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ABSTRACT 

A Phase I archaeological survey of the 16.3 acre Stadium Road student 

housing project site revealed some evidence of past occupation. The survey, 

conducted by students from the Department of Anthropology at the University 

of Virginia for the Planning Department of the University of Virginia, covered 

100% of the project area. Over 160 shovel test pits were placed in the project 

area. In addition to the field work, records of land ownership were examined so 

that any past occupation of the area could be documented. 

Two 1 ate nineteenth to early tv.1enti eth century house sites were identified 

along the western edge of the survey area. Although one of the sites has been 

destroyed, neither site will be directly or indirectly impacted by the construction 

of student housing. The remaining site will be used by the University of Vir-

ginia for faculty or staff housing. 

The Phase I survey did not provide adequate information on the sites for 

making any recommendations for the National Register. However, since the sites 

will not be directly or indirectly impacted we do not recommend a Phase II sur-

vey at this time. If future construction does take place near the sites we do 

recommend that the area of the sites be fenced in order to protect them. 

i 



AC KN OWL EDGEr~ENTS 

We owe special thanks to Thomas S. Barnes, Robert G. Jahrsdoerfer, 

Sal Jy Kraine, Pame la A. Maack, and Donald N. Roland Jr. for their time and 

effort spent carrying out the fieldwork for the survey. Lynn Rush of the 

Planning Department of the Univefsity of Virginia was very helpful in pro

viding all of the information relating to the proposed Stadium Road student 

housing project. We would also like to thank all of the informants contac

ted in Appendix I and the members of the local governmental agencies we 

contacted. fheir assistance enabled us to obtain the historical background 

necessary for this report. Finally, we are grateful to Lindsay Catlin for 

the graphic work included in this report and Nancy Ammerman for typing the 

final copy. 

. -· ;5· 

ii 



INTRODUCTION 

This report is a summary of Phase I archaeological survey of the pro

posed 16.3 acre Stadium Road student housing site. The project area is lo

cated on the Charlottesville West quadrangie map in the U.S.G.S. 7.5 min

ute topographic series (see Figure 1). The survey was done for the Depart

ment of Planning of the University of Virginia. Work that might disturb 

existing archaeological sites within the area includes: (1) clearing the 

area of vegetation for the purposes of construction, (2) construction of 

the student housing facilities, and (3) building of accompanying support 

systems (sewage removal, electricity, water, etc.) for these f~cilities. 

The field work was conducted by students from the Department of Anth

ropology at the University of Virginia and was supervised by Stephen E. 

Plog and Mark Catlin. The field work was conducted over a period extending 

from February 27, 1982 to March 11 , 1982. It enta i 1 ed the excavation of 

over 160 shovel test pits placed at 20 meter intervals along fifteen tran

sects within the area to be impacted. The field methods will be discussed 

in greater detail below. In addition to the field work, the deeds of land 

ownership were examined in order to gain background information pertaining 

to the archaeological sites discovered. Also, informants \'Jho had occupied 

these sites at one time or another were contacted for the same purpose. 

All artifacts, survey forms, maps and other records relating to the inves

tigation are available in the Archaeology Laboratory of the Department of 

Anthropo'logy at the University of Virginia. 
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Figure 1. Location of Project Area. 
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ENVIRONME NTAL SETTING 

The University of Virginia, located in Charlottesville, lies within 

the Piedmont province Of western Virginia. The project area ia located 

within the University and is bounded afong the southern and eastern edges 

by Stadium and Alderman Roads respectively (see figures 1 and 2). 

The general vegetation zone can be characterized as an -oak~hickory 

pin~ forest (Kuchler 1964). This forest environment would have offered a 

number of resources to prehistoric populations. These would have included 

a wide variety of animals and birds (Collins 1959) as well as edible wild 

plants (Medsger 1939, Fernald and Kinsey 1943). 

Figure L provides a detailed map of the project area. In general, 

the area is dominated by an overal I gradual slope, which begins at the 

southeastern corner of the plot and then rises in a northwesterly direc-

tion. The land along the western edge of the study area, in the general 

vicinity of the two sites that \'Jere located, is fairly leve-1 and cleared. 

The project area is traversed by two secondary drainages .. One is located 

in the northeastern corner of the study area and contains a small perennial 

stream. The sides of this drainage are extremely steep. The gully formed 

by the action of the stream cutting down is about 4 to 7 meters deep and 5 

to 8 meters wide. The other drainage runs from the approximate center of 

the project area to the southeastern boundary near the junction of Alderman 

and Stadium Roads. This drainage is much broader (8 to 12 meters) with less 

steeply sloping sides than the other drainage. A small stream is located in 

the lower sbutheastern section of this drainage. Although this stream is · 

not visible in the upper northwestern half of the drainage, shovel test pits 

dug in the area determined the depth of the water table to be about 25 centi-
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Figure 2. Project Area with location of sites and shovel test 
pits containing artifacts (adopted from University 
of Virginia, Charlottesville Pl anning Department - Sheet F2). 
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meters below the ground surface. 

The land use patte r ns in th e study area fall into two main categories: 

commercial and residential/recreational. From the several old cut stumps 

it is apparent that lumbering or fire wood cutting was carried out on a non

extensive scale (probably on an individual level rather than as a large-

scale commercial operation). 

According to a .plat of this land tract dated September 6, 1948, there 

was once an old quarry within the survey area. It probably had commercial 

value. However, the field crews were unable to detect anything resembling 

a quarry in its supposed location. Informants were unaware of its exist-

ence and were unable to provide clues to the quarry's whereabouts. 

The entire survey universe is criss-crossed by several trails and roads. 

The major road, indicated on the map in figure 2, is an overgrown fire trail 

that begins at Alderman Road and cuts across the study area in a northwester

ly direction. Numerous deep holes of consistent diameter were found in · the 

survey area, indicating that core sampling ~·Jas done. These holes occur in 

or near recently cleared roadways, suggesting that the roads were created 

for the coring operations. Due to the proximity of student housing, the re

mainder of the paths are most likely foot paths utilized by students and 

residents in the area. In fact, during the fieldwork many people were ob-

served on these paths. 

The stratigraphic profiles in the shovel test pits were useful for un-

derstanding the local process of soil erosion. Despite the aforementioned 

land use patterns, which tend to increase the process of soil erosion, the 

actual erosion of the survey universe is minimal. The vast majority of 

shovel test pits contain two distinct soil layers. The A horizon is rela-
.. 

tively thick (10 to 20 ems.) and overlies a red clay-based B horizon. If 
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extensive erosion had occurred, then the area would have been stripped of 

its topsoil-A horizon, leaving only the red clay base. This soil stucture 

suggests that if archaeological s·ites are present then they are likely to 

have survived intact. 

Most of the rock material in the area consists of degenerated, cloudy 

quartz and various micaceous rocks typical of the Piedmont province. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND DATA 

A search through the files of the Virginia Research Center for Arch

aeology and the Archaeology Laboratory at the University of Virginia did 

not produce any records of archaeological sites in the study area. Also, 

there were no sites found on the National Register of Historic Places that 

were located \'lithin the area of survey. 

The deeds of land ownership were checked at the Charlottesville City 

Court House in order to obtain information on the age of the two sites that 

were discovered. The Charlottesville City Assessor's history file was also 

utilized for the same purpose. 

In addition to the above local governmental agencies, several informants 

were contacted. Their addresses are listed in Appendix I. These informants 

include: Dean Chester R. Titus of the University of Virginia, who used to 

live in the house labeled site A (Figure 2) during the years 1968 and 1969. 

Dean Titus was ab l e to refer us to Professor John L. Longley, Jr. of the 

University of Virginia. Professor Longley had lived in the h~use labeled 

site B (Figure 2) during the same time period as Dean Titus resided at site 

A. Al so, we contacte Fred S. Landness, the attorney v.iho had drawn up the 

deed of land ownership when the project area was purchased by the University 
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of Virginia. All of these in forma nts provided us wi t h the names of fu r ther 

informa nts wh o might be useful in obtaining a more ext ens ive hi st orical back-

ground of the survey area . Their addres ses are al so li sted in Appendi x I. 

Due to ti me const ra ints vie v1ere unable to communica te \,v ith these peopl e . If 

the area ever requires a Phase II survey , it is recommended that these indivi-

duals be contacted. 

FIELD METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 

The archaeological survey of the project area was undertaken by a crew 

of six individuals. A 100% survey of the area was completed. In some Phase 

I surveys it is not feasible to complete a 100% survey. In this case, because 

of the relatively small size of the survey universe a total examina t ion ~vas 

possible. Due to the thic k ground cover in the project area , it was decided 
i 

that a surface survey would be non-productive. In order to overcome this probl em, 

we employed a subsurface t esting strategy to discover any existing sites. 

A systematic unaligned sampling design was chosen to carry out the subsur-

face testing. For a 100% survey this sampling design insures the even distri-

bution of shovel test pits over the entire sur vey universe. Also, an unaligned 

design has the added feature of eliminating the problem of periodicity. Pre-

vious research (Plog , Plog and Wait 1978:390-393) has determined that there 

exists a direct relationship between survey intensity or the comprehensiveness 

with which an area is investigated and the number of sites that are found. 

Additional research within the Piedmont province of western Virginia (Word 

et al. 1981) has shown that intervals of 20 to 25 meters between shovel 

test pits will yield a large sample of the small sites in a project area. 
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It i s fo r this rea son that the shovel test pits were du g at 20 meter intervals 

along the transect lines. The transect lines were pl aced at 20 meter intervals 

and orinented at an angle of 93 ° from Alderman Road. Thi s or ientation caused the 

transect lines to be ~arallel to the straight southern boundary of the survey 

area, adjaceht to. Stadium. Road. Fifteen transect lines were needed to cover 

the entire project site. 

Other surveys have shown (Chartkoff 1978) for maximum survey efficiency 

and site discovery, a volume of 25 liters of soil from the shovel · test pits 

is optimal. The validity of taking 25 liters from the shovel test pits has 

also be.en. $Uppcirted in .ariother archaeo l_ogi cal . sqrvey of the Pi_ edmo_:it regi _on . 

Virginia (Word et al. 1981). In this same survey, it was det€rmined that 

shovel test pits dug to a depth of approximately 40 centimeter s proved to 

be sufficient for discovering any buried sites. This depth i nsures that 

the excavations are below the disturbed plow zone level, which can extend 

20 to 30 centimeters from the ground surface. All the soil excavated was 

screened using 1/4 inch mesh . 

To keep an accurate record of the changes in the soil types and color , 

Munsell soil color tests were done every four to five shovel test pits. 

They were also performed if a drastically different type of soil was ob

served in the shovel test pit. 

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF MATERIALS RECOVERED 

The types of artifactual materials di scovered in the survey area are 

listed in Table l. The shovel test pits in which these artifacts were 

found are marked on the map in Figure 2. Mo st of the artifacts were recov

ered in the southern section of the project area. The artifact s were fair-



9 

TABLE I LI ST OF ARTIFACTS RECOVERED FROM PROJECT AREA 

TRA NSECT SHOVEL TEST PIT ITEM TEMPORAL AFFILIATION 

2 6 orn amental hand l e recent (within l ast 50 years ) 

3 8 l piece porcelain 1850+ 
l piece 1,11h i tewa re 1850+ 

(pl ate ) 
piece whiteware 1850+ 

(bowl ) 
pi ece pottery 1,11ith 1850+ 
trans l ucent green 
gl aze 

5 2 white quartz flake, possi bly prehi storic 
unworked 

6 11 piece glas s recent 

6 12 l piece porce l ain recen t 
1 piece Chinese porcelain recent 
2 pieces white~~are recent 
2 pieces gl ass recent 

8 6 l p ece whiteware recent 
6 p eces bathroom ti l e recent 
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ly dispersed, except for those that occurred in conjunction with site B. 

Different types of historic ceramics v1ere the most common form o·f material 

recovered. 

The focus of the laboratory analysis was to identify the artifacts 

and decide upon the appropriate general temporal contexts for them. All 

of the artifacts and other field data are.available in the Archaeology 

Laboratory of the Department of Anthropology at the University of Virginia, 

Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. 

INVENTORY OF RESOURCES 

The historic artifacts not found in the immediate vicinity of the two 

houses designated as sites A and B (those artifacts found along transects 

2, 3, and 8--see Figure 2) were discovered in locations void of other arti-

facts within a 20 meter radius. While these locations could represent his-

toric sites having small site areas, \ve are of tile strong opinion that they 

are more likely isolated trash areas associated with sites A and B. The 

location of these artifacts directly down slope from the house sites and 

the general time span of the dateable artifacts are consistent with this 

opinion. 

The unworked white quartz flake discovered along transect 5 is con-

sidered an isolated find rather than a prehistoric site. We are unable to 

determine whether this flake is an actual artifact or geofact. The inter-

esting point to note is that this is the only piece of good quality white 

quartz that was turned up in the entire survey·area. As previously men-

tioned in the section relating to the environmental setting, all other 

pieces of quartz were degenerated and cloudy--too poor a quality to be 

·I 
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suitable for workin g. 

The two hou ses, l abel ed sites A and B, are s ituat ed in clearings al ong 

the fairly fl at western boundary of the proj ec t area . Because this \•1a s a 

Phase I survey, \ve 1,11ere mainly concerned with identifying the sites and did 

not coll ect such information on them as site s ize or artifact density. How-

ever, we were able to gather some historical data on them. 

As far as we know from records and personal communications with infor-

mants, these hous es were used only as residences. In general they date to 

the late nineteenth-early twentieth centuries_ We do not know their exact 

ages, however. According to an early plat of the project area, both sites 

were present by November l, ·1907. Also, the Charlottesville City Assessor's 

history file has a record of the house labeled site A as existing as early 

as 1900. It is possible that these houses existed prior to 1900, because 

the original deed of land ownership was dr awn up in 1875. The houses may 

have been constructed soon after this time, so for this reason we have placed 

them in the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries. 

At present only site A exists in what appears to be a godd state of re-
~ 

'-· 

pair. The house has three levels and was constructed of rough~out stone. 

The structure has two fireplaces, which are located at the eastern and wes-

tern ends of the house. There is a small porch with steps leading up to the 

house on the southern side. In addition, there is another porch on the nor-

thern side of the structure that is quite a bit larger than the porch loca-

ted on the southern side. The floors of this structure are made of some 

type of hardwood. 

The house labeled site B wa s leveled in the early 1970's. The destruc-

tion of this site has left us with only the records, information P.(OVi~~d by 

the informants , and the artifacts discovered on which to base any interpre-
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tations concerning the exact nature of this structure. From the deeds of 

l and m·mership and personal communications with Professor Longley and Dean 

Titus, we know th at this was a frame house of wooden construction. Al-

though site B was leveled, a very sma ll part of the foundation made of 

rough-cut stone still remains. There is a great deal of surface debris 

strewn over this site, but due to time constraints and the vast amount of 

the debris we decided not to collect it. However,·we were able to gain 

information concerning the distribution and types of artifacts present as 

two of our shovel test pits were dug on the site (see Table 1 and Figure 

2). In both of these shovel test pits, the artifacts were found in the 

first 15 liters of soil dug, indicating that the artifacts do not exist 

any deeper than 20 to 30 centimeters below ground level. 

According to Lynn Rush, an architect with the Planning Department of 

the University of Virginia, neither of these sites will be directly or in-

directly impacted by the construction of the student housing project. In 

fact, the University of Virgini a intends to use the house labeled site A 

for faculty or staff housing in the near future. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

After completing the Phase I survey of the proposed Stadium Road 

student housing project area, we do not feel that we have sufficient in

formation to make a recommendation concerning the eligibility of sites A 

and B for the National Register of Historic Places. We do not recommend 

any further investigation at this time as the sites will not be directly 

or indirectly impacted by the construction of the student housing project. 

If at any future time further work takes place close to the sites we do 
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suggest placing a fence around both areas in order to protect them. A·lso, 

if at any time in tne future there is any direct or indi rect impact on the 

site areas, i,,.1e recommend that a Phase II survey be done. 

-· c,, 
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APPENDI X I 

In formants contacted: 

In formants not contacted: 
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NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF INFORMANTS 

Fred S. Land es 
258 Turkey Ridge Road 
Charlottesville, Virginia 

Profes sor John L. Longley, Jr. 
Route l, Box 6928 
Ch arlottes ville, Virginia 22906 

Dean Chester R. Titus 
138 West Park Drive 
Chatlottesville, Virginia 22901 

Alice H. Clark 
2500 Stadium Road 
Charlottesville, Virginia 
former owner of part of the project area 

Bernard P. Chamberlain 
Midmont 
office: 224 Court Square 

Charlottesville, Virginia 
local historian 

Professor Joseph L. Vaughan 
2109 Morris Road 
Charlottesville, Virginia 
loca l histori an 


