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ABSTRACT

In December of 2021 Lawhon & Associates, Inc. (L&A) conducted Phase I
archaeology survey of the proposed Globig & Woodworth Easement sanitary
sewer project in Madison Township, Lake County, Ohio. L&A conducted the survey
at the request of CT Consultants, Inc. The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
is the lead agency for the undertaking. The literature review indicated that the
project area had not previously been surveyed and there are no recorded cultural
resources within the APE. The area subjected to archaeological investigations and
additional site research consisted of a sanitary sewer easement that was
approximately 0.43 miles (0.69 km) long by 40 feet (12 m) wide. A total of 45
shovel test units were excavated within the project area. No archaeological
resources were identified. No further cultural resources studies are recommended
for the project.
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INTRODUCTION

Lawhon & Associates, Inc. (L&A), under contract with CT Consultants Inc.,
conducted a Phase I archaeology survey of an approximately 0.43 miles (0.69 km)
long by 40 feet (12 m) wide sanitary sewer easement for the Globig & Woodworth
Easement sanitary sewer project in Madison Township, Lake County, Ohio
(Figures 1-3). The project proposes to build a sanitary sewer easement within the
village of Madison, extending from the Middle Ridge Gardens and continuing
northeasterly through an agricultural field to eventually Hubbard Road (Appendix
A). The lead agency is the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency; as such, the
archaeological survey was completed in compliance with Ohio Revised Code §
149.53.
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is different for each project. According to 36
CFR 800, the area of potential effects is “the geographic area or areas within which
an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use
of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The area of potential effects is
influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for
different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.” The APE considers the effect
that the proposed project will have on the project area itself and on the areas
surrounding the project. Direct effects are typically equivalent with the construction
footprint of the project but may also include the change of setting to the landscape
that may affect resources outside the construction footprint. Indirect effects are
impacts that may occur to resources outside of the construction footprint that could
result in a lessening of integrity to significant resources. For example, rerouting of
a stream could theoretically increase erosion elsewhere along its course, affecting
a nearby archaeological site, or the improvement of a road intersection could make
an area more attractive for development, irreversibly changing the character of a
historical agricultural landscape. Cultural resources surveys are typically
concerned with direct effects; however, any project action that may result in an
indirect effect would need to be considered in evaluating the effects of a project on
cultural resources.
The project area is located alongside Middle Ridge Road and extends
northeasterly through an agricultural field to its terminus just before reaching
Hubbard Road. The APE for direct effects is the construction limits for the
proposed sanitary sewer easement which is 40-foot wide and a total of
approximately 2,267 linear feet. The APE for indirect effects would be any location
where a visible change in setting would occur. L&A historians evaluated the
proposed construction of the sanitary sewer easement for such effects and
determined as the finished project will result in no visible change of setting and no
significant alteration of any existing historic-age resources, there is no APE for
indirect effects for this project and thus no effect to above ground historic
resources.
L&A conducted the archaeological investigations for this project in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 1992,
U.S.C. 470f and with Ohio Revised Code § 149.53. The Secretary of the Interior’s
1
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Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (1985) are
the standards and guidelines used to develop survey methods. This document
meets the standards established by the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation
and the new Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800) regulations that went into effect on
January 11, 2001. The federal standards and guidelines are supplemented by the
procedures presented by the State Historic Preservation Office (OHPO 1994). The
goals of this survey are to determine whether archaeological resources exist within
the project area, and to determine whether any identified resources are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
L&A conducted the archaeological fieldwork on December 8, 2021. The field crew
included Justin Zink, Mason Waugh, and Paolo Panunzio. Justin Zink served as
the Principal Investigator. Mason Waugh served as the primary report author.
Justin Zink and Andrew Sewell assisted with the report writing and edited the
report. The following report describes the research design, methods, and results
of the literature review and field survey for this project. The results presented in
this report are based on information collected from various literature review
resources as well as photographs and field records resulting from this study.
2.0

RESEARCH DESIGN

This research design presents a framework within which the Phase I survey was
conducted. The purpose of the Phase I survey is to identify any cultural resources
that will be affected by the proposed project, typically consisting of archaeological
deposits and architectural resources 50 years or older. Once cultural resources
are identified, the principal investigator evaluates each archaeological site or
historic resource for characteristics of integrity and significance, which are
important factors in determining eligibility of each resource for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). To be listed in the NRHP, a property must be
significant to one or more aspects of American history, architecture, archaeology,
or culture. For a property to be considered eligible, it must meet at least one of the
following criteria:
(A)
be associated with events that have made significant contributions to the
broad patterns of our history; or,
(B)

be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or,

(C)
embody the distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of
construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values, or
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or,
(D)
have yielded, or be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or
history.
In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, a property must also
possess integrity, which is how a property conveys authenticity through the survival
of physical characteristics associated with the period of significance for the
property. Cultural resource management (CRM) professionals evaluate integrity
2

21-0616 Globig & Woodworth Easement

Lake County, Ohio

according to the following aspects: location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. A property considered eligible for the
NRHP will always display several, if not all, of the aspects of integrity. Aspects of
integrity are discussed below (Little et al. 2000).
1. Location – the place where the historic property was constructed or the
place where the historic event took place.
2. Design – the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space,
structure, and style of the property.
3. Setting – the physical environment of a historic property.
4. Materials – the physical elements of a property. The property must retain
the key exterior materials dating from the period of significance.
5. Workmanship – the physical evidence of the crafts of a culture during any
given period in history.
6. Feeling – a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a
period.
7. Association – direct link between an important historic event of person and
a historic property.
CRM professionals typically evaluate Architectural resources under NRHP Criteria
A-C and archaeological sites under NRHP Criterion D. However, certain
archaeological sites can also be eligible under Criteria A-C. For an archaeological
site to be eligible for the NRHP, it must have the potential to yield data important
in answering specific research questions important to the understanding of the
past, and it must display enough physical integrity to allow proper evaluation of
that data. If archaeologists cannot recover sufficient data during the Phase I survey
to determine the eligibility of the resource, more intensive work may be required to
determine the eligibility of the resource and consequently, the effect of the project
on the resource. The principal investigator designed the Phase I survey to answer
the following general set of questions:
1. Has the project been subjected to previous cultural resources investigations
and are there any previously recorded sites or resources located within or
immediately adjacent to the project?
2. What is the likelihood of identifying previously unrecorded cultural
resources within the project? Where are these cultural resources most likely
to occur?
3. Will the proposed project affect any cultural resources (archaeological or
above ground structures)?
4. If cultural resources will be affected, are any of those affected resources
listed, eligible, or require further study for inclusion on the National Register
of Historic Places?

3
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The environmental setting contextualizes the cultural investigations within the
natural environment. Since environmental factors influenced much of pre-contact
activity, either directly or indirectly, the environmental setting contributes to the
understanding of behaviors exhibited by the former inhabitants of an
archaeological site. Environmental and geographical conditions affected the
function, social status, and productivity of historical sites as well, among other
factors. Understanding the environmental setting is a key element of the
interpretation of archaeological sites.
3.1

CLIMATE

The climate in Lake County is continental, having relatively cold winters and hot
summers. The annual rainfall in the county is approximately 37.8 inches, with
February being the driest month (1.81 in) and September being the wettest month
(4.02 in) (US Climate Data 2021).
3.2

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY

The project area in Lake County is in the Erie Lake Plain Region of the Huron–Erie
Lake Plains Province in northeast Ohio (Brockman 1998). The topography within
this part of the county is generally low and flat, with deeply incised streams. Land
within the county tends to slope towards Lake Erie. The geology of the region
consists primarily of Devonian-age bedrock, which contains shale and siltstone,
with some sandstone (Stout and Schoenlaub 1945). The bedrock is capped by
Pleistocene lacustrine deposits of sand, silt, clay, and wave-planed glacial till.
3.3

SOILS

The project area is located within the Red Hook soil association (USDS SCS
1979). The association contains nearly level, somewhat poorly drained soils
formed in loamy outwash. The Red Hook soil association mainly consists of Red
Hook soils and the rest consists of soils of minor extent. Three individual soil types
are present within the APE (Table 1; Figure 4). Soil descriptions are from the USDA
NRCS web soil survey (2021).
Table 1. Soils encountered within the project area

Soil
Symbol

Soil Name

Landform

Drainage

Parent Material

OtB

Otisville gravelly loamy
sand, 1−6 percent
slopes

Terraces and
summits

Excessively
drained

Outwash on
Wisconsian terraces

RhA

Red Hook sandy loam,
0−2 percent slopes

Terraces and
footslopes

Somewhat
poorly
drained

Wisconsian age
glaciofluvial deposits
on outwash plains

TyB

Tyner loamy sand, 1–6
percent slopes

Lake plains,
beach ridges,
summits

Well
drained

Sandy outwash on
outwash plains
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HYDROLOGY

The major drainage in Lake County is the Grand River, located 9.7 miles (15.7 km)
southwest of the project area. An unnamed tributary is adjacent to the western
border of the project area and flows northeast to Arcola Creek.
3.5

FLORA AND FAUNA

Prior to settlement in the region, natural phenomenon such as glaciations during
the Pleistocene and the associated climate changes had a major effect on plant
and animal communities (Anderson and King 1976). As the glaciers retreated and
the climate warmed, tundra ecosystems with their characteristic plant and animal
life retreated north, and forests covered much of Ohio, bringing with them an
entirely different community of life. Some areas of Ohio developed into prairies or
vast marshes. Small pockets of typically boreal plant and animal communities
persisted in some areas, such as ravine habitats in the Hocking Hills and northern
Ohio.
The modern animal and plant life in the county bears little resemblance to those
present prior to wide-scale nineteenth century settlement in the region. These
changes are attributable to habitat loss and change, purposeful extirpation of
predators, unchecked hunting, and introduction of non-native species. Early settler
accounts of the region provide useful information on the original ecosystem of this
part of the state, supplemented by information from the archaeological record. The
earliest recorded land surveys classified the natural vegetation in this region as
mixed oak forests and mixed mesophytic forestation (Gordon 1966; Forsyth 1970).
The modern pattern of land use has altered historical animal and plant community
distributions and populations. The fauna historically inhabiting the general region
of the survey area included several species of mammals, birds, reptiles,
amphibians, and fish. Many species are no longer present due to the drastic habitat
changes in the region, competition with invasive species, and historical periods of
overhunting (Anderson and King 1976).
In summary, the environmental information indicates a rich pre-contact
environment with a variety of resources. A variety of plants characterized a diverse
floral environment exploitable by humans and animals. Animal life provided a
source of protein and raw material for clothing and tools. All these factors indicate
that this area possesses potential for the presence of archaeological sites within
the project area.
4.0

LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review study radius is 2 km (1.2 mi) from each exterior corner of the
proposed project limits. This size is usually adequate to provide the necessary
contextual information regarding previously identified cultural resources and
historical information on the project area. The report author examined following
sources from the State Historic Preservation Office, the State Library of Ohio, and
various online resources.
1. Mills’ (1914) Archaeological Atlas of Ohio
5
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2. OHPO GIS database
3. Ohio Archaeological Inventory (OAI) forms
4. Contract Cultural Resource Management reports
5. Ohio Historic Inventory (OHI) forms
6. National Historic Landmark listings
7. NRHP files, nomination form files, and Determination of Eligibility files
8. Ohio Historic Bridge Inventory forms
9. Ohio Genealogical Society (OGS) Cemeteries
10. USGS 7.5’ and 15’ series topographic maps, historical aerial photographs,
and Lake County historic atlases
The Archaeological Atlas of Ohio (Mills 1914) does not indicate any pre-contact
resources within or adjacent to the project (Figure 5). In fact, no pre-contact
resources are indicated within the entirety of Madison Township. The types of
resources recorded by Mills typically represent Woodland-period sites, such as
enclosures, mounds, and villages. The burials noted by Mills could be associated
with any period, but in general, Mills was probably not recording very many sites
associated with pre-Woodland occupations. Therefore, Mills’ atlas has limited
utility in assessing the probability of pre-contact sites, although it is useful in
understanding the distribution of monumental precontact architecture and major
habitation sites.
The Ohio Historic Preservation Office online GIS indicate that there are no
previously recorded archaeological sites within and/or adjacent to the project
(Figure 6). There are two previously recorded archaeological sites within the 2 km
study radius for the project: sites LA0097 and LA0098. Site LA0097 is a temporally
unaffiliated precontact low density lithic scatter with a very minor historic
component. Site LA0098 is likewise a temporally unaffiliated precontact low
density lithic scatter. These resources will not be impacted by the undertaking.
A review of the contract CRM reports in the OHPO database indicated that the
project area has not been previously surveyed, however there has been one
survey within the study radius (Figure 6). Derick and Burcham (1999) conducted a
cultural resources investigation for a development site in Madison Township, which
resulted in no new resources being identified.
A review of the OHI resources did not indicate any resources within the proposed
project, however there are seven resources located within the literature review
study radius (Table 2). None of these resources are within visual range of the study
area and they will not be directly impacted by the proposed project.

6
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Table 2. OHI Resources within the Study Radius
OHI Number

Name

Address

Style

Use

Date

LAK0001107

Madison
Board of
Education

6741 N Ridge
Rd (US 20)

Second Renaissance
Revival

School

1906

LAK0006607

Brick
Vernacular
House I

98 Lake St

Vernacular

Single Dwelling

1850

LAK0006807

Brick
Vernacular
House II

120 N Lake St

Vernacular

Single Dwelling

1875

LAK0006907

Norfolk &
Western
Freight
Station

Depot Lake

Eastlake

Rail Related

1882

LAK0007007

Hearn David
House

298 Lake St

Italianate

Single Dwelling

1872

LAK0007107

Basket
Factory

16 Eagle St

Commercial/Chicago
Style

LAK0014407

Ernst BC
House

btwn 6565&6631
N Ridge Rd

Greek Revival

Mill/Processing/
Manufacturing
Facility

1865

Single Dwelling

1850

There are no NRHP listings, nomination form files, or Determination of Eligibility
(DOE) files located within or adjacent to the project area. There are seven NRHP
listings and one historic district within the 2 km study radius; none of these
properties will be impacted by the proposed project (Table 3). There are no Ohio
Historic Bridge Inventory forms indicated within the study radius. There are six
OGS cemeteries within the 2 km study radius, however, there are no cemeteries
within or adjacent to the project area (Table 4). The proposed project will not impact
the OGS cemeteries identified within the study radius.
Table 3. NRHP Properties/Districts within the 2 km of APE

Reference #

Name

Address/Location

79001871

Madison Seminary and
Home

N of Madison at 6769
Middle Ridge Rd

79001874

Tappan, Judge
Abraham, House

7855 S Ridge Rd

80003108

Brick Vernacular House
No. 1

98 Lake St

80003109

Brick Vernacular House
No. 2

120 N Lake St

80003110

Cheese-vat Factory

16 Eagle St
7
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Reference #

Name

Address/Location

80003122

Jones, John J., House

298 Lake St

80003127

Norfolk and Western
Freight Station

Lake St

80004247

Town Center District

n/a

Table 4. Cemeteries within 2 km of APE

Cemetery Name

OGSID #

Distance from APE

North Ridge-Fuller Farm

6317

0.9 miles (Northwest)

Middle Ridge-Genung Corners

6318

0.43 miles (East)

North Madison

6319

0.32 miles (Northeast)

Centerville

14351

1.13 miles (Southwest)

First Congregational Church

15693

1.01 miles (Northeast)

Turneys Corners

15697

1.15 miles (Southeast)

Examination of available historical maps dating to the mid-nineteenth century
allows for a reconstruction of landscape history and can identify the potential for
historical sites within a project area. Examination of available historical maps
dating to the mid-nineteenth century were employed to gain an understanding of
the early historical development of the project location. The 1857 Map of Geauga
and Lake Counties, Ohio (Matthews 1857), shows the project being within Tract 3
slightly north of the middle of Madison Township and shows the project area being
owned completely by A. Bebee (Figure 7). The closest building indicated is well
outside to the project area to the southeast at the intersection of Middle Ridge
Road and Hubbard Road.
The 1874 Atlas of Lake and Geauga Counties, Ohio (Lake 1874), another plat map
(Figure 8), shows the project area having changed ownership to now three
separate landowners which were: A.G. Warner who just owned the very western
edge of the project area, M. Crosby owning a small portion of the project area
along Middle Ridge Road, and the Estate of C. Onderdonk owning the majority of
the project area to the east. The same building is indicated on this map at the
intersection of Middle Ridge Road and Hubbard Road. The project area is located
just outside the village limits of Madison.
The 1898 Atlas of Lake County, Ohio (Stranahan 1898), shows once again the
project area has changed ownership to Mary Prouty on the western end of the
project area and C. Nolan owning rest of the project area (Figure 9). This map also
shows a new railroad, the P. & O. Railroad, along Middle Ridge Road as well as
the project being contained within Sub. District Number 17.

8
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The 1905 Perry, Ohio 15’ Series Quadrangle topographic map (Figure 10), shows
no structures within the project area. No railroad is indicated along Middle Ridge
Road; however, the Madison limits are still indicated just south of the project area.
The New Century Atlas of Lake County, Ohio (Stark 1915), shows new buildings
at the intersection of Middle Ridge Road and Hubbard Road, as well as a residence
at the western end of the project area. The parcels to the west had changed
ownership to Jacob Hager, otherwise most of the project was still owned by
Charlotte Nolan (Figure 11),
The Plat Book of Lake County, Ohio (Hixson 1930), does not show buildings or
structures; however, indicated that the western end of the project changed
ownership to Jerry Marko, while the eastern majority changed ownership to Gus.
Kerchner (Figure 12).
The 1960 Madison, Ohio 15’ Series Quadrangle topographic map shows no
building or structures within the project area. There is a residence indicated further
west of the western end of the project area. Otherwise, the rest of the project area
generally follows the unnamed drainage northeasterly to Hubbard Road (Figure
13). A residence is indicated still well outside the project area near the intersection
of Middle Ridge Road and Hubbard Road.
Early aerial photographs depicting the project area were obtained from the Ohio
Department of Transportation Aerial Imagery GIS and from the National
Environmental Title Research (NETR 2021) historic aerials. Very little differences
can be noticed between the two collections of aerials, thus NETR is used for this
discussion. The earliest aerial from 1952 shows the project area as largely
agricultural fields, however the western portion of the project area along Middle
Ridge Road was contained in what seems to be a tree nursery. Outside the project
area there is a farmstead on the same parcel slightly set back from Middle Ridge
Road and Hubbard Road as well as a farmstead located near the western terminus
of the project. The next aerial in 1970 shows generally the same conditions,
however outside the project area just north seems to be a newly completed water
reservoir. Within this aerial the farmstead to southeast had expanded, adding in
what seems to be four new buildings while demolishing the one on the parcel that
had previously existed. The 1982 aerial shows two new water reservoirs on the
other side of the drainage that is generally the boundary for the project. Residential
housing can be seen as having been built along the southern side of Middle Ridge
Road, the tree nursery and the miscellaneous structures that existed there were
converted into agricultural fields as well within this aerial. There are little changes
directly to the project area once the tree nursery was converted to agricultural
fields, as the area wholly is agricultural in character to this day. A garden center
on the same parcel as the farmstead near the western terminus of the project was
constructed by the 2000 aerial. The surrounding area reaches is modern extent by
this aerial and changes very little, other than minor improvements to farmsteads
and the garden center.

9
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CULTURAL SETTING

The historic context provides a framework for evaluating the integrity and
significance of any identified cultural resources. The principal investigator uses the
context to assess a sites’ ability to contribute to the existing historic knowledge of
a region. The report authors derived the following contexts from previously
reported information from throughout the region and identified in the immediate
area through previous archaeological and historical research. While not all these
contexts may be identified within the project area during the survey, the
established contexts are presented in chronological order to understand the
relationships between different temporal periods and the continuum of cultural
development that occurred in this area. It should be noted that these periods are
defined through cultural expressions, and that the ranges of time associated with
each period will likely overlap in different parts of the region, as some pre-contact
groups may not have adapted a new cultural expression at the same time as other
groups, or indeed even at all.
5.1

PRE-CONTACT CONTEXT

The pre-contact cultural development of the region began with the influx of the first
post-glacial populations and continued throughout prehistory until the arrival of
Europeans and settlers from east of the Appalachians. Archaeologists developed
temporal periods to distinguish cultural and/or technical advances over time,
divided into the Paleoindian; Early, Middle, and Late Archaic; Early, Middle, and
Late Woodland; Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric. The temporal ranges given
here for each period may differ from other presented material. This should not be
construed as either a challenge to, or perceived error on the part of earlier material,
but reflects the rather fluid nature of defining temporal periods based on current
dating techniques, selective regional data comparisons, and differing opinions on
when and where to divide prehistory into arbitrary periods. Additionally, it is
recognized that cultural expressions associated with certain periods may overlap
temporally with the occurrence of material associated with different cultural
expressions, particularly during eras considered to be transitional between cultural
expressions (for example, the Early Woodland and Middle Woodland periods,
where in some areas of Ohio Early Woodland cultural practices continue well into
what is temporarily associated with the Middle Woodland).
5.1.1 PALEOINDIAN PERIOD (11,000–7000 B.C.)
Archaeologists estimate that initial occupation of the Ohio area would have been
possible by approximately 11,000 B.C. to 11,500 B.C, and carbon dated evidence
for their presence in the Lower Great Lakes region suggests occupations as far
back as far as 10,500 B.C. (Carr 2012). By this time, the glacial front that had once
covered much of Ohio had retreated into Ontario (Seeman and Prufer 1982). There
is a growing body of evidence supporting a pre-Clovis occupation of the Americas,
with sites such as Meadowcroft Rockshelter in Pennsylvania; Cactus Hill and
Saltville-2, Virginia; Topper, South Carolina; Barton, Maryland; Lubbock Lake,
Texas; and others (Collins et al. 2013; Goodyear 2005). Artifacts from these sites
include lanceolate points, laurel-leaf shaped bipoints, and prismatic blades.
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Radiocarbon dates place these occupations occurring around 15,000 to 16,000
years ago, or roughly 3,000 years prior to the Paleoindian Clovis culture (Goodyear
2005; Collins et al. 2013; Lothrop et al. 2016). Collins et al. (2013) identified seven
early cultural patterns predating and distinct from Clovis assemblages: a New
England manifestation with large bipointed bifaces; a Mid-Atlantic expression with
thin bifaces, sometimes with prismatic blades; midcontinental grassland sites with
modified megafaunal bones; sites with modified mammoth/mastodon bones in
association with stone or bone tools; Southern Plains sites with stratified deposits
below Clovis occupations, sites stretching the entire Pacific Coast from Alaska to
southern South America, with thick, narrow bifaces but no macroblades; and
Channel Island sites in California exhibiting small, stemmed points and flaked
crescent-shaped bifaces. While some dates appear suspect (ca. 28,000 B.C. at
Miles Point, Maryland), numerous others show occupations between 13,000 and
18,000 years ago across the Americas. To date, no sites are known showing
technology or radiocarbon dates that suggest a Pre-Clovis occupation of Ohio,
however. If any such sites do exist, they would be in the unglaciated portions of
the state.
The Paleoindians, the first known pre-contact population to occupy the Ohio area,
were highly mobile, small-band hunters moving on a seasonal basis to exploit
available natural resources (Dragoo 1976) more fully. The Paleoindians were
opportunists willing to use a broad spectrum of animal and plant resources, and
with a fluctuating post-glacial environment, both in terms of climate and ecological
communities, they had to adapt to exploit a variety of environments from tundra to
wetlands. Analysis of pollen data and plant macrofossils suggest that tundra
conditions in the late Pleistocene Midwest were constricted to the glacier margins,
with differing ecological regimes advancing quickly northward as the glaciers
retreated. Specifically, spruce-sedge parkland environments dominated the
immediate post-glacial landscape for about 2000 years after the last glacial
maximum, then rather quickly replaced by pine and then oak forests.
One popular hypothesis about Paleoindian subsistence strategies is that they were
primarily herd-followers, tracking caribou across the post-glacial landscape. Carr
(2012) points out that such hypotheses are largely based on ethnographic analogy
and not on hard data reflecting actual Paleoindian subsistence strategies. He
points out that there is a general lack of such data for the lower Great Lakes and
posits that this reflects Paleoindian site selection strategies that correspond to
locations with poor long-term preservation characteristics. Instead, Carr lays out a
hypothesis that Paleoindian hunters employed a herd-intercept strategy oriented
along lake shores, moving to key locations where caribou herds would be found at
certain points of a season, rather than seasonal relocation of a group to be within
the summer and winter ranges of a single herd. People practicing the herdintercept strategy would rely on storage and secondary protein resources when
caribou were scarce. Carr suggests Paleoindian bands were residentially mobile
within large territories exceeding 20,000 km² and notes the absence in the
archaeological record for definitive evidence of periodic large aggregations of
11
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individual bands, which has occurred elsewhere in the Eastern Woodlands (Bull
Brook, Massachusetts, for example).
The database of Paleoindian sites in Ohio has grown over the past 45 years. Prufer
and Baby (1963) provided the first systematic information on Paleoindian
settlement patterns through an analysis the distribution of diagnostic fluted
projectile point types. They noted that the distribution of these artifacts follows a
diagonal line across Ohio, which corresponds roughly to the maximum
Wisconsinan glacial boundary. Many fluted points recovered in Ohio are isolated
surface occurrences associated with the main tributary valleys. Most of the points
were made from locally available chert and flint, suggesting that Paleoindian
groups did not range widely, contrary to the image of highly mobile bands (Prufer
and Baby 1963, but see Colucci 2017 for a different interpretation, below). Seeman
and Prufer (1982) studied a larger sample of fluted points, concluding that fluted
points are frequently found in major stream valleys and confluences, sites tend to
occur close to quality flint resources, and fluted points are rarely found in extensive
swampy lowlands or in rugged highlands, such as the unglaciated portions of
southeastern Ohio. Lepper (1983) proposed a contrary theory. He believes that,
although these early studies may reflect Paleoindian settlement patterns,
subsequent studies suggest that modern cultivation and population biases affected
the reporting of the artifacts and sites used to construct Paleoindian settlement
patterns. Artifact collectors highly prize Paleoindian points, and thus the reported
distribution may be artificially skewed towards locations with heavily collected
cultivated fields. Another factor influencing site distribution is Lake Erie; Lathrop et
al. (2016) note that up to half of its area may have been habitable during part of
the Paleoindian period.
Colucci (2017) examined the mobility of Paleoindian and Early Archaic groups
related to lithic sourcing in the northeastern interior of North America for her Ph.D
dissertation (focused on Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, West Virginia, Indiana,
Kentucky, and the Lower Peninsula of Michigan). Her results support a high
mobility for Early Paleoindian bands, with high degrees of exotic materials showing
strong connections to the edges of their extensive territories. Paleoindian groups
could move raw materials over 200 km within their range. Gradually over time,
these connections to exotic material sources lessened as band territories
contracted into the Early Archaic. Her study shows a heavy reliance on Upper
Mercer and to a lesser extent on Flint Ridge for raw material and supports the
theory that there was a distinct Paleoindian band territory with a core range
centered in Ohio that expanded into the surrounding states. This expanded range
may have covered an area of 180,000 square km.
Diagnostic artifacts for the Paleoindian period in Ohio include a small variety of
lanceolate points, including fluted points of the Clovis cluster, the unfluted Plano
cluster points, Dalton cluster points with basal ears, and Hi-Lo cluster points. Some
points that first occur in the Paleoindian period were still being made well into the
Early Archaic period, such as those of the Hi-Lo cluster (Justice 1987). Other
diagnostic artifacts include triangular unifacial end scrapers with spurs (Eren et al.
12
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2013; Comstock 2011). Some distinctive tool types found on Paleoindian sites in
southwestern Ontario include large bifaces with alternated beveled edges,
asymmetrical end scrapers, hafted perforators, and backed unifaces; it is unclear
if these artifact types also occur in Ohio or are more associated with the
Paleoindian band posited to occupy southwestern Ontario (Ellis and Deller 1988).
Small lithic scatters and isolated finds of diagnostic fluted projectile points
characterize the archaeological record of Ohio’s Paleoindian period. Notable
exceptions include larger lithic scatters such as those found at the Nobles Pond
site in Stark County, a multiple-purpose base camp (Seeman et al. 1994); and the
Paleo Crossing site in Medina County (Brose 1994), which contains primary
context and remnants of structural features. Paleoindian sites seem to occur on
high ground adjacent to major stream valleys, particularly at the confluence of a
major tributary, or adjacent to former glacial wetlands, as is the case for the Nobles
Pond and Paleo Crossing sites. No sites with a Paleoindian component are within
two km of the project area.
5.1.2 ARCHAIC (8000–500 B.C.)
A period of significant environmental change ensued as the glaciers retreated
northward at the end of the Pleistocene. The climate became temperate. Largegame species, such as mastodon, became extinct, and the deciduous forest
common today developed, replacing the boreal-coniferous forests. The Archaic
period encompasses the notable human adaptations and settlement practices
developed in response to the changing environment (Ford 1974). Artifact
assemblages from Archaic sites show a wider range of tool types in comparison to
the preceding Paleoindian period, some of which have specialized functions for
the processing of a wider variety of plant and animal resources (Griffin 1967).
Although all Archaic-period human groups exhibited characteristics of classic
hunter-gathering lifestyles, environmental differences led to regionally distinctive
artifact assemblages by the end of the period, which might reflect the evolution of
culturally distinct human social groups (Dragoo 1976). More recently, McElrath and
Emerson (2012) question whether Archaic groups can directly trace back to
Paleoindian Clovis people, or if in fact the Archaic cultural lifestyle is tied to coastal
peoples who relied on maritime resources who were contemporary or even
predecessors of the Clovis-using peoples.
Changes in human social organization occurred concurrently with expanding food
procurement strategies. In eastern North America, organizational changes
generally included restricted group mobility, larger aggregations of individuals,
development of ritual behavior, development of inter-regional exchange systems,
and the first attempts at plant domestication (Ford 1974). Other results included
smaller group territories, sites occupied for longer periods, reuse of sites at more
frequent and probably more regular intervals, and the use of a wider variety of
plants and animals. Storage facilities and vessels also appeared more frequently
in Archaic sites, as well as evidence for early cultivation of some plant species.
Archaic developed burial ceremonialism and other ritual behavior and showed
signs of becoming formalized in some regions. Ritual activity might be linked to the
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establishment of social group identities, the maintenance of territorial boundaries,
and the regulation of intergroup alliances and trade. However, archaeologists are
still trying to adequately test this proposition.
Research has shown the progression of these adaptations through the Archaic
period (7000 B.C. to 900 B.C.), resulting in the subdivision of time into three distinct
temporal periods: Early, Middle, and Late Archaic. Some general traits, such as
basal styles of projectile points, are common throughout all three Archaic subperiods, so some Archaic sites cannot be classified to one of these three periods.
Indeed, Prufer has argued it is more appropriate to view the entire Archaic era as
a “fluid continuum” with only gradual changes in artifact technology (2001:187).
Purtill (2009:593) counters that the “Archaic period clearly was a culturally dynamic
time of demographic fluctuation, intrastate population movement and growth, and
shifts in settlement and subsistence strategies.” Regardless, it is considered a
good practice to keep the tripartite division for ease of discussion using multiple
references. There are no sites with unspecified Archaic components within 2 km
of the project area.
5.1.2.1

EARLY ARCHAIC

During the Early Archaic period (9000 B.C. to 6000 B.C.), small mobile groups
gradually became more geographically restricted as seasonally oriented huntingand-gathering activities were focused on smaller, well-explored territories. This
sedentism is a direct link to the expansion of the deciduous forests that produced
a more favorable habitat for game species (Chapman 1975; Vickery 2008). Purtill
(2009) notes that there seems to be a focus on the Lake Plain and Till Plains
physiographic regions, with little evidence for occupation of the Unglaciated
Plateau until later in the period. Early Archaic groups appear to have established
base camps in major river valleys and then expanded into the surrounding uplands
on resource acquisition forays. Sites were small and scattered, largely discovered
through surface collection, and usually located in uplands near secondary stream
valleys (Benchley 1975). Vickery (2008) notes that deep testing along the Ohio
River at sites dating later in the precontact era will almost always reveal an Early
Archaic component as well. Houses are not well documented for this period but
were likely small and circular in plan.
Early on, Early Archaic bands in Ohio practiced a lifeway nearly identical to
Paleoindian groups, and sites from this part of the period are classified as the
Plano tradition. Indeed, some archaeologists place Plano as a Paleoindian
manifestation characterized by a loss of fluting in projectile point technology
(Justice 1987). It seems likely that Plano and Dalton types of points are reflective
of gradual change, rather than demarking any sharp divisions between the
Paleoindian and Early Archaic periods, and thus may best be discussed as
Paleoindian/Early Archaic. Indeed, Colucci’s work on lithic material relation to
precontact group mobility suggests an Early Archaic band developed from the
preceding Paleoindian band in Ohio, with a core area focused on east-central Ohio
(Colucci 2017). However, see arguments by Elrath and Emerson (2012) that some
Early Archaic groups may have developed from non-Clovis coastal populations
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that moved up the river valleys into territories formerly held by Paleoindian fluted
point cultures.
The Plano tradition dates to ca. 8000–7500 B.C. and is characterized by Hi-Lo
projectile points (Shott 1999). The Thebes and Large Side Notched clusters of
projectile points first appear in the early part of the Early Archaic and persisted to
the end of the period. The succeeding Kirk tradition dates to ca. 7500–6000 B.C.
and is notable for the common occurrence of notched and stemmed bifaces,
variously attributable to Palmer, Kirk Corner-notched, Kirk-stemmed, St Albans,
Kanawha, and LeCroy types (Shott 1999). This shift represents a change in lithic
technology from preceding lanceolate forms. Shott (1999) posits a viewpoint that
suggests bands belonging to the Plano and Kirk traditions overlapped in territory
and interacted with each other. Indeed, he notes that while there is a relative
explosion in biface form diversity, the overall toolkit for Early Archaic peoples
shares many characteristics with late Paleoindian and subsequent Archaic groups.
Although hunting was the major subsistence activity, Early Archaic people also
used a narrow spectrum of nutritious plant foods (Chapman 1975; Cleland 1966).
This expansion of the subsistence base correlates with a change in material
culture. Early Archaic hunters switched from lanceolate spear points, ideal for
hunting larger animals, to a series of smaller, more diversified notched and
stemmed projectile points, scrapers, knives, drills, and ovoid blades. Woodworking
and food preparation tools first appear in the tool assemblage during the Early
Archaic period. These tools included axes, adzes, mortars and pestles, awls,
gouges, and grinding stones (Chapman 1975; Jennings 1968). Diagnostic point
types include those of the Charleston Cluster, Thebes Cluster,
There are no sites with Early Archaic components identified within the study radius.
5.1.2.2

MIDDLE ARCHAIC

During the Middle Archaic period (6000 B.C. to 3000 B.C.), floral communities
diversified as the climate warmed and stabilized, allowing for a broader selection
of food and material for use. Essentially practicing subsistence strategies like those
of the Early Archaic, Middle Archaic people emphasized hunting within an
increasingly sedentary lifestyle (Cleland 1966). Purtill (2009) notes an apparent
population decline or relocation from a drastic reduction in the occurrence of
Middle Archaic diagnostic artifacts across large parts of the state and theorizes
that Middle Archaic populations in Ohio appear to have retracted their territory to
the Unglaciated Plateau. It is uncertain whether the post-glacial climate and
environment had stabilized to the point where forests included a sufficient
population of mast-bearing species to support a new regime of large mammals,
and stream flows may have been too rapid to support large fish populations. In
addition, Middle Archaic groups likely practiced a long-distance logistic mobility
strategy that would spread evidence of Middle Archaic people thinly over a
landscape, moving between shoreline residential camps and upland logistical sites
(Lovis et al. 2005); such a strategy, where people are normally occupying sites on
a very short-term basis, would also help to explain the low density of Middle
Archaic sites.
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Middle Archaic material cultural reflects the change in economy as well, adapted
to intensive exploitation of forest and riverine environments. Some researchers
divide the Middle Archaic in the Great Lakes into two horizons based on projectile
point morphology (Stothers et al. 2001). The first horizon is the Weak-Stemmed
Point Horizon (6000–3800 B.C.), with points such as Morrow Mountain and Stanly
Stemmed; the second horizon is the Side-notched Point Horizon (3800–2000
B.C.), associated with points similar to the Raddatz, Matanzas, Otter Creek, and
Brewerton styles (Lovis 1999). Note that Justice (1987) places the origin of the
Brewerton series, typically associated with the Late Archaic period, as a late
Middle Archaic phenomenon. Plant-processing tools included a variety of ground
stone implements, grooved axes, metates, and nutting stones. Atlatl weights and
bone tools first appear in the archaeological record during this period (Broyles
1971; Lewis and Lewis 1961).
No Middle Archaic components were identified at sites within the 2 km study
radius.
5.1.2.3

LATE ARCHAIC

In the Late Archaic period (3000 B.C. to 900 B.C.), the expansion of deciduous
forests reached its northernmost limit (Cleland 1966). Vickery notes that if the
theory of Middle Archaic depopulation in Ohio is accurate, then it may have
persisted into the early stages of the Late Archaic, with groups expanding out from
the southwestern part of Ohio and perhaps entering in from the eastern Great
Lakes to fill the gap (2008:6–7). Two Late Archaic phases are identified for
southern Ohio: The Central Ohio Valley Archaic phase and the Maple Creek phase
(correlated with McWhinney points). The Laurentian phase is noted across Ohio in
associated with Brewerton points (Vickery 2008; Justice 1987; Prufer 2001).
Late Archaic bands developed a settlement system that incorporated seasonal
aggregation into base camps and dividing into small family groups at other times
of the year, as required to optimize resource acquisition and production. The larger
camps may include habitation areas, middens, numerous post molds, features
such as large pits and earth ovens, and sometimes burials. The smaller resource
acquisition camps or stations, possibly occupied only by a family group, show less
structure but may also include a smaller array of similar features as the base
camps. There is some evidence for Late Archaic houses in the regional
archaeological record. C-shaped houses are commonly the type observed at Late
Archaic sites with post mold patterns in southern Ohio, closest to West Virginia.
Purtill suggests these buildings were open-faced and probably associated with site
occupations during warmer periods of the year, due to a lack of internal features
such as hearths (2015:19). Less common are oval house patterns, which do
feature internal hearths and could represent winter residences. These oval houses
have been found in the Maumee River Valley of northwestern Ohio and in the
Hocking Valley of southeastern Ohio (Stothers et al. 2001; Patton and Fahey
2020).
Group ceremonialism increased in importance, as demonstrated by more
elaborate, formalized burial practices and the presence of exotic materials
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obtained from emerging trade networks. Scheduled harvesting of seasonal,
available plant and animal resources climaxed in the Late Archaic (Caldwell 1964).
Glacial Kame burial tradition sites are known to occur in Ohio during the Late
Archaic, showing a connection with groups located to the north and west
(Robertson et al. 1999). Rockshelter and cave sites were often used for
inhumations, sometimes of already skeletonized remains (Pedde and Prufer
2001). A significant mortuary complex was identified in northwest Ohio, the
Williams Mortuary Complex in the Maumee River Valley. Two large cemeteries
with inhumations and cremations represent this complex, characterized by exotic
grave goods, and dating to the Terminal Archaic. Abel et al. (2001) posited these
cemeteries also served as regional “trade fairs.”
Exploitation of local plant and animal resources, including aquatic species, became
more efficient and broad-based in the Late Archaic period. The success of this
subsistence strategy is shown by the recovery of charred botanical remains of a
variety of nuts, including acorn, hazel, hickory, and black walnut. Fruit also was an
important food resource, as demonstrated by the diversity of fruit seeds in
archaeobotanical assemblages, such as wild grape, blueberry, raspberry, and
strawberry (Dye 1977; Yarnell 1974). The Late Archaic period marks the first
appearance of the domestic cultigens associated with the Eastern Agricultural
Complex (EAC) in the archaeological record in the region. Archaeologists
recovered chenopodium, sunflower, and gourd seeds dated to approximately 1500
B.C. from the Salts Cave site in Kentucky (Yarnell 1974), while other researchers
have dated squash seed as early as 2300 B.C. in Missouri and Kentucky (Yarnell
1963). In the Hocking Valley, Patton and Fahey (2020) note the appearance of
domesticated EAC crops by 1650 B.C. – the occurrence of these species is well
outside their native ranges and thus demonstrate deliberate cultivation.
Late Archaic people developed a wide array of specialized objects, including
steatite and sandstone bowls, stone tubes and beads, polished plummets, net
sinkers, whistles, rattles, birdstones, and boatstones, as well as awls, needles, and
perforators made of bone (Chapman 1975). Brewerton series points are
characteristic of this period, and particularly common in the Upper Ohio Valley area
(Ritchie 1961; Witthoft 1953). The Late Archaic period saw an explosion of different
point styles, including those in the Matanzas Cluster, Lamoka Cluster, Merom
Cluster, Late Archaic Stemmed Cluster, Genesee Cluster, and Savannah River
Cluster (Justic 1987). This diversity of point styles likely can be tied into the longterm establishment of band territories and increasing sedentism. By the end of the
Late Archaic, projectile point style diversity increased, with the introduction of
small, broad-bladed point types that sometimes persist into the Early Woodland
period, such as the Susquehanna Cluster (Justice 1987). Turkey-tail points also
occur in ceremonial contexts and in buried caches towards the end of the period.
By the very end of the period, Meadowood points begin to occur in Terminal Late
Archaic contexts. Trade is demonstrated through the appearance of exotic
materials in Late Archaic assemblages, such as copper, marine shell, and nonlocal cherts.
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No sites with Late Archaic components were found within 2 km of the project area.
5.1.3 WOODLAND PERIOD (800 B.C. – A.D. 1000)
W. C. McKern first described the Woodland period as an archaeological
manifestation within the McKern Taxonomic System (McKern 1939), initially
distinguishing it from the preceding Archaic period with the occurrence of pottery
and ceremonial construction of earthworks and mounds. Griffin’s work (1952) on
the Woodland period defined three sub-periods: Early Woodland (1000 B.C–100
B.C.), Middle Woodland (100 B.C.–A.D. 500), and Late Woodland (A.D. 500–
1000). Archaeologists still use the same basic system today, although current
research suggests that adaptations and cultural traits assigned to each period are
quite variable in both time and location. For example, in some regions of the
Midwest, the elaborate cultural expressions associated with the Middle Woodland
are not present, with Early Woodland practices persisting through time to the
Contact Period. In Ohio, it has recently become abundantly clear that the Adena
and Hopewell cultural phenomenon overlapped in occurrence in some parts of
Ohio, rather than the former being a direct Early Woodland antecedent of the latter
Middle Woodland phenomenon (Applegate 2005). For example, Late Adena has
been demonstrated as active in the second century A.D. in eastern Ohio, at the
same time as major Hopewell earthworks were being constructed in the lower
Scioto River Valley. The definition of Adena and Hopewell remains taxonomically
complex, and it is not the purpose of this context to explore that issue. Instead, we
recognize that in general, Adena is associated with the Early Woodland and
Hopewell with the Middle Woodland across much of Ohio, while in certain parts of
the state, those cultural expressions were marginal influences.
Some Woodland period sites are identified solely through the presence of nondiagnostic pottery or mounds lacking excavation data; these sites are typically not
assigned to one of the three sub-periods. There are no sites with unspecified
Woodland components within 2 km of the project area.
5.1.3.1

EARLY WOODLAND

The Early Woodland period in Ohio extends from approximately 1000 B.C. to 100
B.C., although in some areas of the state, evidence suggests Early Woodland
cultural practices extended through A.D. 200 in areas outside the early core of the
Hopewell culture (Stothers and Abel 2008; Abrams and Le Rouge 2008;
Carskadden 2008). Archaeological evidence demonstrates a continuum from the
end of the Archaic through the Middle Woodland for the intensification of
horticulture and the formalization and elaboration of mortuary practices and
increasing political complexity (Dragoo 1976). Woodland people did not uniformly
adapt these traits at the same general time. Those traits deemed most useful were
the ones acquired first. Hays (2010) posits that the Early Woodland Adena cultural
manifestation represents a common approach and broad-based pattern of
behavior signified by mortuary rituals and artifact styles.
The political structure of Early Woodland people has long been argued, but recent
research points towards understanding it as a heterarchy: a “flexible political
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relationship among community members or communities themselves that is
unranked but has the potential for ranked distinction in special circumstances”
(Abrams and Le Rouge 2008). Clay (1992:80) suggests that Early Woodland
groups were likely practicing a semi-sedentary, hunter-gatherer lifestyle organized
into egalitarian groups, rather than having a more hierarchical tribal system.
Abrams and Le Rouge (2008) argue that a heterarchical organization best fits the
evidence for Early Woodland political organization from mound and domestic
archaeological data.
Archaeologists most closely associate the Early Woodland period in Ohio with the
Adena Culture. The Adena culture dominated much of the northern Eastern
Woodlands from upstate New York into the Ohio and Mississippi Valleys,
characterized by conical earthen mounds and elaborate burials with ornamental
grave goods. The Adena culture may have developed as early as 500 B.C., based
on the dating of burial mounds in the central Ohio River Valley region (Seeman
1992a:25). Early Woodland people often used conical mounds for mortuary
purposes, but some mounds lacking burials may have served as territorial markers
or as a focus for seasonal gatherings (Yerkes 1988; Abrams 1992). In particular,
the use of mounds as territorial markers may be tied to developing use-rights to
maintained garden plots (Patton and Fahey 2020). In addition to mounds, Early
Woodland/ Late Adena groups also built circular/oval earthworks (Clay 1987).
Numerous small circular earthworks are associated with the Adena, likely
persisting into the Middle Woodland. These circles typically are about 200 feet in
diameter with interior ditches, sometimes with causeways over the ditch
associated with entryways into the centers of the circles. At times, these circles
are found around conical mounds, such as at the Adena Mound in Chillicothe.
Larger oval works covering tens of acres, such as the Colerain Works (HA0237) in
southwest Ohio, may also be Early Woodland ritual enclosures and precursors to
the elaborate earthwork complexes of the Middle Woodland Hopewell culture (Clay
1987).
The mortuary system of Early Woodland people in Ohio is strongly associated with
mound construction. There appears to be a correlation between mound size,
temporal position, and community size for mounds associated with the Adena
culture. Early Adena mounds are small, often occurring on ridge tops, and labor
estimates for their construction suggest affiliation with as few as one or two family
groups, while the larger Late Adena mounds (up through A.D. 200) infer the
aggregation of as many as 20 such groups (Abrams and Le Rouge 2008). Burial
types in these mounds included both inhumations and cremations (occurring either
separately or conjointly in the same mound), with sub-mound features including
fire pits, post molds, and basins (Abrams 1992). The sub-mound features suggest
some form of formal structure was erected prior to mound construction as part of
an elaborate burial ritual sequence, possibly a scaffold or windbreaks (Hays 2010).
A few mounds were built over formally prepared log crypts. Abrams (1992) noted
a probable sequence of repeated mound construction with fire pits at the Armitage
Mound in Athens County that likely represented the efforts of up to six generations
of people. Early Woodland mounds often contain artifacts in the mound fill as well
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as in association with burials. While some artifacts may be incidental inclusions
that were present in the soil selected for mound construction, some pottery sherds
may represent “disturbed ritual contexts association with burial” (Clay 1983:110).
One thing that stands out about Adena burial ritual is that while there is a broad
commonality (mound building, including of remains that were defleshed elsewhere,
ritual deposits), there is a wide variability in how these traits are exhibited,
suggesting that ritual variability reflects regional differences and cultural evolution
over time. Hays (2010) suggests these local differences are so profound that
distinct mortuary traditions are probably very tightly located on the landscape in
relation to individual Adena communities situated in different river valleys.
Although there may have been some tendency for limiting residential mobility in
the Early Woodland period, settlement patterns generally resemble those of the
preceding Late Archaic period, with large summer base camps in the flood plains
and upland resource extraction camps occupied in the fall and winter (Yerkes
1988:319). Abrams and Le Rouge (2008) suggest that towards the end of the Early
Woodland period, bands in Ohio were living in small hamlets of around 20 people
during the summer months, dispersing into smaller family groups in the winter,
then returning to the same warm-weather location, repeating this cycle for several
years before choosing a new warm-weather site for the hamlet. They also note in
their study of the distribution of Early Woodland sites in the Hocking Valley that
hamlets were clustered around a central mound, which served as a focal point for
the local community. However, they also caution that this pattern is not necessarily
present elsewhere in the middle Ohio Valley region (Abrams and Le Rouge 2008).
Early Woodland people constructed small oval houses built with a series of single
posts, with antecedents in structures documented at Late Archaic sites. Often, post
molds do not form complete house outlines, but occur as clusters near cooking
and storage features at a site. The occurrence of paired-post structures is seen as
more ritual than domestic in nature, however, and these likely do not represent
roofed buildings (Clay 2009). While they are often associated with mounds, they
have been documented without an overtopping earthen mound (Lee et al. 2008).
Schweikart (2008) notes that Early Woodland occupations in central Ohio can be
characterized as open-site seasonal habitations with a high density of features;
rockshelters (in unglaciated portions of the state); and open-air logistical sites.
Horticulture likely became more important in the subsistence strategy of Early
Woodland people, but how important this adaptation was to different groups varies
across time and space within this period. Some areas do not show much evidence
of domesticated plants until near the end of the Early Woodland period, coinciding
with the beginning of the Middle Woodland period (Fritz 1990:403). Seasonal mast
crops continued to be an important resource. Hunting of game animals continued
to be important, and Early Woodland groups situated in the Sandusky and
Maumee region had important fishing economies; these people may have used
the surpluses produced during spring fish runs as leverage in establishing a
cultural prominence in the region, which is reflected in the Late Archaic/Early
Woodland Williams Cemetery (Stothers and Abel 2008).
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Several projectile point/knife forms are diagnostic of the Early Woodland period.
These types include Adena Stemmed, Cresap, Meadowood, Kramer, and Robbins
(Justice 1987; Converse 2007; Dragoo 1963). Pottery typically consisted of plain
wide-mouthed jars and bowls, tempered with granitic rock. Pottery types
associated with the Early Woodland period includes Fayette Thick, Adena Plain,
Dominion Thick, and Leimbach Thick types (found in northern Ohio), among others
(Purtill 2008). Ceremonial objects associated with some burials include exotic
materials indicative of long-distance trade networks, including copper and galena.
Tubular smoking pipes are another Adena diagnostic artifact associated with
ceremonial activities (Lee et al. 2008).
There are no sites with Early Woodland components within 2 km of the project
area.
5.1.3.2

MIDDLE WOODLAND

The Middle Woodland period (100 B.C. to A.D. 500) saw a dramatic expansion in
the general cultural patterns of the Early Woodland. Elaborate burials and distinct
ceremonialism increased, and mound construction became increasingly complex,
with huge, precisely arranged geometric earthworks being the hallmark of the
Hopewell cultural manifestation that is associated with this period. Although some
groups peripheral to the Hopewell core areas of southwestern and south-central
Ohio continued to practice the Adena lifestyle associated with the Early Woodland
period, the Hopewell influence was felt throughout much of eastern North America.
Hopewell is understood to have three major traditions: Scioto, Mann, and Havana.
The Scioto Hopewell tradition is found in Ohio and adjacent areas. Therefore, this
discussion of the period focuses on that phenomenon.
Essentially, the Middle Woodland Hopewell cultural phenomenon “can be
considered as an ideological system expressed in different regional cultural
traditions, primarily at the community level” (Pacheco 1993:13). Hopewell groups
likely interacted in a form of heterarchy, with groups interacting as self-contained
entities within a larger community. There are several regional variants of Ohio
Hopewell, linked to major drainage systems in the southern half of the state, such
as the valleys of the Central Scioto, Muskingum, Great Miami, and Little Miami
rivers. In northern Ohio, Hopewell appears expressed as the adoption of certain
ceremonial behaviors by localized Middle Woodland groups. Scioto Hopewell
people appear to have organized themselves into symbolic groups as well as
through kinship (Ruby et al. 2005). The symbolic groups in use are unknown but
could have included sodalities, clans, cult societies, gender-based groups,
economically related groups, and groups focused on a charismatic leader
(probably a combination of some or all of these). In some locations, communities
from different parts of a larger river valley may have come together regularly to
build large geometric earthworks and reinforce social ties. Carr and Smyth (2020)
suggest that individual communities would form alliances through burying their
dead together in a sacred location, using ethnographic analogy to historically
documented practices by Great Lakes American Indian groups. Carr and Smyth
posit that Hopewell people created overarching ties across the landscape through
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participation in clan-based ceremonial societies, sodalities, and social-spiritual
alliances (2020:157).
Besides their grand earthworks, the Hopewell are also defined through their
elaborate mortuary material culture, reflecting complex rites and activities.
Particularly, exotic materials from across the North American continent are typical
for Hopewell burials, including obsidian from Wyoming, marine shells from the Gulf
Coast and Atlantic Coast, mica from the North Carolina mountains, Knife River flint
from the Dakotas, and copper from the Keweenaw Peninsula on the south shore
of Lake Superior. The range of acquisition of exotic materials is known as the
Hopewell Interaction Sphere. Originally considered a reciprocal trade network,
many researchers now consider the Hopewell Interaction Sphere as reflecting
ritual material acquisition forays, with the travel to distant sources of exotic
materials and successful return to the Ohio heartland representing a spiritual, as
well as physical, journey of achievement (Wymer 1987). The exotic material that
was brought back from distant lands was used to make iconic works of
Hopewellian art, such as mica cutouts, huge obsidian blades, conch shell dippers
and beads, copper panpipes and body ornaments, and necklaces of grizzly bear
and fossil shark teeth. Although these items are found in mortuary contexts, it
seems unlikely that they did not also serve important purposes in other Hopewell
cultural practices as well.
Hopewell communities were regionally homogenous, consisting of sedentary or
semi-sedentary family groups dispersed across a geographically constricted area,
usually one of the major river valleys in Ohio (Pacheco and Dancey 2006:5, 6).
The households of a local Hopewell community are posited by Pacheco and
Dancey as organized around a large central earthwork group with burial mounds
distributed through the community’s territory, implying a system of ancestral
descent keyed into this territory through shared labor in constructing and
maintaining these monuments over generations. Settlement pattern studies on
Ohio Hopewell draw largely from the work of Olaf Prufer in the 1960s. Prufer (1965)
developed a hypothesis termed the “Vacant Ceremonial Center-Dispersed
Agricultural Hamlets” model that hypothesized earthwork complexes served a
strictly ceremonial purpose with no direct residential component. Instead, the
population occupied the territory around the earthworks in dispersed, agriculturally
focused hamlets, consisting of small family groups that could support themselves
in terms of food production but whose social organization was dependent on
interactions within the larger community.
Prufer’s work in the Scioto River Valley demonstrated Hopewell habitation sites
were small and evenly spaced throughout a river valley, instead of clustering in a
single village near the earthworks as was previously hypothesized (Griffin 1996).
Pacheco (1993) tested Prufer’s model in the Licking River drainage around
Newark, specifically at the Murphy Tract, a large parcel of property west of the city.
From their study of the numerous Hopewell sites at the Murphy Tract, Pacheco
identified a refined settlement pattern called the Dispersed Sedentary Community
Model. While in large part similar and not contradictory to Prufer’s work, Pacheco’s
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model did introduce new insights, such as noting the size of a typical Hopewell
household would not change significantly over time, and that as generations
matured, the adult children of the original household would likely relocate nearby.
Additionally, Pacheco hypothesized that the original hamlet occupants would
relocate the household elsewhere in the local region, as their local patch resources
were depleted.
The key feature of both Prufer’s and Pacheco’s models is a primarily sedentary
lifestyle, which contrasts with a semi-sedentary to fully mobile subsistence strategy
practiced by their ancestors. The Hopewell people had a diverse resource base
that included resources located near each other, which meant that groups could
reduce their mobility for resource acquisition, leading eventually to a semisedentary lifestyle. As Hopewell people became less and less mobile, they began
to more strongly rely on horticultural practices to replace wide-ranging forays to
known resource locations. Instead, they learned methods to encourage growth of
wild food plants near their hamlets and tended planted gardens full of domesticated
plants as well, developing into sophisticated manipulators of their environments.
Indeed, Wymer (2020) notes that Hopewell site structure mimics that of other
cultures worldwide who had just made the shift to a farming lifestyle (change from
oval to square houses, increased organization of private/public spaces, dedicated
refuse disposal areas). Middle Woodland people cultivated a group of crops known
as the Eastern Agricultural Complex (EAC), dominated by four domesticated
plants: sunflower (Helianthus spp.), marshelder (Iva annua), squash (Cucurbita
pepo), and goosefoot (Chenopodium berlandieri). EAC crops are found in
increasing numbers in archaeological deposits beginning around 0–100 A.D.
(Smith 1992). Other plant species that were important to the Hopewell include
hickory nuts, little barley, maygrass, and erect knotwood. Maize, however, was not
a part of Hopewell diets. Like their predecessors, Hopewell hunters still practiced
long-range expeditions to the uplands to hunt deer. A study of deer remains from
sites at Brown’s Bottom in Ross County shows that deer were harvested
throughout the entire year and brought back to hamlets, supporting the theory that
hamlets represent year-round occupations (Pacheco et al. 2020).
As Hopewell people developed a primarily sedentary lifestyle that practiced
household relocation at regular intervals, the material left behind at their domestic
sites show an identifiable pattern. Firstly, Hopewell residential sites show a high
degree of expedient tools (utilized flakes, lightly retouched unifaces) and low
densities of formal, maintained tools (projectile points and highly flaked, shaped
bifacial knives and scrapers). This pattern is linked to having many waste flakes
from lithic reduction activities to produce the formal tools the Hopewell did use. In
contrast, highly mobile groups show more formal tools in their assemblages, and
these tools often show evidence of extensive resharpening or repurposing.
Secondly, Hopewell residential sites show evidence of maintaining distinct activity
areas and waste disposal zones, which are not required of mobile groups.
Sedentary groups that are not long-term occupants of a site location (e.g., multiple
generations in one location) develop artifact and feature patterns that are clearly
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defined, whereas long-term occupations will show indistinct patterns resulting from
rebuilding and maintenance activities over decades.
Hopewell hamlets show a common set of archaeological features, including at
least one building that could house a large family of about a dozen people, with
interior hearths and storage pits. Outside the building, there should be an array of
hearths, earth ovens, storage pits, and processing features, with linear post mold
features representing drying racks or screens. Refuse disposal areas will be at the
edge of the site, off the edge of a gully or ravine if possible (Pacheco 1993). Welldocumented Hopewell houses have been identified at hamlet sites in Ross County
(Pacheco et al. 2020) and in the Hocking Valley (Weaver et al. 2011). These
houses are roughly square in form and exhibit as lines of single posts forming the
outline of the house, with interior posts suggesting structures such as benches or
interior partitions, internal pit features, and hearths. In the case of the Patton site
(33AT0990), the house pattern was demonstrated through organic staining and
shallow, superimposed post molds indicating the wattle-and-daub building was
reconstructed at least twice (Weaver et al. 2011). The presence of thermal features
within the houses demonstrates occupation during cold-weather seasons, while
environmental data shows that these hamlets were occupied during warm-weather
seasons as well (Pacheco et al. 2020). One key feature of these hamlets is that
they represent a substantial investment of time and energy, another indicator that
they were intended for long-term occupations (Patton and Fahey 2020).
Hopewell earthworks are an elaboration of Adena forms, but with several
differences, notably in size and variety of geometric forms, such as conical,
truncated pyramid, and loaf shapes (Romain 2015). Hopewell people buried their
dead in mounds, with various forms of mortuary treatment, such as cremations,
bundle burials, and fleshed inhumation (Dancey 2005:118). Sub-mound mortuary
structures are also significantly different. Some Hopewell earthwork centers
featured charnel houses, which were covered over with mounds as part of
completing a complex cycle of burial practices. What sets the Hopewell apart is
their construction of massive geometric earthworks, which tend to fall into one of
two groups: large circular/polygonal earthen works and hilltop enclosures (the
latter of which are mainly found in the hilly regions of southwestern Ohio). The
majority of Hopewellian earthworks are found in Ohio, although they range from
southeastern Indiana all the way to western New York (Dancey 2005:120).
Earthworks were used and constructed over time, with evidence for recurring
construction found at some sites. For example, the hilltop enclosure of Fort Ancient
in southwestern Ohio shows evidence of continuous use, maintenance, and
expansion over a 300-year period.
It is generally understood that Hopewell earthworks did not function as habitations,
but rather as communal gathering locations for specific ritual purposes that served
multiple purposes in Hopewell society. Extensive archaeological investigations at
earthworks have occurred primarily in Ross County, focusing on the numerous
sets of earthworks and mounds that occur around Paint Creek and the Chillicothe
area. Ruby and Lynott (2009) compared artifact assemblages from investigations
24

21-0616 Globig & Woodworth Easement

Lake County, Ohio

at the Hopeton Earthworks to the McGraw domestic site and showed contrasts
between a hamlet occupation and what is present at an earthwork, further
supporting idea that short-term occupations are found at earthworks, and not
habitations. Most exotic raw materials, excepting mica, are generally only found in
proximity to earthworks, and suggests a restricted use of these materials to
activities associated with the use of earthworks.
Distinctive artifacts associated with the Hopewell culture include bladelets and
bladelet cores; cord-marked and stamped pottery; and a limited number of
diagnostic projectile points. Pottery types associated with Middle Woodland sites
are somewhat regionally restricted, with some examples including the Scioto
Series’ McGraw Plain and McGraw Cordmarked; the Southeastern Series
Diagnostic projectile points include the Snyders type and later in the period, Lowe
cluster points (some of which continue to appear in the subsequent Late Woodland
period). Lithic artifacts show a strong preference for Flint Ridge cherts, while
Wyandotte chert from southern Indiana is also found in domestic Hopewell
assemblages. Delaware and Upper Mercer chert is also found at domestic
Hopewell sites, with some sites apparently showing a preference for one other the
other (Hill et al. 2020).
Although a successful and stable cultural system, the Hopewell cultural
phenomenon was relatively short-lived, lasting only about 500 years. The reason
behind the disappearance of this cultural system is not understood, although some
researchers believe that population nucleation is a key factor, which began in
peripheral areas around the Hopewell core as early as the third century A.D. and
was largely complete across Ohio by the end of the 600s (Braun 1977; Dancey
1996; Burks 2004). No evidence for a violent termination, such as through invasion
by outside groups or internal strife, has been found to explain a movement away
from the construction of huge earthworks and ritual acquisition and use of artifacts
made from exotic materials. Instead, it may be that a trend towards population
aggregation resulted in changes to how Middle Woodland societies operated and
the functions served by Hopewell earthworks and other cultural patterns were
replaced by others that better served the needs of the communities.
As populations expanded and individual hamlet resource territories shrank within
local communities, aggregation into villages would have allowed the local
communities to pool labor and combine resource patches into a group resource.
Additionally, this aggregation may have resulted in placing more emphasis on
rituals focused at the local, domestic level, rendering the previous communitystrengthening ceremonies focused on earthworks obsolete. The increased
autonomy provided by agriculture may have made participating in elaborate rituals
at distant ceremonial centers requiring a significant investment of time and
resources too costly to sustain (Dunnell and Greenlee 1999). An increase in
population linked to more efficient agricultural practices may have unintentionally
deflected the energy previously used in large-scale activities towards maintaining
the new level of reproductive success. Dunnell and Greenlee suggest that the
resulting change in cultural expression is that of the form of the expression, and
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not a reduction in population size through other means (1999:381). For Middle
Woodland groups on the periphery of the Hopewell core that did not practice all
the hallmarks of the elaborate ceremonial system (large-scale earthworks,
mortuary buildings, etc.), there is still a continuation of some earlier traditions, such
as the inclusion of exotic grave goods in burials (Dunnell and Greenlee 1999).
There are no sites with Middle Woodland components within 2 km of the project
area.
5.1.3.3

LATE WOODLAND

The Late Woodland period is generally understood to commence with the regionalwide cessation of major Hopewell cultural expressions around A.D. 500 and
extends to about A.D. 1000 across much of Ohio. The Late Woodland period can
be defined as a period of complex social change. Late Woodland people appear
to have rather abruptly stopped the practice of elaborate mound construction and
mortuary traditions of the preceding Hopewell culture. A nucleated settlement
strategy appears for the first time in the archaeological record of the region during
this period. Seeman and Dancey (2000) indicate that the Late Woodland period in
Ohio is characterized by an “intensification of subsistence and food procuring
strategies” (Seeman and Dancey 2000:601). Related changes occurred in the
production of ceramics that could withstand higher cooking temperatures and
greater repetitive use, a shift toward increased regional sedentariness, a
concomitant decrease in land-use area, a general lack of exotic materials for ritual
use, and a simplification of the chipped stone industry. Late Woodland cultural
practices persisted to about 1250 or so in some parts of the state, such as the
Muskingum River Valley (Carskadden and Morton 2000).
Late Woodland settlements are generally of one of three types: permanent
nucleated settlements that were occupied for hundreds of years such as Turpin,
Haag, and Sand Ridge; smaller nucleated settlements that were occupied for
relatively brief periods (Driving Range); and small open sites that appear to
represent homesteads or task group camps associated with the larger settlements
(Seeman and Dancey 2000). Remote camps and the use of local rock shelters
compliment these sites. House forms are generally circular or semi-circular,
although rectangular forms are also known (Royce 2011). The switch from
primarily square or rectangular forms in the preceding Middle Woodland period to
oval/circular forms like those from the Early Woodland may reflect another
reduction in form associated with increased carrying capacity and populations
(Dunnell and Greenlee 1999).
The early Late Woodland period includes some nucleated villages (Water Plant,
Turbin) but many other sites suggest a dispersal of population practicing a semimobile lifestyle, moving between areas on a seasonal basis (such as the Zencor
site in Franklin County; Zulandt 2010). The initial appearance of nucleated
settlements may have been a response to increased agricultural yields and related
population increases. Nucleated Late Woodland settlements were often organized
around a central plaza, and may exhibit evidence of surrounding fortifications:
ditches, earthen embankments, or rarely, stockades (Seeman and Dancey 2000;
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Royce 2011). Many of these sites are located on upland margins, so that the ditch
creates a crescent having its ends at the bluff edge. Many archaeologists interpret
these features as indicating an increase in inter-group conflict during this period,
probably resulting from conflicts over resources or prime agricultural land. It is not
known whether the open sites, which occur most often in upland stream valleys,
are dispersed homesteads or procurement camps.
Late Woodland mortuary practices were highly variable, with the use of distinct
cemeteries along with individual interments within the village itself or in remote
locations. The variety of mortuary practice is demonstrated by an interesting burial
from Madison County radiocarbon dated to the Terminal Middle
Woodland/incipient Late Woodland surprisingly included traits more consistent
with Late Archaic and Early Woodland burials, such as the use of red ocher,
inclusion of a triangular blade cache of multiple non-local cherts, and slate gorgets
(Nolan et al. 2015). Somewhat more rarely, Late Woodland burials are found in
mounds, with some associated with a burial tradition called “Intrusive Mound
Complex” that focused on interments in mounds associated with earlier Woodland
cultures. Seeman (1992b) notes that hallmarks of Intrusive Mound Complex, apart
from the eponymous mortuary practice, include the presence of Jack’s Reef
projectile points, a high frequency of non-local cherts and thicker pottery with more
random cordmarking than that in contemporary Newtown phase sites. It seems
more likely that this is not a distinct, new tradition but rather a continuation of earlier
traditions, perhaps by people still practicing more of the older Hopewell traits.
Archaeologists interpret the continuation of mound construction, albeit on a much
lesser scale than in the previous Woodland periods, as another indication of village
integration.
In northeastern Ohio, material culture is distinguished by the reliance on local lithic
sources and the production of relatively simple grit-tempered ceramics, with flat
lips, slightly curved rims, and either plain or cordmarked surfaces (Brose 2001).
Towards the end of the period, ceramics begin to show the influence of Iroquoian
groups from the northeast. The predominant point types include Raccoon Notched
and Jack’s Reef pentagonal points along with small triangular points (Church 1987)
Late Woodland people practiced a subsistence pattern with an increased focus on
both cultivated and naturally abundant seed plants, intensifying their consumption
and manipulation of these species. Cultivated plant remnants are nearly ubiquitous
in the Late Woodland archaeological record (Seeman and Dancey 2000). In the
Ohio Valley, Late Woodland peoples became increasingly reliant upon the hunting
of deer, while at least in southern Ohio, riverine aquatic species declined in use.
Forest clearing and a possible reduction in deer body size are suggested by
environmental studies of this period, attributable to human action and influence
(Munson 1988; Seeman and Dancey 2000; Zulandt 2010).
Sites dated early in the Late Woodland period consist of small, nucleated
settlements, frequently located on bluff edges along major streams or rivers with
an encircling ditch or low earthwork feature. Ceramics recovered from early Late
Woodland sites are grit tempered with thinner walls than in the preceding Middle
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Woodland period, and point types are predominantly Chesser Notched and Lowe
Flared Base types. Jack’s Reef Corner-Notched, Raccoon Notched, and Levanna
points are also associated with the early phase of the Late Woodland period
(Redmond 2013).
During the latter part of the Late Woodland period, smaller, more dispersed,
seasonally occupied settlements appear to replace nucleated communities,
variably located on terrace or floodplain locales, with an increased use of the
uplands. This change in settlement coincides with an extended dry period that
likely affected the capability of agricultural production to produce surpluses (Nolan
and Cook 2010). Ceramics recovered from the later-period sites are tempered with
a variety of materials, such as grit, chert, or limestone, and the predominant point
types include Raccoon Notched and Jack’s Reef pentagonal points along with
small triangular points indicative of the introduction of the bow and arrow (Church
1987). Cultivated plants occur in higher frequencies in these sites, although Late
Woodland people still relied on gathering natural food resources. Importantly,
maize first starts showing up as a significant dietary component in the latter part of
the Late Woodland (Cook and Comstock 2020).
There are no archaeological sites with identified Late Woodland components within
2 km of the project area.
5.1.4 LATE PREHISTORIC (A.D. 900–1600)
The Late Prehistoric period in Ohio extends from approximately A.D. 900 to. 1600,
although in neighboring Kentucky, archaeologists consider the Late Prehistoric to
have persisted to about 1750. In parts of northern Ohio, some scholars debate
when Late Prehistoric adaptations occurred in certain populations, if at all. In
southern Ohio, researchers associate the Late Prehistoric period with the Fort
Ancient culture, which was the largest Late Prehistoric phase in Ohio. Fort Ancient
groups in general exhibited patterns of procurement and settlement patterns
different from those of their Late Woodland predecessors, although there is
evidence of settlement continuity from the terminal Late Woodland into the early
Late Prehistoric period at sites like Turpin and Allen (Abrams et al. 2005). Other
major Late Prehistoric phases in Ohio include the Monongahela in the Upper Ohio
River Valley in eastern Ohio, the Riker phase in central northeastern Ohio, the
Whittlesey phase along Lake Erie in northeast Ohio, and the Fort Meigs phase in
northwest Ohio, also along Lake Erie (Milner et al. 2001).
The area along the Lake Erie shoreline in Northeast Ohio was occupied by the
Whittlesey tradition group, who were mainly found west of the Grand River (Brose
2001:58). The Whittlesey people occupied large summer villages, usually on
plateaus overlooking fertile floodplains, and decamped to upland hunting camps
and rockshelters in the winter. By the sixteenth century, the Whittlesey groups
appear to have migrated southwards through the Muskingum River Valley and may
have been absorbed into Fort Ancient groups of the Madisonville Tradition along
the Ohio River. Brose (2001:60) maintains that the Whittlesey tradition can be
summarized as representing “the social cohesion of 20 generations of
northeastern Ohio groups with economies that always relied on exploiting different
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habitats cut by riverine systems within a small region”. Notably, the people
associated with the Whittlesey tradition appear to have committed fully to an
agriculture-based subsistence economy in the early 1500s, at a time when climatic
conditions made such a dependence unreliable. Increasingly, conservative
Whittlesey groups turned inward and competed against neighbors for access to
dwindling productive agricultural land.
Diagnostic artifacts for Late Prehistoric groups include small triangular projectile
points, such as Madison and Levanna types, that indicate the widespread adoption
of bow-and-arrow technology. Ceramics for Whittlesey Phase-affiliated groups
consist of vessels with grit- or shell-tempered fabrics, with cordmarking, simplestamping, or smoothed bodies. Rims curve smoothly outward with lips featuring
scallops or crenellations, with applied strap handles or lugs.
There are no recorded sites with Late Prehistoric components within 2 km of the
project area.
5.1.5 CONTACT PERIOD
Around 1550, Late Prehistoric groups in western Pennsylvania first procured
materials that indicate an indirect contact with European settlers (Herbstritt 1983).
These materials include wire-wound faceted beads, copper tinklers, and nativemanufactured artifacts such as triangular glass and metal pendants made from
imported European goods. In contrast to later sites, there is no change in intra-site
patterning of subsistence procurement strategy at these sites. Recognition of
Contact period sites is based solely on the occasional occurrence of European
trade items (Skinner and Brose 1985). This influx of trade items is documented in
the Middle Ohio Valley ca. 1650 to 1750 at two contact-period sites in Greenup
County, Kentucky (Pollack and Henderson 1983). The difficulty in recognizing
these sites, given the limited change in the material culture, undoubtedly has
resulted in the lack of proper protohistoric designations.
Until the late eighteenth century, very few Europeans lived in Ohio, primarily
consisting of French and British fur traders. Several historical Native American
groups claimed the region. From 1641 to 1701, the Iroquois Wars introduced an
era of conflict and warfare that displaced many other Native American groups from
Ohio. The Erie tribe controlled most of northeast Ohio, although the Shawnee
occupied a few villages in extreme southwest Ohio during this era, and the
Tionontati had a village at the mouth of the Maumee River. However, exposure to
European diseases and military campaigns forced the Iroquois to reach a peace
agreement in 1701 (Tanner 1987). During the 1730’s, the Wyandot, who formed
from the merger of remnants of the Huron and Tionontati groups pushed out of
Canada by the Iroquois, settled in portions of eastern and northern Ohio.
Throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, the Delaware moved west from
the Pennsylvania region into the Ohio territory.
The French and Indian War (1754–1763) passed control of the territory east of the
Mississippi from France to England. One year later, Ottawa Chief Pontiac led the
fight against European expansionists (Tanner 1987). After the American
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Revolution, Americans and Native Americans negotiated several treaties that
ceded Native American lands to the United States, such as the Peace Treaty of
1783 (Bond 1941), the Treaty of Fort McIntosh in 1785, and the Treaty of
Greenville in 1795 (Wheeler-Voegelin 1974). Facing continual encroachment and
conflict with incoming American settlers hungry for land, Native American
populations moved north and west from their settlements along the Ohio River and
Lake Erie. The State of Ohio established several reservations, primarily in the
northwest part of the state, but by 1830 nearly all the state’s Native American
groups had been removed (Bond 1941). No protohistoric components have been
identified at archaeological sites within 2 km of the project area.
5.2

HISTORIC CONTEXT

American settlement of the Ohio country began soon after the conclusion of the
American Revolution. Early communities developed along the Ohio River and
along the shore of Lake Erie in the 1790s. Originally part of the Northwest
Territories, Ohio became the seventeenth state in the Union on February 19, 1803.
Ohio developed slowly in the early nineteenth century, hampered by a lack of a
reliable transportation network. By the 1820s, the road networks improved and the
state approved work on a system of canals that opened large portions of the interior
of the state to settlement and development. Numerous communities sprouted up
across the state, taking advantage of the new trade opportunities offered by canals
and railroads. Industrial centers developed at transportation hubs, such as
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Akron, and Toledo. By the end of the nineteenth century,
Ohio was one of the most prosperous states in the nation, and today has the
seventh-largest economy in the nation.
5.2.1 LAKE COUNTY HISTORY
The State of Ohio established Lake County on March 6, 1840 from sections of
Geauga and Cuyahoga counties. The county takes its name from adjacent Lake
Erie. Up through the mid-seventeenth century, the Erie Tribe controlled the region
containing Lake County. The Mississauga Tribe replaced the Erie in the eighteenth
century, although they do not appear to have had any major settlements in Lake
County. By the late-eighteenth century, the Native presence in Lake County was
largely, if not entirely, absent (Tanner 1987).
John Walworth is the first documented white settler in the county, arriving in 1799
near Mentor. The early settlers emigrated from New England, primarily
Connecticut. A sizable group of Finnish immigrants settled at Fairport in 1880. In
1833, a large contingent of Mormons set up a temple in Lake County at Kirtland.
The 3,000 Mormon followers built their temple, a bank, a printing press, and
several stores and homes. Their bank was unchartered and failed due to its
inability to legally collect the debts it was owed. Neighbors who felt threatened by
the Mormon religion tarred and feathered some of its members, and the group
eventually fled Kirtland in 1838 and headed west to avoid persecution (Howe 1907;
Riddle 1878; Upton 1910; Turk 1941).
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The early economy of the county focused on agricultural production, specifically
fruits such as apples, pears, peaches, and grapes. Given the favorable climate
and excellent soil, fruit cultivation became a major industry. The early
manufacturing industry of Lake County focused on the timber and iron industries.
Settlers erected several sawmills along the Grand River in the early-nineteenth
century. In the 1820s, industrialists opened iron furnaces, forges, and an iron
works at Mentor and Painesville. However, the early iron industry eventually
declined due to a shortage of coal in the region. In the mid-1800s, the first railroads
entered the county and the economic growth of the area increased rapidly
consequently. The Painesville & Warren Railroad built the first rail line in the county
in 1835 (Howe 1907; Riddle 1878; Upton 1910; Turk 1941).
Painesville is the county seat in Lake County. Henry Champion laid out the
community in 1805. Originally named Champion, residents changed its name to
honor General Edward Paine, a hero of the American Revolutionary War. Noted
early architect Jonathan Goldsmith lived in Painesville, and a few notable
examples of his work are still standing today (Howe 1907; Riddle 1878; Upton
1910; Turk 1941; OSAHS 1940).
Other communities in the county include Fairport, Willoughby, Madison, and
Mentor. Samuel Huntington, Abraham Skinner, Seymour and Calvin Austin, and
Simon Perkins laid out Fairport in 1812. Fairport is located at the mouth of the
Grand River, making it an early industrial and shipping center for the region.
Settlers built the first warehouse in the area in 1803 and by 1846 several
forwarding houses, groceries, residences were operating. The state built a
lighthouse here during the mid-nineteenth century as well. Early on, Fairport was
a rival to Cleveland in regional prominence. However, when the Ohio & Erie Canal
and several rail lines chose Cleveland as a terminus, Fairport was no longer able
to maintain its economic dominance, but remained active in commercial fishing,
iron ore shipping, and salt-making up to the mid-twentieth century. David Abbot,
Peter French, Jacob West, and several other individuals settled the town of
Willoughby in 1799. It was originally named Chagrin, but residents changed its
name in honor of Professor Willoughby in 1834. The state incorporated Madison
in 1867, with the town supporting a variety of small industries. The Underground
Railroad and abolitionist movements were active in Madison, with it gaining
notoriety as the place where George Harris of Uncle Tom’s Cabin fame was
arrested. The town became well-known for its orchards, potato farming, and basket
making. Mentor became incorporated as a village in 1855. The village had a small
number of businesses, including a cheese factory, throughout the nineteenth
century, and is now a major suburb of greater Cleveland (Howe 1907; Riddle 1878;
Upton 1910; Turk 1941; OSAHS 1940).
Up until the mid-twentieth century, Lake County was largely rural. However, the
suburban expansion of the postwar years resulted in a population explosion, as
people spread out from Cleveland seeking to escape congested city life. Many of
the small villages in Lake County became bedroom communities for workers with
jobs in Cleveland. Approximately half of Lake County today is considered
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developed, nearly all of which is in the western half bordering Cuyahoga County.
Forested land accounts for 31 percent of land cover, with cultivated land at over 8
percent, pasture at just under 6 percent, and shrub/scrub and grasslands at nearly
5 percent of land area. Population grew slowly until the 1920s, when it began to
accelerate; after WWII, the population really began to expand, doubling in size
between 1950 and 1960. Growth slowed somewhat after 1980, and the population
of the county has stabilized at about 230,000 people today (Ohio Development
Services Agency 2017). The housing stock reflects the population trends, with
about 53 percent of all housing built between 1950 and 1979. Another 30 percent
was built after 1980. Only 10 percent of housing units in the county predate 1940.
Agriculture and commercial fishing were important in the nineteenth and earlytwentieth centuries, but as the Cleveland metropolitan area expanded into Lake
County, major employment sectors, including manufacturing, service, trade,
education, healthcare, and government, replaced the previous economic forces in
importance (Ohio History Central 2017; Ohio Development Services Agency
2017).
5.2.2 MADISON TOWNSHIP HISTORY
Madison Township was established in 1811 and is the largest township in Ohio by
area. It is bounded to the north by Lake Erie, and it makes up Lake County’s
eastern border with Ashtabula County. It was a part of the Connecticut Western
Reserve original land subdivision of Ohio. It became a part of the Northwest
Territory in 1800 and a part of the new State of Ohio in 1803 (Hager 2005; Upton
1910).
Land speculation began in 1797 when Major William Shepherd and Thomas
Tupper were sent to survey present-day Madison Township. The land was largely
bought and sold by the Connecticut Land Company. Edward Paine bought 1,000
acres of land in Madison Township that came to be known as Paine’s Tract. This
tract is where most early pioneers bought land to settle, largely from Connecticut.
The first recorded white person to settle in the township was James Thomson, who
came from Jeanette, Pennsylvania in 1801. He moved into a cabin on the east
border of the township. The cabin was built by land improvers named Mr. Merry
and Mr. Ward, who did not actually occupy the property. Their improvements
included under brushing, a fence, and a field planted with wheat (Hager 2005).
John Harper and family were the next to move to the township and by 1807 there
were nine families in the township. Ira Blanchard opened the first tavern in 1806.
The first grist mill was built in 1815. William Holbrook opened the first store in 1816.
Asa Wheeler was the first teacher. She taught school at the home of Samuel Potter
beginning in 1814. Madison Township paid special attention to education, forming
the first centralized school district in the state in 1865 (Hager 2005).
Ironworks appeared in the 1820s, exploiting deposits of bog iron from the wetlands
along the North Ridge. Of note was the Arcole Furnace Company, makers of the
popular Buckeye stove design. By the 1830s, this firm was one of the largest
manufacturers in the state, and a bustling community sprang up around the
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furnace. By 1840, the Arcole Furnace Company employed over 2,000 men
(Directory of Madison 1935; Hager 2005).
Transportation was vital to the iron industry in the township, and a large dock was
built at North Madison. A small steamboat industry developed at North Madison,
taking advantage of the dock facilities and the availability of timber resources and
iron manufactories in the township. Several steamboats were launched from North
Madison between 1828 and 1850. The factories of Madison Township were further
supported by the introduction of the railroads, supplemented at the turn of the
twentieth century by an electric streetcar line that crossed the township, travelling
between Cleveland and Ashtabula (Directory of Madison 1935; Hager 2005).
The industries of the township began to fade away in the early twentieth century,
facing stiff competition from the industrial powerhouses of Cleveland. Madison
Township’s economy shifted greatly towards fruit and vegetable cultivation, and
the first winery appeared in the 1930s. Madison Township became a popular
choice for the location of summer homes for wealthy people from Cleveland and
Pittsburgh, while the main road through the township, North Ridge Road, would be
lined with fruit and vegetable stands in the summer catering to travelers (Directory
of Madison 1935). This trend continued throughout the twentieth century, with an
increase in single-family middle-class housing occurring due to the general
population increase and basic trend of economic prosperity throughout the postwar years which enabled and enticed many people to move out of the larger cities.
5.2.3 HISTORY OF THE PROJECT AREA
The project area is situated within the Madison Township and occupies portions of
Lots 1 and 2 as well as Tract 3 in the twelfth township of the sixth range in what
once was the Connecticut Western Reserve. As noted in the literature review
section on historical maps and historic aerials, the project area has remained
agricultural in purpose since the time of settlement. Likewise, the parcels in which
the project is located have changed ownership frequently, with no specific family
owning the parcels for a large amount of time. The APE for direct effects has
retained its original historical agricultural function through the modern day.
5.3

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 1 AND 2 DISCUSSION

The first two research questions address the relationship of previous surveys and
previously recorded sites/resources to the proposed project and the likelihood of
encountering previously recorded cultural resources within the proposed project.
These questions can be answered using the information collected from the
literature review and application of the environmental and cultural contexts to the
specific ecological history of the project location.
1. Has the project been subjected to previous cultural resources
investigations, and are there any previously recorded resources located
within or immediately adjacent to the project?
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The literature review revealed that the project area has not been previously
subjected to cultural resources survey. There are no known previously
recorded resources within or immediately adjacent to the project area.
2. What is the likelihood of identifying previously unrecorded cultural
resources within the project?
The likelihood to encounter previously unidentified cultural resources
seems moderate for the project area and is limited by the size of the project
area. The project area contains soil types that are mostly poorly drained;
however, a small portion of the project is listed as having well-drained soils
and the drainage adjacent to the project may have been more than an
intermittent source of water in pre-contact times as well and could have
been used for drinking water by pre-contact groups. According to aerials
and historic maps the closest historic period resources were demolished
and sit well outside the project area. Thus, archaeological sites associated
with historic deposits seem unlikely.
6.0

METHODS

6.1

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD METHODS

The field crew used two methods of investigation during the archaeological survey:
visual inspection and subsurface excavation.
6.1.1 VISUAL INSPECTION
The crew visually inspected the entire surveyed area to identify readily apparent
cultural resources, such as mounds, earthworks, buildings, or structural remnants
of such. The crew also documented areas of disturbance, steep slope, and any
inundated areas (i.e., wetlands, streams, ponds, etc.), which would preclude
physical testing.
6.1.2 SUBSURFACE EXCAVATION
Shovel probe excavation took place in areas with suspected disturbance. The
shovel probes measured 30 cm on a side and were excavated to a depth that
allowed for an accurate depiction of the disturbed nature of the area (usually 1520 cmbs). The crew excavated probes at 15 m and 30 m intervals depending on
the severity and readily identifiable nature of the disturbance. The crew visually
inspected and troweled through soil in shovel probes but did not systematically
screen for artifacts. If a crew member found the soils in a shovel probe to be
relatively intact, the crew member excavated a full shovel test unit instead.
Systematic STU excavation took place in areas with less than 15 degrees of slope
and poor ground surface visibility (less than 50 percent) that had not previously
been subjected to standardized archaeological survey. The crew excavated STUs
at 15 m (50 ft) intervals, and each unit measured 50 cm² (19.7 in²). Crew members
troweled the walls and floor of each unit clean to determine the depth of the plow
zone and if in situ cultural remains were present. The crew screened all soil from
each STU through 0.64 cm (0.25 in) hardware cloth to aid in the recovery of any
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cultural material present. The field director took notes on the soil color, texture,
depth, and the presence or absence of artifacts for each STU.
The field director recorded additional information such as field conditions, methods
of investigation, and site locations. The crew documented all identified cultural
resource locations using a Trimble R1 GNSS receiver (sub-meter accuracy) with
a GPS enabled iPad operating Esri ArcGIS for data collection. The crew took
photographs of the project as deemed appropriate. The field director kept a
photolog record of the photographs, keyed to project mapping.
6.2

ARTIFACT ANALYSIS METHODS

The field crew did not recover or observe artifacts in any of the excavations.
Therefore, no discussion of analytical methods is required for this report.
7.0

RESULTS OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The crew conducted fieldwork on December 8 of 2021. The weather during the
survey was snowy and cold (32°F). The weather did not hinder the completion of
the fieldwork. The crew used subsurface testing and visual inspection to survey
the project. The APE was primarily located within an agricultural field covered in
snow as well as grass alongside Middle Ridge Road and subjected to subsurface
testing (Photos 1-4). The APE was also walked over and visually inspected. A
datum was placed at the western terminus of the sanitary sewer easement. The
testing included 45 shovel test units that ranged in depth from 15-30 cmbs (Figure
14). A typical shovel test unit showing Red Hook sandy loam series soils is shown
in Figure 15. No cultural material was recovered during the survey.
7.1

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 3 AND 4 DISCUSSION

After completing analysis of the results of fieldwork, the second two research
questions regarding whether the proposed project will affect any cultural resources
and if so, are those affected resources listed, eligible, or potentially eligible for the
NRHP can be addressed.
3. Will the proposed project affect any cultural resources (archaeological or
above ground structures)?
The survey did not identify any cultural resources that the project could
affect. No archaeological sites were identified and there are no historicperiod architectural resources within visibility to the project.
4. If cultural resources will be affected, are any of those affected resources
listed, eligible, or require further study for inclusion on the National Register
of Historic Places?
The project will not result in an effect on any known cultural resources.
8.0

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Lawhon & Associates, Inc. (L&A) conducted a Phase I archaeological survey of
the proposed Globig & Woodworth Easement sanitary sewer project in Madison
Township, Lake County, Ohio. The survey involved subsurface excavation and
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visual inspection. No previously unidentified archaeological resources were
identified. The project will not construe a change in the setting and association of
the area; thus, no historic-period resources will be affected by the sanitary sewer
easement. No further cultural resources studies are recommended for the project.
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Photo 1. Conditions from the western terminus of APE, facing northeast

Photo 2. Conditions within the APE, facing southwest
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Photo 3.Conditions within the APE, facing northeast

Photo 4. Conditions from the eastern terminus of APE, facing southwest
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