980:68). However, Dent (1995:170) suggests that the choice of lithic material 
changed during this period. Assemblages associated with the notched projectile points, generally 
during the initial portion of the Early Archaic period, tend to be made from nonlocal materials. 
The later bifurcate base projectile point assemblages more commonly are made from local 
materials. Dent (1995:170) suggests that this change might be related to an increasingly 
restricted social landscape that limited group mobility. Lastly, the first ground-stone tools are 
associated with the Early Archaic period, including flaked and ground axes, celts, abraders, and 
adzes (Dent 1995:170). 

Settlement systems and site locations during the Early Archaic period appear to reflect a 
dichotomy in landscape use between ecologically diverse floodplains and less ecologically 
diverse areas, such as uplands. Dent (1995:171) characterizes the distribution of Early Archaic 
period sites in the Chesapeake region as consisting of small sites widely distributed across the 
landscape. In a wider perspective, settlement appears to include larger residential camps that 
are located in the ecologically diverse floodplain settings and smaller, short-term occupation 
camps that are found in less ecologically diverse areas (Dent 1995:165). This bifurcation between 
floodplain and upland settings continues through the Middle Archaic period and might indicate 
the initial reliance on aquatic resources. If so, this appears to signal an increasing shift toward a 
generalized use of many available food resources. Dent (1995:172) also views the widespread 
distribution of Early Archaic period sites in the Chesapeake region as an effort to both feed and 
integrate peoples through the minimization of risk by information and resource sharing. In the 
Southeast, subsistence strategies included the collection of a number of mast species, seeds, and 
fruits, and hunting of amphibians, reptiles, and mammals as well as fish (Dent 1995:165–166). 
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This pattern is mirrored, to some extent, in the Chesapeake region (Dent 1995:172–173). It has 
been suggested that the expansion of projectile point styles might be associated with the 
diversification of the Early Archaic period subsistence base. 

Dent (1995:163, 170) notes that Early Archaic period sites are generally multicomponent sites, 
suggesting that in some instances this is due to frequent reoccupation. One aspect of the 
changing environment, increasingly predictable seasonal patterns, might have promoted 
repeated visits to locations through greater resource predictability (Dent 1995:195). Hearths are 
more frequent in number and more formal than the earlier Paleoindian hearths. They include 
the more formal prepared hearths as well as the less formal unprepared hearths, with prepared 
hearths more common in association with bifurcate point strata. Dent (1995:163, 198) suggests 
that this change might reflect a shift in lifeways and cooking techniques during the Early Archaic 
period. The less formal hearths are often clusters of fire-cracked rock measuring less than 1 m in 
diameter and most likely representing dumps of boiling stones (Dent 1970:171). 

Several archaeological sites in the District have yielded Early Archaic projectile points, although 
intact deposits dating to this period have not been found. McNett (1972:33) and Barse (2002) 
both identify Kirk Corner-Notched projectile points at the Potomac Avenue site (51NW22) and 
Fletcher’s Boathouse site (51NW13), respectively. Both sites are located on floodplain 
formations of the Potomac River. Fiedel et al. (2008:9) also suggest that some of the projectile 
points illustrated by Holmes (1897) date to the Early Archaic period. 

3.3 Middle Archaic Period (6500 – 3000 BC) 

The beginning of the Middle Archaic period coincides with the Atlantic climatic episode, a 
warm, humid period associated with a gradual rise in sea level that led to the development of 
inland swamps (Barse and Beauregard 1994:9) (Figure 4). It was a time marked by increased 
summer droughts, sea level rise, grassland expansion into the Eastern Woodlands, and the 
appearance of new plant species (Carbone 1976:106; Hantman 1990:138). By 5000 BC, there 
was the onset of a cooling trend. Gardner (1982) suggests that the climatic changes resulted in a 
zonally patterned floral and faunal species distribution across the region, leading to an increased 
emphasis on seasonal availability of resources. Unfortunately, Dent (1995:173) suggests that the 
Middle Archaic period is one of the least understood periods of precontact Native American 
history in the Chesapeake region. 

Tool types that were common in Paleoindian and Early Archaic lithic assemblages, including 
unifacial tools and formal end scrapers, decreased in number during the Middle Archaic period 
(Dent 1995:175; Egloff and McAvoy 1990:64). Modified flakes increase in number, and projectile 
points and generalized bifaces, many of which appear to be multifunctional tools, became the 
dominant chipped-stone tool types (Dent 1995:175). The bifurcate tradition of projectile points, 
including the LeCroy, St. Albans, and Kanawha types, continued during this period, and ground-
stone tools (axes, adzes, mauls, grinding stones, and nutting stones) also became widely utilized 
as subsistence and settlement patterns changed (Dent 1995:176). Ground-stone tools are 
completely pecked or ground during this period, in contrast to those associated with the Early 
Archaic period (Dent 1995:176). The other significant marker of the Middle Archaic period is the 
stemmed projectile point style (Dent 1995:157). Stemmed projectile points dating to this period 
include the Stanly Stemmed/Neville, Morrow Mountain I and II, Guilford, and Piscataway types 
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(Justice 1987). In general, these stemmed types date to the initial portion of this period, between 
about 8,000 and 6,000 years ago (Dent 1995:175). The Piscataway type is found late in this time 
period and at its earliest dates to the transition from the Middle Archaic to the Late Archaic 
period (Kavanagh 1982:50). Side-notched projectile points dating to the later portion of the 
Middle Archaic period, from 6,000 to 5,000 years ago, include the Halifax, Otter Creek, and 
Brewerton types (Dent 1995:175; Justice 1987). Dent (1995:175) also notes that Middle Archaic 
period points are less numerous in the northern part of the Chesapeake region. The use of high-
quality lithic material for tools was not as common during this period as it was during the 
preceding periods, with the trend toward using local materials, first noted during the later 
portion of the Early Archaic period, continuing into this period (Dent 1995:176; Fiedel et al. 
2008:10). 

While many have characterized the Middle Archaic period settlement system as something of an 
enigma, the riverine base camps/upland short-term camps noted during the Early Archaic 
period seem to have continued, although this generally consisted of numerous small sites 
scattered across the landscape in the Chesapeake region (Dent 1995:165, 177). Middle Archaic 
sites in Maryland tend to be clustered along tributaries of rivers and not in the estuarine 
sections of drainages (Steponaitis 1980). Settlements consisted of small base camps located in or 
near inland swamps that were convenient to seasonally available subsistence resources, as well 
as smaller temporary upland hunting camps. Researchers have noted that few components 
dating to the Paleoindian and Early Archaic periods are present at Middle Archaic period sites. 
Gardner (1989:34) suggests that the immediate local ecology of the Paleoindian and Early 
Archaic sites became increasingly less suited to the needs of Native American groups as climate 
and vegetation changed during the Middle Archaic period. 

Outside of the Chesapeake region, Middle Archaic period sites have yielded evidence of prepared 
floors and post molds, some of the earliest direct evidence for the existence and nature of 
structures (Dent 1995:164). Formal cemeteries are also known. In the Chesapeake region, sites 
appear to represent a series of reoccupations. Formal hearths became more common during this 
period and researchers have been able to identify discrete activity areas at such sites (Dent 
1995:176). Such activities often include tool manufacture or maintenance and subsistence and 
processing activities. Turning to subsistence, the greater variety of plant resources allowed for 
an increase in general foraging as a supplement to hunting, continuing a trend first detected at 
Early Archaic period sites (Dent 1995:177; Kavanagh 1982:50). Dent (1995:177) suggests that 
this Middle Archaic period subsistence strategy represents a diffuse adaptation. However, Smith 
(1986) suggests that during this period, populations became increasingly focused on the 
exploitation of specific resources such as mollusks or oysters. 

A few sites in the District have yielded diagnostic projectile points dating to the Middle Archaic 
period, but similar to the Early Archaic period, intact deposits are rare. McNett (1972:33) 
identifies several projectile points dating to this period from 51NW22, including a LeCroy 
Bifurcate Base point and an unidentified serrated point found at the site by a local collector. 
Inashima (1985) reports several projectile points from 51NW80 as dating to the Early Archaic 
and Late Archaic periods, although Fiedel et al. (2008:24) suggest that these points are better 
classified as Middle Archaic types. All of these sites are located along the Potomac River in 
northwest Washington, D.C. Louis Berger & Associates (1986) identify Brewerton and Halifax 
points from the Howard Road site (51SE34) along the Anacostia River as dating to the Middle 
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Archaic period, although other researchers would identify the point types as Late Archaic. Fiedel 
et al. (2008:11) also suggest that the bifurcate base points illustrated by Holmes (1897) date to 
this period and that other illustrated points are examples of the Morrow Mountain and Guilford 
types. 

3.4 Late Archaic Period (3000 – 1000 BC) 

Dent (1995) views the Late Archaic period as a time when the region’s occupants were adapting 
to a number of environmental changes (Figure 4). The environment during the Late Archaic 
period included a warmer and drier climate, a continued rise in sea level, the expansion of oak-
hickory forests onto valley floors and hillsides, and the reappearance of grasslands (Carbone 
1976:189). As well, the distribution of faunal species characteristic of the early Historic period 
was established at this time. For the Chesapeake Bay region, perhaps the most important change 
was the establishment of the estuary system, which resembled the modern system only near the 
end of the Late Archaic period (Dent 1995:199). 

Dent (1995:160) suggests that the Late Archaic period can be divided into two time-based 
segments that might reflect the adaptation of groups to changes in the Chesapeake region 
environment. The earlier segment is characterized by a predominance of narrow-blade stemmed 
projectile points such as Bare Island, Lackawaxen, Claggett, Holmes, and Piscataway, along with 
a few side-notched types more characteristic of the Middle Archaic period such as Brewerton, 
Halifax, and possibly Otter Creek (Dent 1995:178–180). Dent (1995:180) suggests that these 
narrow-blade types date to the period of approximately 3000 BC to 1500 BC. Beginning at 2200 
BC, and thus overlapping with the last half of the narrow-blade tradition, is the broad-blade 
tradition that continues to approximately 1000 BC (Dent 1995:181). Some researchers have 
designated this time period as the Terminal Archaic (e.g., Fiedel et al. 2008:11; Kavanagh 1982). 
Characteristic of this tradition are types such as Savannah River, Susquehanna, Crispin, and 
Perkiomen, with derivatives such as Orient Fishtail and Dry Brook also present (Dent 1995:180). 
Dincauze (1976) suggests that the narrow-blade tradition evolved in situ from local Middle 
Archaic period populations while the broad-blade tradition was a result of diffusion from the 
Southeast. Dent (1995:201–202) appears to support this interpretation as well. 

Turning to the remainder of the material culture assemblage associated with Late Archaic period 
sites, Dent (1995:161–162, 181) notes broad similarities between the artifact assemblages of the 
two projectile-point traditions. Chipped-stone tools were made using both bipolar and biface 
reduction techniques, and projectile points were most likely multipurpose tools. The reliance on 
multipurpose tools appears to have reduced the diversity of Late Archaic period tool types. 
Specific tool types include generalized bifaces, expedient flake scrapers, drills, perforators, and 
utilized flakes (Dent 1995:182). Drills and scrapers were often made from exhausted projectile 
points. Besides the formal chipped-stone tools used during the Late Archaic period, there 
appears to have been an increase in the production of expedient tools made from flakes and 
crude cores (Klein and Klatka 1991:98). Lithic material varies by location, although an emphasis 
on local materials is characteristic of both traditions, and some preference for quartzite appears 
to be associated with the broad-blade tradition (Dent 1995:182). Throughout this period, quartz 
and quartzite were the most frequently used lithics, although rhyolite and argillite were also 
occasionally used in stone-tool manufacture. However, large quarries, often centering on 
quartzite acquisition, such as the Piney Branch quarries located in the District of Columbia, 
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appear to be associated with the broad-blade tradition (Dent 1995:203; Fiedel et al. 2008). 
Nonlocal materials, when present, appear to have been procured from “down-the-line” trading 
networks (Dent 1995:182). The use of ground-stone tools also increased during the Late Archaic 
period and especially with the broad-blade tradition, perhaps reflecting an increase in 
woodworking activities (Dent 1995:182). Ground-stone tools include adzes, celts, gouges, axes, 
manos, metates, mortars, net weights, and atlatl weights (Dent 1995:182). Steatite or soapstone 
bowls are also produced during the Late Archaic period in the Chesapeake region, once again 
more so with the broad-blade tradition (Dent 1995:161, 182–183). 

Aside from projectile point styles, Dent (1995) stresses that the greatest differences between the 
two traditions is in terms of settlement and site structure. Settlement patterns associated with 
the narrow-blade tradition consist of a large number of relatively small sites that are equally 
divided between riverine and upland locations, with wetlands, forests, diverse habitats near 
streams, and riparian floodplain plant communities offering predictable resources (Dent 
1995:185, 197). Because of this, the Inner Coastal Plain was more heavily occupied than the 
Outer Coastal Plain (Dent 1985:197). Such a strategy also was effective in enhancing contact 
between groups and in terms of risk mitigation through information and resource sharing (Dent 
1995:197). Sites that appear to be larger are most often the result of a palimpsest of frequent 
occupations by small groups, with the frequency of reoccupation associated with resource 
predictability (Dent 1995:199). Subsistence appears to have been based on forest mast, deer, and 
turkey (Dent 1995:187). Seasonal hunting and foraging continued, but exploitation of riverine 
resources rapidly became an important part of the subsistence base. Several settlement trends 
are associated with these changes, including an intensified occupation of the uplands, the initial 
establishment of large semi-sedentary base camps along rivers and streams, and an overall 
increase in the number of sites dating to this period. Internally, narrow-blade tradition sites 
evidence a limited range of features, including discrete activity areas and scatters of fire-cracked 
rock (Dent 1995:184). 

The broad-blade tradition reflects an adaptation to the increased availability of estuarine 
environments in the Chesapeake region, an adaptation referred to as an intensification effort 
and characterized as an appropriation of nature (Dent 1995:188, 200). Dent (1995:205) 
characterizes this adaptational change as a shift to a logistically organized collector strategy. 
Dent (1995:201), suggests that, like the broad-blade projectile points themselves, the adaptation 
for intensification, which allowed populations to take advantage of the stabilized, ecologically 
productive coastal areas, was imported into the Chesapeake region. Reflecting this change is a 
shift in site location that emphasized proximity to linear river valleys that allowed an increase in 
the population and a subsistence focus on estuarine resources (Dent 1995:186, 201). Both site 
size and total number of sites increased, with sites as large as 2 ha present while smaller sites 
averaged 450 square meters (Dent 1995:186). Dent (1995:186) characterizes this settlement 
system as representing an annual cycle of fusion and fission with settlements including 
multiband base camps, band camps, and microband foray sites. In contrast, Steponaitis 
(1986:285) sees the settlement pattern of the Patuxent River area as being unchanged 
throughout the entire Late Archaic period. Features associated with the sites also became more 
diverse. Formal hearths and platform hearths, perhaps having a fish-processing function, are 
increasingly common. Shell accumulations, pits, and burial pits have also been reported. 
Definite evidence for structures, though, is lacking (Dent 1995:185). As might be surmised from 
the shift in settlement toward estuarine environments, greater evidence for fish and shellfish use 
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is associated with the broad-blade tradition (Dent 1995:187). Mast use appears to have been 
seasonally determined, as perhaps were aspects of hunting (Dent 1995:187). 

The archaeological record in the District documents an increase in site numbers for the Late 
Archaic period in contrast to the Early Archaic and Middle Archaic periods. A number of sites in 
the Rock Creek/Potomac River area of northwest Washington, D.C., have significant Late 
Archaic period components. One of the earliest recognized sites is 51NW1, the Piney Branch 
Quarry site, first identified by William Holmes. Reanalysis of points collected by Holmes 
identified a series of Susquehanna Broadspear points made of rhyolite (Fiedel et al. 2008). In 
the same region, Fiedel et al. (2008) located small but intensively occupied base camps along 
Maddox Branch that contain Late Archaic period components. Site 51NW158 is perhaps the best 
example, having yielded a number of Halifax, Lamoka, Holmes, and Savannah River points. 
Quartz and quartzite dominate the debitage assemblage, although rhyolite is also well-
represented. Inashima (1985) also identified a Vernon and Holmes or Bare Island point, 
suggesting the presence of a Late Archaic component, at 51NW79. Closer to the Potomac River, 
McNett (1972:33) identified a series of small side-notched and square-stemmed points, as well 
as Piscataway points, as evidence for a Late Archaic period occupation at 51NW22. Finally, 
Fletcher’s Boathouse (51NW13), at the confluence of Rock Creek and the Potomac River, yielded 
Lamoka, Wading River, Savannah River, and Susquehanna Broadspear points, but no intact 
deposits dating to this period (Barse 2002). 

In southeast Washington, D.C., two sites have been identified as having Late Archaic period 
components. A single untyped projectile point was identified as Late Archaic from the Jenkins 
Farm site (51SE4) (LeeDecker and Holt 1994). More substantial is the number of Late Archaic 
period points found at the Howard Road site (51SE34) (Louis Berger & Associates 1986). The 
Howard Road site is interpreted to be a large base camp that was repeatedly occupied. Projectile 
points associated with this component include Halifax, Vernon, Crispin Broadspear, 
Lackawaxen, and Brewerton. In addition, investigators identified a biface finishing area as 
dating to the Late Archaic period at this site. Cobble reduction and tool manufacture were 
important activities, with late-stage manufacturing debris more common than early-stage 
decortication debris, although early-stage manufacture is well-represented by 35 cores and 
numerous biface blanks and performs at this site. 

3.5 Early Woodland Period (1000 – 500 BC) 

The Early Woodland period, roughly dated between 1000 BC and 300 BC, generally coincides 
with the Sub-Boreal climatic episode, an episode that approximates modern conditions although 
attenuated cycles of climatic change have been identified (Carbone 1976) (Figure 4). Johnson 
and Peebles (1983) and Brush (1986) indicate that by this time period, forest composition was 
essentially similar to that of the modern period although differences in the frequency of species 
might have been present. Similarly, Eshelman and Grady (1986) suggest that a modern array of 
faunal species were present in the region at this time. 

Culturally, ceramic manufacture and increased sedentism traditionally mark the beginning of 
the Early Woodland period. The earliest types of ceramics found along the Coastal Plain of 
Maryland are the steatite-tempered Marcey Creek and Selden Island wares, which are associated 
with fishtail-type points, including Orient and Dry Creek. Some researchers have characterized 
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these ceramic types as “experimental” wares (e.g., Dent 1995:225; Wise 1975), and they can be 
described as trough- or bowl-shaped vessels with flat bottoms molded from slabs of clay (Dent 
1995:225). Egloff (1991) suggests the early ware types, such as Marcey Creek and Seldon, are 
derived from Southeast pottery traditions. The Marcey Creek and Selden Island wares were 
replaced by the sand- or crushed-quartz-tempered Accokeek wares. These ceramics are 
associated with Calvert and Rossville point types (Wesler et al. 1981:183). Accokeek ware is the 
earliest example of this pottery technology on the Western Shore. By about 900 BC, coil 
production techniques began to be used, with globular vessels having cord- or net-impressed 
exterior surfaces being fashioned (Dent 1995:227). Aside from projectile points, much of the 
Early Woodland lithic assemblage is similar to that of the preceding Late Archaic period (Dent 
1995:228). 

Researchers have suggested that the Early Woodland settlement pattern reflects an 
intensification of the logistical-collector strategy adopted in the broad-blade tradition of the Late 
Archaic period (Dent 1995:230). It appears that part of this intensification included increased 
sedentism, with larger sites being occupied for longer periods of time (Dent 1995:230; Mouer 
1991). These larger sites were serviced by smaller resource-extraction sites (Dent 1995:230; 
Gardner 1982). The larger sites were riverine-based and often located at the junction of 
freshwater and brackish streams in interior regions. Smaller camps were established seasonally 
in areas where there was high potential for the exploitation of numerous and differing resources. 
Gardner (1982:60) has proposed that the settlement-subsistence system of this period included 
a series of base camps where populations aggregated to exploit seasonal resources. Groups 
occupying the base camps harvested anadromous fish in the spring and early summer and 
exploited estuarine resources in the fall and early winter. The increased sedentism is reflected by 
the features identified at the large base camps. It is during the Early Woodland period that the 
earliest evidence for food storage is found. Small food-storage pits are common, as are formal 
hearths with dense deposits of fire-cracked rock (Dent 1995:230). Other characteristics of the 
large base camps indicative of increased sedentism include dense midden deposits, including 
shell middens. However, few remains of structures have been identified (Dent 1995:230). 

A number of sites with Early Woodland period components have been investigated in the 
District. Again, a number of these sites are located in the Rock Creek/Potomac River locality. 
Inashima (1985) reports the recovery of Accokeek ceramics at 51NW79 while Fiedel et al. (2008) 
note their presence at sites 51NW51 and 51NW158 in Rock Creek Park. Site 51NW158, a large 
base camp along Maddox Branch, also yielded Marcey Creek and Seldon Island ceramics. The 
Peter House (51NW103) and Whitehust West (51NW117W) sites, located in the Whitehurst 
Freeway vicinity, yielded Accokeek ceramics and a number of Early Woodland projectile point 
types (Knepper et al. 2006). Along the Potomac River, Orient Fishtail points were found at the 
Fletcher’s Boathouse site (Barse 2002) while Susquehanna Broadspear and Drybrook-like 
points were identified in a collection from the Potomac Avenue site (McNett 1972:33). No intact 
Early Woodland deposits were found at any of these sites. The Howard Road site (51SE34) in the 
Anacostia neighborhood also yielded Accokeek ceramics and an Orient Fishtail projectile point, 
but no intact deposits dating to this period were encountered (Louis Berger & Associates 1986). 
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3.6 Middle Woodland Period (500 BC – AD 900) 

Dent (1995:235) suggests that the Middle Woodland was a period of technological 
homogenization, in that projectile point type variability decreases in the Chesapeake region. In 
contrast, a diversification of ceramic vessel sizes, forms, and styles of surface decoration, 
including net-, cord-, and fabric-impressed, characterizes the Middle Woodland period (Dent 
1995:221). The major ceramic type in the region was the shell-tempered Mockley type 
(characteristic of the Mockley phase), which evolved from the sand-tempered Popes Creek type 
(Barse and Beauregard 1994:14; Dent 1995:221, 235) (Figure 4). Popes Creek ceramics typically 
date from about 2,500 years ago to 1,800 years ago and are thick-walled and sand-tempered 
with net-impressed exteriors (Dent 1995:235–236). Projectile points associated with Popes 
Creek ceramics include Calvert and Rossville types as well as unnamed stemmed types (Dent 
1995:236). Mockley ceramics date from 1,800 to 1,100 years ago and are shell-tempered with 
cord- and net-impressed exteriors (Dent 1995:236). Projectile point types associated with the 
Mockley ceramics are Fox Creek and Selby Bay (knives) (Dent 1995:237). The presence of non-
local rhyolite, argillite, and jasper lithics at a few sites suggests that localized exchange networks 
might have operated between the Coastal Plain and areas in both western Maryland and at the 
New Jersey fall line (Barse and Beauregard 1994:15; Dent 1995:222, 237). There is some 
suggestion that the rhyolite was traded into the region in the forms of blanks and preforms 
(Dent 1995:237; Stewart 1992:21). However, much of the stone-tool assemblage associated with 
the Middle Woodland period is similar to that of the preceding Early Woodland period, although 
bone tools are more common (Dent 1995:239). 

Settlement during the Middle Woodland period continues the generalized pattern of seasonal 
aggregation and dispersal that perhaps began as early as the Middle Archaic period. In general, 
it appears that base-camp settlements located at freshwater/brackish water junctions, a 
common location for Early Woodland period camps, were abandoned in favor of broad 
floodplain sites where maximal resource exploitation of tidal and non-tidal aquatic resources 
was possible (Davis et al. 1997; Dent 1995:222). Dent (1995:241) discusses the Popes Creek site, 
which appears to represent a major settlement in the fall and winter seasons. The group would 
disperse in spring to take advantage of anadromous fish runs and to collect shellfish and hunt in 
the summer. Potter (1993) suggests that during the later portion of this period, smaller groups 
would seasonally congregate and disperse, whereas by the end of the period, larger, village-sized 
groups would seasonally congregate. Custer (1989) presents a similar model for the northern 
portion of the Chesapeake region. However, he identifies mortuary and exchange centers as 
additional elements of this system. These sites tend to be located in ecologically unproductive 
areas but are well-situated along potential lines of trade. Such sites are seen as indicators of 
increased regional interactions and also the coalescence of distinct territories (Dent 1995:242). 

As the previous paragraph implies, Middle Woodland sites exhibit an extensive range in size, in 
one part of the Chesapeake region from .1 ha to 5 ha, that appears to be correlated with site 
function (Dent 1995:240). Features associated with Middle Woodland sites include dense 
midden rings, shell middens, subterranean storage pits, storage pits reused as trash receptacles, 
hearths, roasting pits, and concentrations of fire-cracked rock (Dent 1995:240). However, 
structural remains are not well-represented in the archaeological record. Available evidence 
suggests that houses had prepared floors, interior pits, and a pole-supported structure. Many of 
the subsistence trends noted for the Early Woodland period continue into the Middle Woodland 
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period, especially the large-scale exploitation of oysters and other shellfish (Dent 1995:242). 
Deer, turkey, small mammals, and other bird species were important as well. Nuts and seeds 
were collected, with the increase in the representation of seeds such as amaranth and chenopod 
at sites suggesting that these species were intensively promoted and harvested (Dent 1995:243). 
Analyses of human remains indicate an increase in carbohydrate consumption when compared 
with earlier populations, possibly reflecting the increased consumption of amaranth, chenopod, 
as well as wild rice (Dent 1995:243). Dent (1995:243) suggests that the subsistence strategy 
during the Middle Woodland period can be characterized as a mix of hunting, foraging, and 
agriculture. 

More substantial artifact assemblages, and sites with intact deposits, have been found in the 
District dating to the Middle Woodland period. Once again, several of the most important sites 
are located in the Rock Creek/Potomac River locality. Sites 51NW158 and 51NW171, located 
along Maddox Branch and interpreted as base camps, have yielded Mockley and Albemarle 
ceramics and Selby Bay projectile points (Fiedel et al. 2008). Moving toward the Potomac River, 
one of the earliest of such sites recognized is the Potomac Avenue site (51NW22) (McNett 1972). 
The American University excavations uncovered a line of post molds and two small pit features, 
which McNett (1972) interprets as a wall of a large structure and associated pit features dating to 
the Middle Woodland period. While no diagnostic artifacts were found in the post molds or pits, 
the preponderance of Middle Woodland artifacts at this site led the investigators to date the 
features to that time period (McNett 1972:34). Ceramics from the site include Popes Creek and 
Accokeek types. McNett (1972:34) suggests the site was a small fishing camp. 

The nearby Fletcher’s Boathouse site excavations yielded nine large circular pits, several smaller 
pits, and post molds, along with ceramics, lithics, and fire-cracked rock (Barse 2002). While the 
site yielded artifacts suggesting its occupation from the Early Archaic through the Middle 
Woodland periods, the features and most temporally diagnostic artifacts are attributed to the 
Middle Woodland period. The Middle Woodland ceramics include Albemarle, Popes Creek, and 
Mockley wares that represent the remains of four different jar forms, and the lithics include 
Selby Bay, Rossville, Yadkin, and Piscataway projectile points. Lithic debris is dominated by 
late-stage reduction flakes, and quartz and quartzite are the most common materials used, 
although rhyolite was also recovered. The large pits, about 8 feet in diameter and 5 feet deep, are 
refuse-filled storage pits. Two radiocarbon dates place the Middle Woodland occupation of 
51NW13 at 100 BC. Barse (2002) suggests that this site represents repeated occupations by 
small Middle Woodland groups. 

Also in the Rock Creek/Potomac River locality, Middle Woodland artifacts were found at the 
Peter House and Whitehurst West sites (Knepper et al. 2006). Mockley and Popes Creek 
ceramics and projectile points dating to the Middle Woodland period were found at the two 
sites. Two radiocarbon assays dating to the Middle Woodland period were also obtained from 
somewhat mixed deposits at the Peter House site (Knepper et al. 2006). Excavated in the same 
Whitehurst Freeway project, the nearby Ramp3 site has yielded perhaps the single most 
important Middle Woodland feature in the District (Knepper et al. 2006). An intact Middle 
Woodland oval pit feature located at that site contained a cremation burial and a large number 
of grave goods, including Popes Creek ceramics. Radiocarbon assay securely date the feature to 
the Middle Woodland period. The remains appeared to be of a female aged 40 years, and the 
grave goods included an elaborate incised antler comb, antler discs, perforated shark teeth, 
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ground-stone pendants, a wooden bead, and a phallic effigy. Knepper et al. (2006) suggest that 
the artifacts and burial have similarities with those of the Kipp Island phase of New York and 
Ontario. The artifacts found with the Ramp3 burial are interpreted to indicate external 
influences on Middle Woodland populations in the Coastal Plain region, although whether these 
influences are due to diffusion or population movement is not known. Knepper et al. (2006) 
favor a movement of proto-Algonquian speakers from the north into the Middle Atlantic region 
during the Middle Woodland period. 

Finally, along the Anacostia River, Louis Berger & Associates (1986) document what appears to 
be a large Middle Woodland occupation at the Howard Road site (51SE34). The Howard Road 
site is interpreted to be a large base camp that was repeatedly occupied. The Middle Woodland 
period component is represented by Mockley and Popes Creek ceramics and Selby Bay projectile 
points. However, no intact deposits dating to this period were identified at this site. 

3.7 Late Woodland Period (AD 900 – 1600) 

The single most important, and common, element across much of eastern North America during 
the Late Woodland period was the adoption of agriculturally based subsistence systems 
(Anderson and Mainfort 2002). In the Mid-Atlantic region, the establishment of a system of 
stable agriculture during the Late Woodland period led to the development of sedentary 
floodplain village communities, some of which were fortified by palisades (Turner 1992). 
Kavanagh (1983) notes four major changes that occurred during the Late Woodland period in 
the Monocacy River valley: the appearance of large, permanent or semipermanent villages made 
possible by the cultivation of maize, beans, and squash; the presence of ceramics at numerous 
sites, including open camps and habitations; an intensification of riverine orientation through 
time; and a shift towards the use of local lithic resources, implying a breakdown in procurement 
networks. Hunting, gathering, and fishing were still practiced but to a lesser extent than before. 

The predominant Coastal Plain ceramics of the period include the fabric-impressed Townsend 
series and the cord-marked Potomac Creek series (Figure 4). The Townsend series ceramics 
have the same distribution as that of the Middle Woodland Mockley ware, and Dent (1995:244) 
notes that some archaeologists view Townsend as a derivative of the earlier Mockley ware. 
Ceramic decoration and embellishment appear to be very important and increasing at this time. 
Townsend ware has been divided into four distinct types that appear to evidence both temporal 
and geographic variation, with some types continuing into the Contact period. The Potomac 
Creek ceramics becomes abundant after AD 1300 on the western shore of Maryland (Dent 
1995:245). Potomac Creek ceramics are believed to have been made by Piscataway groups. Dent 
(1995:245) also emphasizes that while the Late Woodland ceramic types have been shown to 
have a core area of use, their area of distribution is often larger. This dispersal is attributed to 
extensive interaction between regional groups. Triangular projectile points possessing a variety 
of names are almost exclusively associated with the Late Woodland period (Dent 1995:245). The 
stone-tool assemblage largely consists of local materials with tools made from small expedient 
cores and flakes (Dent 1995:247). The tools include a variety of scrapers, perforators, choppers, 
and hoes, along with ground-stone items such as axes, mauls, mortars, pestles, grinding stones, 
and abraders (Dent 1995:248). Bone and antler points were also fashioned, as were other bone 
tools and ornaments. Clay tobacco pipes and copper beads and pendants are also attributed to 
the Late Woodland period (Dent 1995:249). 
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Late Woodland period site patterns appear to have consisted of varying-sized larger sites 
surrounded by smaller sites, with the size and complexity of the larger sites increasing after 
about AD 1300 (Dent 1995:250). This site pattern might reflect a larger permanent village that 
was associated with smaller, resource extraction hamlets. Village location might have been 
influenced by proximity to agriculturally suitable soils (Potter 1993). And as across much of 
eastern North America, Late Woodland groups in the Chesapeake region were becoming 
increasingly sedentary, with sites described as nucleated or dispersed villages and small hamlets 
(Dent 1995:249–250). Refuse and shell middens can be substantial at Late Woodland sites, and 
ditches, trenches, and palisades were constructed at some sites. While some subterranean 
storage facilities are found on Late Woodland sites, Dent (1995:249) suggests that the period 
witnessed a shift toward the use of above-ground storage facilities such as warehouses and 
granaries. Domestic structures appear to have been variable and included longhouses, semi-
subterranean pit houses, and smaller, oval house structures (Dent 1995:249). Some of the 
variability might be explained by site function. One last site type is the ossuary. Ossuaries are 
places of secondary interment of large numbers of individuals and are often associated with 
nearby village sites (Dent 1995:255). 

In some respects, the Late Woodland subsistence pattern was similar to that of earlier periods. 
Faunal resources included deer, smaller mammals, ducks, turkey, and other birds, oysters and 
other shellfish, turtle, and a variety of fish, especially anadromous species (Dent 1995:251). 
Nuts, starchy and oily seeds, such as amaranth and chenopod, and tubers were also important. 
But the archaeological remains also indicate that fundamental changes to subsistence and diet 
occurred during this period. Eight-rowed flint variety maize was being grown as early as AD 825 
in the region and evidence for the growing of squash and beans has also been found (Dent 
1995:254). Potter (1993) suggests that the emphasis on tropical cultigens intensified after AD 
1300. 

After AD 1500, there was an increase in social and political activity among native tribes in 
Maryland and Virginia, and it has been suggested that an alliance of coastal plain Algonquian 
groups had formed prior to European contact (Potter 1993:151) (Figure 4). Dent (1995:267) 
identifies the date of about AD 1500 as marking the appearance of ranked societies known as 
chiefdoms in the Chesapeake region. There has been considerable debate among researchers as 
to the nature of Late Woodland social organization in this region prior to AD 1500. For instance, 
Turner (1992) characterizes the socio-political organization of groups settled on the Coastal 
Plain as being ranked, while Hantman and Klein (1992) indicate that, at least for the Piedmont 
region, archaeologists have interpreted Late Woodland societies as ranging from egalitarian, to 
temporary hierarchies, to chiefdoms. As noted here, with the transition to the Contact period, 
many of these issues are resolved. 

Similar to the Middle Woodland period, a number of Late Woodland sites that contain intact 
deposits have been recently identified in the District. Once again, a number of these sites are 
located in the Rock Creek/Potomac River locality. All three sites investigated by Knepper et al. 
(2006) for the Whitehurst Freeway project yielded Late Woodland artifacts. Fire-cracked rock 
features associated with Townsend series ceramics were found at both the Peter House and 
Whitehurst West sites. Small amounts of Potomac Creek ceramics and Levanna and triangular 
points were also recovered from these features. One fire-cracked-rock feature at Peter House 
yielded a radiocarbon assay that dates to the late Woodland period. At all three of the 
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Whitehurst Freeway sites, the upper mixed midden-like levels were also dominated by Late 
Woodland artifacts. Fiedel et al. (2008) also located Late Woodland period artifacts at 
51NW158, a base camp site along Maddox Branch. Materials from this site include Keyser, 
Potomac Creek, and Rappahannock Incised ceramics and Levanna projectile points. A Late 
Woodland period component was also identified at the Howard Road site in the Anacostia 
neighborhood (Louis Berger & Associates 1986). Potomac Creek ceramics and triangular 
projectile points were found at this large base camp site, although no intact Late Woodland 
deposits were identified. 

3.8 Contact Period (AD 1600 – ca. 1650) 

English colonists from Jamestown beginning exploring the Chesapeake region in 1608, and 
fortunately the colonists provided many details on the settlements and cultures they 
encountered. Dent (1995:262) indicates that the region was populated by Algonquian speakers 
but was ringed by other groups: Iroquoian to the north, Siouan to the northwest, and various 
groups to the west. Smith recorded 166 different settlements and indicated the presence of social 
and political groupings by identifying villages with “King’s Houses” or “Ordinary Houses” (Dent 
1995:261). Powhatan, the major group in the region, is located to the south of Maryland and the 
District of Columbia (Dent 1995:262). Groups in the District or Maryland areas might have been 
loosely allied with Powhatan or were independent. The Piscataway, living north of the Potomac 
River, were also well-documented during the Contact period. This group was led by a paramount 
chief and consisted of six or seven groups each headed by a subchief (Dent 1995:264). 

At the beginning of the seventeenth century, the lower Anacostia River area was populated by 
the Necostins, a tribe visited by Smith. The area now known as Anacostia was described in 1608 
as having houses scattered among agricultural fields along the eastern bank of the Anacostia 
River (Figure 5). Also present was a palisaded village called Nacotchtank. Nacotchtank was the 
residence of the chief of the Necostins and was also said to contain religious structures. The 
Necostin settlement system appears to be typical of the southern coastal portion of the Mid-
Atlantic region; Potter (1993) has documented similar settlement patterns among the Contact 
period groups along the Virginia Coastal Plain. 

Increasingly, the relationship between the English and Necostins became based on trade, with 
trade in beaver pelts especially important. Evidently, Nacotchtank was a major center where 
hundreds would congregate, as trade was in part based on Necostin control of beaver pelts from 
the area. In 1622, a party of colonists from Jamestown, in alliance with other nearby tribes, 
plundered and burned Nacotchtank. An attempted return to Nacotchtank in 1623 by the 
Jamestown colonists, ostensibly to trade, was thwarted when the party was ambushed. Henry 
Fleet, a colonist taken prisoner in the 1623 conflict, was held captive for five years. After 
escaping, Fleet returned to Nacotchtank in 1632, marking the last mention of this village. Fiedel 
et al. (2008:19) suggest that the Necostin merged with the Piscataway by 1694, as evidenced by 
the mention of the presence of an Anacostin king with Piscataway leaders in a council held at St. 
Mary’s City. 
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Figure 5. Smith map of 1606 depicting Nacotchtank 
(circled, map oriented with north to right) (Smith 1606). 

To date, the Necostin palisaded village of Nacotchtank has not been found. A site that is most 
likely similar to Nacotchtank is the Accokeek Creek site that was excavated in the 1940s 
(Stephenson et al. 1963). Investigations at this site yielded an outline of a circular palisade that 
had been rebuilt a number of times. At its largest, the palisade was 400 feet in diameter, 
enclosing an area of less than 3 acres. Within the palisade walls were up to 30 dwellings, 
although the exact number occupied at any one time is difficult to determine due to the 
numerous episodes of structure abandonment and rebuilding noted by the archaeologists. 
Similarly, the locations of the houses scattered among the agricultural fields mentioned by the 
Jamestown colonists have not been positively identified although numerous sites with Contact 
period artifacts have been located along the Anacostia River. 

Not mentioned in relation to the Nacotchtank village by the Jamestown colonists is the use of 
ossuaries. Ossuaries, or communal graves in which the periodic re-interment of bundle burials 
took place, are associated with the late precontact period (Late Woodland to Contact period) and 
have been documented in many parts of the Mid-Atlantic region (Boyd and Boyd 1992; Curry 
1999; Feest 1978; Hantman and Gold 2002; Herbert 2002). Two have been located and 
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excavated at Bolling Air Force Base (AFB), containing 63 and 70 individuals, respectively, 
although no European trade goods were found at these sites (Stewart and Wedel 1937). These 
ossuaries are thought to be typically located within 1 km of a major village (Curry 1999). If 
correct, and if the ossuaries date to the Contact period, Nacotchtank would most likely be 
located within Bolling AFB. The exact location of this Contact period village has yet to be 
identified and fully accepted by researchers. 

3.9 Euroamerican History of the Project Area 

The AFRH campus and adjoining areas were originally part of Maryland until 1790, when that 
state ceded 69 square miles of territory to form the District of Columbia. Well before that event, 
the first permanent European settlement in the proprietary colony of Maryland was established 
in the seventeenth century at St. Mary’s City. Throughout the seventeenth century, settlement 
spread northward from St. Mary’s City along the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers. These rivers 
acted as key transportation routes at a time when inland roads were not fully developed. Areas 
west of these rivers were relatively late to develop, including the area of the colony that now 
comprises the AFRH campus. At this time, regional settlement was overwhelmingly agrarian in 
nature and was organized around large landholdings (Bryan 1914:14). This manorial-style 
system was based on land grants of tracts of 1,000 acres or more made to influential planters. 
The first and most important crop in Maryland was tobacco, which was shipped to European 
markets for sale and consumption. (See Walsh and Fox [1974] for a more in depth history of 
colonial Maryland.) 

Intensive development of the areas that immediately surround the AFRH campus did not occur 
until after the creation of the District of Columbia in 1790. Prior to the District’s formation, the 
area that now comprises the ARFH campus had been rural, with the closest urban center located 
at Georgetown, approximately 5 miles southwest. Chartered in 1751, Georgetown is located on 
the banks of the Potomac River and follows urban design plans based on water access that were 
prominent throughout the eighteenth century (LeeDecker and Bedell 2004:6). 

After the American Revolution, Congress determined that the new nation needed a capital that 
would be separate and autonomous from individual states. Parts of the State of Maryland and 
the Commonwealth of Virginia were annexed to become the new capital. These parts included 
the urban centers of Georgetown and Alexandria. Originally designed by Pierre L’Enfant, the 
new capital was laid out in a Baroque-style plan that incorporated a series of city streets 
radiating out from public spaces. The new city plan focused on a centralized urban core 
surrounded by rural areas. The urban core was known as Washington City, with the rural area to 
the north known as Washington County and that to the south as Alexandria County. The area 
that now comprises the AFRH campus lies due north of what was then called Boundary Street 
(now Florida Avenue), within rural Washington County. Early maps of the District focused on 
the developed and to-be-developed areas of the city and usually omitted areas outside of this 
urban core. 

The earliest mention of the area that comprises the AFRH campus is found in an early 
nineteenth-century traveler’s account of lands surrounding the District. In 1804, the German 
naturalist Baron Von Humboldt visited the District of Columbia and briefly described areas 
outside of the city (Heritage Landscapes 2004; Shellenhamer et al. 2008). Other early 
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references to the land now comprising the AFRH campus come from a series of nineteenth-
century land transactions. In the first and second quarters of the nineteenth century, the land 
that now comprises the AFRH campus was transferred three times (Shellenhamer et al. 2008). 
In 1831, John Stone sold the lands comprising the AFRH campus to John Agg. Agg, however, 
went bankrupt and was unable to pay the mortgages on the property (EHT Traceries 2007:13). 
On 28 June 1842, the property was sold at public auction. Newspaper notices (Daily National 
Intelligencer [DNI], 27 June 1842:1) describe the property as: 

…located on a commanding height overlooking the city of Washington, and … distinguished by its 
beauty of sight; has been enriched by high cultivation, and contains thriving orchards of well 
selected fruit. 

The property was purchased by George Washington Riggs, son of a wealthy Georgetown 
merchant and founder of the Riggs Bank. Construction began almost immediately on a new 
house for Riggs and his family. The house was built by William H. Degges and based on plans by 
John Skirving, a Philadelphia architect (EHT Traceries 2007:13). The home, known as Corn 
Riggs, was in Gothic Revival style. This style was popular with architects and landscape 
designers for “rural cottages” such as Corn Riggs (EHT Traceries 2007:14). The two-and-a-half-
story center block of the building was built from 1842–1843, followed closely by the eastern 
portion of the existing building, which likely acted as a dependency/outbuilding. Following the 
construction of these two structures, a vestibule was added to the north side of the building and 
a hyphen was added to connect the outbuilding and the cottage’s main block. Previous 
archaeological testing on the site confirms that the cottage was completed by 1848 (see Hillier 
2001; Rotenstein 2007; and Shellenhamer et al. 2008:4 for a more detailed overview of the 
construction of the cottage). The house survives today as the Lincoln Cottage. 

In 1851, Riggs sold the property (as well as the adjacent 58-acre parcel previously owned by 
Charles Scrivener) to the federal government for the site of the new military asylum (EHT 
Traceries 2007:12). Initially proposed by Majors Robert Anderson and Jefferson Davis and 
General Winfield Scott, the cottage and surrounding property were to be converted into the 
“Military Asylum” (to be later named the Soldiers’ Home in 1859) as a home for retired and 
disabled veterans. In the early years of the Asylum, Lieutenant Barton Alexander was employed 
as architect of the grounds. His contributions form the core of the current National Historic 
Landmark, including Officer’s Quarters One and Two and the original portion of the Sherman 
Building. 

A plat map prepared around the time of the sale shows the Riggs estate as it was laid out when 
purchased by the Board of Commissioners of the Soldiers’ Home (Figure 6). Rigg’s home and 
that of a manager, as well as a barn and stable, were located at the northernmost end of the 
property. Further south were another barn, an overseer’s house, and the “Carlisle Cottage,” 
which predates Corn Riggs (EHT Traceries 2007:14). To accommodate the needs of retired and 
disabled veterans, the federal government constructed several additional buildings in the 
vicinity of the cottage. In 1852, work began on the Scott Building (now named the Sherman 
Building), which was constructed as a dormitory for soldiers. Aspects of this initial construction, 
as well as buildings constructed on the property prior to its purchase by the federal government, 
can be seen on the 1861 Boschke map (Figure 7). Several additional small land purchases were 
made in 1853 and 1855 to incorporate all land on the western border of the facility along the 7th 
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Figure 6. Ca. 1851 map of the Riggs estate (image from EHT Traceries 2007; original 
document in Record Group 231, Records of the U.S. Soldiers’ Home, National Archives and 

Records Administration, Washington, D.C.). 
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Figure 7. 1861 Boschke map with the general location of the AFRH outlined in red (Boschke 
1861). 

Street Turnpike (EHT Traceries 2007:17–18). This first phase of construction of the Soldiers’ 
Home was completed in 1857. 

The 1866/1867 Michler map depicts additional structures that might have been omitted from 
the earlier maps. Four small buildings are depicted near the overseer’s house on the 1867 map 
(Figure 8), which EHT Traceries (2007:14) suggests might represent slave quarters. Five 
buildings surrounding the Carlisle Cottage, however, have not been classified. Wells were 
located near both the Rigg’s and manager’s houses and by the Carlisle Cottage. 

In 1869, several buildings were added, but many of these brick or sandstone structures have 
been demolished. In 1872, the Board of Commissioners purchased the Corcoran property to the 
south of the Home. The new tract was used for a hospital expansion, farmland, and a large 
public park. In 1876, the Barnes Building, (Building 52) designed by Edward Clark, was 
completed. This hospital building stood just north of the Ignatia Guest House (Building 65), 
built after 1941. Between 1890 and 1917, 21 buildings were constructed on the Home grounds 
(EHT Traceries 2004). 
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Figure 8. 1866/1867 Michler map with the AFRH at left (Michler 1866/1867). 

Prior to the Civil War, the Riggs cottage was used by the Deputy Governor of the Soldiers’ Home 
and was renamed the Anderson Cottage. In addition to building construction, the area 
surrounding the Anderson Cottage (Lincoln Cottage) underwent substantial landscaping. In an 
attempt to create a more park-like setting, landscaping efforts included the creation of an 
elliptical drive to the north of the cottage and the creation of walking paths around the property 
(Heritage Landscapes 2004; Shellenhamer et al. 2008). Portions of the property, however, were 
reserved for farming, which had been incorporated into the original concept for the facility. The 
ability to produce some of the residents’ food needs as well as other crops for market sales would 
reduce the costs of running the Home (EHT Traceries 2007:21). 

Beginning in President Buchanan’s term, it became practice to invite presidents and the 
secretaries of war to spend the summer months at the Home and escape the “summer miasmas,” 
or malaria (EHT Traceries 2007:20). In 1862, President Lincoln occupied the Anderson Cottage 
as the site for a summer retreat (Shellenhamer et al. 2008:4). Following the death of their son, 
Willie, Abraham and Mary Todd Lincoln resided at the cottage in the mid- to late summer 
months. Attempting to avoid the heat and congestion of urban Washington, D.C., the Lincolns 
continued this tradition in the summers of the 1863 and 1864, although whether they occupied 
the same house each year has been called into question (EHT Traceries 2007:23; Pinsker 
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2003:169). When all 3 years are taken together, it is estimated that Lincoln resided at the Home 
for nearly one-quarter of his presidency. In the years after Lincoln’s assassination, the Anderson 
Cottage remained a popular summer residence for several presidents (Shellenhamer et al. 
2008:5). Notable Anderson Cottage residents in the late nineteenth century included Presidents 
Rutherford B. Hayes and Chester A. Arthur. 

During the Civil War, the property was occupied by part of Company A of the 11th New York 
Cavalry beginning in April 1862, specifically “on the slope near the national cemetery” (EHT 
Traceries 2007:24–25; Pinsker 2003:60, 93). Additionally, units assigned to guard President 
Lincoln were stationed on the grounds. In 1864, after the Lincolns returned to the White House, 
military support activities continued at the Home, with a Signal Corps post established “atop the 
main hall of the Soldiers’ Home just across from the presidential cottage” (EHT Traceries 
2007:25; Pinsker 2003:62). The ability of this signal post to effect direct communication with 
any of the forts in the Defenses of Washington was considered significant in preventing the 
Army of Northern Virginia from taking the capital (Brown 1896:655; EHT Traceries 2007:25). 

Following the Civil War, work again was initiated to landscape the grounds into a park setting, 
likely influenced by Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux and their creation of Central Park 
in New York. In 1866, George A. McKimmie was the first man hired to undertake that 
landscaping task. Orders for improvements in 1868 included the construction of 2.75 miles of 
new roads, a second gatehouse, and a guardhouse (EHT Traceries 2007:26–28). In 1872, the 
property was significantly expanded with the purchase of William W. Corcoran’s 190-acre 
Harewood estate. While officially purchased to prevent construction of another cemetery on the 
Home’s borders, the Harewood estate also would “increase the beauty of the park and still more 
enhance the pleasures of the poor disabled wards of the government” (Jamestown Journal [JJ], 
20 December 1872:4). In 1876, the last of the larger land acquisitions was made with the 
purchase of 38 acres from Emily Wood (EHT Traceries 2007:32). In addition to the land 
purchases, the governing board of the Home continued to construct buildings for retired 
veterans as well, including the Rose Chapel in 1870, Quarters 4 and 5 in 1871, the Sheridan 
Building in 1883, and Stanley Hall in 1897. The expansion of the facility’s acreage can be seen in 
an 1888 topographic map (Figure 9). Also visible on the map are the ca. 12 miles of meandering 
carriage roads and drives and a diverse nature of vegetation cover, with woods, orchards, and 
open areas, many of which were agricultural fields. 

Questions were raised, however, concerning the disparate expenditure of funds for public use of 
the grounds versus services and amenities for the resident veterans. Scrutiny followed 
construction of a building originally intended as a bowling alley for the residents but which 
became grander in design and cost and ultimately was repurposed as a library and reading room 
in 1878. When the Department of the Treasury did not release more than one million dollars in 
overdue funds, and the Supreme Court ruled in 1880 that disabled soldiers did not need to turn 
over their pensions to the Home, the facility’s finances became the subject of congressional 
inquiry. The grand park design was seen as meant for the enjoyment of the city’s elite while 
veterans had few recreational facilities, cramped quarters, and scanty rations. The congressional 
hearings revealed spending irregularities and mismanagement of funds and resulted in formal 
oversight and requirements for contract bids beginning in 1883 (EHT Traceries 2007:33–37). 
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Figure 9. 1888 topographic map (Sheets 14, 15, 24, and 25) centered on the AFRH (U.S. 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Coast Survey 2014). 

Installation of recreational facilities for the members also took greater importance after the 
investigations. Since the Home opened, members would leave the facility in search of 
entertainment. While the sale of alcohol on the premises was forbidden, an amusement hall was 
opened, and equipment was purchased such as tables for billiards, pool, and bagatelle. To 
combat problems with drunkenness from residents’ continued trips off the Home’s property, 
Congress passed a bill in 1891 that prohibited the granting of liquor licenses within a 1-mile 
radius of the Home (EHT Traceries 2007:43). 

Following the implementation of the new regulations, the Home’s finances slowly stabilized, and 
improvements continued through the end of the nineteenth century, although not centered on 
building construction. Most notably, extensive sewer and water improvement projects were 
undertaken, including the installation of ceramic and iron pipes, cisterns, cesspools, and catch 
basins. Streams were diverted through channelization or underground relocation, and springs 
were converted to artificial lakes. The Home also was connected to the city’s water supply in 
1893. It was not until 1890, however, that the first new building since the 1870s was 
constructed. This was the King Building, which was a new dormitory. Additions also were made 
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to existing structures such as the Sherman Annex (Building 14) and the Hospital Steward’s 
House, and construction on Stanley Hall (Building 20), an amusement facility, began in 1895 
(EHT Traceries 2007:44–45). 

Use of the grounds by the public continued to increase with the expansion of rail and streetcar 
lines, and by 1900, the Home was a nationally recognized institution and destination for both 
the District’s residents and tourists, with comparisons made to New York’s Central Park. 
Additional amenities for residents were also incorporated, including a golf course, tennis courts, 
and a theater. Improvements for the residents’ care also continued, with fewer incidents such as 
inequity and exploitation reported (EHT Traceries 2007:46). 

In the early twentieth century, several large-scale construction projects were undertaken for 
infrastructure, medical facilities, and housing, a number of which can be seen on the 1903 Baist 
map (Figure 10). An addition was added to the Barnes Hospital, and new structures included a 
mess building and administration building, a laundry, and central power plant. A shift to styles 
such as Renaissance Revival, Beaux Arts, and Colonial Revival marks the early twentieth-
century buildings such as the Administration Building (Building 10), the Grant Building 
(Building 18), and the Forwood Building (Building 55). Even during this period of construction, 
agriculture was still important to the Home’s economy and landscape. The dairy herd won the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s first certificate of tuberculosis-free status and was the 
centerpiece of experimental testing in animal husbandry as well as a popular tourist draw (EHT 
Traceries 2007:52). 

As the century progressed, the Home faced increasing pressure to make its extensive property 
available to various federal agencies. During World War II, for example, the government 
proposed construction of temporary office buildings for the war effort, a proposal that was 
ultimately rejected. However, the Home did allow troop encampments and implemented 
blackout procedures. The governing board also realized at this time that the existing facilities 
(seen on the 1937 Baist map in Figure 11) were inadequate for future expansion. In 1944, 
development of a master plan was authorized, and the firm of Porter and Lockie undertook its 
preparation (EHT Traceries 2007:59–60). 

Full implementation of the plan would have created a modern apartment development and 
eradicated the historical landscape of the facility. However, reorganization of the military and 
the federal government following World War II put the plan on hold. As part of the post-War 
reorganizations, the governing board agreed to transfer 148 acres at the southern end of the 
Home to the U.S. General Services Administration for a commitment of more than thirty 
millions dollars to be used for construction projects. Opposition to the transfer was strong, but 
unsuccessful in stopping it. A revised master plan was prepared by the Corps of Engineers in 
1953, building from the original prepared by Porter and Lockie. Buildings constructed under 
this plan included the massive Scott and Sheridan Buildings (Buildings 80 and 17) dormitories. 
This period also marked the closure of the grounds to public access, ending nearly a century’s 
use of the grounds as a park for the District’s residents. The Home also successfully thwarted an 
attempt by the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) in 1967 to acquire much of the 
remaining grounds for construction of two schools and a park. (EHT Traceries 2007:60–67). 
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Figure 10. 1903 Baist map (Vol. 3, Plate 27) with the AFRH at left (Baist 1903). 

In 1969, interest in acquiring the Home’s grounds was expressed by the Office of Community 
Renewal and the Mayor’s Economic Development Committee. That year, the Corps of Engineers 
updated the 1953 master plan and forecasted a 1985 population of 5,098 members. The update 
also indicated that many buildings would reach the end of their use-life by that same year, and 
new plans for development were needed. Based on the report findings, Congress informed both 
the city and NCPC that the Home contained no excess land and no proposals to acquire part of 
its acreage would be approved (EHT Traceries 2007:68). 

The 1970s saw the presentation of various plans for new facilities. Not all were implemented, 
and others were scaled back. Major activities since this time have included the 1992 construction 
of the LaGarde Building (Building 56), a 200-bed health center, realignment of older roads to 
meet existing needs, and the construction of new roads to connect new buildings (EHT Traceries 
2007:68). 

Other changes for the AFRH also began in the 1970s. Centered not on construction and 
development of the property, these changes were directed toward historic preservation, in 
particular, the preservation of areas associated with the Lincoln presidency. The first of these 
changes occurred in 1973, when the AFRH property was designated a National Historic 
Landmark. The second change occurred in July 2000 when President Clinton designated the 
Lincoln Cottage and 2.3 acres immediately surrounding the cottage the “President Lincoln and 
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Figure 11. 1937 Baist map (Vol. 3, Plate 17) showing the AFRH (Baist 1937). 
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Soldiers’ Home National Monument.” The intent of this designation was to focus on 
“…preserving, restoring, and enhancing the public’ appreciation of the monument…” 
(Shellenhamer et al. 2008). After the designation of the Lincoln Cottage as a National 
Monument in 2000, the Armed Forces Retirement Home was designated a National Register 
Historic District in 2007/2008. 
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4.0 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

A review of archaeological projects entered into the District of Columbia State Historic 
Preservation Office database indicates that five previous survey or monitoring projects have 
been conducted within the AFRH campus and that the area south of the Lincoln Cottage has 
been designated archaeological site 51NW135 (Barrett 2004; Cochran and Kreisa 2010; 
LeeDecker and Bedell 2004; Shellenhamer et al. 2008). These investigations include a Phase IA 
archaeological assessment of the AFRH property (Barrett 2004), a Phase IB survey of the 
Lincoln Cottage and its immediate landscape (LeeDecker and Bedell 2004), an addendum to the 
Phase IB survey that included additional subsurface archaeological testing and monitoring of 
various construction projects (Shellenhamer et al. 2008), a Phase IB survey for installation of an 
IT hub relocation and a temporary ADA-accessible ramp at the Sherman Building (Cochran and 
Kreisa 2010), and monitoring of construction activities associated with the Sherman Building 
(Kreisa 2014) (Figure 12). 

The Phase IA archaeological assessment consisted of a review of the AFRH campus historic 
context and a pedestrian reconnaissance of the property (Barrett 2004) (Figure 12). The purpose 
of this assessment was to identify archaeologically sensitive areas within the AFRH campus. The 
AFRH campus historic context synthesized primary and secondary literature related to the 
Native American and Historic period occupations of the property and included a review and 
summary of regional and site-specific histories for both time periods. The pedestrian 
reconnaissance of the AFRH property was conducted after a review of regional soil survey and 
historical maps. The purpose of the survey was to create a predictive model to identify 
archaeologically sensitive areas within the AFRH campus. Regional soil surveys were relied 
upon to identify areas where Native American archaeological resources were likely to be found 
and historical maps were used to identify the location of former structures and other resources. 
The review of soil survey data and Historic period maps in conjunction with the pedestrian 
reconnaissance survey identified several areas of the AFRH that had moderate potential for 
archaeological resources. According to the assessment, Native American archaeological 
resources could potentially be found in well-drained flatlands on the AFRH property. Historic 
period archaeological resources were thought to be disturbed due to late nineteenth and 
twentieth-century construction efforts. However, two areas on the AFRH property were 
identified in the report as likely having Historic period archaeological resources. These areas 
included the Lincoln Cottage and surrounding landscape as well as a complex of wooden 
buildings located south of the cottage (Barrett 2004:23-26). 

The initial Phase IB archaeological survey of the Lincoln Cottage was conducted in July of 2003 
by the Louis Berger Group, Inc., and consisted of subsurface archaeological excavations in the 
immediate vicinity of the cottage. Areas surveyed included the cottage’s south lawn, east lawn, 
south porch and the north entrance (LeeDecker and Bedell 2004) (Figure 12). The Berger Phase 
IB archaeological survey of the south lawn focused on locating landscape features associated 
with the Lincoln occupation of the site. Subsurface testing consisted of excavating 36 STPs at 9-
m (30-foot) intervals within the 61-x-76-m area. Stratigraphy encountered within the south 
lawn area appeared to be disturbed due to twentieth-century landscaping activities. An 
approximately 4-inch (10-cm) thick stratum of near sterile topsoil covered the south lawn and 
was interpreted as being associated with modern landscaping. Likely introduced to the site as 
landscaping topdressing, this stratum covered a buried A horizon encountered in some areas of 
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Figure 12. Previous investigations at the AFRH. 
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the survey. The buried A horizon was comprised of gravelly loam containing nineteenth-century 
artifacts and varied between 1 and 6 inches (2.5 and 15 cm) thick. This stratum was found 
randomly throughout the survey area, indicating that it had likely been bladed during 
landscaping activities. Beneath this buried A horizon was clayey loam subsoil. This initial Phase 
IB archaeological survey of the Lincoln Cottage’s south lawn failed to locate intact landscape 
features associated with the Lincoln occupation of the site. 

Three STPs were excavated in the east lawn between the Lincoln Cottage and the Sherman 
Building in an attempt to locate a Lincoln-era outbuilding identified from photographs. Remains 
of the outbuilding were not located and stratigraphy encountered during excavation included 
approximately 2 feet (61 cm) of loam fill containing nineteenth-century artifacts. Fill soils 
encountered in the Lincoln Cottage east lawn were interpreted as being related to the 
construction of the ca. 1857 Sherman Building. Archaeological testing was conducted by Berger 
under the Lincoln Cottage south porch in an attempt to answer architectural questions about the 
cottage. Prior to subsurface testing, an extant brick walkway beneath the porch was mapped. 
The walkway is thought to date to the mid-nineteenth century, making it the only known 
remaining walkway dating to the Lincoln occupation on the site. In addition to documenting this 
architectural feature, two STPs were excavated adjacent to the building’s foundation and porch 
pier. These subsurface excavations were done to allow historical architects access to below-
ground masonry. One additional STP was excavated beneath the porch and away from 
architectural elements. Stratigraphy encountered within this STP included possible remnants of 
a pre-cottage plow zone. 

Based on these results, LeeDecker and Bedell (2004) conclude that much of the landscape 
surrounding the Lincoln Cottage had been disturbed due to late nineteenth- and twentieth-
century landscaping efforts. A buried A horizon containing nineteenth-century artifacts was 
encountered in some portions of the south lawn, indicating that there is a potential for intact 
archaeological resources dating to the Lincoln occupation of the site. The south lawn area was 
also designated by the DC HPO as archaeological site 51NW135 and is defined on the presence of 
numerous artifacts dating to the nineteenth century. 

Subsequently, in 2007–2008, the Louis Berger Group conducted additional subsurface 
archaeological testing and monitored the installation of a series of utility lines related to the 
restoration of the Lincoln Cottage (Shellenhamer et al. 2008) (Figure 12). Monitoring activities 
were located to the north and northwest of the cottage. Fieldwork included monitoring a chiller 
line installation from the north side of the Cottage to the Visitor Education Center 
approximately 55 m northwest; a second chiller line from the north side of the Cottage to the 
Water Tower approximately 40 m north; and the installation of utility lines west of the current 
Visitor Education Center. 

Monitoring of trenches north of the Cottage identified mixed fill deposits, terra cotta utility 
pipes and existing utility lines. Stratigraphy and features observed during archaeological 
monitoring north of the Lincoln Cottage were interpreted as being disturbed by late nineteenth- 
and twentieth-century landscaping activities. One small trash feature was recorded to the north 
of the Cottage, containing a mix of nineteenth- and twentieth-century artifacts (Shellenhamer et 
al. 2008:11). Additional subsurface testing was conducted within the lawn area in the center of 
the elliptical driveway, north of and adjacent to the Lincoln Cottage. Subsurface testing 
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consisted of excavating 12 STPs and four 1-x-1-m test units within the approximately 23-x-38-m 
area. Soil profiles encountered within STPs were similar to those encountered to the south 
during the 2004 investigations, consisting of modern loam fill over of what appeared to be a 
truncated nineteenth-century ground surface. Nineteenth-century artifacts were recovered 
within the loam fill suggesting that the elliptical area to the north of the Lincoln Cottage had 
undergone late nineteenth- and twentieth-century landscaping activities. However, several STPs 
excavated within the elliptical area appeared to have relatively intact stratigraphy. 

Test units were located in the vicinity of STPs that also appeared to have intact stratigraphy. 
Two test units were excavated within the elliptical area north of the Lincoln Cottage and two 
were located near the Cottage’s north foundation. Each of the four test units encountered similar 
soil profiles as those noted in the STPs. Based on these observations, it appears that much of the 
area to the north of the Lincoln Cottage has sustained considerable disturbance related to late 
nineteenth- and twentieth-century landscaping activities. 

Greenhorne & O’Mara (now Stantec) conducted a Phase IB survey prior to installation of an IT 
Hub relocation from Building 8 to the Sherman Building and construction of a temporary ADA-
compliant ramp to the Sherman Building (Cochran and Kreisa 2010) (Figure 12). The boring for 
the proposed IT hub would pass through 51NW135, which is located within the south lawn of the 
President Lincoln’s Cottage National Historic Landmark. The temporary ramp would be placed 
on the east side of the Sherman Building, beneath an existing parking lot. The field 
investigations included geoarchaeological evaluation and the excavation of STPs in the Area of 
Potential Effects. 

Four soil borings were excavated in the IT Hub relocation area, with most evidencing a 30-cm 
thick upper disturbed zone followed by intact soils, including a loess mantle to between 60 and 
75 cm below ground surface. The loess mantle potentially capped a Pleistocene land surface. The 
two soil borings near the Administration and Sherman Buildings differed from this profile. An 
intact surface was located beneath approximate 75 cm of fill at the Sherman Building location 
while no intact soils were present at the Administration Building. Based on these results, it was 
recommended that the archaeological STPs be excavated to a minimum of 75 cm below surface 
when possible. 

Thirteen STPs were then excavated within the IT Hub relocation area and two within the ADA-
compliant ramp area. The STPs from both areas revealed evidence of substantial nineteenth- 
and twentieth-century landscaping efforts, likely following construction of AFRH buildings in 
this area. The STPs also resulted in the identification of an intact brick path and intact artifact 
deposits dating to the second half of the nineteenth century. The path and artifacts are 
contributing elements to the National Historic Landmark and the National Register of Historic 
Places District. Greenhorne & O’Mara then excavated five additional STPs in the eastern portion 
of the IT Hub relocation area between the Lincoln Cottage and the Sherman Building to identify 
an alternative route for the IT Hub installation that would not impact archaeological deposits. 
No intact archaeological deposits were identified within the area of the proposed ADA-
compliant ramp installation. As a result, no additional archaeological investigations were 
recommended. 
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Most recently, Stantec archaeologists monitored construction activities associated with repairs 
to the Sherman Building following the August 2011 earthquake (Kreisa 2014) (Figure 12). The 
monitoring documented the presence of a post-1840 and pre-1900 subsurface deposit at the 
southwest corner of the building. The earliest part of the deposit’s date range is based on two 
ceramic maker’s marks dating from 1842–1851 and the lack of earlier creamware or pearlware. 
The terminal date is based on the lack of twentieth-century artifacts such as machine-made 
bottles and wire-drawn nails. The presence of a trowel in the deposit suggests the artifacts date 
to the time of the Sherman Building’s construction in the early 1850s. The deposit, however, was 
determined to be disturbed given that it is located between two layers of fill, and all three lie 
above the natural A2 horizon. The identified deposit, which includes disarticulated bricks and 
brick fragments, also represents a fill episode, possibly associated with demolition of another 
structure or with disposal of waste bricks from construction of the Sherman Building. Despite 
the nature of the deposit, it retains the potential to address questions concerning the early 
history of the AFRH campus, possibly offering a glimpse into the lives of the early construction 
laborers. It was recommended that any ground-disturbing activities to the area south of the 
Sherman Building should minimally be monitored for the presence of additional archaeological 
deposits. 
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5.0 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

To provide facility and project managers with usable and easily interpreted information on the 
potential for the presence of Native American and Historic period archaeological resources, 
AFRH has been divided into 11 zones (Figure 13). These 11 zones are based on current land use, 
potential land use, and trajectories of historical development. For each zone, the probability that 
archaeological resources are present was based on a review of numerous sources. This section 
presents those probabilities on a zone-by-zone basis. The recommendations for archaeological 
investigations within each zone, should ground-disturbing activities by contemplated, are based 
not only on the probability of the presence of archaeological resources, but the potential that 
such resources might remain undisturbed. Disturbances, such as prior building construction, 
grading, or channelizing streams, can destroy the archaeological potential of a particular 
location. In contrast, covering areas with fill or capping areas with a parking lot can protect 
archaeological resources that are present. The potential for resources, and the most effective 
field methods, are presented for each zone as recommendations. 

For Native American resources, models of archaeological site location were reviewed, and these 
were described in greater detail in Section 3 of this report. In general, most large, intensively 
occupied or frequently reoccupied Native American sites are situated along large rivers such as 
the Potomac and Anacostia Rivers and, to a lesser extent, Rock Creek. In upland settings away 
from these locations, most Native American sites are small in size and have few artifacts. An 
exception to this pattern is locations, such as at the Piney Branch Quarry site, where lithic raw 
materials, most often quartz and quartzite cobbles, are present. Such sources of lithic raw 
materials have not been identified within the AFRH campus. Based on the location of the AFRH 
campus—in the uplands between Rock Creek, the Potomac River, and at a greater distance the 
Anacostia River—Native American resources are expected to be small in size and have low 
numbers of artifacts. Generally, such sites are most likely to be present within 100 m to 150 m of 
small tributary streams located in the uplands. Three such small tributary streams once crossed 
the AFRH campus. The landforms adjacent to these now buried and channelized streams have 
the highest potential for Native American resources within the AFRH.  

For Historic period resources, a large number of maps were reviewed in an attempt to determine 
locations of now-demolished structures. It was our intent to include in our review at least one 
map per decade, starting with the 1850s, that depicts structure locations. The structure 
locations, landscape features, streams, roads, parking lots, and paths were then digitized using 
ArcGIS 10, and a 15-m buffer was placed around all now-demolished building locations and all 
extant buildings that predate ca. 1920. These areas were deemed to have the highest probability 
for the presence of Historic period archaeological resources—either structural remains of early 
buildings on the AFRH campus or archaeological artifact deposits associated with standing 
structures that predate ca. 1920. 

Not every map available was used in this analysis—some did not depict structures and others 
only depicted larger structures within the AFRH. The 1851 Riggs map has also been used with 
caution. Due to the uncertain accuracy of this map, no locations are suggested for the depicted 
structures with the exception of the Lincoln Cottage, then described as the G. W. Riggs residence 
(Figure 14). Maps have been generated for each zone that depict the mapped locations of 
demolished structures and associated 15-m buffers. Because of the large number of maps generated 
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Figure 13. AFRH Zones. 
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Figure 14. Overlay of 1851 Riggs map onto modern map of the AFRH. 
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for each zone, 17 each, these maps are included in Appendix B by zone. An overview map 
illustrating areas that have high probability for Historic period and Native American resources is 
included in this section for each zone. 

A cut and fill analysis was also conducted for the entire AFRH property. The cut and fill analysis, 
or more accurately an elevation change analysis, uses GIS to identify changes in elevation 
between historical maps and the modern topography. For AFRH, the 1888 U.S. Coast and 
Geodetic Survey map was used as a baseline against which the most recent District of Columbia 
Office of Planning topographic map was compared. The 1888 map was used because of its 
accuracy—no earlier maps of the District provide the same level of accuracy as does the 1888 
map. Researchers using this technique suggest that the results are generally accurate within 3.5 
feet to 5 feet. The elevation change results are presented for each zone in Appendix B. Elevation 
change is an important factor to consider when assessing probability and potential 
archaeological resources. Decreases in elevation generally indicate that an area has been cut and 
that archaeological resources have most likely been destroyed, while increases in elevation 
might indicate an area has been filled, thereby potentially protecting any resources present. 
Depth of fill is also considered with regards to identifying appropriate field techniques. 
Generally, standard STPs are effective up to 3 feet (ca. 1 m) below surface. If fill is greater than 
2.5 feet, mechanized equipment might be a more effective investigative tool. 

Lastly, landscape impacts were also considered. Such impacts ranged from building construction 
and grading to the installation of below-ground utilities. Many of the standing structures on 
campus have impacted (been constructed over) the remains of earlier buildings, and, as such, 
the potential for resources associated with those earlier buildings is essentially nonexistent. 
Other areas have been graded, removing any potential archaeological deposits. The GIS-based 
historical map and cut and fill analyses were used to identify locations impacted by construction 
and grading. Finally, a series of underground utilities maps were also examined. The underground 
utilities include water, sewer, gas, electrical, and communications. Generally, but not always, 
these utilities parallel existing roads. The utilities themselves are often rather narrow, with 
many of the pipe diameters ranging from 4–8 inches. While trenching for installation would be 
wider, most trenches would be no greater than 36 inches. Such a narrow trench width indicates 
that even with impacts from underground utilities, significant resources could still be present in 
areas of high archaeological resource probability. Such is the case in the vicinity of the Lincoln 
Cottage. There, despite the presence of a number of underground utilities, each of three 
archaeological investigations conducted have encountered intact features and artifact deposits. 
Larger pipes, such as storm water, would have greater impacts on potential resources. Such may 
be the case along the channelized, buried streams present with the AFRH campus. 

Finally, 15 locations across the AFRH campus were selected to ground-truth the archaeological 
resource probability model presented in the remainder of this section. The locations represent 
an intersection between areas identified by AFRH as having the potential to be impacted by 
ground-disturbing activities and areas of high probability for either Native American resources, 
Historic period resources, or both. At each location, STP excavations (some extended to greater 
depths with hand augers) were used to determine whether the area had been impacted by prior 
disturbance, whether the predicted fill depth was accurate, and whether archaeological 
resources were present. The results, presented by zone below, were then used to further refine 
recommendations for each zone. 
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5.1 Zone 1 

Zone 1 comprises the northernmost area within AFRH, being constrained by Harewood Road 
NW to the east, Rock Creek Church Road NW to the west, the intersection of these two roads to 
the north, and Lincoln Drive to the south (Figure 13). Four buildings are present within Zone 1, 
the Grant Building, Stanley Hall Chapel, Quarters 19, and Quarters 21, all constructed between 
1873 and 1915 (Table 2 and Figure 13). Two large parking lots (P2 and P3) are located within 
Zone 1, as are smaller access drives, such as Grant Circle, and adjoining walks. The remainder of 
Zone 1 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees (Figure 15). 

Table 2. Standing and previous structures within Zone 1. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Grant 18 1910 Mess Hall 

Quarters 19 19 1915 Residence/Gate House 

Stanley Hall Chapel 20 1895 Recreation Hall 

Quarters 21 21 1873 Residence/Gatehouse 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Unidentified (two structures along 
Lincoln Drive) 1866 1873 Unidentified 

Library 1888 1894 Library 

Unidentified (north of BLDG 21) 1888 1921 Unknown 

Sheridan Building (Parking Lot P2) 1903 1958 Dormitory 

Greenhouses 1967  Greenhouse 

 

Zone 1 soils are dominated by the Sassafras series in the interior, with Keyport and Woodstown 
series soils along Harewood Road NW and Woodstown series soils along Rock Creek Church 
Road NW. No paleosols have been identified in Zone 1. Cut and fill analysis suggests the 
presence of between 1 and 2 feet of fill across Zone 1 with the exception of the area along Harewood 
Road NW (Appendix B Zone 1, Cut and Fill). That area, between Buildings 20 and 21, was the 
general location of a now-filled stream. Fill depths might be as much as 3 feet to 4 feet in that area. 

5.1.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream was located along the eastern boundary of Zone 1 (Figure 15; see also Appendix B Zone 
1). Approximately 100 m on either side of the former stream location has a moderate to high 
potential for Native American archaeological resources. Given the distance of this tributary 
stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources would 
likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, including 
game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low density of 
artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 1 can be characterized as 
having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 16). If present, such resources are 
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Figure 15. General view of Zone 1. 

likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. The areas of moderate 
to high Native American resource probability, located between Buildings 20 and 21 along the 
now-filled stream, are covered by up to 4 feet of fill and by a portion of Parking Lot P3 (Figure 
16; Appendix B, Zone 1 Cut and Fill). 

5.1.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally predating 
1920) or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m 
of the perimeter of such structures. Historic map research has identified the locations of five 
structures in Zone 1 (Table 2; Figure 16; Appendix B Zone 1). In addition, all four standing structures 
are historic buildings with the potential for the presence of associated artifact deposits (Figure 16). 
The earliest date to the initial period of the AFRH and consist of two unidentified structures just 
north of Lincoln Drive near Stanley Hall Chapel that appear on 1866 and 1873 maps (Appendix 
B Zone 1). By 1888, a library south of the Grant Building had been constructed, as had an 
unidentified building north of Quarters 21 (Appendix B Zone 1). The final major structure 
located in Zone 1 is the former Sheridan Building located under Parking Lot P2 (Appendix B 
Zone 1). Finally, what appear to be greenhouses near Parking Lot P3 are depicted on the 1967 map 

 48 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Figure 16. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 1. 

(Appendix B Zone 1). Archaeological remains might also be located in the vicinity of all four 
historic structures that currently occupy Zone 1, especially the two former residences, Quarters 
19 and 21 (Figure 16). 

5.1.3 Beta STPs 

Two beta STPs were excavated within Zone 1 (Figure 16). STP 1-1 was located west of parking lot 
P2 and southwest of the Grant Building. This area was identified as having a high potential for 
Historic period resources associated with the original Sheridan Building. Four soil strata were 
identified. Stratum I (0–25 cm bs) was yellowish brown silt loam that contained several 
artifacts. These included one clay pipe fragment, one brick fragment, and five pieces of 
unidentified container glass. Stratum II (25–33 cm bs) was brownish yellow silt loam. Stratum 
III (33–47 cm bs) was yellowish brown clay silt with gravels, and Stratum IV (47–53 cm bs) was 
a strong brown clay sand with gravels and mottled with a yellowish brown clay sand. No artifacts 
were found in Stratum II through IV. 

STP 1-2 was located south of the Grant Building and east of the central sidewalk. This area, too, 
was designated as having a high potential for Historic period resources, namely the remains of 
the Library building. Six strata were encountered before gravel refusal halted the excavation. 
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Stratum I (0–5 cm bs) was topsoil/organic soils while Stratum II (5–25 cm bs) was 
brown/yellowish brown silt loam. Stratum III (25–35 cm bs) consisted of strong brown mottled 
with yellowish brown and brown silty clay loam with gravel fill. Stratum IV (35–50 cm bs) was 
yellowish brown silt clay loam with gravel. Stratum V (50–60 cm bs) was strong brown sandy 
clay loam with gravel. Stratum VI (60–70 cm bs) was strong brown and mottled with red sandy 
clay with dense gravel. No material cultures were recovered. 

5.1.4 Recommendations 

The potential for archaeological resources can be characterized as high to the east of Grant 
Circle and Parking Lot P2 (Figure 16). The area between BLDG 21, Parking Lot P3, and BLDG 20 
has a high potential for Native American resources and the locations of three late nineteenth-
century buildings, as well as archaeological materials associated with the two former residences 
now used as gatehouses (Quarters 19 and 21). Parking Lot P2 to BLDG 20 has a high potential 
for the remains of the Sheridan Building and the Library, while to the north archaeological 
materials associated with the Grant Building and Quarters 19 might be present. However, 
portions of the Library Building location have been impacted by underground utilities. The area 
to the west of the walk to the Grant Building has been most impacted, and it is recommended 
that any investigations focus on the area to the east of the walk. Other areas in Zone 1 have only 
minor underground utility impacts. The area to the west of Parking Lot P2 and Grant Circle has 
a low probability for both Native American and Historic period resources (Figure 16). 

Given the depth of fill and the presence of Parking Lot P3, investigations east of BLDG 20 will 
require use of mechanized equipment as it is unlikely that shovel tests can be excavated below 
the level of fill. In contrast, the area between the Grant Building, Parking Lot P2, and BLDG 20 
has shallow fill and can be investigated by STPs. Due to its hard surface, investigations in 
Parking Lot P2 will also require the use of mechanized equipment. 

5.2 Zone 2 

Zone 2 surrounds the Lincoln Cottage and Sherman Building in the north-central portion of the 
AFRH (Figure 13). This zone is constrained by Lincoln Drive to the north, Rock Creek Church 
Road NW to the west, Eisenhower Drive/Parking Lot P4 to the east, and Scott Road to the south. 
Four buildings are present within Zone 2, most prominently the Lincoln Cottage (constructed in 
1842), and the Sherman Building, the various sections of which were built between 1852 and 
1887 (Table 3). Another four structures, including the water tower, substation, and recreational 
structures are present in Zone 2. Smaller access drives and adjoining walks are also present. The 
remainder of Zone 2 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees (Figure 17). 

Zone 2 includes a small area of Woodstown series soils along Rock Creek Church Road NW with 
Sassafras series soils present across the remainder of the area. No paleosols have been identified 
in Zone 2. Cut and fill analysis suggests the presence of 2 feet of fill across most the zone, 
thinning to little elevation change in the southeast corner (Appendix B Zone 2, Cut and Fill). 

Four archaeological investigations have been conducted within Zone 2. Three of these have 
largely focused on the area surrounding the Lincoln Cottage (Cochran and Kreisa 2010; 
LeeDecker and Bedell 2004; Shellenhamer et al. 2008) while the fourth involved monitoring 
along the south façade of the Sherman Building (Kreisa 2014). The results of these investigations 
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Table 3. Standing and previous structures within Zone 2. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Administration Building 10 1905 Office 

Bandstand 11 ca. 1894 Bandstand 

Lincoln Cottage 12 1842 Residence 

Water Tower 13 1893 Water Tower 

Sherman Building 14/15/16 1852-1887 Dormitory and Office 

Security Building 22 1906 1903 Jail 

Gazebo 24 1873 Gazebo 

North Converter Room 28 1910 1903 Electric Plant 

Air Conditioning Cooling Tower 29 1990 Substation 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Manager’s Residence/Barn/Stable/ 2 wells 1851 1851 Residence/Outbuildings 

Unidentified (northeast of Lincoln Cottage) 1861 1861 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Lincoln Cottage) 1861 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1861 1861 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1861 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1861 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1861 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1861 1861 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Parking Lot P4) 1866 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (northeast of Sherman BLDG) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (four structures east of Sherman BLDG) 1866 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (three structures east of Sherman BLDG) 1866 1873/1888 Unknown 

Unidentified (three structures east of Parking Lot P4) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1944 1903 King Building 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (northeast of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (northeast of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (south of Lincoln Cottage) 1873 1873 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (south of Lincoln Cottage) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (south of Lincoln Cottage) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (north of Lincoln Cottage) 1873 1873 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (south of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1944 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (north of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1873 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (north of Sherman BLDG) 1873 1873 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (one structure east of Parking Lot P4) 1888 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (northeast of Sherman BLDG) 1888 1894 Unknown 

Coal Bunker 1903 1958 1903 Coal Storage 

Storehouse 1903 1958 1903 Storehouse 

Unidentified (east courtyard Sherman BLDG) 1903 1914 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (west courtyard Sherman BLDG) 1903 1914 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (east of Sherman BLDG) 1903 1903 Probable landscape feature 
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Figure 17. General view of eastern portion of Zone 2. 

are detailed in Section 4 of this report. In brief, all three investigations in the area surrounding 
the Lincoln Cottage located various intact features and artifact deposits dating to the general 
period of the Civil War. In contrast, Shellenhamer et al. (2008) report no intact deposits in the 
vicinity of the Administration Building. Lastly, buried archaeological deposits, potentially 
associated with the construction of the Sherman Building, were documented during monitoring 
investigations (Kreisa 2014). These investigations suggest an increased potential for the 
presence of intact archaeological deposits in the vicinity of the Lincoln Cottage and Sherman 
Building, and a lower potential in the vicinity of the Administration Building. 

5.2.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream was located along the eastern boundary of Zone 2 (Figure 18 and Appendix B Zone 2). 
Approximately 100 m on either side of the former stream location has a moderate to high 
potential for Native American archaeological resources. Given the distance of this tributary 
stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources would 
likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, including 
game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low density of 
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Figure 18. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 2. 

artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 2 can be characterized as 
having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 18). If present, such resources 
are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 

5.2.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historic map research has identified the locations of up to 38 former 
structures and 7 landscape features within Zone 2 (Table 3; Figure 18; Appendix B Zone 2). In 
addition, four of the standing structures in Zone 2 are historic buildings that could have 
associated deposits of archaeological materials. There are four areas within Zone 2 that have a 
potential for archaeological deposits associated with standing historic buildings or the remains 
of buildings. These include: 

• A large area around the Lincoln Cottage that includes the locations of subsidiary 
structures and landscape features depicted on historical maps and areas documented in 
LeeDecker and Bedell (2004), Shellenhamer et al. (2008), and Cochran and Kreisa 
(2010) as having intact archaeological artifact deposits and features associated with the 
Lincoln Cottage 
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• An area surrounding the Sherman Building; Kreisa (2014) documents the presence of 
archaeological deposits and artifacts associated with the construction of the Sherman 
Building and earlier occupations in the vicinity; this area potentially includes several 
buildings (Manager’s Residence, Barn, Stable) as well as two wells depicted on the 1851 
Riggs map 

• Parking Lot P4 where approximately 17 different structures in aggregate are depicted on 
various historical maps (Figure 18; Appendix B Zone 2); the map sequence suggests an 
initial period of construction between 1861 and 1873 followed by a major reorganization 
of use between 1888 and 1892; this reorganization likely included the demolition of all 
earlier structures; by 1903, the King Building had either been constructed or expanded in 
this space 

• East of Parking Lot P4 where approximately nine different structures are depicted in 
aggregate on various historical maps (Figure 18; Appendix B Zone 2); the map sequence 
suggests an initial period of construction in 1866 followed by a major reorganization of 
use by 1903; this reorganization likely included the demolition of all earlier structures; 
by 1903, four structures had replaced all earlier buildings; these include a barracks, a 
boiler for the electric plant, a coal bunker, and a storehouse 

5.2.3 Beta STPs 

One beta STP was excavated in Zone 2 (Figure 18). STP 2-1 was located in the grassy area 
between the resident’s parking lot (Lot P4A) and Grant Drive. This area was assigned a high 
probability for the presence of Historic period archaeological resources associated with 
numerous structures dating from the mid-nineteenth century. This STP had four strata. Stratum 
I (0–10 cm bs) was the organic layer, and was followed by Stratum II (10–55 cm bs), dark brown 
mottled with a strong brown sandy clay loam. Artifacts recovered from this second stratum 
include 13 pieces of brick, 2 unidentified nails, a piece of window glass, 2 pieces of unidentified 
container glass, 1 light blue transfer-printed whiteware rim, and 1 piece of undecorated 
ironstone. Stratum III (55–75 cm bs) was dark yellowish brown sandy clay loam. Charcoal and 
possible fire-cracked rock (not collected) were present in this layer. Stratum IV (75–85 cm bs) 
was yellowish brown silty clay loam with gravel, which terminated further excavation. 

5.2.4 Recommendations 

The eastern boundary of Zone 2, east of Parking Lot P4, is the location of a buried stream and 
adjacent landforms. As these landforms have a moderate to high potential for Native American 
resources, archaeological investigations are recommended (Figure 18). The stream and adjacent 
landforms have been buried by 4 feet to 9 feet of fill, indicating that mechanical excavations will 
be required to reach the original (now buried) land surface. 

Zone 2 also has a high and demonstrated potential for the presence of Historic period resources 
(Figure 18). Archaeological investigations prior to ground-disturbing activities are recommended 
in the vicinity of the Lincoln Cottage and the Sherman Building (Figure 18). Based on the 
generally thin deposits of fill in the area surrounding the Lincoln Cottage, investigations can 
consist of the excavation of STPs. In contrast, the increased thickness of fill deposits and the 
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presence of paved surfaces in the vicinity of the Sherman Building indicate investigations will 
need to rely on mechanized excavations. Mechanized excavations will also be required to 
investigate the Parking Lot P4 area, which could include remains of structures dating to the late 
nineteenth century, and, less likely, those dating to the mid-nineteenth century (Figure 18). 
Similarly, given the degree of fill present in the area east of Parking Lot P4, investigations will 
need to rely on the use of mechanized equipment to investigate deposits associated with the late 
nineteenth-century structures in that area, including the Jail (present Security Building). 

Finally, no investigations are recommended in the area surrounding the Administration 
Building. The investigations detailed by Shellenhamer et al. (2008) suggest that no significant 
archaeological resources are associated with this structure. 

5.3 Zone 3 

Zone 3 comprises an area along the eastern boundary of AFRH to the south of Lincoln Drive 
(Figure 13). This zone is constrained by Lincoln Drive and Harewood Road NW to the north, 
North Capitol Street NW to the east, Sheridan Road/Parking Lot P4 to the west, and Parking Lot 
P7 to the south. Three buildings are present within Zone 3, the Sheridan Building, Quarters 40, 
and the Air Conditioning Cooling Tower (Table 4). Two large parking lots (P5 and P7) are 
located within Zone 3, as are smaller access drives, Sheridan Road, and adjoining walks. Also 
present is an exercise area between the Sheridan Building and North Capitol Street. The 
remainder of Zone 3 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees (Figure 19). 

Zone 3 soils include a small area of Udorthents at the intersection of Harewood Road NW and 
North Capitol Street NW and Urban land, Woodstown, and Sassafras series soils progressively 
to the west. No paleosols have been identified in Zone 3. Cut and fill analysis suggests the 
presence of 2 feet of fill north and west of Parking Lot P5 and between 1 foot and 2 feet of fill 
adjacent to the Sheridan Building. The area between these locations has between 7 feet and 22 
feet of fill (Appendix B Zone 3, Cut and Fill). That area is the general location of a now-filled 
stream. Utilities are generally located along roads, and pipe diameters are small. 

5.3.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream was located from the southeast corner to the northwest corner of Zone 3 (Figure 20; 
Appendix B Zone 3). Approximately 100 m on either side of the former stream location has a 
moderate to high potential for Native American archaeological resources. Given the distance of 
this tributary stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such 
resources would likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource 
procurement, including game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be 
characterized by a low density of artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of 
Zone 3 can be characterized as having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 
20). If present, such resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact 
density. 
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Table 4. Standing and previous structures within Zone 3. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Sheridan Building  17 1960 Dormitory 

Quarters 40 40 1870 Residence 

Air Conditioning Cooling Tower 29 1990 Substation 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Manager’s Residence/Barn/Stable/ 2 wells 1851 1851 Residence/Outbuildings 

Unidentified (west of Parking Lot P5) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified 1873 1888 Possible statue plinth 

Unidentified/1958 Storage 1873 1873/1958 1958 BLDGs 24 and 24 

Unidentified (structure at northwest corner of Sheridan 
Building) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (two structures at southeast corner of 
parking Lot P5) 1888 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (structure along North Capitol Street) 1888 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (three structures north of the Sheridan 
Building) 1888 1894 Unknown 

Unidentified (1903)/ Refrigeration Shop (1958) 1903 1958 1958 BLDG 35 

Greenhouses (within Sheridan Building) 1903 1958 Greenhouses 

Hen House 1903 1914/1967 Hen House and run 

Clothing Storehouse (1903)/QM Office (1958) 1903 1958 1958 BLDG 36 

Quartermaster Store 1903 1958 1903 Commercial; 1958 Storage 
(BLDG 31) 

Unidentified (north of Quartermaster Store) 1903 1903 Unknown 

Paint/Metal/Mason/Blacksmith Shop 1903 1958 1958 BLDG 30 

Plumbing/Electrical Shop 1903 1958 1958 BLDG 29 

Gun shed (1903)/Carpenter Shop (1958) 1903 1958 1958 BLDG 26 

Powder magazine 1903 1958 Ammunition storage; 1958 BLDG 
25 

Storage 1909 1958 1958 BLDG 33 

Storage 1944 1958 1958 BLDG 27 

Storage 1944 1958 1958 BLDG 34 

Unidentified (small building along North Capitol Street) 1944 1958 Unknown 

Gas Station 1958 1958 1958 BLDG 84 

Unidentified (small building south of QM Store) 1958 1958 Unknown 

Storage (three structures between North Capitol Street 
and Sheridan Road) 1958 1958 1958 BLDGs 81, 82, and 83 

 

5.3.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historical map research identified between 28 and 31 locations of 
former structures within Zone 3 as well as three potential landscape features (Table 4; Figure 20; 
Appendix B Zone 3). One standing structure, Quarters 40, is a historic building that has the 
potential for the presence of associated archaeological deposits. One other location that has 
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Figure 19. General view of east portion of Zone 3. 

the potential for associated archaeological deposits is east of the Security Building, which is 
located in Zone 2. Five locations have a high potential for remains of former structures: 

• Northwest corner of Sheridan Building, where several unidentified structures dating 
between 1861 and 1894 are located (Figure 20; Appendix B Zone 3) 

• Northeast corner of Sheridan Building, where several structures dating between 1903 
and 1958 are located; these include a Clothing storehouse (later Quartermaster’s Office) 
and Refrigeration shop (Figure 20; Appendix B Zone 3) 

• Parking Lot P5, where numerous structures and numerous episodes of demolition and 
rebuilding occurred between 1888 and 1958 (Figure 20; Appendix B Zone 3); the 
structures include a gun shed and powder magazine, several workshops, and storage 
sheds; this might also be an area where the Manager’s Residence, Barn, and Stable and 
two wells depicted on the 1851 Riggs map are located 
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Figure 20. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 3. 
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• South of Parking Lot P5 to the exercise area, numerous structures and episodes of 
demolition and rebuilding occurred between 1903 and 1958 (Figure 20 and Appendix B 
Zone 3); the structures include a Quartermaster shop and numerous storage sheds 

• Southeast of the exercise area, where a single unidentified structure dating between 1888 
and 1903 is located (Figure 20 and Appendix B Zone 3) 

Also present in Zone 3 are a number of structures that are located within the footprint of the 
Sheridan Building (Appendix B Zone 3). These structures date from 1903 to 1958 and include a 
series of greenhouses. 

5.3.3 Beta STPs 

One beta STP was excavated in Zone 3 in an area along the course of a now-buried stream 
(Figure 20). This area is designated as having a high potential for the presence of Native 
American resources. Elevation change analysis indicated that fill levels between 7 feet and 22 
feet were possible at the location. STP 3-1 was located east of Sheridan Road in the 
garden/community recreation area near a military tank display. Stratum I (0–20 cm bs) was 
brown silty loam topsoil while the following three strata consisted of fill. Stratum II (Fill I; 20–
40 cm bs) was mottled gravelly gray, strong brown, and yellowish brown sandy clay. Stratum III 
(Fill II; 40–64 cm bs) was very strong brown mottled with orange and red sandy clay with 
gravels. Stratum IV (Fill III; 64–75 cm bs) was bright red sandy clay with gravels mottled with 
strong brown and yellowish brown. No artifacts were recovered from this STP. 

5.3.4 Recommendations 

The landforms paralleling the buried stream, oriented southeast to northwest from North 
Capitol Street NW to Lincoln Drive in Zone 3, has a high potential for the presence of Native 
American resources (Figure 20). Even though a great deal of building construction has taken 
place in the north half of this zone, fill levels, ranging from 8 feet to 22 feet, suggest that intact 
subsurface deposits might be present. Given the depth of fill in this area, mechanized testing is 
required prior to subsurface disturbances in this area. Also within this area is the location of a 
structure dating between 1888 and 1903. Mechanized testing for Native American remains in 
this location might also encounter remains associated with this structure. 

Zone 3 also has a high probability for Historic period resources, both artifact deposits associated 
with standing structures, such as Quarters 40 and the Security Building (formerly Jail, located 
in Zone 2), as well as remains of the numerous structures that had once been present within 
Zone 3 (Figure 20). Two areas around the periphery of the Sheridan Building have a high 
potential for the presence of structure remains (Figure 20; Appendix B Zone 3). Structure 
remains or associated artifact deposits are possible around the northwest to northeast corners of 
the Sheridan Building and at the south face of the Sheridan Building, including the area 
surrounding Quarters 40. In both areas, an STP investigation is recommended prior to any 
ground-disturbing activities given the relatively shallow depths of fill at these locations. 

However, no additional investigations are recommended in the locations of the two groups of 
structures in Parking Lot P5 and south to the exercise area. Building stock in these two areas 
appear to have been repeatedly demolished and rebuilt, including what appears to be a 
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substantial construction effort in the late 1950s (Appendix B Zone 3). As such, it is likely that 
remains associated with earlier structures have been severely impacted.  

5.4 Zone 4 

Zone 4 comprises the area surrounding the Scott Building (Figure 13). This zone is constrained 
by Scott Road to the north, McArthur Drive to the west, Arnold Drive to the south, and Old 
Chapel Circle to the east. One building, the Scott Building, is present within Zone 8 (Table 5). An 
adjacent parking area, access drive, and adjoining walks, are also present. The remainder of 
Zone 4 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees. 

Table 5. Standing and previous structures within Zone 4. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Scott Building 80 2013 Residential/Care 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Chapel Summer House 1873 1953 1944 BLDG 42A 

Tennis Courts 1903 1919 Recreation 

Scott Building 1953 2011 Dormitory 

  

Zone 4 soils are dominated by the Sassafras series in the center and east, with Croom series soils 
present to the west and Woodstown series soils along the south boundary. No paleosols have 
been identified in Zone 4. Cut and fill analysis suggests that significant cutting, of up to 6 feet, is 
present in the southeast quarter of Zone 4, while significant filling, of between 4 feet and 20 feet, 
is present in the northwest quarter. The western half of Zone 4 has had minor elevation change. 
The headwaters of a small stream was present in the south-central portion of Zone 4. This area 
has been subject to significant (ca. 5 feet) to minor (less than 1 foot) cutting (Appendix B Zone 4, 
Cut and Fill). Recent and significant subsurface impacts have occurred in Zone 4. An earlier 
Scott Building was demolished, the entire zone graded, and a new, larger Scott Building has 
been constructed. 

5.4.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. An unnamed stream 
was located in the south-central portion of Zone 4. Approximately 100 m on either side of the 
former stream location has a moderate to high potential for Native American archaeological 
resources. Given the distance of this tributary stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and 
the Potomac River, such resources would likely be small, limited-occupation encampments 
focused on resource procurement, including game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites 
would be characterized by a low density of artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The 
remainder of Zone 4 can be characterized as having a low probability for Native American 
resources. If present, such resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very 
low artifact density. 
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5.4.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historical map research suggests the presence of one former 
structure, the Chapel Summer House, one landscape feature, and the recently demolished 1953 
Scott Building, were located within Zone 4 (Table 5; Appendix B Zone 4). The construction and 
demolition of the earlier Scott Building and construction of the current Scott Building has likely 
impacted the former locations of the tennis courts and the Chapel Summer House, which was 
located near the southeast corner of the current Scott Building.  

5.4.3 Recommendations 

Recent aerial photographs suggest that Zone 4 has been impacted by the construction of the 
current Scott Building. Cut and fill analysis suggests that the tributary stream location, in the 
south-central portion of Zone 4, had been subject to elevation decrease prior to recent impacts 
associated with the construction of the current Scott Building. This suggests that earlier grading 
has diminished the probability that Native American resources are present in Zone 4. Similarly, 
the area of the Chapel Summer House has decreased in elevation between the 1880s and present 
by as much as 6 feet. Given the likelihood of cutting both prior to and in concert with the 
construction of the current Scott Building, the probability that remains associated with the 
Chapel Summer House is low. Based on this analysis, no archaeological investigations are 
warranted in Zone 4 for either Native American or Historic period resources. 

5.5 Zone 5 

Zone 5 comprises the western boundary of AFRH south of the Eagle Gate Guard House (Figure 
13). This zone is constrained by Rock Creek Church Road NW to the west, MacArthur Drive and 
Scott Statue Circle to the east, and Marshall Drive to the south. Eleven buildings and the Scott 
Statue are present within Zone 5 (Table 6). Building 90/90A, located north of Marshall Drive, is 
included in Zone 11 to the south. One large parking lot (P1) is located within Zone 5, as are 
smaller access drives, Mad Bear Road, Nisperos Road, and adjoining walks. The area between 
Mad Bear and Nisperos Roads and Rock Creek Church Road is forested, while the remainder of 
Zone 5 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees (Figure 21). 

Zone 5 soils are dominated by Urban land and Sassafras series soils. No paleosols have been 
identified in Zone 5. Cut and fill analysis suggests the presence of 8 feet to 10 feet of fill east of 
Mad Bear Road; no change in elevation to up to 3 feet of decrease (cutting) east of Nisperos 
Road and adjacent to Eagle Gate House; and between 1 foot and 3 feet of fill between Mad Bear 
and Nisperos Roads and Rock Creek Church Road NW (Appendix B Zone 5, Cut and Fill). That 
area is the general location of a now-filled stream. Several utilities cross front and back yards of 
Quarters 1 through 6 and while each below-ground utility might have impacted archaeological 
deposits, the pipe diameters are generally small (4 inches to 8 inches in diameter) suggesting 
that overall impacts would be minor. Of greater potential concern are drainage improvements 
along Rock Creek Church Road NW that might have impacted areas with moderate to high 
potential for Native American resources. 
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Table 6. Standing and previous structures within Zone 5. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Quarters 1/Garage 1/1A 1852 Residence 

Quarters 2/Garage/Tool Shed 2/2A/2B 1854 Residence 

Quarters 3/Garage 3/3A 1907 Residence 

Quarters 4/Garage 4/4A 1870 Residence 

Quarters 5/Garage 5/5A 1870 Residence 

Quarters 6/Garage 6/6A 1907 Residence 

Substation 7 Ca. 1958 Substation 

Admissions Building 8 1871 Admissions 

Eagle Gate House 9 1877 Residence/Gatehouse 

North Converter Room 28 1910 Substation 

Eagle Gate Guard House 25 1985 Gatehouse 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Unidentified (west of BLDG 1) 1861 1975 Unknown (likely small shed) 

Unidentified (northwest of BLDG 3) 1861 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (one structure south of BLDG 9) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (second building west of BLDG 1) 1873 1903 Unknown (likely small shed) 

Unidentified (one building west of BLDG 2) 1888 1914 Unknown (likely small shed) 

Unidentified (two buildings west of BLDG 4/5) 1903 1903 Unknown (likely small shed) 

 

5.5.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream was located along the western boundary of Zone 5 (Figure 22; Appendix B Zone 5). 
Approximately 100 m on either side of the former stream location has a moderate to high 
potential for Native American archaeological resources. Given the distance of this tributary 
stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources would 
likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, including 
game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low density of 
artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 5 can be characterized as 
having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 22). If present, such resources 
are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 

5.5.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historical map research identified six former structure locations 
within Zone 5 (Table 6; Figure 22; Appendix B Zone 5). Four of these are likely small sheds 
associated with the quarters while two are larger, unidentified buildings. The presence of several 
standing historic structures and associated structures that are no longer present indicates that 
portions of Zone 5 have a high potential for Historic period archaeological resources. The 
historical map overview suggests that the secondary structures were associated with Quarters 1, 
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Figure 21. General view of Zone 5 residential yards. 

2, 3, and 4/5, and former quarters, now Eagle Gate House, in the second half of the nineteenth 
century and the initial decade of the twentieth century. These are likely sheds or possibly 
summer houses. More importantly, all quarters and former quarters could be associated with 
deposits of artifacts derived from the residential occupations of these structures. Less likely are 
artifact deposits associated with the Admissions Building. 

5.5.3 Beta STPs 

Two beta STPs were excavated in Zone 5 (Figure 22), both of which were placed in locations 
adjacent to historic structures. As such, both locations were assigned to have a high potential for 
the presence of Historic period archaeological resources. STP 5-1 was placed in the yard of 
BLDG 3, a residence dating to 1907, and three strata were defined. Stratum I (0–25 cm bs) was 
brown mottled with yellowish brown silty loam. Stratum II (25–50 cm bs) was a fill layer, 
consisting of reddish brown mottled with yellow and strong brown sandy clay with gravels. 
Stratum III (50–70 cm bs) was yellowish brown silt loam with gravels. No artifacts were 
recovered from this STP. 

The second beta STP was placed near BLDG 9, a gate house that dates to 1877 (Figure 22). STP 
5-2 also evidenced three soil strata. Stratum I (0–22 cm bs) was yellowish brown silty loam.  
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Figure 22. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 5. 
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Stratum II (22–55 cm bs) was yellowish brown silt clay loam, and Stratum III (55–62 cm bs) 
was light yellow brown clay silt loam. No artifacts were recovered from the STP.  

5.5.4 Recommendations 

Portions of Zone 5 have a high potential for both Native American and Historic period 
archaeological resources (Figure 22). While the areas adjacent to the now-buried stream along 
Rock Creek Church Road NW have a high potential for Native American resources, a 1914 map 
depicts a paved ditch in this area. This suggests that the stream area has, to some extent, been 
impacted. It is recommended that minimal STP excavations or hand-augering be conducted to 
determine whether the paved drainage has disturbed the subsurface integrity of this area. If not, 
an STP survey of the area is recommended prior to any ground-disturbing activities. The most 
impacted area, along Rock Creek Church Road NW, is excluded from this recommendation. An 
examination of this area suggests that it has been disturbed by drainage modifications. 

There is also a high potential for Historic period resources associated with six of the quarters/ 
former quarters within Zone 5 (Figure 22). Artifacts associated with the residences as well as the 
remains of several outbuildings are likely located in the vicinity of these structures. Given the 
minimal change in elevation north of Quarters 3, STP excavations are recommended if ground 
disturbance is anticipated in these areas. Elevation increase, perhaps more than 7 feet, occurred 
in the vicinity of Quarters 4/5 and 6. Mechanized excavations are more appropriate for that 
area. 

STP 5-2 and cut and fill analysis suggest that the area surrounding the Eagle Gate House 
contains a truncated soil profile that lacks A-B horizon strata. As such, no archaeological 
investigations are recommended for this area. 

While it is less probable that archaeological materials would be present in the vicinity of the 
Admissions Building, given its early date of construction (1871), confirmation of this 
interpretation should be based on minimal STP testing prior to ground-disturbing activities. 

5.6 Zone 6 

Zone 6 comprises the AFRH golf course (Figure 13). This zone is constrained by MacArthur and 
Pershing Drives to the west and south and Arnold Drive to the east and north. Three buildings, 
an underground reservoir, and the facility golf course are present within Zone 6 (Table 7). Zone 
6 is bisected by Marshall Drive and includes adjoining walks. The area is covered by a 
maintained lawn and specimen trees, with a denser tree cover present to the north of the 
intersection of Marshall and Arnold Drives (Figure 23). 

Zone 6 soils are dominated by the Sassafras series, with narrower bands of Woodstown, Iuka, 
and Croom soils present. Also present along Irving Street NW and the underground reservoir 
location is Udorthents. Paleosols have been identified in the southernmost extent of Zone 6. Cut 
and fill analysis suggests that, in general, much of Zone 6 has experienced little elevation change 
(Appendix B Zone 6, Cut and Fill). Areas experiencing increases in elevation include the southwest 
quadrant (up to 6 feet) and the northwest quadrant (up to 8 feet). The area where the underground 
reservoir is located has been cut by up to 8 feet. A former stream parallels Arnold Drive and is 
now filled by 2 feet to 4 feet of fill. Utilities maps suggest that there have been relatively few 
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Table 7. Standing and previous structures within Zone 6. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Toilet Building 48 1934 Restroom 

Golf Clubhouse 67 1974 Clubhouse 

Golf Shelter 68 1964 Weather Shelter 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Carlisle Cottage/Overseer’s Residence/Barn/Well 1851 1851 Residences/Outbuilding/Landscape 
feature 

Unidentified 1888 1937 Unknown Outbuilding 

 

 

Figure 23. General view of Zone 6 along now-buried stream. 
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impacts by underground utilities in this zone. However, a water main and storm sewer are 
located in the west half of the now-filled stream that parallels Arnold Drive. 

5.6.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream paralleled much of Arnold Drive (Figure 24; Appendix B Zone 6). Approximately 100 m 
on either side of the former stream location has a moderate to high potential for Native 
American archaeological resources. Given the distance of this tributary stream to larger streams, 
such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources would likely be small, limited-
occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, including game and plant 
resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low density of artifacts and a 
low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 6 can be characterized as having a low 
probability for Native American resources (Figure 24). If present, such resources are likely to be 
isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 

Potential paleosols have also been mapped in the southeast corner of Zone 6 (Figure 24). The 
presence of paleosols indicates that earlier land surfaces, possibly dating to the Paleoindian 
period, could remain below these Younger Dryas event loessal deposits. However, in Zone 6, the 
potential paleosol deposits are located at some distance from known sources of water or lithic 
resources. This would suggest that there is a low probability for Paleoindian resources below the 
potential paloesols located in Zone 6.  

5.6.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. One unidentified structure (depicted as an outbuilding), present on 
maps between 1888 and 1937, was located within Zone 6 (Table 7; Figure 24; Appendix B Zone 
6). It should be noted that this structure is not depicted on the 1903 and 1914 facility plan maps. 
In addition, it is possible that three of the structures depicted on the 1851 Riggs map, an 
overseer’s residence, a barn, and Carlisle Cottage, in addition to a well, were located in Zone 6 
(Table 7). While the 1851 Riggs map has an unknown level of inaccuracy, the potential presence 
of these structures south of Marshall Drive should be considered. 

5.6.3 Beta STPs 

Two beta STPs were excavated in Zone 6 (Figure 24). STP 6-1 was placed in an area identified as 
having a high potential for Native American resources due to proximity to a now-buried stream. 
STP 6-1 was located west of Arnold Drive, north of Marshall Drive, and east of the Scott Statue. 
Only two strata were excavated before refusal halted progress. Stratum I (0–28 cm bs) was 
brownish gray silty loam clay mottled with yellowish brown clay silt gravels while Stratum II 
(28–54 cm bs) was yellowish brown clay silt sand with gravel. No artifacts were recovered. 

STP 6-2 was located in the southern portion of the golf course, approximately 10 m east of the 
pond (Figure 24). This area was identified as having a high potential for Historic period 
resources based on the presence of a structure at this location on a late nineteenth-century map. 
Three soil strata were identified. Stratum I (0–32 cm bs) was very dark brown loam silt with gravel 
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Figure 24. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 6. 
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Stratum II (32–41 cm bs) was yellowish brown sandy silt loam with gravel. Stratum III (41–87 cm 
bs) was red clayey silt with mottles of yellowish brown clay sand. No artifacts were recovered. 

5.6.4 Recommendations 

While the presence of a now-filled stream along Arnold Drive would suggest that Zone 6 has a 
moderate to high potential for Native American resources, the presence of a water main and 
storm sewer paralleling the stream suggests that the area has been impacted. Given the presence 
of 2 feet to 4 feet of fill in this area, minimal hand-augering should be conducted to confirm the 
extent of prior disturbance. The outbuilding depicted on maps dating between 1888 and 1937 is 
located in the vicinity of a golf pond. This area has little elevation change between 1888 and the 
present. It is recommended that a minimal STP survey be conducted to determine whether any 
remains of this structure are present. In addition, the paleosols present in Zone 6 are located at 
some distance from sources of water and lithic raw materials. No investigation of the paleosol 
area is recommended. Finally, all contractors should be alerted to the potential presence of 
remains associated with the mid-nineteenth-century Carlisle Cottage and related buildings 
south of Marshall Drive. If such remains are uncovered, all work should be halted and the AFRH 
Historic Preservation Officer contacted. 

5.7 Zone 7 

Zone 7 surrounds, but does not include, a rectangular area that encloses the Auto Craft Shop 
(Figure 13). This zone is constrained by Arnold Drive to the west, Sheridan Road to the east, and 
Marshall Drive to the south. Five buildings are present within Zone 7: the modern air conditioning 
tower and an electrical substation, Quarters 41 and 45 that were built in the early twentieth 
century, and the Rose Chapel that dates to 1870 (Table 8). One small parking lot (P8) is located 
within Zone 7, as are smaller access drives, such as York Road, Old Chapel Road, and Old Chapel 
Circle, as well as adjoining walks. Aside from the area within Old Chapel Circle, which is covered 
by a maintained lawn and specimen trees, the remainder of Zone 7 is forested (Figure 25). 

Table 8. Standing and previous structures within Zone 7. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

A/C Cooling Tower 37 Ca. 1990 Substation 

Quarters 41 41 1909 Residence 

Quarters 45 45 1914 Residence 

Substation 44 Ca. 1958 Substation 

Rose Chapel 42 1870 Chapel 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Unidentified (two structures northwest of 
Rose Chapel) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (east of BLDG 44) 1909 1937 Unknown 

Unidentified (south of BLDG 44) 1919 1937 Unknown 

Power Plant/Laundry (east of York Road) 1914 1921 Power Plant/ Coal/Laundry 

Unidentified (three structures southwest 
of BLDG 45) 1958 1967/1975 BLDG 45 Summer House (1958 BLDG 

45A) and two unidentified structures 
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Figure 25. General view of forested portion of Zone 7. 

Zone 7 soils include Woodstown series soils along the eastern boundary and Sassafras series in 
the remainder of the area. No paleosols have been identified in Zone 7. Cut and fill analysis 
suggests that most of the area has experienced either minimal cutting or minimal filling, with 
the exception of the northeast corner (Appendix B Zones 7 and 8, Cut and Fill). The area in the 
vicinity of Quarters 41 appears to have been elevated with up to 10 feet of fill. Utilities maps 
indicate that most below-ground utilities follow roads within Zone 7, although a water main 
does cross Zone 7 in an east to west direction to the north of Zone 8. 

5.7.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream paralleled much of Arnold Drive (Figure 26; Appendix B Zones 7 and 8). Approximately 
100 m on either side of the former stream location, principally in the northwest corner of Zone 
7, has a moderate to high potential for Native American archaeological resources. Given the 
distance of this tributary stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, 
such resources would likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource 
procurement, including game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be 
characterized by a low density of artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of 
Zone 7 can be characterized as having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 26). 
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Figure 26. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zones 7 and 8. 
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If present, such resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact 
density. 

5.7.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historical map research has identified the locations of eight former 
structures in four locations within Zone 7 (Figure 26; Appendix B Zones 7 and 8). The first is 
northwest of Rose Chapel along Old Chapel Circle. Two unidentified structures are depicted on 
the 1866 map at this location. Second, two unidentified structures are depicted in the vicinity of 
the substation (BLDG 44) on maps between 1909 and 1937. Third, a power plant, coal vault, and 
laundry was present east of York Road in the early twentieth century. Fourth, three unidentified 
structures (likely sheds), are depicted on maps dating to 1958 and later. It is also likely that 
archaeological deposits associated with the two standing residential structures (Quarters 41 and 
45) are present. Less likely are archaeological deposits associated with Rose Chapel. 

5.7.3 Beta STPs 

One beta STP was excavated in Zone 7 (Figure 26). STP 7-1 was located in the yard northwest of 
Quarters 41, a residence that dates to 1909. Based on proximity to this structure, the area was 
designated as having a high probability for Historic period resources. The excavations revealed 
three soil strata. Stratum I (0–15 cm bs) was brown mottled with strong brown silt loam with 
gravel. Stratum II (15–30 cm bs) was brown sandy loam, while Stratum III (30–60 cm bs) 
consisted of pale brown mottled with light yellowish brown silt loam. No artifacts were 
recovered. 

5.7.4 Recommendations 

A small area east of Arnold Drive lies within the high-probability zone for Native American 
resources (Figure 26). The cut and fill analysis of this area suggests little elevation change has 
occurred. An STP survey of this area should be conducted prior to any ground-disturbing 
activities. Also, artifact deposits associated with the two unidentified structures depicted on the 
1866 map could be present within the northern half of Old Chapel Circle (Figure 26). If any 
ground disturbance is planned for that portion of Zone 7, an STP survey should be conducted. 

Investigations are also recommended for two areas associated with demolished structures in the 
remainder of Zone 7 (Figure 26). STP excavations would be an appropriate technique for the 
power plant, coal vault, and laundry east of York Road as it appears to be located in an area with 
less than 2 feet of fill. In contrast, the two structures in the vicinity of BLDG 44 are located in 
areas of significant fill, with as much as 10 feet of elevation change predicted. Mechanized 
investigations in that area would be required. 

STP investigations are also recommended if any ground-disturbing activities are scheduled 
within 15 m of the two residential quarters (Quarters 41 and 45) (Figure 26). Artifact deposits 
are often associated with residences dating to the early twentieth century. However, given the 
late date of construction of the three structures south of Quarters 45 (ca. 1950s), no 
archaeological investigations designed to locate the remains of those structures are warranted. 
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5.8 Zone 8 

Zone 8 is a rectangular area that encloses the Auto Craft Shop and is surrounded by Zone 7 
(Figure 13). This zone includes a parking area north of the Auto Craft Shop. One building, the 
Auto Craft Shop (BLDG 43), is present within Zone 8 (Table 9). Aside from the parking area 
north of the Auto Craft Shop, a forested area between York Road and the building/parking area 
is included in this zone. Soils consist entirely of Sassafras series soils; no paleosols have been 
identified. Cut and fill analysis suggests that most of the area has experienced minimal elevation 
change, with perhaps up to 2 feet of fill present (Appendix B Zones 7 and 8, Cut and Fill). 
Utilities include a water main that parallels the access road east of the Auto Craft Shop. 

Table 9. Standing and previous structures within Zone 8. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Auto Craft Shop 43 1986 Workshop 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Stables 1903 1958 Stables (1903) 

Tool House 1903 1958 Workshop (1944 BLDG 44) 

1 to 4 small sheds 1914 1958 Power Roller House (1944 BLDG 44A; Soil Sorage Shed 
(1944 BLDG 44B; tool sheds (1958 BLDGs 44C and 44D) 

  

5.8.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. Zone 8 lies outside of 
all moderate to high probability areas for Native American resources, and, as such, can be 
characterized as having a low probability for these resources (Figure 26; Appendix B Zones 7 
and 8). If present, such resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low 
artifact density. 

5.8.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. Historical map research has identified the locations of up to six 
former structures in Zone 8 (Table 9; Figure 26; Appendix B Zones 7 and 8). Located in the 
parking area north of the Auto Craft Shop is the Stables Building dating to circa 1903. A Tool 
Shop, also dating to 1903, is present at the same location as the Auto Craft Shop. Finally, a 
group of one to four small sheds and workshops is located just south of the Auto Craft Shop. 
Zone 8 is covered by a thin layer of fill (up to 2 feet), and a portion of the area is protected by a 
parking lot. Zone 8 has a high potential for the remains of the Stables and various workshops, 
although remains associated with the Tool House have likely been impacted by the construction 
of the Auto Craft Shop in 1986. 
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5.8.3 Recommendations 

It is recommended that investigations be undertaken to determine whether archaeological 
remains associated with the Stables and various workshops south of the Auto Craft Shop are 
present prior to any earth-disturbing activities (Figure 26). Given the presence of forest cover in 
portions of Zone 8 along with minimal fill, STPs can be employed to investigate areas adjacent 
to the parking area and areas surrounding the Auto Craft Shop. Mechanized equipment would 
be required to investigate the parking lot. 

5.9 Zone 9 

Zone 9 comprises an area along the western boundary of AFRH to the south of Parking Lot P7 
(Figure 13). This zone is constrained by North Capitol Street NW to the east, Sheridan Road to 
the west, and Building 70, the Support Directorate Building, to the south. Four buildings are 
present within Zone 9 (Table 10). Smaller access drives and adjoining walks are present, while 
the remainder of Zone 9 is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees. 

Table 10. Standing and previous structures within Zone 9. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Storage Contamination Building 69 1944 Storage 

Main Substation 71 1959 Electrical substation 

Heating Plant 46 1907 Heating Plant 

Support Directorate Building 70 1961 Office 

  

Soils are dominated, east to west, by Udorthents, Urban land, and Woodstown series soils, and 
no paleosols have been identified. Cut and fill analysis suggests the presence of 4 feet to 5 feet of 
fill across the zone with the exception of the southeast corner, which has been cut by as much as 
5 feet (Appendix B Zone 9, Cut and Fill). No major utilities are depicted on maps. 

5.9.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. Zone 9 is outside of all 
medium to high probability areas for Native American resources (Figure 27). However, two 
small tributary drainages, near and north of BLDG 69, have now been filled (see Appendix B 
Zone 9, 1873 map). Both areas would have a low to moderate potential for Native American 
resources. Such resources would likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on 
resource procurement, including game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be 
characterized by a low density of artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of 
Zone 9 has a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 27). If present, such 
resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 
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Figure 27. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 9. 
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5.9.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. No such structures are present in Zone 9 (Appendix B Zone 9). 
Remains of two bridges that crossed two small tributary drainages could be present. These two 
bridges, near and north of the Storage Contamination Building, are only depicted on the 1873 
map (Appendix B Zone 9, 1873 map). 

5.9.3 Recommendations 

There is a low probability for both Native American and Historic period archaeological resources 
in Zone 9 (Figure 27). No archaeological investigations are recommended. However, if 
construction is undertaken in the vicinity of the two bridges depicted on the 1873 map, some 
level of monitoring would be warranted. 

5.10 Zone 10 

Zone 10 comprises the southeastern quarter of the AFRH (Figure 13). This zone is constrained 
by Arnold Drive to the west, Irving Street NW to the south, North Capitol Street NW to the east, 
and Marshall Drive and Buildings 70 and 71 to the north. Twenty-three buildings are currently 
present in Zone 10, all of which were constructed after 1890 (Table 11). These can be divided 
based on general function: a predominantly hospital-related complex is to the west, generally 
west of Carney Road, while a predominantly facilities-related complex is to the east along 
Eisenhower Drive (Figure 13). Several parking lots are located within Zone 10, as are smaller 
access drives, Carney Road, York Road, Eisenhower Drive, and adjoining walks. Most of Zone 10 
is covered by a maintained lawn and specimen trees (Figure 28). 

Zone 10 soils include Udorthents along Irving Street NW and North Capitol Street NW, Urban 
land in the vicinity of the standing structures, and Woodstown, Sassafras, and Iuka series soils 
progressively to the west. Chillum series soils, identified in the southern portion of Zone 10, 
include those areas identified as paleosols (Figure 29). Cut and fill analysis suggests that there 
has been relatively little elevation change across Zone 10 (Appendix B Zone 10, Cut and Fill). 
Areas to the north have been cut by as much as 3 feet to 4 feet while along Irving Street NW and 
North Capitol Street NW, elevation increases of up to 2 feet are present. Elevation increases of 3 
feet to 4 feet are present in the eastern half of the zone. That area includes the location of a now-
filled stream. Utilities are generally located along roads. 

5.10.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream paralleled much of Arnold Drive and a second now-filled stream is located between the 
hospital complex to the west and the facilities complex to the east (Figure 29; Appendix B Zone 
10). Approximately 100 m on either side of the former stream location, has a moderate to high 
potential for Native American archaeological resources (Figure 29). Given the distance of this 
tributary stream to larger streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources 
would likely be small, limited-occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, 
including game and plant resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low 
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Table 11. Standing and previous structures within Zone 10. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Quarters 47 47 1890 Residence 
Bandstand 49 Ca. 1894 Bandstand 

Viewing Stand 50 Ca. 1900 Storage/shed 

Carport/Garage 51 Ca. 1970 Carport/garage 

Barnes Building 52 1903 Hospital ward 

Hostess House 53 1907 Hospital ward 

Substation 54 Ca. 1958 Substation 

Forwood 55 1906 Office (Hospital) 

LaGarde Building 56 1992 Hospital 

Mess Hall 57 1920 Mess Hall (Hospital) 

Mess Hall Corridor 58 1920 Mess Hall (Hospital) 

King Hall 59 1916 Dormitory 

Pipes Building 64 1953 Office (Hospital) 

Ignatia Hall 65 1954 Dormitory 

Shop Building 72 1960 Workshop 

Shop Building 73 1958 Workshop 

Warehouse/Central Cold Storage Shop 74/74A 1958 Warehouse 

Flammable Storage 75 1958 Warehouse 

Garage Shop 76 1958 Workshop 

Grounds Maintenance Shop 77 1958 Workshop 

Greenhouses 78 Complex 1958 Greenhouses/sheds 

Flammable Storage 38 1987 Warehouse 

Scale Gate Guard House 39 Unknown Guard House 

Mapped Building Earliest Map Date Latest Map Date Function 

Carlisle Cottage/Overseer’s Residence/Barn/Well 1851 1851 Residences/Outbuilding/Landscape 
feature 

Unidentified (southeast of LaGarde BLDG) 1861 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (southeast of LaGarde BLDG) 1861 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (vicinity of Barnes BLDG) 1861 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (four small structures southeast of 
LaGarde BLDG) 1866  Unknown 

Unidentified (two small structures in vicinity of 
Barnes BLDG) 1866 1866/1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (three small structures in vicinity of 
Barnes BLDG) 1866 1866 Unknown 

Unidentified (two small structures southeast of 
LaGarde BLDG) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (two small structures southeast of 
LaGarde BLDG) 1873 1873 Unknown 

Unidentified (structure south of Barnes BLDG) 1888 1953 1903 Hospital 

Unidentified (structure north of LaGarde BLDG) 1888 1921 1903 Storehouse 
Unidentified (structure northwest of LaGarde 
BLDG) 1888 1894 Probable landscape feature 

Unidentified (structure southeast of LaGarde 
BLDG) 1903 1953 Morgue 

Unidentified structure (south of Carney Road) 1909 1909 Unknown 

Unidentified structure (south of Carney Road) 1914 1914 Unknown 

 

 77 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Figure 28. General view of Zone 10 between Hospital and Facilities sections. 

density of artifacts and a low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 10 can be 
characterized as having a low probability for Native American resources (Figure 29). If present, 
such resources are likely to be isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 

Potential paleosols have also been mapped in the southwest corner and in the facilities area of 
Zone 10 (Figure 29). The presence of paleosols indicates that earlier land surfaces, dating to the 
Paleoindian period, could remain intact below these Younger Dryas event loessal deposits. One 
area of paleosols intersects with the southern extent of the Native American resources high-
probability area along Arnold Drive. This area would have a high probability for Paleoindian 
resources as well. In contrast, paleosols to the east located within and adjacent to the facilities 
building complex lie outside of the high probability for Native American resources. These 
paleosols have a low probability for Native American resources. 

5.10.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures (generally pre-1920) 
or now-demolished structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of 
the perimeter of structures. As mentioned for the purposes of this assessment, Zone 10 can be 
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Figure 29. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 10. 

divided into the hospital area, north and west of Carney Road, and the facilities area, east of 
Carney Road and west of North Capitol Street NW. Based on the extensive map review 
conducted for this assessment, no historic structure remains or associated artifact deposits are 
likely within the facilities area east of Carney Road. 

In contrast, as many as 34 standing historic structures, locations of former structures, and 
landscape features are present in the hospital area (Table 11; Figure 29; Appendix B Zone 10). Of 
the standing structures, many were constructed after 1950 and have a low probability for the 
presence of associated artifact deposits. Many of the earlier structures had functions that are 
unlikely to be associated with significant artifact deposits, including the wards and hospital. 
Other standing structures, such as the Mess Hall, King Hall (BLDG 59, a dormitory), and 

 79 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

Quarters 47, a residence, are more likely to be associated with archaeological deposits (Figure 
29). 

The numerous former structure locations would also have a high potential for Historic period 
archaeological resources (Figure 29). Eleven former structure locations have been noted in the 
vicinity of the LaGarde Building (Appendix B Zone 10). While most are smaller structures and 
likely workshops or storage sheds, one is identified on a plan map as a morgue. Another seven 
structure locations are in the vicinity of the Barnes Building, including the early twentieth-
century hospital building (Appendix B Zone 10). Finally, two structure locations are present 
south and east of Carney Road (Appendix B Zone 10). 

5.10.3 Beta STPs 

Four beta STPs were excavated in Zone 10 (Figure 29). STP 10-1 was located in the yard area 
southeast of Quarters 47, a structure dating to 1890. This area was designated as having a high 
potential for Historic period archaeological resources. STP 10-1 had three soil strata. Stratum I 
(0–15 cm bs) was brown silt loam topsoil while Stratum II (15–30 cm bs) was red, yellow, and 
strong brown clay fill. Stratum III (30–40 cm bs) ass also a probable fill layer, consisting of 
mottled brown, yellowish brown, and grayish brown clay sand. Stratum IV (40–53 cm bs) was 
strong brown sandy loam. No artifacts were recovered.  

STP 10- 2 was located east of Building 57, the Mess Hall (Figure 29). This area was designated as 
having a low probability for archaeological resources. STP 10-2 evidenced one fill stratum (0–60 
cm bs) that consisted of red, yellowish brown, and brown-gray silt with gravel. No artifacts were 
recovered. 

STP 10-3 was placed in a field between the Hospital and Facilities portions of Zone 10 (Figure 
29). The STP was placed along a now-buried stream course in an area designated as having a 
high potential for Native American archaeological resources. Three strata were observed. 
Stratum I (0–14 cm bs) was yellowish brown silt loam topsoil. Stratum II (14–85 cm bs) was fill 
consisting of strong brown, yellowish brown, and gray clay sand with gravel. Stratum III (85–
120 cm bs) was a mix of gray, yellowish brown, and strong brown clay, also probable fill. No 
artifacts were recovered. 

STP 10-4 was excavated south of Pershing Drive and east of a golf green (Figure 29). This area 
had a potential for the presence of paleosols and located along a now-buried stream. As such, 
the area was designated as having a high potential for Native American archaeological resources. 
Four strata were defined in STP 10-4. Stratum I (0–15 cm bs) was a dark brown silt loam 
organic layer. One piece of undecorated ironstone and one clear container glass fragment was 
recovered from Stratum I. Stratum II (15–55 cm bs) was yellowish brown silt loam with gravel. 
One piece of clear container glass was also recovered from this stratum. Stratum III (55–80 cm 
bs) was strong brown silt loam clay, while Stratum IV (80–95 cm bs) was light yellow mottled 
with strong brown silt loam. 

5.10.4 Recommendations 

While the two stream locations in Zone 10 have a moderate to high probability for the presence 
of Native American resources, a map review of the locations indicate that both have, to some 
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extent, been impacted by development. Portions of the stream along Arnold Drive are paralleled 
by a water main and storm sewer. It is more likely that landforms adjacent to and east of the 
stream course retain intact deposits. As the cut and fill analysis of this area suggests little 
elevation change, it is recommended that an STP survey be conducted prior to ground-
disturbing activities east of the stream bed (Figure 29). This includes an area that likely retains a 
paleosol horizon. STPs in this area might have to be augmented by hand-augering to excavate 
below the paleosol and into the pre-Younger Dryas land surface. 

Modern development, principally the construction of the facilities complex, has impacted a 
portion of the second stream located within Zone 10. In contrast, that portion of the stream 
south of Carney Road and north of Irving Street has a greater likelihood of retaining intact 
subsurface deposits. This is reflected in a narrower band identified for additional investigations 
in Figure 29. The areas along the stream course have been filled by 2 feet to 3 feet since 1888. 
While at the limits of STP excavations, it is recommended that a combination of STPs and hand-
augering (or mechanized excavations) be used to determine whether intact, artifact-bearing 
deposits are present prior to any ground-disturbing activities (Figure 29). Disturbances were 
observed south of Pershing Drive within the same former stream bed, and an area to the east 
had been grubbed and cleared. No investigations are recommended for that area. 

There is also a high potential for Historic period resources in the hospital portion of Zone 10, 
whereas based on map research, there is no potential for such resources in the facilities portion 
of this zone (Figure 29). For the hospital area, all the former structures date to the generally pre-
1950 period. Four of the seven structures in the vicinity of the Barnes Building have likely been 
impacted by the construction of that building. The remaining structure locations in the vicinity 
of the Barnes Building, the LaGarde Building, and south and east of Carney Road might not have 
been impacted by post-1950s construction. The cut and fill analysis suggests either minimal 
elevation change or increases in elevation, suggesting that the area has been filled. It is 
recommended that an STP investigation be undertaken of the former structure locations in the 
hospital area prior to ground-disturbing activities. 

5.11 Zone 11 

Zone 11 comprises an area along the western boundary of AFRH to the south of Marshall Drive, 
with the exception of a small area surrounding Quarters 90 (Figure 13). This zone is constrained 
by Rock Creek Church Road NW and Park Place to the west, Pershing Drive to the east, and 
Irving Street NW to the south. Ten buildings are present within Zone 11, the construction of 
which, with the exception of Quarters 90, postdates 1960 (Table 12). Two lakes (Lake Mary 
Barnes and Lower Lake) are located within Zone 11, as were Lakes Circle, smaller access drives, 
and adjoining walks. The area is covered by a maintained lawn, garden plots, and specimen 
trees, with a denser tree cover adjacent to the lakes and Marshall Drive (Figure 30). 

Zone 11 soils include Urban land along Rock Creek Church Road NW and Park Place, 
Udorthents along Irving Street NW, and Woodstown and Sassafras series soils in the interior of 
the zone. No paleosols have been identified in Zone 11. Cut and fill analysis suggests the 
presence of 2 feet to 4 feet of fill along Park Place thinning to no elevation change to a slight 
elevation decrease along Pershing Drive (Appendix B Zone 11, Cut and Fill). A former stream 
cuts through the center of Zone 11 and is now covered with up to 2 feet of fill. While many 
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underground utilities follow roads in Zone 11, water mains and storm sewers also impact high-
probability areas. A water main crosses between Lake Mary Barnes and Lower Lake, which is 
designated a high-probability area, while another parallels a buried stream course between 
Lakes Circle and Building 84. 

Table 12. Standing and previous structures within Zone 11. 

Existing Building Building No. Construction Date Function 

Toilet Building 61 1976 restroom 

Tool shed 82 1991 Storage 

Tool shed 83 1971 Storage 

Toilet Building 84 1964 Restroom 

Vending shed 86 1984 Storage 

Tool shed 87 1975 Storage 

Shelter 88 1982 Weather shelter 

Quarters 89/Garage/Storage shed 89/89A/89B Ca. 1869 Gatehouse 

Feed Shack 93 1980 Storage 

Quarters 90/Garage 90/90A 1860 Gatehouse 

 

 

Figure 30. General view of Zone 11. 
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5.11.1 Native American Site Potential 

Native American site probability is based on distance to sources of water. A now-filled, unnamed 
stream was located in the center of Zone 11 (Appendix B Zone 11). Approximately 100 m on 
either side of the former stream location has a moderate to high potential for Native American 
archaeological resources (Figure 31). Given the distance of this tributary stream to larger 
streams, such as Rock Creek and the Potomac River, such resources would likely be small, 
limited-occupation encampments focused on resource procurement, including game and plant 
resources. Such archaeological sites would be characterized by a low density of artifacts and a 
low diversity of artifact types. The remainder of Zone 11 can be characterized as having a low 
probability for Native American resources (Figure 31). If present, such resources are likely to be 
isolated finds or encampments with very low artifact density. 

5.11.2 Historic Period Site Potential 

Historic period site potential is based on the presence of historic structures or now-demolished 
structures. Highest potential for archaeological resources is within 15 m of the perimeter of 
structures. No such structures are present in Zone 11 (Figure 31; Appendix B Zone 11). The 
remains of one bridge that crossed the tributary stream located in the center of Zone 11 could be 
present. This bridge, north of Lake Mary Barnes, is only depicted on the 1873 map (Appendix B 
Zone 11, 1873 map). 

5.11.3 Beta STPs 

Two beta STPs were excavated in Zone 11 (Figure 31). STP 11-1 was located west of a tool shed 
(BLDG 83). This area parallels a now-buried stream and, as such, was designated as having a 
high potential for the presence of Native American archaeological resources. Three strata were 
observed. Stratum I (0–23 cm bs) was dark brown silt loam, and glass and plastic were 
recovered but discarded. Stratum II (fill, 23–45 cm bs) was orange with mottles of gray clay. 
Stratum III (45–75 cm bs) was a fill layer with gray gravelly clayey sand. 

STP 11- 2 was located in the yard of Quarters 90, a structure that dates to 1860 (Figure 31). 
Based on proximity to this structure, the area was designated as having a high potential for the 
presence of Historic period resources. Four strata were observed. Stratum I (0–29 cm bs) was 
yellowish brown silt clay loam that yielded one machine-cut nail and five pieces of unidentified 
container glass. Stratum II (29–42 cm bs) was very dark brown silt loam, possibly a buried A 
horizon. Artifacts recovered included two brick fragments, one button, and coal (discarded). 
Stratum III (42–55 cm bs) was strong brown mottled with yellow brown clayey silt, and Stratum 
IV (55–60 cm bs) was light yellowish brown sandy loam with gravel. Refusal halted this 
excavation. 

5.11.4 Recommendations 

The landforms paralleling the buried stream have been impacted in two locations by a water 
main: between the two Zone 11 lakes and between Lakes Circle and Building 84. While the 
landform paralleling the now-buried stream has a potential for Native American resources, 
several maps (beginning in 1903) also indicate that a drainage ditch was placed along the stream 
course. Given that the cut and fill analysis suggests the presence of 2 feet or less of fill, a minimal 
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Figure 31. Areas of archaeological resource probability and suggested field techniques 
within Zone 11. 
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STP survey is recommended to determine whether the landforms adjacent to the stream retain 
subsurface integrity (Figure 31). The 1873 bridge location, along Lakes Circle, has likely been 
impacted by utilities and road construction. However, if construction is undertaken in the 
vicinity of the former bridge, monitoring would be warranted. 

5.12 Summary 

The 15 beta STPs were excavated as both a test of the archaeological sensitivity predictions but 
also as a means to modify recommendations (Table 13). Two aspects of the model were 
incorporated into the beta tests: cut or fill levels and presence of archaeological resources, either 
artifact deposits or structural debris. For cut and fill levels, STP results that were within 3.5 feet 
to 5 feet of the predicted value were designated as positive, as the field results were within the 
range of error for the GIS analysis as suggested by Shellenhamer et al. (2012) and Shellenhamer 
and Patton (2014). For this variable, 11 of 15 STPs had fill levels within the predicted 
parameters. For the other four, the interpretation of the soil profile was more complex and the 
amount of fill, or lack thereof, could not be determined. Interesting, in three of these four 
instances, very little fill to cutting was predicted by the GIS model. This might indicate that 
either the model is overestimating the amount of soil cut, or that a greater amount was cut with 
fill subsequently replacing the cut soils to reestablish the former elevation. 

The second variable centered on whether the predicted outcome—the identification of 
precontact Native American or Historic period artifacts or deposits, was achieved. For this 
variable, all tests with deep fills were dismissed from consideration as such fill deposits would 
preclude recovery when using an STP field methodology. This eliminates 5 of the 15 STPs from 
further consideration. Eight of the remaining 10 STPs were predicted to have a high potential for 
Historic period deposits—either artifacts or demolition debris. Such deposits were found in four 
of the STPs while one STP did not yield any Historic period materials. The one negative test was 
at the location of the Library in Zone 1. This area appears to have been fairly well cleared after 
demolition, although it is not certain whether structural elements such as foundations remain at 
this location. The three remaining STPs are the locations discussed above where the cut and fill 
analysis suggested that the area had been cut, from less than 1 foot to just above 2.5 feet. These 
three STPs also did not yield any evidence of Historic period deposits. This might suggest that 
areas identified as being cut in the cut and fill analysis might have been more intensively 
impacted than indicated, and if this pattern continues, even minor cut locations should be 
deleted from further consideration. 

The beta STPs have several implications for the sensitivity model. First, areas with fill appear to 
be associated with fairly accurate estimates but cut areas identified as cut are more problematic. 
High-probability areas identified as cut, with as little as .5 feet of cutting, might retain little or 
no potential for archaeological resources. Second, areas with a high probability for precontact 
Native American resources appear to be either deeply buried by fill or disturbed. The sensitivity 
model likely overestimates the probability of locating precontact Native American resources 
within the AFRH campus. Third, the model is fairly robust for the presence of Historic period 
resources. These and other conditions discussed in Section 6 should be taken into account when 
determining whether, and to what intensity, archaeological investigations are undertaken within 
a particular area of the AFRH campus.  
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Table 13. Results of beta-test STPs. 

Zone/ 
STP 

Archaeological 
Sensitivity 

Predicted 
Fill (feet) 

Actual Fill 
(feet) Results Artifacts/Structural Remains Results 

1-1 High Historic  1.90 None Positive  Clay pipe, brick, and bottle glass Positive 

1-2 High Historic  2.00 1.41 Positive None Negative 

2-1 High Historic  2.00 1.75 Positive  Glass, brick, and ceramics Positive 

3-1 High Native American 22.00 > 2.40 Positive None Positive 

5-1 High Historic -.10 1.80 Positive Glass, shell fragment, ceramic  Positive 

5-2 High Historic -2.55 Unknown Unknown None Unknown 

6-1 High Native American 4.50 ≥ 1.80 Positive None Positive 

6-2 High Historic .54 Unknown Unknown None Unknown 

7-1 High Historic 14.60 ≥ 1.90 Positive None Positive 

10-1 High Historic -.36 Unknown Unknown None Unknown 

10-2 Very Low Historic 9.10 > 1.95 Positive None Positive 

10-3 High Historic and 
Native American  7.61 4.95 Positive None Positive 

10-4 High Native American 3.34 Unknown Unknown Ceramic and glass Positive 

11-1 High Native American 2.00 2.45 Positive Glass Negative 

11-2 High Historic 1.42 None Positive Nail, glass, brick, button Positive 
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6.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report documents the results of a Phase IA archaeological site assessment undertaken by 
Stantec, under contract to Preserve/scapes, for the AFRH. The 2004 Phase IA assessment of the 
AFRH lacks specific direction for facility Property and Historic Preservation managers and DC 
HPO archaeologists. Stantec has revised and updated the 2004 Phase IA archaeological 
assessment of the AFRH using a GIS-based approach with limited field verification. Stantec 
conducted background research, a cut and fill (elevation change) analysis, an analysis of prior 
impacts, and a review of historical maps for 11 zones within the AFRH campus. These efforts 
resulted in the identification of zones of moderate to high probability for both precontact Native 
American and Historic period archaeological resources. Subsequently, 15 STPs were excavated 
to ground-truth the probability maps. The STPs were excavated to gauge the accuracy of the 
elevation change model, estimated degrees of prior disturbance, and the nature of subsurface 
deposits. In general, the GIS-generated model of elevation change appears to be accurate within 
previously estimated ranges of error, between 3.5 feet and 5 feet. Historic period subsurface 
deposits were encountered in a number of the STPs, suggesting that the models of site location 
based on locations of structures depicted on historical maps are fairly robust. 

Models of precontact Native American site locations in the Washington, D.C., region, the history 
of the AFRH property, and the results of previous archaeological investigations all suggest that 
portions of the campus have high probabilities for the presence of archaeological resources. All 
three sources of information have been used to identify more precise locations within the AFRH 
campus that hold such potential. Other sources of information have been evaluated to determine 
whether the areas identified as having a high potential for archaeological resources have been 
previously disturbed and to identify appropriate field techniques that can be used in field 
investigations of the areas identified as having a high potential for archaeological resources. The 
results of these investigations are presented in Section 5 and Appendix B. 

The GIS-aided mapping of the locations of now-demolished structures, now-buried streams, and 
the locations of standing historic buildings were used to identify locations of moderate to high 
potential for precontact Native American and Historic period resources. This resulted in the 
identification of areas of 100 m on either side of now-buried streams as having a high potential 
for the presence of precontact Native American sites and within a 15-m radius of the locations of 
either now-demolished structures or standing historic buildings. Because of vagaries in the 
production of historical maps, the location of a structure often changes between maps. When 
this occurred, a larger area of high potential was identified to encompass all probable structure 
locations. Section 5 presented a zone-by-zone overview of these areas of high probability for 
both precontact Native American and Historic period archaeological resources. 

Other data were collected. Foremost was elevation change data, which identified the degree of 
landscape change that has occurred between the ca. 1880s and 2010 across the AFRH campus. 
In general, the analysis indicates significant levels of fill have been deposited in and adjacent to 
the stream courses, while selected upland landforms adjacent to those stream courses have 
decreased in elevation, most likely as a result of cutting. Other areas, the majority of the AFRH 
campus, have witnessed relatively little elevation change. This suggests that one aspect of the 
landscape plan for AFRH has been a general flattening of landforms to yield a more uniform 
topography. This information was also used to provide information on best practices with regards 
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to archaeological field methods. For areas with substantial fill, defined as 2.5 feet to 3 feet, 
machine-aided excavations are recommended. For areas with less fill, STP excavations can be 
conducted. The elevation-change analysis also depicts areas that have been impacted by 
substantial cutting, as mentioned before. These areas have no potential for the presence of 
archaeological resources and have been excluded from further consideration. 

A number of historical AFRH campus plan maps depicting the location of underground utilities 
were also consulted. Underground utilities can, and have, impacted archaeological resources. 
Generally, the area of impacts varies positively with the diameter of the underground utility pipe 
that was installed—pipes of only 2 inches to 4 inches in diameter require a narrow trench for 
installation and impact substantially less area than a pipe with a diameter of 1 foot or more. The 
review conducted for the current assessment concluded that most utilities across the AFRH 
campus consisted of relatively small-diameter pipes that likely were placed in narrow trenches. 
Prior archaeological investigations within AFRH, especially those in the vicinity of the Lincoln 
Cottage, conform to this interpretation and also indicate that, despite such impacts, features and 
deposits of archaeological artifacts remain in an undisturbed context. However, larger-scale 
disturbances appear to have been associated with storm water management, especially along the 
now-buried stream courses. The extent of such disturbances is not fully understood and 
presents an opportunity for revisions of the recommendations made in this assessment. Other 
disturbances exist within AFRH. The recent demolition of the old and construction of a new 
Sheridan Building disturbed a wide area around that structure, and that zone has been excluded 
from further consideration. Finally, prior structure demolition might have disturbed some areas 
of the AFRH campus, while in other areas the remains of structures are likely to be present. 

Prior to undertaking this Phase IA site assessment revision, all archaeological investigations 
conducted at AFRH were located in the vicinity of the Lincoln Cottage and the adjacent Sherman 
Building. This lack of the most basic information concerning conditions that could affect 
archaeological deposits at AFRH limits the accuracy of any attempt at determining the effects of 
prior impacts on areas identified as having a moderate to high probability for the presence of 
archaeological resources. We acknowledge that limitation and have examined the results of the 
limited ground-truthing exercise in light of our recommendations. Based on the results of the 
ground-truthing exercise, areas of resource potential were modified in certain zones to better 
reflect the existing potential for the presence of archaeological resources. These modifications 
are depicted by areas of cross-hatching on the resource potential maps presented in Section 5. 
However, it is our general impression that the degree of disturbance at AFRH is likely greater 
than that incorporated into our recommendations. The remainder of this section provides 
standard operating procedures that can be followed to implement this assessment and to revise 
the recommendations based on results of additional research and/or archaeological field 
investigations. 

6.1 Standard Operating Procedure for AFRH Undertakings 

At its most basic level, Section 106 of NHPA directs federal agencies, in this case AFRH, to 
identify, evaluate for listing in the NRHP, and avoid, minimize, or mitigate the effects of 
undertakings on historic properties—in this instance archaeological resources. The NRHP 
defines an archaeological resource as being 50 years in age or older, or dating prior to 1965 as of 
the writing of this assessment document. Archaeological resources can range from a single small 
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item, such as a fragment of a plate or a Native American projectile point, to larger immovable 
objects, such as the foundation of a demolished building. Typically, archaeological resources are 
a concentration of many such objects, in which case the concentration is termed an 
archaeological site. It is to the level of locating archaeological sites that the recommendations in 
this assessment are based. 

This assessment represents the first step in the Section 106 process and is often included as part 
of project scoping efforts. This assessment will provide AFRH property managers and DC HPO 
archaeologists with a basis to further refine project scopes and to make a determination as to 
whether additional archaeological field investigations are required. We recommend that AFRH 
property managers follow the process outlined in Table 14 when considering an undertaking. 

In the context of Table 14, this assessment document would be used by AFRH and DC HPO 
personnel when evaluating an undertaking that will result in some level of ground disturbance 
or when property is being transferred from federal control or ownership. Project managers can 
determine whether a project area is within a zone of moderate to high archaeological-resource 
probability by identifying the project location on the appropriate zone map as presented in 
Section 5. If in a low probability area, project managers can cite this document in the 
Undertaking Review Request (URR) that is submitted to DC HPO. If the project area is within a 
zone of moderate to high archaeological-resource probability, the probability maps in Section 5 
provide guidance on the best field methods to be employed to locate the predicted resource, and 
when combined with the historical maps presented in Appendix B as well as the potential 
historic resource tables presented in Section 5, can identify the predicted nature of a resource 
dating to the Historic period. These sources can provide a date range for the period of existence 
of now-demolished structures and, in some instances, provide information on the function of a 
structure. This information would be included in the URR to DC HPO along with a recommendation 
for the archaeological site survey (Phase IB) investigations. Best field practices for the identification 
of resources can also be included in the URR based on recommendations presented in Section 5. 
Finally, project managers can also use the campus cut and fill map (or the more accurate GIS 
layer) to determine whether below-surface disturbances associated with a particular 
undertaking could potentially reach earlier, now-buried, land surfaces that might be associated 
with archaeological resources. If the disturbance will not continue to the level of the earlier, 
now-buried, land surfaces, a recommendation of no further investigations for the specific 
project would be warranted. 

6.2 Standard Operating Procedure for Assessment Revisions 

As stated in the introduction to this section, assessing the potential of an area as large as the 
AFRH campus, and one that has undergone significant landscape change as well, is challenging 
(some may say impossible) in the absence of some level of broadly based field investigations. At 
AFRH, this level is restricted to one small area around the Lincoln Cottage, the below surface 
conditions of which are not likely reflective of the remainder of campus. Little other reliable 
information is easily available for the remainder of campus. Key aspects that would aid in a 
more accurate assessment of the potential for archaeological resources at AFRH are missing, not 
easily available, or only poorly understood. In preparing this assessment, we have identified the 
following four conditions as constraints upon a more accurate assessment of archaeological site 
potential at AFRH: 
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Table 14. Suggested procedures for evaluating ground-disturbing undertakings at AFRH. 

Step Question Decision Outcome Guidance 

1 Does undertaking have potential for ground 
disturbance? No No further action required Document decision 

  Yes Proceed to Step 2  

2 Is extent of ground disturbance limited? Yes No further action required 

Document decision: examples of limited ground disturbance  
include minor landscaping in existing beds, repair of existing 
utilities, repair of roads within existing right-of-way, lawn mowing, 
maintenance of disposal areas, maintenance of ditches (such 
as cleaning) 

  No Proceed to Step 3 

Examples include new construction, installation of new utility 
lines, extensive landscaping such as creation of new beds or 
planting trees, grubbing or clearing of forested areas, building 
demolition, installation of irrigation lines or geothermal wells, 
repair to historic building foundations 

3 Is ground disturbance sufficiently shallow to 
avoid archaeological resources? Yes No further action required 

Document decision: use AFRH cut and fill map or GIS cut and fill 
layer to determine depth of fill deposits; if fill depth is thicker 
than depth of proposed undertaking, recommend no further 
action 

  No Proceed to Step 4 
Use AFRH cut and fill map or GIS cut and fill layer to determine 
depth of fill deposits; if undertaking impacts exceed depth of fill, 
proceed to Step 4 

4 Is project location within a moderate to high 
archaeological probability zone? No No further action required 

Document decision: if resources are located during 
undertaking, treat as an unanticipated discovery and follow 
HPP procedures 

  Yes Conduct archaeological site survey (Phase IB); 
proceed to Step 5 

Use information in assessment to determine appropriate field 
methods to be used and nature of probable resource 

5 Are archaeological resources present? No No further action required Document investigations to DC HPO standards (Phase IB report) 

  Yes Redesign project to avoid resource or proceed 
to Step 6 or Document investigations to DC HPO standards (Phase IB report) 

6 Is resource eligible for listing in the NRHP? No No further action required Document investigations to DC HPO standards (Phase II report 
and DOE form) 

  Yes Redesign project to avoid resource or proceed 
to Step 7 

Document investigations to DC HPO standards (Phase II report 
and DOE form) 

7 Can resource be avoided? Yes No further action required Document avoidance 

  No Minimize impacts and consult with DC HPO on 
mitigation of adverse effects 

Mitigate impacts in accord with existing PA and develop MOA; 
Follow MOA stipulations to complete Section 106 
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1. How extensive is underground utilities disturbance? While small impacts from electrical, 
water, and sewer are likely along roads and surrounding the footprint of individual 
buildings, at present we do not understand the vertical or horizontal extent of earlier 
works. Especially important to this topic is the extent of disturbance caused by the 
channelizing and burial of three streams on campus. If this resulted in large-scale 
disturbance, most if not all areas of high potential for Native American resources have 
been severely impacted. 

2. What typical building site preparations were employed at AFRH? If construction of 
buildings included clearance of a larger pad prior to construction, archaeological 
deposits associated with earlier occupations, both Native American and Historic period, 
would have been severely impacted. 

3. Where was refuse disposed of during the AFRH period of occupancy? Often, artifacts 
discarded around residences provide archaeologists and historians with a great deal of 
information concerning the lives of the occupants. Archaeological investigations have 
found such artifacts in areas surrounding the Lincoln Cottage. However, fewer artifacts 
were found in areas surrounding the various residential quarters that were included in 
the ground-truthing of the assessment model. Admittedly, this pattern is based on 
extremely limited field investigations and, as such, might be highly influenced by sample 
size. It should be considered, though, that refuse disposal after the Civil War was 
organized to transport trash away from the residences as a sanitary precaution. 

4. How was demolition of structures conducted prior to World War II? The limited ground-
truthing provided a mixed answer to this question, in that deposits of demolition debris 
were found at the location of some structures and not at others. Demolition debris could 
have been left in place or transported to areas, including off-campus, for use as fill (to fill 
ravines, for instance). If the debris was disposed of elsewhere, it is unknown as to what 
extent was the area was cleaned. In both scenarios, subsurface remains, such as building 
foundations, could remain. 

Answers to these four questions could substantially change recommendations made in this 
assessment. In acknowledging this, we recommend that AFRH undertake the following: 

1. Update the HPP with regard to the recommendations made in this assessment; 

2. Review, and update if necessary, other documents, such as the PA or any MOAs, to 
reflect recommendations made in this assessment; 

3. Conduct limited field investigations to address aspects of Questions 1, 3, and 4 with 
respect to refining the recommendations based on the potential for archaeological 
deposits associated with Native Americans along the now-buried streams, associated 
with residents occupations at historic quarters buildings, and associated with now-
demolished structures; 

4. Periodically revise the recommendations made in this assessment; we suggest a review of 
this assessment at 5-year intervals, and, if sufficient information has been collected in 
the intervening period to warrant changes in recommendations, a revision of this 
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document; especially important would be conducting archival research and archaeological 
investigations and incorporating those results as they pertain to the four key questions 
posed in this section; based on the results of such investigations, changes in 
recommendations for archaeological investigations could be warranted; such changes 
could include the deletion or addition of recommended areas or a change in the extent of 
those areas. 

Addressing the four key questions posed here, and systematically revising the standard 
operating procedures to reflect any changes as a result of increased information, will result not 
only in the continued compliance of AFRH with Section 106 of NHPA, but also in a tailored 
process that is easier, faster, and more cost-effective to implement. And perhaps more 
importantly, it has the potential to result in a better understanding of the historical importance 
of the Armed Forces Retirement Home. 
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Zone 1, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 1, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 1, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 1, 1873 Bootes, Carbery Map. 
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Zone 1, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 1, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 1, 1894 Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 1, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 1, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 1, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Hoe Map. 
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Zone 1, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 1, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 1, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 1, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 1, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 1, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 1, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 1, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 2, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 2, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 2, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 2, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 2, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 2, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 2, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 2, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 2, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 2, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 

 136 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Zone 2, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 2, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 2, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 2, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 2, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 2, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 2, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 2, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 

 144 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Zone 3, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 3, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 3, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 3, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 3, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 3, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 3, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 

 151 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Zone 3, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 3, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 3, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 3, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 3, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 3, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 4, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 4, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 4, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 4, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 4, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 4, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 4, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 4, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 4, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 4, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 4, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 4, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 4, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 5, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 5, 1861 Boschke Map. 

 182 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Zone 5, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 5, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 5, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 5, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 5, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 5, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 5, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 5, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 5, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 5, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 5, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 6, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 6, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 6, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 6, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 6, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 6, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 6, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 6, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 6, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 6, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 6, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 6, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 6, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zones 7 and 8, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 9, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 9, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 9, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 9, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 9, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 9, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 9, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 9, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1909 Baist Map. 

 243 



Armed Forces Retirement Home Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment 

 

Zone 9, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 9, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 9, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 9, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 9, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 10, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 10, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 10, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 10, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 10, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 10, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 10, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 10, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 10, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 10, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 10, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 10, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 10, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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Zone 11, Cut and Fill Map. 
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Zone 11, 1861 Boschke Map. 
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Zone 11, 1866/1867 Michler Map. 
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Zone 11, 1873 Bootes Carbery Map. 
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Zone 11, 1888 Topographic Map. 
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Zone 11, 1892 Rossell Map. 
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Zone 11, 1894 U.S. Coast and Geodetic Map. 
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Zone 11, 1903 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1909 Baist Map. 
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Zone 11, 1914 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1919 Baist Map. 
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Zone 11, 1921 Baist Map. 
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Zone 11, 1937 Baist Map. 
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Zone 11, 1944 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1953 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1958 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1967 U.S. Soldiers’ Home Map. 
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Zone 11, 1975 U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home Map. 
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NADB – REPORTS CITATION FORM 
 
Complete items 3 and 5-14.  The State Historic Preservation Office will record information for 

items 1 through 4. 

 
1. DOCUMENT NO. ______________________________________________ 
 
2. SOURCE _________________________ AND SHPO – ID _________________ 
 
3. FILED AT 

    District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Office  
             

 
4. UTM COORDINATES 
 
Zone       Easting    Northing   
Zone       Easting    Northing   
Zone       Easting    Northing   
Zone       Easting    Northing   
Zone       Easting    Northing   
Zone       Easting    Northing   
 
Continuation, see 14. 

 
5. AUTHORS  Paul P. Kreisa, Jacqueline M. McDowell, Geri J. Knight-Iske,  

   and Nancy L. Powell                      
 
6. YEAR ___2014______ _________ ________ _________ 

 
Year published. 
 
7. TITLE  Phase IA Archaeological Site Assessment for the Armed Forces Retirement Home           

  in Washington, D.C.         
              

 
7. PUBLICATION TYPE (circle one) 

1. Monograph or Book 
2. Chapter in a Book or Report Series 
3. Journal Article 
4. Report Series 
5. Dissertation or Thesis 
6. Paper presented at a Meeting 
7. Unpublished or Limited Distribution Report 
8. Other 
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9. INFORMATION ABOUT PUBLISHER/PUBLICATION 
Follow the American Antiquity style guide for the type of publication circled. 

 Stantec Consulting Services Inc., Laurel, Maryland. Submitted to Preserve/scapes,    
 Washington, D.C. Report on file, District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Office. 
             
              

 
10.    STATE/COUNTY (Referenced by report.  Enter as many states, counties, or towns, as         

necessary.  Enter all, if appropriate.  Only enter Town if the resources considered are within 
the town boundaries.) 

 
STATE 1  DC   COUNTY     TOWN Washington, DC  
                    
                              

                   
                    

STATE 2   COUNTY     TOWN     
                    
    
STATE 3   COUNTY     TOWN     
                     
Continuation, see 14. 
 
11. WORKTYPE (circle all code numbers that are appropriate) 
 

0 General Management Plan/Environmental Document 
1 Cultural Resources Research Plan 
2 Statement for Management 
3 Outline of Planning Requirements 
4 Cultural Resources Preservation Guide 
5 Development Concept Plan 
6 New Area Study/Reconnaissance Study 
7 Boundary Study 
8 Interpretive Prospectus 
9 Special Planning/Management Study 
10 Historical Study 
11 Primary Document – Original 
12 Primary Document – Translation 
13 Advertisement 
14 Popular Culture/History Document 
15 Journal/Periodical 
20 Historical Resource Study 
21 Historical Base Map 
22 Historical Handbook Text 
23 Park Administrative History 
24 Special History Study 
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30 Archeological General Considerations 
31 Archeological Overview and Assessment 
32 Archeological Identification Study (Phase I) 
33 Archeological Evaluation Study (Phase II) 
34 Archeological Data Recovery (Phase III) 
35 Archeological Collections and Non-Field Studies 
36 Socio-Cultural Anthropology Study 
37 Social Impact Statement 
38 Ethnohistory Study 
39 Special Archeology/Anthropology Study 
40 Field Reconnaissance, Sampling 
41 Field Reconnaissance, Intensive 
42 Paleo-environmental Research 
43 Archeometrics 
44 Archeoastronomical Study 
46 Remote Sensing 
47 Archeozoological Study 
48 Archeobotanical Study 
49 Bioarcheological Study 
50 Historic Buildings Report-Beginning February 1956 
51 Historic Buildings Report After February 1957-Part I 
52 Historic Buildings Report-Part II 
54 Historic Buildings Report-After March 1960-Part III 
56 HSR-Administrative Data-After December 1971 
57 HSR-Historical Data 
58 HSR-Archeological Data 
59 HSR-Architectural Data 
61 Historic Structures Preservation Guide-After December 1971 
62 Historic Structures Report-After October 1980 
63 Cultural Landscape Report (Historic Grounds Report) 

 64 Ruins Stabilization and Maintenance Report 
70 Scope of Collection Statement 
71 Historic Furnishings Report-After October 1980 
72 Collection Condition Survey 
73 Collection Storage Plan 
82 Collection Management Plan (Collection Preservation Guide) 
83 Special Curatorial Study 
84 Archeological Field Work, Indeterminant 
85 Archeological Survey, Indeterminant 
86 Field Reconnaissance, Minimal 
87 Underwater Survey 
88 Resource/Site Based Work, Indeterminant 
89 Minimal/Informal Site Visitation 
90 Oral History 
91 Subsurface Activity, Indeterminant 
92 Testing/Limited Excavation 
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93 Major Excavation 
94 Underwater Resource/Site Based Work 
95 Artifact/Collection Based Study/Report 
96 Literature Synthesis/Review/Research Design 
97 Intensive Determination of Surface Characteristics 
98 Environmental Research 
99 Geomorphological Study 
100 Geological Study 
101 Paleontological Study 
102 Population Reconstruction 
103 Rock Art Study 
104 Architectural Photography 
105 Architecture Site Plan 
106 Architectural Floor Plan 
107 HABS Drawing 
108 Physical Anthropology Study 
109 Boat Survey 
110  Other (Furnish a Keyword in Keyword Category 1 to identify the nature of this study.) GIS 

 
12. KEYWORDS and KEYWORD CATEGORIES 
 

0 Types of Resources (or “no resources”) 
1 Generic Terms/Research Questions/Specialized Studies 
2 Archeological Taxonomic Names 
3 Defined Artifact Types/Material Classes 
4 Geographic Names or Locations 
5 Time 
6 Project Name/Project Area 
7 Other keywords 

 
Enter as many keywords (with the appropriate keyword category number) as you think will help 

a person (1) who is trying to understand what the report contains or (2) who is searching the 
database for specific information.  Whenever appropriate, record the number of acres studied 
in a document. 

 
 Armed Forces Retirement Home  [ 6  ]  GIS    [ 1 ]      [   ] 
  Archaeological Site Assessment  [ 7  ]  Cut and Fill   [ 1 ]      [   ] 
  19th century                [ 0  ]  Lincoln Cottage   [ 0 ]      [   ] 
  Washington, DC   [ 4  ]  George Washington Riggs  [ 7 ]      [   ] 
  Phase IA    [ 7  ]    [    ]      [   ] 
  Historical Ceramics   [ 3  ]    [    ]        [   ] 
       [     ]    [    ]      [   ] 
 
 Continuation, see 14. 
 
13. FEDERAL AGENCY    Armed Forces Retirement Home   
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14. CONTINUATION/COMMENTS (include item no.)       
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              

 
 
FORM COMPLETED BY 
 
Name  Jacqueline M McDowell     Date  26 November 2014  
 
Address   Stantec Consulting Services Inc.       
      6110 Frost Place    
            
 
City      Laurel      State   Maryland   
 
Zip       20707     
 
Telephone Number   301.982.2862       
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Lot # STP Depth Artifact 
Group 

Artifact 
Type 

Artifact 
Description Material Primary 

Decoration Color Date 
Range 

Vessel, Portion, 
Shape, or Finish N Comments 

5 1-1 0–25 cm bs Personal Ceramic Pipe Stem Clay: white     1720–1750   1 5/64th inch 

5 1-1 0–25 cm bs Architecture   Brick           1   

5 1-1 0–25 cm bs Unidentified Bottle   Glass   Amber   Body 1   

5 1-1 0–25 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Clear   Body 4   

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Architecture   Brick           13   

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Architecture Nail Unidentified Iron         2   

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Architecture   Window Glass           1   

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Kitchen Container Whiteware   Light Blue 
Transfer Print   1818–1867 Rim 1 Cup? 

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Kitchen   Ironstone         Body 1   

6 2-1 10–55 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Aqua   Body 2   

1 10-4 0–15 cm bs Kitchen   Ironstone   Undecorated     Body 1   

1 10-4 0–15 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Clear   Body 1   

2 10-4 15–55 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Clear   Body 1   

3 11-2 0–29 cm bs Architecture Nail Machine Cut Iron         1   

4 11-2 29–42 cm bs Architecture   Brick           2   

4 11-2 29–42 cm bs Clothing   Button Glass   Milk     1   

3 11-2 0–29 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Clear   Body 3   

3 11-2 0–29 cm bs Unidentified Container   Glass   Aqua   Body 2   
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