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ABSTRACT

In the late summer and fall of 1989, Phase II and III archaeological
investigations were conducted at the Ford's Landing development site, also known as
the Old Ford Plant (44AX119), on the southern end of the waterfront in Alexandria,
Virginia. The goal of the Phase II testing was to evaluate the significance of
archaeological resources on the property, to assess their integrity and to consider the
effect of proposed development plans on them. The Phase III study was conducted to
mitigate adverse effects to significant archaeological resources at the site.

Archival research indicated that the property consisted entirely of made land,
including a wharf constructed in 1785 by a consortium of local entrepreneurs, headed
by James Keith. The wharf lay at the northern end of a long, shallow bay, later known
as Battery Cove. Keith's Wharf saw little extensive commercial use through the middle
of the nineteenth century, until the establishment of a marine railway in 1849. That
enterprise disappeared before the onset of the Civil War, during which the wharf was
appropriated by the Union Army's Military Construction Corps. A shipyard re-
appeared in the 1870s, with several marine railways and building slips on which a
variety of vessels were repaired and constructed, including some of the largest built in
Alexandria. Business was closely linked with the New England coal trade. The
construction of large ships ended by the mid-1880s, but a marine railway operated on
the wharf under various ownership through the early 1920s, continuing the repair of
ships and boats. The yard shared the site with a number of light industrial concerns
after the turn of the century. In 1910 and 1911, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
dredged the main channel of the Potomac at Alexandria, depositing the resulting spoil
behind a low stone wall erected to span the distance from Keith's Wharf to Jones Point,
thereby filling in Battery Cove and creating the southern third of the study area. Due
to the pace and character of later twentieth-century development in Alexandria, the
Ford's Landing site represented the best and possibly last opportunity to investigate
remains from periods ranging from the formation of the waterfront through early
industrial development to the twentieth century.

Approximately 40 percent of the site was inaccessible to the current
investigations due to development plans which called for the preservation of a large
brick structure built by the Ford Motor Company on the north half of the site in the
1930s. Archaeological testing consisted of the excavation of a series of backhoe
trenches oriented both perpendicularly and diagonally across the wharf, to test the area
for structural remains. Additional, shorter trenches were scattered through the cove
section of the property to test for the presence of derelict vessels beyond the edge of the
wharf. Portions of a building slip, a marine railway and the bulkhead of the wharf
were encountered. Data recovery investigations were undertaken, focusing on the
wharf bulkhead, the building slip and several barge and boat fragments located at the
edge of the cove.
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The wharf consisted of a simple bulkhead of large yellow pine timbers, scarfed
and pinned with iron drifts, and reinforced with tie-back braces which were anchored in
fill behind the structure. Fill was comprised of clean earth, reportedly graded from the
bluffs along Lee Street immediately west and northwest of the site. Few artifacts were
contained within the fill. Those recovered generally consisted of incidental inclusions
of late eighteenth-century domestic debris, late eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
domestic debris assumed to represent an episode of maintenance at the turn of that
century, and prehistoric artifacts, these latter derived from an apparently extensive base
camp on the bluffs to the west. The wharf bulkhead had deteriorated, and nowhere
rose to its original height. Analysis indicated that it originally stood approximately 3
feet above the contemporary high waterline, which was at least 18 inches below the
current high water level. Shipyard features consisted of a building slip over 350 feet in
length, composed of long pine timbers serving as spread footers laid directly on the
earthen fill of the wharf. The slip was capable of accommodating a vessel of moderate
beam (24 feet). There was evidence to suggest that the slip had not been used. The
remains of the marine railway consisted of the brick and wood base of the capstan head
within the engine room, and sections of the masonry foundation for the rails leading to
the edge of the wharf. The ways were of sufficient size to handle some of the largest
vessels on the river at the time. The railway extended 200 feet along the wharf
surface, and harbor bottom contours shown on contemporary maps suggested that the
rails extended an additional 250 feet beyond the waterline to reach a channel providing
adequate draft.

The most appropriate means of preservation of the larger features at the site
consisted of reburial. Some features will be disturbed by the excavation of a canal
through the center of the property, but these resources have been mitigated through the
documentation process represented by the present investigation. The northern portions
of the site will remain undisturbed by current development beneath the Ford Plant
building.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Archaeological investigations conducted at the Ford's Landing site provide a rare
opportunity for research into the history of Alexandria. Though Alexandria's maritime focus
has decreased in the present century, the city's waterfront was from the start the center of the
town, both physically and economically. Due to the character and pace of recent urban
growth, most of the original portions of the central waterfront are beyond the reach of
contemporary archaeological research, either covered by modern structures or altogether
eliminated. Lying at the southern periphery of the waterfront, the Ford's Landing site has
thus far been relatively unaffected by development, and thus preserves a unique record of
riverfront growth, from the early beginnings of eighteenth-century land reclamation, through
nineteenth-century industrialization, the decline of the waterfront in the twentieth century,
and its eventual rebirth as a commercial, residential and tourist center.

Project Description

The following report is the result of an in-depth historical and archaeological survey
and data recovery program conducted at the Ford's Landing site (the Old Ford Plant,
44AX119) in Alexandria, Virginia, by Engineering-Science, Inc., on behalf of Cook Inlet
Region of Virginia [CIRV]. The property was acquired by CIRV from the General Services
Administration, and thus was subject to cultural resource evaluation under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as required by a transfer from the United States
of America to Cook Inlet Region, Inc., dated May 6, 1985 and recorded on July 8, 1985 in
Deed Book 1153, page 297, among the land records of the City of Alexandria; City of
Alexandria Site Plan #88-026, Ford's Landing Residential Complex, Conditions 18-23; City
of Alexandria Special Use Permit #2137, Conditions 22-27; and Department of the Army
Permit #88-2035-12.

The action described herein follows a preliminary archival study conducted by John
Milner Associates (Cheek and Glendening 1986), which predicted the presence of cultural
resources on the property, and a Phase IIa archaeological survey conducted by Engineering-
Science, Inc. (Artemel et al. 1988), which identified materials on site as potentially related to
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century use of the property. The current research effort consisted
of a multi-phased program designed 1) to complete the survey initiated in Phase Ila of areas
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to be directly affected by planned development, and 2) to mitigate significant resources which
might be encountered in the survey.

Phase II and Phase III archaeological investigations were carried out in compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The studies
were conducted according to the standards of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
and the National Park Service (36 CFR 800; 36 CFR 66), the "Secretary of the Interior's
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation" (48 FR 44716-44742),
the City of Alexandria Archaeological Standards (1990), the guidelines of the Virginia
Department of Historic Resources, and in coordination with archaeologists from Alexandria
Archaeology and the VDHR.

Contractually the project consisted of two discrete phases:

survey - Phase IIb investigation of known wharf-related deposits; the survey investigation was
eventually extended, as Phase Ilc, to include those portions of Battery Cove lying

within project area bounds

mitigation - Phase III data recovery excavations.

In practice, the survey and mitigation phases overlapped due to the expansion of the
portion of the property subjected to intensive survey, as will be explained in greater detail in
the text which follows. Supporting documentary research was conducted concurrently in
association with each phase of fieldwork.

Proj ion

The Ford's Landing property consists of a 10.1-acre parcel situated along the southern
end of the waterfront in Alexandria, Virginia (Figure I). The property lies on Union Street
at the foot of Franklin Street, and at time of survey was bordered on the north by Pomander
Walk Park, on the west by Union Street, on the south by Jones Point Park and on the east by
the Potomac River. Two large buildings occupied the north half of the site (Figure 2): a
two-story, yellow brick structure, the Ford Plant, built by the Ford Motor Company in 1932;
and a two-story concrete structure erected by the United States Navy in 1943. A pair of

CULTURAL/725293/SECTION1.RPT 2
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concrete blockhouse structures, several cinder block and sheet metal Quonset huts, and the
remains of two water towers, all dating from the 1930s to the 1950s, lay to the south of the
larger structures.

Resea Desisn

The Ford's Landing site, known historically as Keith's Wharf, consists of made-land,
in the form of a solid-fill wharf constructed in the late eighteenth century on the west bank of
the Potomac River. The site lies at the south end of the Alexandria waterfront, at one end of
a shallow embayment known as Battery Cove, after Battery Rodgers, a Civil War gun
emplacement overlooking the river on the bluffs above the shoreline at what is now the
corner of Lee and Jefferson Streets. Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the
configuration of the shoreline of the cove, including the edge of the wharf, varied as a result
of the combined effects of erosion, silt accumulation and rising water levels. The portion of
the cove south of the wharf to Jones Point was in-filled in the early twentieth century by the
Corps of Engineers, using dredging spoil from the main river channel, producing the
shoreline visible today.

At the outset of the current study, specific research objectives related to site
chronology and function were considered -- whether evidence remained of the original wharf
structure or structures on the surface of the wharf, for example, or whether it would be
possible to delineate shoreline changes over time by distinguishing between various types of
fill and natural sedimentation. As the project progressed, the objectives of the investigation
became at once more particular, focusing on site-specific problems, and broader, foCusing on
issues of city-wide and more general historical concern.

Phase I1 Survey and Testing Objectives

In the Work Plan developed in consultation with Alexandria Archaeology, the initial,
IIb survey phase of operations was concerned with the general evaluation of resources within
project bounds. Certain portions of the site were not considered part of the present survey
due to a variety of factors: inaccessibility -- for example, the areas directly under the Ford
Plant building; previous disturbance -- as in an area around a series of underground storage
tanks near the center of the site; or lack of direct impact -- as in the northwest corner of the
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site, where subsurface disturbance from proposed development would be minimal. The
unsurveyed portion of the property consisted of approximately 4 acres, 40 percent of the total
site area.

From the findings of the Phase IIa survey, the site was known to be multi-component,
with industrial remains from several historical periods existing with varying degrees of
depositional integrity. It was thus predicted that materials would be encountered associated
with the eighteenth-century wharf, in the form of bulkheading, cribbing or possibly structures
on the wharf surface itself, all related to the mid-to-late eighteenth century Mercantile
Capitalist and late-eighteenth to mid-nineteenth century Indigenous Commercial Capitalist
periods of the city's development (Cressey et al. 1982; see Section III below). In addition,
remains were expected of marine railway and shipyard industries and of several smaller
industries, such as an electrical supply manufactory and a chemical company, these related to
the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century period of Industrial Capitalism. It was hoped
that correlations could be made between material culture, as represented by the artifactual
materials recovered from these deposits, and the various commercial and industrial activities
known from documentary evidence to have been conducted on site. It was expected that the
material remains from the site would reflect those activities, as well as the socioeconomic
status of the occupants of the site.

An appropriate field methodology, described in detail in a separate section of the
report, was devised to provide adequate sampling of the accessible portion of the wharf area.
The survey findings in the main included most of the anticipated industrial features: evidence
was uncovered of the eighteenth-century wharf, a nineteenth-century marine railway, and
early twentieth-century workshops, along with a small number of prehistoric artifacts. In
addition, a number of unexpected findings resulted from the survey: a second bulkhead,
indicating a later configuration of the wharf; unrecorded shipyard features, including a large
building slip; and derelict vessels in the filled-in cove area.

Phase III Data Recovery Objectives

Based on these findings, the site was considered eligible for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places. A plan to mitigate the adverse effects of development
was designed in consultation with Alexandria Archaeology and the Virginia Department of
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Historic Resources. The principal issues to be addressed through further investigation of the
site concerned the following:

. Technological analysis of the eighteenth-century wharf. Relatively little is known about wharf
construction in general, despite a seemingly large body of archaeological research, particularly
from New England and New York City (e.g., Wilson and Moran 1980; Rockman er al. 1983;
a more detailed survey of wharf-related research appears below in the text), while even less has
been documented regarding wharf technology in the Mid-Atlantic and, in particular,
Alexandria. Thus a detailed examination and comparative analysis of construction techniques
observed at Keith's Wharf was proposed.

° Landfilling. Determination of the actual extent and configuration of the wharf, and an
appraisal of the general processes involved in landfilling along this portion of the waterfront,
along with a consideration of data relevant to the mapping of shoreline changes in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and to the question of natural sedimentation versus direct

human activity.

. City and regional contexts. Investigation of the place of the wharf in a local and regional
perspective, supplementing historical data on the place of Keith's Wharf in the history of
Alexandria.

. Technological analysis of the nineteenth century shipyard. Consideration of the shipyard

remains, including the marine railway, shipway and surrounding bulkhead -- comparing the
latter with the earlier, eighteenth-century bulkhead -- and comparative analyses involving
similar shipyard features documented at other locations on the eastern seaboard.

B Socioeconomic analysis. While the industrial character of the site suggested that little
domestic artifactual debris should be expected, it was considered possible that a sufficient
sample of artifactual materials from the various eighteenth and nineteenth century deposits
might be recovered to supplement techno-industrial analyses and provide a database for

socioeconomic studies of the occupants of the site.

. Battery Cove. Location of the early twentieth-century boundaries of the in-filled cove, along
with data concerning the depth of filling spoil and the location of the World War I shipyard.
. Derelict vessels. Technological analysis of the vessels buried in the cove fill and an

examination of their relationship to the historical development of the site.
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o Prehistoric Land Use. Prehistoric materials were recovered from wharf fill deposits during
Phase IIb excavations. A larger sample of prehistoric artifacts was sought from the site, along
with an evaluation of the contexts from which the materials were recovered, in order to
determine whether or not deeply buried, intact, prehistoric artifact-bearing strata exist within

the original cove area.

To these ends, field methodology was tailored toward recovery of the maximum
amount of pertinent data. Survey trenches containing significant features or materials had
been left open after Phase II level documentation. Designated excavations were expanded,
using excavation techniques similar to those employed in the survey phases.

Report Organization

The technical report which follows presents the results of both phases of the study.
Background material includes a description of the local environment, emphasizing factors
which have affected the development of the site during historic and prehistoric periods, along
with summaries of prehistoric and historic use of the property, and a short survey of the
current state of research into wharf and shipyard technologies. Excavation methodology is
described, followed by an in-depth discussion of site stratigraphy and descriptions of the
archaeological features documented. It is customary in the technical reporting of an
archaeological field research project to include a detailed presentation of the data, both
stratigraphic and artifactual, on which the various analyses and conclusions are based.
Several methods were considered for the present report. In an effort to increase readability,
the field data have been approached chronologically, as opposed to strict stratigraphic
ordering. Raw data representing complete depositional sequences and a catalog of the
artifactual materials recovered are included as appendices. Artifact and feature analyses are
presented following the summary of archaeological findings. The report concludes with a
final synthesis of historic, archaeological and artifactual data.
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II. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

A summary of the physiographic and ecological characteristics of the study area is
presented here as background to a consideration of the formation of the Ford's Landing site
as it exists today. The presentation highlights the geographical and biological characteristics
which have attracted man to the area during both prehistoric and historic periods, and the
geological and hydrological features which have contributed to the changes in shoreline
configuration in the last 300 years.

Physio; hy and Geol

The project area is situated at the southern end of the Alexandria waterfront on a
section of land reclaimed in the late eighteenth century from tidal flats along the Potomac
River. Alexandria lies on the western edge of the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic
province, a region of flat, rolling topography bordering the fall line of the Piedmont uplands
to the west. Geologically the area is composed of a variety of unconsolidated deposits of
fluvial and marine origin lying over bedrock of schist or gneiss which contains veins or
outcrops of quartz (Porter et al. 1963). The overlying sand, silt and clay sediments
occasionally contain interbedded small and large gravels, primarily of quartz and quartzite.
This stone, occurring as pebbles or cobbles, constituted the main source of lithic raw material
available to prehistoric populations. Chert and jasper pebbles were also available, though
less frequently, washed down to the Coastal Plain from the Piedmont and collecting on gravel
terraces along the Potomac and other major watercourses (Wentworth 1930; Schlee 1957).

The Coastal Plain sediments begin in a thin, feathered edge at the fall line, and
thicken to the southeast at a rate of 100 to 125 feet per mile (Mack 1966). Surface deposits
in the Coastal Plain portion of the current Potomac watershed consist of Cretaceous
sediments and river terrace deposits dating to the Pleistocene and perhaps to the Pliocene
periods, along with recent alluvium and artificial fill (Smith 1976). Bordered by these
Pleistocene terrace deposits, the Ford's Landing study area lies on the modern floodplain of
the river. This broad, level floodplain, along with the low terrace areas immediately adjacent
to the shoreline, contain recent alluvium and in places, artificial fill. Prehistoric village sites
were often situated in this type of setting, as the soils which form there were well suited to
simple agricultural technologies.
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Hydrology

The primary hydrological force in the area is the Potomac River. Alexandria is
situated at the extreme northern end of the Potomac estuary basin, approximately eight to ten
miles southwest of the fall line, where the river enters the plain from the Piedmont uplands.
At this location, some 90 nautical miles from the mouth of the Potomac at the Chesapeake
Bay, the river is influenced by tides of about three feet and is characterized year-round by
salinity described as tidal fresh (0.5 parts per thousand) at surface and bottom. River
sediments along the waterfront consist of firm mud and clay, well-compacted and mixed with
sands and gravels (Lippson ef al., n.d.).

Land clearing for farming, on-going from the colonial period to the present, along
with modern rapid urbanization in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area has resulted in
increased soil erosion within the upper Potomac watershed. As a consequence, run-off has
contributed to high sediment yields within the Potomac basin, and has greatly augmented
natural silt build-up and shoaling in the river. The problem of silting is not new. As early as
the mid-eighteenth century, observations made on maps drawn by then assistant Fairfax
County surveyor, George Washington, indicated that depths within the cove between West
and Lumley Points, the center of the Alexandria waterfront, decreased by as much as three
feet between 1748 and 1749. A further example of the problem of localized sediment
accumulation is seen in the Anacostia River, a tributary of the Potomac entering some four
miles north of Alexandria, and the site of the early tobacco port at Bladensburg. Dredging of
the Anacostia was carried out early in the nineteenth century, though by the 1830s the port
had lost much of its traffic, due largely to the reduced draft within the channel (Williams
1942; Wright 1977; Bandler 1988). Dredging of the Potomac channel along the Alexandria
waterfront has also been carried out at periodic intervals, though only since the late
nineteenth century (Shomette 1985).

At various points along the Potomac estuary, tidal freshwater marshes have formed at
confluence points with tributary streams. These wetland areas are normally rich in natural
resources, attracting plant species such as cattail, smartweed, bulrush and cordgrass, as well
as various tubers (Peterson 1977; Lippson e al. n.d.). The marshes usually harbor a large
number of both resident and migratory bird species, along with a variety of reptiles and
mammals, and have been shown to have been heavily utilized by prehistoric groups during
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certain periods (Gardner 1978; Custer 1986). Alexandria is bracketed by two such streams
flowing eastward into the river: Four Mile Run to the north, and Great Hunting Creek to the
south. While no streams are present within the city itself today, until the mid-nineteenth
century a small, spring-fed creek known as Ralph's Gut drained into the so-called "Orinocco
Marsh," just north of the early center of the town. Described by Washington in 1748 as "[a]
fine Improvable Marsh," the area was situated along the waterfront at the present Oronoco
and Pendleton Streets. Smaller streams, now masked by urban development, may also have
flowed into the river along the waterfront, their function presently assumed by modern storm
sewers. While early maps record the locations of several of the largest streams, few have in
fact survived urbanization.

Climate

The regional climate along this portion of the Coastal Plain is referred to as
continental, with well-defined seasons. Meteorological systems generally flow west to east,
with summer and fall dominated by tropical air masses originating in the Gulf of Mexico and
moving northward, and winter by cold, dry air streaming out of central Canada. Seasonal
extremes are ameliorated to some degree by the presence of the nearby Chesapeake Bay and,
off the Atlantic coast, the Gulf Stream, as well as by the Shenandoah Mountains to the west.
Winter temperatures average 39 degrees Fahrenheit (Porter er al. 1963), and while the
Potomac at Alexandria may freeze over completely during the coldest periods, only rarely
does ice pose a hazard to navigation.

Wildlife i

The upper end of the Potomac basin is defined as a mid-estuary habitat, characterized
by tidal fresh waters throughout the year (Lippson, ef al., n.d.). A variety of freshwater fish
species have been recorded in the area, including carp, largemouth bass, gar, blue gill,
catfish and crappie. Anadromous and semi-anadromous species, those running upstream
from saltwater environments to spawn in freshwater, are present in the form of striped bass,
white perch, alewife and several varieties of herring and shad (ibid.). Silting and chemical
pollutants have until lately rendered area watercourses virtually devoid of all but the hardiest
aquatic plants and algae, but recent cleanup efforts have resulted in the return of a number of
fish and mollusk species.
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The Coastal Plain province, within which the project area lies, is part of the oak-
hickory forest ecological zone, as defined by Shelford (1963). In its natural state, the project
area would have consisted of a marsh along the Potomac, with higher, wooded ground lying
to the west, habitat for numerous mammal species, including black bear, bobcat, white-tailed
deer, and smaller mammals, such as raccoon, opossum, rabbit and squirrel, inhabiting the
forest edge environment.

The present highly urbanized character of the project area has meant a decline, over
the years, in the number of plant and animal species actually observed. Waterfront land
reclamation and filling since the eighteenth century have resulted in the addition of as much
as 9 feet in elevation above pre-existing contours, at the expense of the ecologically rich tidal
marshes along the shoreline. The majority of the project area now consists of cleared
ground, on which opportunistic weed species, adapted for rapid colonization in unstable or
disturbed areas, compete with domesticated grasses in unpaved sections. Mammals are
mostly small, seen in the form of rodents, or as scavenger species, such as raccoon or
opossum, especially suited to an urban parkland setting and thus able to survive from the
earlier, undisturbed woodland. Reptiles currently observed along the shoreline of the river
included frogs, turtles and a large black snake, discovered by a VEPCO lineman
disconnecting utility poles along the east edge of the site. Bird species until recently
consisted mainly of pigeons which, though no longer present, had left ample evidence of
their stay in the abandoned buildings. Mallard ducks were seen regularly at the river's edge,
and a small group of herons nested in the trees along the shoreline, feeding mainly in the
tidal flats south of Jones Point at the mouth of Hunting Creek.
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III. LAND USE SUMMARIES
Prehistoric Background

Due to the potential for prehistoric use of the study area, borne out by the discovery
of prehistoric materials in the deposits tested during the Phase IIb survey, it is necessary to
briefly consider the record of prehistoric occupation in the area as a background to the
interpretation of the present findings. In fact, a clear and detailed picture of the prehistory of
Alexandria does not exist, since few sites are known within the city. It is assumed, though,
that the general culture history of the city conforms with that of northern Virginia, the upper
Potomac watershed and the Middle Atlantic region in general.

The prehistory of the region is traditionally divided into three major cultural periods:
the Paleo-Indian (ca. 10,000 B.C.-7500 B.C.), the Archaic (ca. 7500 B.C.-1000 B.C.), and
the Woodland (ca. 1000 B.C.-A.D. 1600). An alternative scheme, based upon broad
economic and social patterns, and integrated with the changing environment, has been
proposed for nearby Fairfax County (Johnson 1986). The sequence is divided into four
periods: Paleo-Indian (ca. 10,000 B.C.- 8000 B.C.), Hunter-Gatherer (ca. 8000 B.C. -
A.D. 800), Early Agriculturalist (ca. A.D. 800 - 1500), and Proto-Historic (ca. A.D. 1500 -
1675). The following examination attempts to combine aspects of the environment, as
viewed from a diachronic perspective, the subsistence base which it provided, and the
artifactual record which constitutes the direct remnants of human activity. Models for
prehistoric site distribution which result from similar studies have enabled archaeologists to
predict the most likely locations for sites related to the different cultural periods recognized
in the archaeological record (e.g., Gardner 1978; 1982; Bromberg 1987).

Paleo-Indian Period

The record of human habitation in the Middle Atlantic begins some 12,000 years ago,
near the end of the cool and relatively wet Late Wisconsin Glacial period, at a time when the
edge of the Laurentian Ice Sheet lay not far to the north, in southern Pennsylvania. The ice
was preceded by a narrow, 60- to 100-kilometer band of open tundra, while most of the
Coastal Plain to the south was dominated by a pine forest environment (Delcourt and
Delcourt 1981). With large amounts of water trapped in the continental ice sheets, global sea
levels were considerably lower than at present, and the Potomac basin was as yet a
freshwater river valley.
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By this period, environmental shifts were in progress which greatly enhanced
subsistence resource potential for the prehistoric inhabitants of the region. As the northern
glaciers retreated, the entire Middle Atlantic underwent a fairly rapid warming trend
(Carbone 1976), which was directly reflected in the replacement of northern plant and animal
species by southern types. The Middle Atlantic was thus characterized by a relatively
complex set of overlapping microenvironmental zones, a mosaic which resulted in intra-
regional variation in resource availability.

Archaeological sites dating to the Paleo-Indian period are usually identified by the
presence of fluted stone projectile points, often made of high quality, cryptocrystalline lithic
material such as chert or jasper. These points, used as spear tips, are relatively rare
throughout the Middle Atlantic, usually found alone, without other artifacts nearby. Fluted
points have been reported from locations to the west in neighboring Fairfax County, Virginia
(Johnson 1986), to the east from nearby sections of the Maryland Coastal Plain (Steponaitis
1980; Brennan 1982; Wanser 1982) and in the District of Columbia (Flanagan et al. 1989).
Even fewer Paleo-Indian occupation sites have been reported throughout the region. It is
probable that many were located on the continental shelf and are now submerged by the rise
in sea level which accompanied the melting of the ice sheets at the end of the Wisconsin
glaciation, ca. 14,000 B.P. (Kraft and Chacko 1978). Others probably lie along the banks of
now drowned rivers such as the Potomac and Anacostia.

The Archaic

The Archaic period extended from ca. 7500 B.C. to 1000 B.C. Major subperiods are
recognized within the Archaic, referred to as Early, Middle and Late Archaic.

One of the most important environmental changes affecting prehistoric populations
throughout the Middle Atlantic region during the Archaic period was the gradual rise in sea
level accompanying the retreat of the continental ice sheets. Known as the Holocene marine
transgression, the rise in sea level produced widespread lowland flooding, which extended up
many Pleistocene river valleys, giving rise to the term "drowned" river valley. Among the
effects of inundation were a marked rise in local water tables, an increase in shoreline
complexity associated with estuary development, and the consequent increase in floral and
faunal resources in newly formed marsh or wetland areas (Newman and Rusnak 1965).
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Inundation of the Susquehanna River system, which resulted in the formation of the
Chesapeake Bay, began with the initial rise in sea level between 14,500 and 14,000 B.C. By
9500-9000 B.C., marine transgression had reached the mouth of the Potomac, below what is
today Point Lookout (Wanser 1982). The upper end of the modern day Potomac estuary
basin, within which Alexandria lies, would have been among the last areas to have been
affected. Though extensive studies have not been carried out, core samples from two
locations along the Anacostia suggest that flooding began in the area between 7000 and 5000
B.C. (National Preservation Institute 1983). The Bay and upper estuaries appear to have
reached something resembling their present configurations by around 3000 B.C., and to have
largely stabilized at that point, as the rate of inland inundation decreased drastically, allowing
the maturation of recently formed estuary areas (Gardner 1978; Delcourt and Delcourt 1981).

Early Archaic Period. Most archaeologists agree that there is some continuity in
terms of cultural patterns between the Paleo-Indian and the Early Archaic periods (Gardner
1974; Custer 1989). The early proliferation of swampy conditions on the Coastal Plain
produced an increasingly complex pastiche of boreal and open marshy areas. While there is
evidence for an increase in the number of sites, the Early Archaic inhabitants of the area, like
their predecessors, probably enjoyed high mobility and a varied subsistence base, exploiting
environmental niches very similar to those in the earlier period, though in different and more
numerous geographical locations (Custer 1990). The Early Archaic period (ca. 7500 B.C.-
6500 B.C.) was marked by the introduction of a number of new projectile point styles:
serrated Palmer and Kirk points and the later bifurcate base points (Broyles 1971).

Middle Archaic Period. By the Middle Archaic period (ca. 6500 B.C.-2500 B.C.),
local populations were exploiting the new floral and faunal resources which became
increasingly available with the transformation, begun around 6,000 B.C., of the mixed pine-
oak forest to a temperate oak-hemlock deciduous forest (Ritchie 1979). Inland swamp
formation appears to have become extensive, as a result of the ongoing inundation of coastal
waterways. These large marshes became an important focus of occupation during the period,
with seasonally specialized, transient procurement stations functioning as support facilities for
estuarine base camps (Gardner 1978; Custer 1990). The Middle Archaic artifact assemblage
included projectile point forms such as a transitional bifurcate type, the stemmed Stanly or
Neville, early long or broad bladed forms, such as Guilford and Morrow Mountain, and
later, the side notched Halifax point (Coe 1964; Johnson 1986). The tool kit was further
distinguished by the appearance of ground stone tools.
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Late Archaic Period. The succeeding Late Archaic period (ca. 2500 B.C.-1000 B.C.)
was characterized by the prevalence of an oak-hickory forest environment. The rate of sea
level rise slowed, allowing for the creation of riverine and estuarine environments stable
enough to support significant populations of shellfish and anadromous fish (Custer 1978;
Gardner 1978). Fish runs of American shad and white perch are recorded historically along
the Potomac at the fall line (Lippson, et al. n.d.), for example, and sturgeon runs were
described by the earliest European explorers (Fleet in Neill 1876). At least a dozen
prehistoric fish weirs have been documented at points along the river at or above the falls,
many of which were presumably placed to take advantage of the seasonal spawning runs
(Strandberg and Tomlinson 1969). It is widely speculated that the focus of settlement shifted
during the Late Archaic period to riverine and estuarine locales to take advantage of
increasingly predictable fish and shellfish resources.

Cultural diagnostics of this period included steatite vessels and several types of broad-
bladed points: Savannah River, Susquehanna -- mainly found in the Piedmont; and Holmes --
primarily confined to the Coastal Plain. Possibly serving as knives, these broader points may
have been designed in part to exploit the newly available riverine resources. In many areas,
particularly in the Piedmont to the west and north of the study area, rhyolite was the
preferred lithic material for the manufacture of broad-bladed points, which are often found in
association with vessels carved from steatite (Witthoft 1953; Ritchie 1965).

The Woodland

About 1000 B.C. techniques for the manufacture of pottery were introduced across
the region. This innovation defines the beginning of the Woodland period, which, like the
Archaic, is traditionally divided into Early, Middle, and Late sub-periods.

Early Woodland Period. Environmental stabilization in the Early Woodland period
(ca. 1000 B.C.-500 B.C.) is evidenced by the lack of change in forest components in the
region, as noted in pollen cores taken near St. Mary's City, in southern Maryland (Kraft and
Brush 1981). These cores indicate the predominance of oak, hickory, and pine in the latter
portion of the Archaic, around 3400 B.C. In general, environmental conditions remained the
same to the present (Joyce 1988), except for relatively minor fluctuations such as the
somewhat cooler and wetter sub-Atlantic period, ca. 2500 B.C. (Carbone 1976). A recent
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increase in pine, along with grasses and other non-arboreal species, reflects the extent of
historic land clearing.

Ford's Landing II/III

Correlations between projectile point types and ceramic types are not well established
for many portions of the Woodland in the Middle Atlantic: ceramics, which tend to have
more discretely defined time ranges than contemporaneous projectile point types, have
become the primary temporal indices for the period. For example, some broad-bladed,
fishtail projectile point forms, characteristic of the end of the Late Archaic, have been
associated with Early Woodland ceramics in the Chesapeake Bay area and the Upper
Delaware Valley (Kinsey 1972; Wright 1973; Wesler 1983), and at a Woodland period
fishing site in Washington, D.C. (McNett 1975). Similarly, there is evidence that smaller
side-notched points and the slightly thinner Potts (Winfree 1967; Johnson 1986) were
associated with Early Woodland ceramics, as was the short stemmed Calvert point
(Stephenson and Ferguson 1963; Waselkov 1982). Early Woodland ceramic types include
the steatite tempered Marcey Creek and Selden Island wares, and the crushed quartz and sand
tempered Accokeek wares (Manson 1948; Slattery 1946; Stephenson and Ferguson 1963).

Middle Woodland Period. Subsistence during the Middle Woodland (ca. 500 B.C.-
A.D. 900) remained similar to that of the preceding Early Woodland, with a reliance on
hunting, gathering, and fishing. There is some evidence for a shift in the locations of semi-
sedentary base camps from small creek floodplains to large river floodplains, a shift which
may have helped to set the stage for the local development or acceptance of horticulture
(Snyder and Gardner 1979).

Technologically, the early portion of the Middle Woodland, to about A.D. 200, was
characterized by a thick ceramic ware, known locally as Popes Creek, tempered with coarse
sand or quartz and usually impressed with nets. By the later Middle Woodland, to A.D. 900,
a shift to a shell-tempered, often cord-marked or net-impressed ceramic, known locally as
Mockley, had occurred. Projectile points associated with the Middle Woodland period
include the shouldered, contracting stemmed Rossville, the lanceolate or stemmed Fox Creek
or Selby Bay, and the corner-notched Jack's Reef (Steponaitis 1980; Wanser 1982). As a
final technological note, a marked increase in the use of rhyolite is noted during the Middle
Woodland, especially as associated with the production of Selby Bay lithics (McNett and
Gardner 1975; Custer 1986).
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Late Woodland Period. By the Late Woodland period (ca. A.D. 900-1600), the
development of horticulture probably began to achieve a significant role in the total
subsistence system in most areas. Direct evidence is rare on the Coastal Plain: where found,
early cultigens consist of small cobs of maize, with squash and beans later introductions
(Turner 1990). The significance of an agriculturally based subsistence is great; no other
single factor was as crucial in the establishment and maintenance of permanent, year-round
settlements. Sedentary villages were established near the fertile soils of riverine floodplains
(Barber 1979). Meanwhile, smaller, less permanent sites in a variety of settings attest to the
fact that other resources were still being exploited.

Artifact sequences were more complex during the Late Woodland, due to a number of
factors, including an increase in the number of ceramic types, the proliferation of variations
of the triangular projectile point, and the paucity of absolute dates with which to associate
assemblages of potentially diagnostic materials. The thin bodied, sand or quartz-tempered
Potomac Creek (Stephenson and Ferguson 1963) and the shell-tempered Townsend series
wares (Blaker 1950; Waselkov 1983) are among the most prominent ceramic types.
Projectile points include the Jack's Reef pentagonal and the triangular Levanna and Madison
(Stephenson and Ferguson 1963; Ritchie 1971; Hranicky and Painter 1988).

European Contact. With the founding of the permanent English colony at Jamestown,
systematic European exploration of the Virginia Tidewater began, and trading contacts with
native populations were established. Captain John Smith, in 1608, was the first European
known to travel throughout the Chesapeake Bay and tributaries, including the Potomac River.
Smith produced a map which, despite its lack of definition, is the best early record of Native
American settlement in the area. Among the villages recorded was the trading center
Nacochtanke, on the east bank of the Anacostia, near the confluence with the Potomac, a site
tentatively identified archaeologically in a recent survey (Flanagan ef al. 1989). Four other
villages were depicted by Smith on the west side of the Potomac near the present site of
Alexandria, inhabited by groups now referred to as Virginia Algonquians, including
Nameranghquend, north of the city in the vicinity of National Airport, and Assaomeck,
Namassingakent and Tauxenent south of the city (Feest 1978). By the end of the seventeenth
century, pressure from expanding European settlement had forced most of the native
populations to retreat south, below the Rappahannock to the region of the upper Mattaponi
River.
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aeological Findings of the Period

Few prehistoric archaeological sites have been recorded within the city. As reviewed
in Section IV of this report, this situation is most likely a matter of sampling bias, and not a
reflection of actual prehistoric settlement patterns, since so few surveys have been carried out
within the city, and since there is relatively little ground remaining which has not been
undisturbed after more than 250 years of historic urban development. Prehistoric occupation
of the river shoreline was certainly extensive and repeated during the 10,000 years or more
that man has inhabited the Middle Atlantic region. Regional survey data amassed in the past
20 years have indicated that prehistoric populations were drawn to the resource-rich areas at
the confluences of fresh water and estuary streams. The potential for prehistoric occupation
at the area around Ralph's Gut, at the foot of Oronoco Street, for example, is high, though
historic land use has probably disturbed most direct evidence of its presence. Other, smaller
streams would be expected at locations all along the river, particularly on the high, well-
drained and relatively sheltered bluffs. It is, then, not unlikely to find indications of an
extensive prehistoric site along the bluffs east of Lee Street.

In total, 262 prehistoric artifacts were recovered from various portions of the wharf
fill at Ford's Landing. The ultimate proveniences of these materials are impossible to
determine with precision, since all were recovered from fill deposits -- either primary wharf
fill or a mixture of eroded wharf fill and nineteenth-century alluvium. No prehistoric
artifacts were recovered from the intact alluvial deposits below the eighteenth-century wharf
fill. Sources indicate that most, if not all, of the earth used to fill Keith's Wharf was derived
from the cutting of the high bank along Lee Street. Thus it may be assumed that the artifacts
present in the fill represent the remains of one or more prehistoric occupation sites along the
former shoreline.

Diagnostic artifacts indicated occupations ranging from the Middle Archaic period,
represented by a Halifax projectile point, the Late Archaic, by a small Savannah River
variant projectile point type, the Early Woodland, by Calvert points, to the Late Woodland,
by a fragment of Potomac Creek ceramic. An extensive study of the prehistoric artifacts in
the collection was not undertaken, but examination of the material indicated that a variety of
biface types, flakes and flake tools and fire cracked rock were present, suggesting that
portions of several sites were represented. Alternatively a single, large site was present,
probably in the form of a base camp which would have served as a long-term occupation site,
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permanently inhabited for extended periods or seasonally revisited, and from which forays
for particular resources would have been conducted. Excavation of the Lee Street bank in
the late eighteenth century was presumably confined to a relatively small area, and thus the
latter was probably the case.

Historical Background
Introduction

Archaeologists have divided the history of Alexandria into three periods:

1, mercantile capitalism (mid-eighteenth century), when Virginia was still governed by English
colonial policy;
2. indigenous commercial capitalism (late eighteenth to mid-nineteenth century), when trade

continued to be dominant, but was conducted largely by United States citizens; and

3. industrial capitalism (late nineteenth to early twentieth century), a period which mirrored
world-wide trends spurred by the Industrial Revolution (Cressey and Stephens 1982; Cressey
1985).

The delineation of these periods is based on the study of broad historical trends as
well as on archaeological research conducted largely in residential areas. Commercial and
industrial activities carried out on the Alexandria waterfront formed the economic basis of the
growth of the city. The developmental periods provide a convenient heuristic mechanism by
which land use and technological change at sites such as Ford's Landing may be placed
within city-wide and regional contexts. The Ford's Landing study is expected to contribute
evidence that Alexandria, viewed as a single, evolving entity -- the city-site -- conforms with
the general pattern and trends of historical city-sites in North America, while exhibiting local
variations which reflect the city's particular role within the Mid-Atlantic region (Cressey and
Stephens 1982).

For over a hundred and fifty years, Alexandria's waterfront was the center of the
town. During the Colonial period, the wharves and warehouses of the English and Scottish
tobacco merchants lined the central cove which then lay between what is now Oronoco and
Duke Streets. Local merchants filled in the cove, constructing new wharves to accommodate
numerous sailing vessels. These vessels transported wheat, flour and other commodities for
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international and coastal trades during the boom times between the Revolution and the War of
1812. After the Depression of the early nineteenth century, the terminus of the Alexandria
Canal was located on the waterfront. Both before and after the Civil War, waterfront
wharves were important in providing coal, shipped down the canal from the western mines,
to fuel burgeoning industries. Warehouses and industrial establishments continued to be
found on what remained a working waterfront well into the twentieth century. With the
exception of the Colonial period, each of these developments is clearly reflected in the
history of the Ford's Landing site, and the archaeological remains found there.

Mercantile itali 1659-1782

The Ford's Landing project area became part of the Northern Neck Proprietary
granted to seven Englishmen in 1659 by the exiled King Charles II. This proprietary
included all the land between the Rappahannock and Potomac Rivers in Virginia. In
subsequent years, these seven shares of the original grant were consolidated through share
purchasing and inheritance. In 1719, Thomas, Sixth Lord Fairfax, controlled the entire
proprietary and had the right to issue patents. Serving as agent for Fairfax during the next
thirteen years, Robert Carter collected quit-rents and greatly increased the number of grants
within the proprietary (Kilmer and Sweig 1975).
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Although northern Virginia was held as a proprietary colony after 1649, and some
patents were held as early as the 1650s, the lands around what was later to become the town
of Alexandria attracted little attention until after 1680 (Moxham 1974: 4). In 1654, Margaret
Brent patented 700 acres on the Potomac in the Great Hunting Creek basin. This land
encompassed much of what is now Alexandria and was probably occupied by tenants or
slaves to "seat” the land. Like most early patents, Brent's holding was leased to tenant
farmers and held against anticipated increases in value.

By the close of the seventeenth century, settlers began to establish small plantations
clustered around landing places on the Potomac, where the relatively small, shallow draft
ocean-going ships of the period could load tobacco and other goods for export to Great
Britain. Warehouses for storing tobacco, then the primary profitable export, were soon
constructed adjacent to the landings.

Part of what would become the town of Alexandria was located within the Howson
Patent, which through oversight, al