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		     Addendum US 41 Over Tiger Creek Archaeological Survey
Management Summary
During September 2011 and November 2012, Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. (EPEI) conducted addendum Phase I archaeological survey for the proposed replacement of the United States (US) 41/State Route (SR) 3 bridge over Tiger Creek (Georgia Department of Transportation [GDOT] Project No. BRST-001-6[047], P.I. No. 632885, HP No. 061026-003) in Catoosa County, Georgia. EPEI originally surveyed this project in 2006. The project was conducted for GDOT under a contract with Stantec.
The original project description stated that the proposed bridge would be approximately 40 feet wide with two 12-foot travel lanes and two 10-foot shoulders along each side. The proposed project right-of-way (ROW) width would vary from 150 to 260 feet. During construction, traffic would be diverted to a temporary on-site detour. The proposed project length would be approximately 2,500 feet (.47 miles).
Since the original survey, the design has been refined. These modifications, associated with easement, flood and drainage requirements, as well as consultations involving local property owners, are detailed in the current project description:
The addendum project, which includes both 2011 and 2012 field surveys, would replace the existing US 41/SR 3 bridge over Tiger Creek with a new bridge located approximately 40 feet west, centerline to centerline, of the existing bridge location. The proposed project would begin approximately 1,025 feet south of Tiger Creek and would end approximately 1,075 feet north of Tiger Creek for a length of approximately 2,100 feet (.41 miles) on US 41/SR 3. The skewed T-intersection of SR 2 and US 41/SR 3 is located within the proposed project limits to the north of Tiger Creek. The existing US 41/SR 3 ROW varies between 85 and 100 feet and the maximum proposed ROW width would vary between 90 and 180 feet. SR 2 would be realigned approximately 80 feet to the south at US 41/SR 3 to form a perpendicular intersection. The bridge realignment would require SR 2 be extended to intersect the realigned portion of US 41/SR 3 north of Tiger Creek. The existing ROW along SR 2 is approximately 150 feet in width and the proposed ROW would vary between approximately 150 feet and 160 feet in width. The project limits on SR 2 would extend approximately 625 feet (.12 mile) east of US 41/SR 3. The total project length would be approximately 2,715 feet (.51 mile). The proposed bridge length has been modified because the bridge elevation was increased to meet flood level clearance requirements.
The proposed project would require approximately 2.10 acres of ROW, approximately .20 acre temporary easement for demolition, and .065 acre of temporary driveway easement. The total required ROW has decreased from the original 2.54 acres.
The 2011 survey consisted of approximately 215 feet of additional area of potential effect (APE) at the southern end of the project area. It included only the existing ROW on the east and west sides of US 41/SR 3 as project activities are confined to this area.
Additional design changes were made in 2012. A short section of shoulder north of Tiger Creek on the northbound side of SR 2 is now being proposed to be a 10-foot paved shoulder at the request of the adjacent property owner. The required ROW width decreased on some parcels based upon coordination with the property owners and drainage design refinements. 
Survey along SR 2 and survey of an increase in width on the western side of US 41/SR 3 was also completed in 2012. These areas of the APE were not covered during the original 2006 survey. A short section of shoulder north of Tiger Creek on the northbound side of SR 2 is now being proposed to be a 10-foot paved shoulder at the request of the adjacent property owner. The required ROW width decreased on some parcels based upon coordination with the property owners and drainage design refinements. 
The goal of the current survey was to locate and evaluate archaeological sites within the APE of the proposed undertaking so that potential effects to identified resources could be evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Research at the Georgia Archaeological Site File (GASF) in Athens indicated that eight previously recorded sites, 9CT1, 9CT28, 9CT58, 9CT59, 9CT61, 9CT62, 9CT78, and 9CT92, are located within a 1-kilometer radius of the project area. During the current addendum survey, two previously recorded sites, 9CT92 and 9CT58, were revisited. No additional sites were encountered. 
Site 9CT92, a non-diagnostic lithic scatter, was identified during the original EPEI survey (Silliman and Regnier 2006). The investigated site dimensions were estimated to be 15-x-15 meters within the original APE. However, the boundaries were not fully defined and the portion of site within the original APE lacked integrity and was considered as non-contributing to the site's eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An addendum APE along the western extent of the site area was investigated during the current survey. No artifacts were recovered from shovel tests or were surface collected from the site area. Based on the results of the current fieldwork, 9CT92 does not appear to extend further west, and its research potential still remains low. However, until the boundaries of the site are defined, 9CT92 is recommended as of unknown eligibility for the NRHP. 
Site 9CT58 was documented as a non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter and late nineteenth to twentieth century artifact scatter during the Conasauga River Valley Transmission Line survey conducted by Garrow & Associates, Inc. in 1996. This site was originally recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP. The full extent of the site was not determined as the investigations were confined to the transmission line corridor. The addendum project area extends into 9CT58; however, the APE through the site area was confined to the existing ROW as all project activities are confined to that area. The existing ROW has been heavily disturbed by road construction. No artifacts were recovered during the survey. EPEI recommends the site area within the APE as non-contributing to its NRHP eligibility. Since the full extent of the site has not been determined, EPEI recommends the overall NRHP eligibility for 9CT58 as unknown. 
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[bookmark: _Toc511181003][bookmark: _Toc518358432]I. Introduction
In September 2011 and November 2012, Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. (EPEI) conducted addendum Phase I archaeological survey for the replacement of the United States (US) 41/State Route (SR) 3 bridge over Tiger Creek (Georgia Department of Transportation [GDOT] Project No. BRST-001-6[047], P.I. No. 632885, HP No. 061026-003) in Catoosa County, Georgia (Figure 1.1). The project corridor is located approximately 1.9 miles southeast of Ringgold. This project was originally surveyed in 2006 by EPEI. The goal of the addendum survey was to locate and evaluate archaeological sites within the area of potential effect (APE) of the proposed undertaking so that potential effects to identified resources could be evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The project was conducted for GDOT under a contract with Stantec.
The original project description stated that the proposed bridge would be approximately 40 feet wide with two 12-foot travel lanes and two 10-foot shoulders along each side. The proposed project right-of-way (ROW) width would vary from 150 to 260 feet. During construction, traffic would be diverted to a temporary on-site detour. The proposed project length would be approximately 2,500 feet (.47 miles). The APE for the original project included the maximum length and width of the corridor as described above. 
Since the original survey, the design has been refined. The following paragraphs detail the current project description: 
The proposed project would replace the existing US 41/SR 3 bridge over Tiger Creek with a new bridge located approximately 40 feet west, centerline to centerline, of the existing bridge location. The proposed project would begin approximately 1,025 feet south of Tiger Creek and would end approximately 1,075 feet north of Tiger Creek for a length of approximately 2,100 feet (.41 miles) on US 41/SR 3. The skewed T-intersection of SR 2 and US 41/SR 3 is located within the proposed project limits to the north of Tiger Creek. SR 2 would be realigned approximately 80 feet to the south at US 41/SR 3 to form a perpendicular intersection. The project limits on SR 2 would extend approximately 625 feet (.12 miles) east of US 41/SR 3. The total project length would be approximately 2,715 feet (.51 miles).
The existing bridge is approximately 194 feet long and 30 feet wide and has two 12-foot travel lanes with approximately 2-foot shoulders. The existing ROW along US 41/SR 3 varies between 85 and 100 feet.


Figure 1.1. Project location map.

The proposed roadway typical section would consist of two 12-foot travel lanes, one in each direction, with 10-foot shoulders, most of which would be 6.5 feet paved and 3.5 feet grassed slope, with the exception of a short 10-foot paved section north of Tiger Creek on the northbound side of SR 3. The proposed bridge would be approximately 200 feet long and 44 feet wide with two 12-foot travel lanes, one in each direction, and 10-foot shoulders. Traffic would be maintained on the existing bridge during construction of the new bridge. The maximum proposed ROW width along US 41/SR 3 would vary between 90 and 180 feet. 
The bridge realignment would require SR 2 be extended to intersect the realigned portion of US 41/SR 3 north of Tiger Creek. The extension on SR 2 would intersect US 41/SR 3 to form a perpendicular intersection. Additionally, an exclusive 12-foot right-turn lane would be constructed within the existing ROW on SR 2 to add an additional 260 feet of storage capacity to improve traffic operations. The vertical alignment on SR 2 would also be raised. The existing ROW for SR 2 is approximately 150 feet in width and the proposed ROW would vary between approximately 150 feet and 160 feet in width.
The proposed bridge length has been modified because the bridge elevation was increased to meet flood level clearance requirements. A short section of shoulder north of Tiger Creek on the northbound side of SR 3 is now being proposed to be a 10-foot paved shoulder at the request of the adjacent property owner. The required ROW width decreased on some parcels based upon coordination with the property owners and drainage design refinements. The total required ROW area has also decreased from 2.54 acres to 2.10 acres. Temporary easements were added for demolition of the displaced structures, which measure .20 acres, and .065 acres of temporary driveway easement.
The APE for the project includes the maximum length and width of the corridor as described above. Several areas were not covered by the 2006 survey. The first was examined by EPEI in 2011 and included 215 feet in additional length at the project’s southernmost end. The APE was confined to the existing ROW in this area of the project, which did not exceed 100 feet in width. Additional areas surveyed in 2012 included temporary easements needed for the demolition of the displaced structures and a section of ROW along the northeastern end of the project corridor for a paved shoulder. Finally, the APE along SR 2 as well as an extension in the width of the APE along the western side of US 41/SR 3 was examined. These areas had not been covered previously. 
This report continues with a description of the archaeological methods in Chapter II. Chapter III describes the context, survey expectations, and results of the archaeological survey. The context section of this chapter includes background research, an abbreviated discussion of natural setting, and an abbreviated cultural and historical background section. Chapter III also includes a detailed write-up of the site revisited during EPEI’s fieldwork. Finally, in Chapter IV the project as a whole is summarized and recommendations for the project are specified. Appendix A is the resume of the Principal Investigator. Appendix B includes the Georgia Archaeological Site Form.
[bookmark: _Toc511181026][bookmark: _Toc518358458][bookmark: _Toc518358452]II. Cultural Background
CONTEXT
As this is an addendum report, a brief overview is provided for the background research, natural setting, and the cultural and historical background. A complete environmental setting and cultural and historical background is included in the 2006 survey report for US 41/SR 3 over Tiger Creek (Silliman and Regnier 2006). 
Background Research
An examination of the GASF at the UGA was undertaken. This examination showed that eight sites, 9CT1, 9CT28, 9CT58, 9CT59, 9CT61, 9CT62, 9CT78, and 9CT92, have been identified within a 1-kilometer radius of the project corridor (Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1). One previous survey was conducted in the project corridor by Garrow & Associates, Inc. in 1996 for the Conasauga River Valley Transmission Line through Catoosa, Murray, and Whitfield counties (Pietak et al. 1996). During the course of this survey, a total of 23 archaeological sites were identified in the transmission line corridor. 

Table 2.1. Previously Identified Archaeological Sites Within a 1-Kilometer 
Radius of the Proposed Project Corridor.
	Site
	Site Type and Cultural Affiliation
	NRHP Recommendation

	9CT1
	Civil War Earthwork (Confederate)
	Destroyed by I-75 Construction

	9CT28
	Woodland and Mississippian artifact scatter; Civil War artifact scatter
	Unknown

	9CT58
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter; late nineteenth to twentieth century artifact scatter 
	Potentially Eligible

	9CT59
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact artifact scatter
	Unknown

	9CT61
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter
	Ineligible

	9CT62
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter
	Ineligible

	9CT78
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter
	Unknown

	9CT92
	Non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter
	Unknown


      
The current project was originally surveyed for archaeological resources by EPEI in 2006. The results from the survey were documented in the report entitled Phase I Archaeological Survey for the Proposed Replacement of the US 41/SR 3 Bridge over Tiger Creek, Catoosa County, Georgia (Silliman and Regnier 2006). During this survey, EPEI identified 9CT92. Site 9CT92, a non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter, was identified on the surface of a cultivated field and farm road (Silliman and Regnier 2006). The portion in the corridor was recommended non-contributing to NRHP eligibility; however, the overall NRHP eligibility of the site was unknown because it could not be delineated outside the confines of the proposed project corridor. For this addendum survey, additional ROW has been added just west of the site.
Site 9CT58, first identified in 1996, is now located in the addendum project corridor, due to an extension in project length (see Figure 2.1). The site was originally described as a non-diagnostic pre-contact lithic scatter and a late nineteenth to early twentieth century artifact scatter and was recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP (Pietak et al. 1996). 


         Figure 2.1. Previously recorded sites within a 1-kilometer radius.

General Area
The project area is located in the Southern Appalachian Ridge and Valley resource area of Georgia (Clark and Zisa 1976). The topography of the area has been altered but contains remnants of level floodplains and gently sloping areas. Tiger Creek is crossed by US 41/SR 3 in the mid-portion of the project corridor. Soils of the Southern Appalachian Ridge and Valley resource area developed primarily from the sandstones and shale commonly found along the ridges and slopes. These soils are mostly dry and shallow and support forests and pastures. Additional soils, formed from limestone, are found within the region’s valleys. These soils are generally deeper silt loams underlain by clay subsoil (Hodler and Schretter 1986:36). Soils in the project corridor include Rome silt loam, found in stream terraces; Holston fine sandy loam, also found on stream terraces; Allen silt loam, found on foot slopes; and Udorthents-Pits complex, found on gently sloping to steep upland ridges containing chert (Lawrence 1993:28-44). Soils in the addendum project corridor consisted of mottled red clay and brown sandy loam mixed with road gravel, underlain by red clay. 
Land use varies in the project corridor. The area is moderately developed in the project corridor north of Tiger Creek where commercial buildings are situated. Residences are located along the project corridor on SR 2. An agricultural field is located in the southwestern portion of the project corridor. The southeastern portion of the project corridor contains a wooded area, and a transmission line runs east-west through the current project corridor. Vegetation consists of mixed pines and hardwoods, pasture, and grasses associated with landscaped yards. 
Cultural and Historical Background
Catoosa County is situated in the northwestern portion of the state of Georgia, just southeast of Chattanooga, Tennessee. Based on previous surveys in the area, it is not clear whether the area was occupied during the Paleoindian period and it is not supported that the area was heavily utilized during the Archaic; however, a large number of non-diagnostic lithic scatters have been previously recorded in Catoosa County. A total of 14 sites with Woodland period characteristics have been recorded in the county, making sites of this period more common than Archaic period sites. Characteristics of the Woodland period include an increase in long distance trade, changes in ceramic technology, the development of sedentary village life, and the cultivation of domestic plants (Wood and Bowen 1995). Sites in Catoosa County with Mississippi period components are less common than Woodland period sites. The Mississippi period has traditionally been characterized by the presence of flat-topped mounds, permanent large villages, agriculture, and distinctive ceramic types, such as Etowah, Savannah, and Lamar (Hally and Rudolph 1986).
Catoosa County now includes land which was ceded by the Cherokees to the state of Georgia. The county was officially created from portions of Walker and Whitfield counties in December 1853 by the Georgia Legislature. It was named after Catoosa Springs, a mineral springs retreat popular during the antebellum period. Ringgold was established in 1847 and became a boomtown after the Western & Atlantic Railroad was routed through the town. Ringgold’s booming population was further bolstered by the construction of a railroad depot, and it soon became the main stop along the rail line between Atlanta and Chattanooga (Catoosa County Historical Society [CCHS] 1998:1). 
The current alignment of a section of SR 2 roughly follows the Federal Road, an important path in the history of early nineteenth century northern Georgia. Initiated in 1805, the road’s eastern extent began near Flowery Branch, Georgia, and went north, dividing into two segments before going into Tennessee (Ownby and Wharton 2007:5-8). The road passed through Cherokee territory following an old trail called the “Middle Cherokee Path” and would later become part of the “Trail of Tears,” during the forced Cherokee relocation from Georgia. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]The Civil War brought many changes to the region, and by the fall of 1862, Ringgold and the surrounding area had become a center for military hospitals. The closest military hospital to the project corridor was the so-called “Stone Church,” a Presbyterian church that is presently a museum, located at the intersection of US 41/SR 3 and SR 2. With construction beginning in 1850, the Stone Church would be the first Christian church in the region other than the missionary stations for Cherokees (Ownby and Wharton 2007:60). Throughout the fall of 1863, numerous cavalry skirmishes took place in the vicinity of Ringgold (Bohannon 1997; National Park Service 1997). The spring of 1864 brought additional combat to Catoosa County. 
During the ensuing economic collapse of the Reconstruction period, Catoosa County is estimated to have lost roughly 15 percent of its population, primarily due to westward migration (CCHS 1998:1). By the end of the nineteenth century, rail lines were repaired, and farmers were able to get their crops of corn, cotton, hay, and vegetables to market. Poor agricultural practices leading to soil erosion and nutrient depletion took their toll on farms during the early twentieth century (McDaniel 1991). Tourism remained a significant industry during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with travelers visiting the county’s numerous mineral springs and the site of the 1863 Battle of Chickamauga. In the 1920s, the boll weevil epidemic wiped out cotton crops and devastated the agricultural economy of Catoosa County. In the 1930s, the Dixie Highway (now US 41/SR 3) was constructed and it is credited with helping Catoosa County grow in size since new markets, job opportunities, and greater mobility were fostered (CCHS 1998:1). After the Depression, industry steadily developed in Catoosa County. Poultry farming grew in the eastern half of the county, particularly during the 1940s and 1950s (McDaniel 1991). Industrial growth was furthered by the construction of Interstate 75 in the 1960s.
SURVEY EXPECTATIONS
The northwestern Georgia region is home to some of the state’s most conspicuous archaeological sites of the Woodland and Mississippi periods such as Leake and Etowah. However, these are located in the broad alluvial setting of the Etowah River valley. Wood and Bowen (1995:23) suggest the lack of major streams and the rugged terrain of the Armuchee Ridges (where the project area is located) hindered the growth of large populations and therefore ceremonial centers. While such prominent sites are not anticipated within the project area, previously recorded sites in the vicinity indicate that the landforms along Tiger Creek were utilized during these periods. The ridges and slopes adjacent to the creek would have been conducive to subsistence activities such as foraging and hunting. While the immediate environs surrounding the project area lack a floodplain expansive enough for a large village site, the broad, gently sloping ridgeline above the confluence of Chickumauga and Tiger creeks on which US 41/SR 3 is situated would likely have been suitable for some form of pre-contact habitation, perhaps seasonal or transitory.
Historic era archaeological resources are likely to be present within the project corridor. The possible presence of a site (or sites) related to Civil War history is indicated by the proximity of known Civil War resources such as the aforementioned “Old Stone Church,” 9CT1, and 9CT28. Additionally, there is a high probability for encountering rural agrarian house sites representing tenant occupations or farmsteads. There is a propensity for such sites to be encountered during cultural resource review of transportation projects because of their situation along roads (Joseph et al. 2004:95).
Survey is expected to re-encounter portions of previously recorded sites in close proximity to the corridor. Site 9CT92, which was identified during EPEI’s original survey, is situated in a field west of US 41/SR 3, and consists of a non-diagnostic lithic scatter identified through surface collection. All shovel tests excavated there previously were negative (Silliman and Regnier 2006). Site 9CT58, identified by Pietak et al. (1996), is located on both the east and west sides of the addendum project corridor. This site consists of a non-diagnostic lithic scatter and a late nineteenth to twentieth century artifact scatter. 
Past disturbances will likely have affected the condition or preservation state of any archaeological resources identified during survey. Previous survey indicated disturbances associated with agriculture and road construction at previously recorded sites. Disturbances in the eastern portion of Site 9CT92 included a heavily modified roadside ditch and berm, and the majority of the site area has been disturbed by past agricultural activity (Silliman and Regnier 2006). In the vicinity of 9CT58, Pietak et al. (1996) noted that the area east of US 41/SR 3 had been disturbed by bulldozer activity. 
III. METHODS
[bookmark: _Toc511181023][bookmark: _Toc518358453]LITERATURE AND RECORDS SEARCH
Prior to fieldwork, background research is conducted at the Georgia Archaeological Site File (GASF) at the University of Georgia (UGA) in Athens. This research seeks information on previous cultural resource studies in the area, and archaeological sites previously reported in the project corridor and nearby vicinity. 
[bookmark: _Toc511181024][bookmark: _Toc518358454]ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD SURVEY
Archaeological field survey is accomplished by pedestrian coverage of the proposed APE. Conditions in the project corridor are described in notes and photographed with a digital camera. Shovel tests are not excavated in disturbed, wet or inundated areas, or in areas of excessive slope. Systematic shovel tests are placed at 30-meter intervals. The shovel tests have a diameter of 30 centimeters and are excavated to sterile subsoil. Soils are screened through .64-centimeter (.25-inch) hardware cloth for consistent recovery of any artifacts that might be present.

When sites are discovered or revisited, the boundaries within the APE are delineated by conducting shovel tests at 15-meter intervals in each direction, or until disturbed areas (i.e., those areas containing urban or residential development, pavement, landscaped properties, buried utilities, etc.) are encountered. Such disturbed areas are assumed to be representative of locations where the site has been destroyed or did not exist. On site maps, site boundaries are defined by the outermost positive shovel test locations. Shovel testing is discontinued when project limits are reached, which can result in instances where boundaries could not be determined in parts of some sites. Landform termination, due to a drainage for example, can also be used to designate a site boundary. 

The Georgia Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Surveys (Georgia Council of Professional Archaeologists [GCPA] 2001) define an archaeological site as “a concentration of artifacts, ecofacts, or modifications to the landscape that are associated with past human activity and retain their context. An archaeological site must be at least 50 years old, and is characterized by any of the following criteria:

• An area yielding three or more artifacts from the same broad cultural period (i.e., historic or prehistoric) on the surface within a 30-meter radius;

• A shovel test that produces two or more artifacts from the same broad cultural period, as long as the artifacts cannot be fitted together (i.e., they are not two pieces of the same artifact);

• A shovel test that produces one artifact and at least one surface artifact from the same broad cultural period within a 20-meter radius from that shovel test;

• An area with visible or historically-recorded cultural features (e.g., shell midden, cemetery, rockshelter, chimney fall, brick walls, piers, earthwork, etc.).”
 If the above definition is not met, artifacts are given an isolated find (IF) designation. 
LABORATORY METHODS
All cultural material collected in the field is returned to the EPEI laboratory in Atlanta for processing and analysis. Artifacts are washed, classified, and temporarily curated at that facility.
Artifact Processing and Analysis
Following the completion of fieldwork, all artifacts would be sent to EPEI’s archaeology lab for processing and analysis. Artifacts would arrive from the field accompanied by the bag list, which would contain provenience information recorded in the field for each bag. Bag list information would be added to the database and provenience numbers would be assigned. Artifacts would be cleaned and placed in drying racks with mesh bottoms.

After initial processing, all artifacts would be sorted and cataloged. Artifacts from each provenience lot would be sorted by material and type into analytical categories. Artifacts would be further analyzed to identify more specific typological characteristics, with the aim of obtaining relative dates. EPEI’s cultural materials classifications incorporate mutually exclusive categories based primarily on morphologic and metric attributes. Previously defined types would be used, when possible, to facilitate chronological and cultural association and intrasite comparisons. All artifacts would be placed into 4-milliliter polyethylene bags for curation.

The analysis of pre-contact artifacts seeks to place artifacts in categories so that individual cultural or technological trends could be observed. Lithic analysis is based on a typology first developed by Sullivan and Rozen (1985). Sources consulted to identify formal lithic tools include Cambron and Hulse (1975) and Whatley (2002). Pre-contact ceramics are categorized by surface treatment, tempering agent, and, when possible, by vessel morphology. This information would be used to place the ceramics temporally. Sources consulted to identify diagnostic ceramic design motifs include Wauchope (1966) and Williams and Thompson (1999).

Historic artifacts would be initially sorted into material categories of ceramics, glass, metal, and other. Once in these material categories, artifacts would be further classified by attributes such as manufacturing method, morphological attributes, color, and maker’s mark. One goal of historic artifact analysis is the refinement of site chronology. Extensive previous archaeological and historical research has developed relative dates for ceramics (Brown 1982; Burrison 1995; Miller 1980, 2000; Noël Hume 1969; Sussman 1997), glass (Jones and Sullivan 1985; Society for Historical Archaeology [SHA] 2012), window glass, nails (Elliott 2010; Orser et al. 1987; Wells 1998) as well as many other artifact classes (South 1977). In general, these dates help guide the establishment of site chronology, and assume that the pattern of manufacture, use, and discard of artifacts identified in previous research has universal application.
Curation
[bookmark: _Toc518358456]Notes, photographs, maps, and other records, including artifacts collected, produced during the project are temporarily curated at EPEI’s offices in Atlanta, Georgia. Following acceptance of the final report, copies of the final report and all project materials will be curated at the Antonio J. Waring, Jr. Archaeological Laboratory, University of West Georgia, Carrollton, Georgia. 

For investigations of sites at which artifact collections are not made (for example, documentary investigations), copies of the final report and all project materials will be curated at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services (OES), Atlanta, Georgia.
EVALUATION CRITERIA
The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) significance criteria in 36 CFR 60.4 define eligible cultural resources as buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts that have integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and that meet one or more of the following criteria. Criterion D is most often, but not exclusively, used with archaeological resources.
· Criterion A: Association with events that have significantly contributed to the broad patterns of history;
· Criterion B: Association with persons significant in the past;
· Criterion C: Possession of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; exemplification of the work of a master architect, engineer, or artist; embodiment of high artistic values; or evidence of a significant and discernible entity whose components may lack distinction on their own; and
· Criterion D: Ability to yield information significant to prehistory or history.
[bookmark: _Toc518358459]IV. Archaeological Survey Results
SURVEY RESULTS 
The addendum survey for the proposed US 41/SR 3 bridge replacement over Tiger Creek was conducted in September 2011 and November 2012 (Figure 4.1). The current project corridor is located on US 41/SR 3 on both the north and south sides of Tiger Creek. A portion of the project is also located on SR 2. The APE surveyed for this addendum consisted of approximately 215 feet of additional ROW at the southern end of the project corridor, which included only the existing ROW on the east and west sides of US 41/SR 3, roughly .20 acre on the west side of US 41/SR 3 where two buildings that will be demolished are situated, the APE along both sides of SR 2 including easement areas, and widened areas of APE on the west side of US 41/SR 3, and on the northeastern end of the corridor. During this survey, EPEI revisited the reported locations of both 9CT92 and 9CT58. No other cultural resources were identified in the addendum project corridor.
The additional areas of APE were visually inspected, shovel tested, described in notes, and photographed. Because the additional APE at the southern end of the project included a previously recorded site, a total of 10 shovel tests were excavated at 15-meter intervals there (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2). This portion of the APE had been heavily disturbed by road construction. Soil profiles were fairly consistent and consisted of 0-10 centimeters of mottled red (2.5YR 4/6) clay and brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam mixed with road gravel, underlain by red (2.5YR 4/6) clay. No artifacts were found.
Another area of new APE was in the vicinity of two structures surrounded by gravel parking lots and drives and some strips of grass and brush (Figure 4.3). A total of six shovel tests were excavated judgmentally in this vicinity. Judgmental shovel tests along the northern edge of SR 2 fell within close proximity to the Stone Church, previously noted in this chapter. This structure, also known as the “Old Stone Church” was listed (No. 79000703) on the NRHP in 1979. The historic resource was documented in EPEI’s historic survey conducted in 2007, where a finding of No Adverse Effect (NAE) was determined for the Old Stone Church (EPEI 2007). The Georgia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with this finding in a letter dated June 5, 2008. Although the APE has been modified since the original 2007 historic resources survey, the finding of NAE is still valid. A typical shovel test consisted of gravel over red (2.5YR 4/6) clay or simply exposed red (2.5YR 4/6) clay subsoil. All shovel tests were negative. A small cemetery is located on a grassy knoll behind the Old Stone Church, which is now a museum.

Figure 4.1. Shovel test location map.

Figure 4.2. Partial view of the APE in the southernmost portion of the      project corridor, facing north.


       Figure 4.3. Partial view of the APE near displaced structures, facing northwest.
Shovel tests were also excavated along the SR 2 portion of the corridor (see Figure 4.2 and 4.4). A historic marker for the Federal Road was identified along this portion of the addendum APE. A prior survey investigating the Federal Road, initiated by the University of Mississippi, noted an intact segment of the road paralleling SR 2 where it crosses Tiger Creek east of the project area (Ownby and Wharton 2006:51). However, since the old roadbed merges with the modern SR 2 route, or is so close to the existing road, its historical and archaeological integrity along this stretch was considered to be limited. This section of the Federal Road was investigated by EPEI historians in 2007, reported as Property #3, and was recommended as ineligible for the NRHP (EPEI 2007:20-21). A typical soil profile consisted of 0-10 centimeters of dark brown (10YR 3/3) clayey loam over 10-20 centimeters of brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) silty clay subsoil. None of the shovel tests excavated yielded cultural material.   
Shovel tests were placed along the length of the western side of US 41/SR 3 where the proposed APE has been widened less than 15 meters maximum since the 2006 survey. A small section of this area is immediately west of previously identified site, 9CT92. The findings of EPEI’s additional Phase I survey are described below.


      Figure 4.4. Partial view of the APE along SR 2, facing west-northwest.

SITE 9CT92 Revisit
Site 9CT92 is located at the base of a roadside embankment for US 41/SR 3 on a low rise above the Tiger Creek floodplain. The rise consists of a cultivated field and a farm road along the western edge of the original APE of US 41/SR 3. The site was identified on the farm road during the original cultural resource survey by EPEI (Silliman and Regnier 2006). When the site was recorded, it consisted of a non-diagnostic lithic scatter. The investigated site dimensions were estimated to be 15-x-15 meters within the original APE. EPEI’s original survey reported both field cultivation and use of the farm road as contributing to the disturbance of the site (Silliman and Regnier 2006). Artifacts were solely recovered from a surface scatter associated with the farm road. The portion of the site within the original APE lacked integrity and was considered as non-contributing to the site's eligibility for the NRHP. However, since the site’s boundaries had not been firmly established beyond the limits of the original APE, the NRHP eligibility for 9CT92 was recommended as unknown.
During the 2012 addendum survey, the site area was revisited by EPEI (Figures 4.5 and 4.6). The site area was visually inspected and photographed. Shovel tests along Transect 3 were excavated at 15-meter intervals and an intensive surface inspection was undertaken within the addendum APE adjacent to the west of the site’s boundaries established during EPEI’s prior survey (Silliman and Regnier 2006). 
A total of two shovel tests along one transect were excavated in the site area, approximately 15 meters grid west of the original delineation shovel tests. The shovel tests within the addendum APE consisted of brown (10YR 5/3) clay loam mottled with strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) clay underlain by strong brown (7.5YR 5/8) clay mottled with yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) clay subsoil. This type of mixed soil matrix illustrates an area heavily disturbed by both agricultural and probable road construction activities. No artifacts were recovered during this revisit to the site. Based on EPEI’s addendum survey, the site does not appear to extend west within the current project's APE. Overall, the research potential of this site still remains low. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west beyond the addendum APE, and that portion of the site has not been investigated during the course of this project. Until the boundaries of the site are defined, 9CT92 is recommended as of unknown eligibility for the NRHP. EPEI recommends that an environmentally sensitive area (ESA) be established beyond the addendum APE to protect the potential portion of 9CT92 which may lie outside the cleared project area. 

            Figure 4.5. Site 9CT92 revisit map.

             Figure 4.6. Partial view of portion of 9CT92 revisit zone, facing east.
SITE 9CT58 Revisit
Site 9CT58 is located at the southern end of the APE. The site was identified in 1996 by Garrow & Associates, Inc. during their cultural resource survey of the Conasauga River Valley Transmission Line in Catoosa, Murray, and Whitfield counties (Pietak et al. 1996). When the site was recorded, it consisted of a non-diagnostic lithic scatter and a late nineteenth to twentieth century artifact scatter. The investigated site dimensions were estimated to be 90-x-30 meters. The site was identified on the east and west sides of US 41/SR 3. Garrow & Associates, Inc. reported site disturbance by a bulldozer and push piles in the site area east of US 41/SR 3. Artifacts from this portion of the site were recovered from the plowzone. The portion of the site west of US 41/SR 3 consisted of a plowed agricultural field. Artifacts were collected from the surface and through shovel testing. The shovel tests in this portion of the site yielded artifacts to a depth of 1 meter. Due to the potential for deeply buried deposits in the western portion of the site, it was recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP (Pietak et al. 1996). It should be noted that the site was only defined in the transmission corridor and is likely much larger than 90-x-30 meters.
During the addendum survey in September 2011, the site area was revisited by EPEI (Figures 4.7 and 4.8). The site area was visually inspected and photographed. Shovel tests were excavated at 15-meter intervals in the APE within the site boundaries as documented in Pietak et al. (1996). 
A total of six shovel tests along two transects were excavated in the site area. This portion of the APE consists of the existing ROW only. This area has been heavily disturbed by road construction and ditches, and contains pavement and road gravel. Shovel tests throughout the site area within the APE consisted of 0-10 centimeters of mottled red (2.5YR 4/6) clay and brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam, mixed with road gravel, underlain by red (2.5YR 4/6) clay. This is indicative of an area that has been heavily disturbed by road construction. No artifacts were recovered during this revisit of the site. It should be added that the original Garrow survey map indicates that no artifacts were collected from the vicinity of US 41/SR 3 (Pietak et al. 1996:46). EPEI’s work suggests that the site does not continue to the north or south in the ROW on the east and west sides of US 41/SR 3, but this conclusion is only based on our limited shovel testing within the addendum APE.
No associated features or artifact deposits were identified within the current project corridor. For this reason, and because the existing ROW has been heavily disturbed by road construction, it is recommended that the portion of 9CT58 examined for this project does not contribute to its eligibility. EPEI’s current investigation found no information that would alter the recommendation for the western side of 9CT58; therefore, EPEI concurs with Pietak et al. (1996) that the western portion of 9CT58 is potentially eligible for the NRHP. However, because the full extent of the site was only defined in the transmission corridor by Pietak et al. (1996), the overall NRHP eligibility is unknown. No further work is recommended for 9CT58 in the APE and the project should be allowed to proceed as currently designed. The previously documented site area within the project is considered totally clear and thus project activities would be acceptable in the current APE. If the project’s design changes to include areas not surveyed by the current undertaking, additional fieldwork would be required. EPEI recommends that the boundaries of the known site’s extent beyond the cleared APE be protected with an ESA designation during construction and that orange barrier fencing be erected. 


            Figure 4.7. Site 9CT58 revisit map.
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             Figure 4.8. Partial view of portion of 9CT58 revisit zone, facing west.
V. Summary and Recommendations
SUMMARY
During September 2011 and November 2012, EPEI archaeologists conducted an addendum archaeological survey for the proposed US 41/SR 3 bridge replacement over Tiger Creek in Catoosa County, Georgia. The proposed project would replace the bridge over Tiger Creek with a new bridge located approximately 40 feet west of the existing bridge. The project would also make improvements to the intersection of US 41/SR 3 and SR 2. This project was originally surveyed by EPEI in 2006 (Silliman and Regnier 2006). Since the original survey, several areas requiring additional archaeological survey were added.
An examination of the GASF showed that eight previously recorded sites are located within a 1-kilometer radius of the project corridor. Two of these sites, 9CT58 and 9CT92, are located within the project corridor. Site 9CT92 was recorded in 2006 by EPEI during the original survey for the proposed bridge replacement and revisited during the current survey. Site 9CT58 was revisited by EPEI during the current survey since the project now includes an additional 215 feet on the southern end of the project corridor where the site is located. Site 9CT58 was originally identified by Garrow & Associates, Inc. in 1996 during the survey for the Conasauga River Valley Transmission Line (Pietak et al. 1996). 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Site 9CT92 was documented as a non-diagnostic lithic scatter during the original EPEI in 2006 (Silliman and Regnier). The site is situated in the southwestern portion of the original project corridor on the west side of US 41/SR 3. The addendum APE surveyed along the western extent of the site area consists of an agricultural field adjacent to a partially terraced farm road. A total of two shovel tests were conducted within the addendum APE adjacent to the site, neither of which yielded artifacts. Based on the results of the current fieldwork, 9CT92 does not appear to extend further west, and its research potential still remains low. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west beyond the addendum APE, and that potential portion of the site has not been investigated during the course of this project. Until the boundaries of the site are defined, 9CT92 is recommended as of unknown eligibility for the NRHP. EPEI recommends that an ESA be established beyond the addendum APE to protect the potential portion of 9CT92 which may lie outside the cleared project area.
Site 9CT58 was identified as a non-diagnostic lithic scatter and late nineteenth to twentieth century artifact scatter when originally recorded by Garrow & Associates, Inc. in 1996 (Pietak et al.). The site is located in the southernmost portion of the current project corridor on both the east and west sides of US 41/SR 3. The APE through the site area consists of the existing ROW and has been heavily disturbed by road and ditch construction. A total of six shovel tests were conducted through the site within the APE, none of which yielded artifacts. Based on the results of the current fieldwork, it is recommended that the portion of 9CT58 surveyed for this project does not contribute to its eligibility. Because of the potential for deeply buried deposits in the western portion of the site, EPEI concurs with Pietak et al. (1996) that the western portion is potentially eligible. However, because the full extent of the site was only defined in the transmission corridor by Pietak et al. (1996), the overall NRHP eligibility is unknown. No further work is recommended for 9CT58 in the APE and the project should be allowed to proceed as currently designed. If the project’s design changes to include areas not surveyed by the current undertaking, additional fieldwork would be required. EPEI recommends that the boundaries of the site be protected with an ESA designation during construction and that orange barrier fencing be erected. 
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APPENDIX B:  GEORGIA ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE FORM
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