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Management Summary

During December 2006, Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. (EPEI) conducted a Phase I archaeological survey of the proposed location for the United States (US) 41 bridge over Tiger Creek in Catoosa County, Georgia. The project area is southeast of Ringgold. The goal of the survey was to locate and evaluate archaeological sites within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the proposed undertaking, so that potential effects to any resources identified could be evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The project was conducted under a contract with Street Smarts, Inc.
A review of the Georgia Archaeological Site Files at the University of Georgia in Athens showed that no previously recorded archaeological sites had been reported in the APE. During the course of the investigations, one archaeological site, 9CT92, was identified. The site is a prehistoric lithic scatter, identified on the surface of a farm road. Site 9CT92 is recommended as of unknown eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The portion of the site within the current project’s APE lacks integrity. Overall, the research potential of this portion of the site is low. Therefore, the portion of 9CT92 within the APE does not contribute to the site’s eligibility. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west, and that portion of the site has not been investigated during the course of this project. Until the boundaries of the site are defined, no clear eligibility recommendation for 9CT92 is possible.
Contents

Management Summary








ii

Figures










iv
Table











iv
I. Introduction










1












II. Natural Setting









3

Physical Setting








3

Physiography and Geology







3

Hydrology









3

Soils










3

Climate









4
III. Cultural Background








5

Introduction









5

The Paleoindian Period (ca. 12,000-8000 b.c.)




5

The Archaic Period (ca. 8000-1000 b.c.)





6

The Woodland Period (ca. 1000 b.c.– a.d. 1000)




7

The Mississippian Period (ca. a.d. 1000-1540)




8

Historical Overview of the Project Vicinity





8
IV. Methods










13

Literature and Records Search






13

Archaeological Field Survey







13

Laboratory Methods








14


Prehistoric Artifact Analysis






14
Curation









15

Evaluation Criteria








15
V. Archaeological Survey Results







16

Previous Archaeological Investigations





16

Survey Results








16

9CT92










18
VI. Summary and Recommendations







20

Summary









20

Results and Recommendations






20
References Cited









21
Appendix 1:  Resume of the Principal Investigator
Appendix 2:  Georgia Site Form

figures

1. Project Location Map, Showing Location of 9CT92 and Previously Recorded Sites
2













2. Partial View of the APE in the Northwest Quadrant of the Project Area, Showing
 Residential Disturbance, facing northeast






17
3. Partial View of the APE, Showing 9CT92 and Associated Disturbance, facing south
18

4. Site 9CT92










19
TABLE
1. Previously Identified Archaeological Sites Within a One Km Radius of the



Proposed Project Corridor








16









I. Introduction

During December 2006, archaeologists with Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. (EPEI) conducted the Phase I archaeological survey for the replacement of the US 41 bridge over Tiger Creek in Catoosa County, Georgia (Figure 1). The project area is located approximately 2.4 miles southeast of Ringgold. The project was conducted under a contract with Street Smarts, Inc.

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 varies from 150 to 260 feet (ft).  During construction, traffic would be diverted to a temporary on-site detour.  The proposed project length is approximately 2,500 ft. 
The purpose of the survey was to locate, identify and evaluate any archaeological properties in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the proposed undertaking. An APE is defined as “the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist” (36 CFR Part 800.16[d]). This study was conducted in compliance with the provisions and stipulations of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470), and the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. § 479). Historic properties, as defined by the NHPA, include archaeological sites, both prehistoric and historic, and architectural resources, such as buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts. This report describes the results of the survey for archaeological sites only.
The APE for the project includes everything within the project length and within the maximum extent of the existing and required ROW as described above.

A review of the state site files at the University of Georgia in Athens showed that no archaeological sites had been reported in the APE. Six archaeological sites, 9CT1, 9CT58, 9CT59, 9CT61, 9CT62, and 9CT78 have been identified and recorded within a one kilometer (km) radius of the project area (see Figure 1).  During the course of the investigations, one archaeological site, 9CT92, was identified. The site is a prehistoric lithic scatter, which was identified on the surface of an unimproved farm road. Site 9CT92 is recommended as of unknown eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The portion of the site within the current project’s APE lacks integrity and therefore does not contribute to the site’s eligibility. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west, and that portion of the site has not been investigated. Until the boundaries of the site are defined, no clear eligibility recommendation is possible.
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Figure 1. Project Location Map

The Phase I Archacological Survey for the Proposed Replacement
of the US 41/SR 3 Bridge over Tiger Creek,
Catoosa County, Georgia.
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Figure 1. Project Location Map, Showing Location of Project Area, Previously Located Sites and 9CT92.

II. NATURAL SETTING

PHYSICAL SETTING

The project area is located roughly 2.4 miles southeast of the town of Ringgold in Catoosa County, Georgia. The area is moderately developed; some residences and commercial buildings are located along the project corridor. The terrain varies but consists primarily of open pasture with pockets of secondary growth mixed pine and hardwoods. The topography of the area has been altered but contains remnants of level floodplains and gently sloping areas. 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY
The project area is located in the Southern Appalachian Ridge and Valley resource area of Georgia. The central portions of the district are a series of scattered, linear ridges 700-800 ft (214-244 m) above sea level that are separated by broad and open valleys. Folded sedimentary rocks characterize the region with forested ridges of chert and sandstone as well as fertile valleys containing shale and limestone (Hodler and Schretter 1986:22). 
HYDROLOGY 
The project area crosses Tiger Creek, which merges with South Chickamauga Creek. Chickamauga Creek drains into the Coosa River, which eventually flows into Lake Weiss, near the Georgia/Alabama border. In Alabama, the Coosa River eventually merges with the Tallapoosa River to form the Alabama River. The Alabama River flows through central and southern Alabama to Mobile Bay, which empties into the Gulf of Mexico. 

SOILS
Soils in the project area vary greatly depending upon the terrain and environment. 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). 

In the proposed project corridor, soils of the Fullerton-Decatur-Shack association are common. These are generally shallow, well-drained chert-bearing soils found on ridges and steep hillsides (Tate 1978). 
CLIMATE

This region of Georgia is affected by its location in the foothills of the Appalachian Mountains and by the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico. During the summer, temperatures exceed 90( Fahrenheit on less than half the days, which is significantly lower than for areas located slightly south. Winters are moderately cold. Higher mountains to the north serve as a barrier to cold air masses and prevent extreme drops in temperature (Tate 1978:1).

Annual precipitation for the area averages nearly 50 inches per year. Precipitation is usually evenly distributed throughout the year, with the maximum occurring during the spring. Some snowfall occurs during most winters but only rarely is there significant accumulation (Tate 1978:1).  

III. Cultural Background

introduction

This chapter summarizes the prehistoric and historic cultural development of northwestern Georgia in order to provide a context for assessing the significance of archaeological resources recovered from the project corridor.
THE PALEOINDIAN PERIOD (ca. 12,000–8000 b.c.)

It is during the Paleoindian period that human occupation of the New World began. At present, it is uncertain when the first human populations permanently settled the western hemisphere, although most scholars believe it was sometime between 20,000 and 13,000 years ago, in the last stages of the Pleistocene glaciation. Reliable dates as early as ca. 11,800 b.c. have been obtained from a Paleoindian site in Monte Verde, Chile (Dillehay 1989). The end of the Paleoindian period coincides with the Pleistocene/Holocene transition and in most areas of the Southeast is given an arbitrary terminal date of 8000 b.c. In the Southeast and Georgia, the Paleoindian period is typically divided into three broad temporal categories, Early, Middle, and Late or Transitional, based, in part, on the occurrence of specific point types (Anderson et al. 1990). The Early Paleoindian is typically characterized by relatively large lanceolates, which are similar to the classic Southwestern Clovis forms or variants of that; the Middle, by unfluted lanceolates or Simpson or Suwannee types, and the Late subperiod, by Dalton and related points (Anderson et al. 1990). 

Traditional characterizations of Paleoindians portrayed them as nomadic hunters of Pleistocene megafauna, such as mammoth, mastodon, and bison. However, these descriptions were based on data from archaeological sites in the western United States. Recent reevaluations, based on data from the Southeast (Clausen et al. 1979; Sassaman et al. 1990) and the Northeast (Cushman 1982), suggests that these groups relied on a broader diet that included small mammals and plants. These new interpretations further suggest that settlement patterns were probably less mobile or nomadic than traditionally thought. For example, in Georgia, four types of Paleoindian sites have been defined based on site location, size, and tool assemblages. Briefly, the four types include small, short-term camps, quarry camps, residential sites, and kill sites (Anderson et al. 1990). 

As a result of the Lake Allatoona and Laffingal surveys, small numbers of Paleoindian period sites have been identified in Bartow, Cherokee, and Cobb Counties. Based upon the material recovered from these surveys, there appears to have been a shift in settlement patterns during this period. Materials recovered from the Early Paleoindian period were associated with lower elevations; upland areas yielded a higher percentage of Middle and Late Paleoindian artifacts (Ledbetter et al. 1987; Ledbetter and Smith 1986).  
The end of the Paleoindian period (ca. 8000 b.c.) is associated with the end of the Wisconsin Ice Age and a shift to modern environmental conditions. New settlement and subsistence patterns were established as populations grew and regional technologies changed. These trends are associated with the subsequent Archaic period.

THE ARCHAIC PERIOD (ca. 8000–1000 b.c.)

The transition from the Paleoindian to the Archaic period is gradual and related to the evolution of modern climactic conditions, similar to those the first European explorers and settlers encountered. In Georgia, the transition has been somewhat arbitrarily designated as 8000 b.c. Changes in technology, population demography and diversity in social organization characterize this era. The growth of subregional traditions is indicated by the appearance of a range of notched and/or stemmed hafted biface types across the Southeast (Sassaman et al. 1990). The Archaic period is generally divided into three subperiods, early, middle, and late.

During the Early Archaic (ca. 8000-6000 b.c.), a dramatic increase in population, based on the identification of a larger number of archaeological sites dating to the period, resulted in decreased group mobility and exploitation of a wider range of food resources. The larger variety of Early Archaic tools suggest more specialized tasks were undertaken as sites were occupied for longer periods. The population was likely organized into small bands of 25-50 individuals that coalesced at specific times of the year to more efficiently exploit seasonal resources and take advantage of the benefits provided by a wider social network. Large base camps have been identified primarily in floodplain settings and are characterized by long-term use. They contain evidence of varied activities and diverse resource utilization. Smaller sites have been found both in the floodplains and in upland settings. They reflect short-term, seasonal usage (Anderson and Hanson 1988; Anderson and Joseph 1988). In 1992, Ledbetter et al. excavated the Vulcan Site (9BR775) in Bartow County. This warm weather, upland residential base camp produced a number of Kirk stemmed projectile points and was occupied ca. 6000 b.c. (Ledbetter et al. 1992). 
Middle Archaic period (ca. 6000-3000 b.c.) lifeways are not well-documented in northern Georgia. The available evidence indicates that subsistence and settlement changes continued to occur, and that divergences in these areas among Ridge and Valley, Piedmont and Coastal Plain populations began to emerge. Sassaman et al. (1990) suggests this is likely due to the uneven distribution of lithic and food resources in the coastal region. The Middle Archaic in the Ridge and Valley is typically marked by the presence of Morrow Mountain points. Small, predominantly quartz lithic scatters are common.    

Defining characteristics of the Late Archaic (ca. 3000-1000 b.c.) include the development of fiber-tempered pottery, freshwater shellfishing and the production of Savannah River and other types of regional points including Otarre and Paris Island with triangular blades, straight or slightly contracting stems and straight bases. Populations continued to expand and became increasingly sedentary. Long-term residential bases become more common and are generally found on large stream terraces and low upland landforms (Anderson and Joseph 1988). 

In north-central Georgia, seasonal single-household occupations and special activity camps related to those occupations are common (Stanyard 2000). Cultural differences among Coastal Plain, Piedmont and Ridge and Valley groups continued. For example, soapstone cooking vessels continued to be used by Piedmont and Ridge and Valley groups, who were slower to develop and utilize fiber-tempered pottery (Sassaman et al. 1990). It is the widespread adoption of ceramic technology that marks the beginning of the Woodland period in the region, although the date of demarcation is somewhat arbitrary.

THE WOODLAND PERIOD (ca. 1000 b.c.– a.d. 1000)

Archaeologists also divide the Woodland into early, middle and late subperiods. Widespread Woodland characteristics include an increase in long distance trade, changes in ceramic technology, the development of sedentary village life and the cultivation of domestic plants. Additionally, the appearance of burial mounds and well-appointed burials mark a significant change between the Woodland Period and earlier periods. These characteristics are believed to relate to an increase in social complexity and social stratification. 
The Early Woodland period (ca. 1000-300 b.c.) in the Ridge and Valley is marked by an improved ceramic technology, which involved the stacking and smoothing of clay coils instead of the joining of pre-made slabs of clay, typical of earlier ceramic manufacture. Dunlap Fabric Impressed pottery and medium-sized triangular hafted bifaces, generally known as Yadkins, are associated with this period. Settlement and subsistence practices show marked continuity from the Late Archaic and populations continued to rely on hunting and gathering. Villages were established in the floodplains of large to medium-sized rivers and the uplands were utilized for seasonal foraging and hunting. Sites such as Kellogg (9CK62) and Noonday Creek (9CK130) reflect the continued use of seasonally-occupied residential sites, whereas sites such 9FL203 on the Coosa River near Rome and the Rush Site (9FL164) on the Etowah River reflect the shift towards residential stability and year-round occupation (Bowen 1982; Caldwell 1957; Southerlin et al. 1996; Wood and Bowen 1995; Wood and Ledbetter 1990).  
Cartersville and Swift Creek phases are the major traditions associated with the Middle Woodland period (ca. 300 b.c.–a.d. 500) in northern Georgia. Cartersville is earlier and is identified by assemblages containing plain, simple stamped, and check stamped vessels. Swift Creek ceramics are characterized by intricate complicated stamped surface designs. In addition, cultigens such as maize are believed to have been introduced by this time as their remains have been recovered from contexts dating to the Cartersville phase of the Rush Site (Wood and Ledbetter 1990). 
The onset of the Late Woodland in northern Georgia is traditionally marked by Late Swift Creek and Napier ceramics. Napier complicated stamped and Swift Creek complicated stamped vessels are typical. Diagnostic lithics of the period are often referred to as Hamilton points and are small, triangular hafted bifaces. Recent research indicates that Woodstock and Vinings ceramic traditions are likely associated with later Late Woodland manifestations (Cobb and Garrow 1996; Elliott and Wynn 1991).  

THE MISSISSIPPIAN PERIOD (ca. a.d. 1000-1540)

The Mississippian period has traditionally been characterized by the presence of flat-topped mounds, permanent large villages, agriculture, and distinctive ceramic types. Chiefdom-level societies expanded across the southeastern United States during this period. The development of a complicated network of villages and mound centers drove the expansion. In Georgia’s Ridge and Valley, nearly all Mississippian sites are located in the Great Valley, and roughly ninety percent of these sites are positioned along major rivers (Hally and Rudolph 1986). 
In northern Georgia, the Mississippian period is generally divided into early, middle, and late subperiods. In north-central Georgia, the Early Mississippian period (ca. a.d. 1000- a.d. 1200) is known as the Etowah culture, named for the mound complex located near Cartersville, Georgia. Etowah ceramics appear to emerge from the Woodstock tradition. Several phases within Etowah culture have been proposed based on the presence of various ceramic design types (Hally and Rudolph 1986; King 1997). Platform mounds were constructed at political centers like Etowah by at least a.d. 1150.

In Georgia, the Middle Mississippian period (ca. a.d. 1200-a.d. 1350) is called the Savannah culture. Subsistence was based on intensive maize agriculture. Specific ceramic design types are recognized for this phase including Savannah complicated stamped, Savannah check stamped and Etowah complicated stamped. Some burials from the period were interred with objects associated with the “Southern Cult” or Southeastern Ceremonial Complex. Copper gorgets, embossed copper plates, and various shell items are characteristic (Galloway 1989). 

The Late Mississippian period (ca. a.d. 1350-a.d. 1540) is called the Lamar culture. It is named for the Lamar site near Macon, Georgia (Kelly 1935). A great deal is known about the Lamar culture due to the large number of excavated sites. Large villages, mound centers, and small hamlets are characteristic site types. Maize, bean, and squash horticulture, as well as hunting and gathering, were the mainstays of subsistence.   
In addition to the Etowah Mounds site (9BR1) other significant Mississippian sites in northwest Georgia include the Leake Site (9BR2), Two Run Creek (9BR3), Free Bridge (9BR6), and the King Site (9FL5) [King 2003]. 
historical overview of the project vicinity

The beginning of the historic period is generally marked by Hernando de Soto's 1540 entrance into what later became Georgia. The Spanish established missions and forts along the Georgia coast during the second half of the sixteenth century. Although initially permanent settlements were confined to coastal areas, the Spanish carried on extensive trade with interior Native American groups (Spalding 1991). Disease, war, and the introduction of European trade goods rapidly affected traditional regional societies. 

Prior to settlement by Europeans, Georgia was generally inhabited by two Native American groups, broadly referred to as the Creek and the Cherokee. Cherokee groups occupied northern Georgia and the Creek lived in the southern part of the state, and consisted of a federation of several tribes. During the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, various European groups, including the Spanish, the English and the French, vied for territory and trade in what later became the state of Georgia. In 1732, South Carolina relinquished territory to create Georgia. Later that year, the British Crown granted a charter to James Oglethorpe, who founded a colony at Savannah. Its purpose was to provide a buffer between the Carolinas and Spanish Florida. 

Initially, Creek groups gradually ceded lands they were not utilizing to European settlers. In 1763, the Creeks agreed to the first of several large land cessions. This first agreement gave Georgia the land between the Savannah and Ogeechee rivers, south of Augusta, along with coastal land between the Altamaha and St. Mary’s rivers (Warren 1980). An additional two million acres of land between the Ogeechee and Altamaha rivers and the headwaters of the Oconee and Savannah rivers was ceded to Georgia by the Creeks and Cherokees in 1773 (Coleman 1991:100). In 1802, Georgia granted to the United States what later became Alabama and Mississippi, and Georgia assumed its present form.

Catoosa County was officially created from portions of Walker and Whitfield counties in December 1853 by the Georgia Legislature.  The county was established in order to shorten resident’s travel time to a courthouse.  The county was named after Catoosa Springs, a popular mineral springs retreat during the antebellum period.  The origin of the name Catoosa is uncertain, though it appears to be derived from one of two similar Cherokee words, meaning either “hill/small mountain/high place” or “new settlement” (CCHS 1998:1). Ringgold was named the county seat in 1854, although the town itself was chartered several years earlier, on December 8, 1847. 

Although the county was founded during the mid-nineteenth century, settlers had been arriving in the area much earlier due to the construction of the Federal Road, which was intended to facilitate travel westward from Georgia.  The government secured the rights from the Creeks and Cherokees in 1805 to open up the Federal Road for travel, and began construction on the road in 1810.  Cherokee County was formed in 1819 and at that time encompassed 6,900 square miles of land claimed by the Cherokee Nation. This action was the beginning of the formal effort to remove Cherokee groups from northern Georgia. The Georgia Legislature felt that the creation of this county would legitimize Anglo-American claims against the land. Following the Treaty of New Echota in 1835, the United States government forced the Cherokees to relinquish all land claims and the march to the Oklahoma territory was initiated in 1838. 

The federal government sent James F. Smith in 1832 to officially survey the area around Ringgold, already well-known because of its position at the junction of three major trails (Clark 1972:14).  The pace of settlement increased after federal authorities forced the Cherokee out of the region along the Trail of Tears in 1838.  Prior to its incorporation, the town of Ringgold was known by several names, including Cross Roads, Dogwood, Taylor’s, Taylor’s Cross Roads, and Taylor’s Gap (CCHS 1998:1).  The name given to the town after its incorporation is in honor of Major Samuel Ringgold, a West Point graduate who developed an efficient means of moving field artillery in and out of position (CCHS 1998:1).  Major Ringgold was the first high-ranking officer to be killed in the Mexican-American War. 

Ringgold became a boomtown in 1849, 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 (CCHS 1998:1).  

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. Confederate soldiers, wounded on the battlefields of central Tennessee, began pouring into the area for convalescence. In all, 14 military hospitals were established in the Ringgold area, some of which were positioned around springs that had been used as resort communities before the war. Two of these resorts, used as Confederate hospitals, were located near the present project area. The Catoosa Springs Hospital was located roughly two miles east and the Cherokee Springs Hospital was located approximately two miles north of the current project area. The closest military hospital to the project area was the so-called “Stone Church,” located at the intersection of US 41 and SR 2. The church is located roughly 100 feet northeast of the project area. In early September 1863, with the rapid approach of the Federal Army of the Cumberland, the Ringgold area hospitals were evacuated to Newnan, Georgia (Bohannon 1997; CCHT 2006). 
Following the Tullahoma or Central Tennessee Campaign (June-late July 1863), Major General William S. Rosecrans, commanding the Army of the Cumberland, set his sights on Chattanooga, Tennessee.  By September 9, 1863, Rosecrans’ Federal army had taken the important railroad town with little resistance from General Braxton Bragg’s Army of Tennessee. Rosecrans, receiving pressure from President Lincoln and General-in-Chief Henry W. Halleck to “destroy” Bragg’s army, hastily advanced his three corps under the command of Generals Chittenden, McCook and Thomas into the densely wooded, rocky hills of Northern Georgia.  Bragg’s army pulled back to Lafayette, Georgia, in order to regroup and await an opportunity to attack the advancing and isolated Federal Army Corps (Bohannon 1997; CCHT 2006; NPS 1997).   By September 18, 1863, freshly supplied troops under the command of General James Longstreet arrived to reinforce Bragg’s army. The rapid arrival of these veterans from the Army of Northern Virginia represented one of the first massive troop reinforcements by railroad in the history of warfare. In a rare instance during the Civil War, Confederate troops now outnumbered Federal forces (Longstreet 1896; NPS 1997). 
Fighting began in earnest on September 19th and continued into the following day, becoming what would be known as the Battle of Chickamauga. The thick woods of the rugged countryside prevented either army from effectively communicating or properly coordinating their actions. A critical error in communication caused Rosecrans to abandon the center of his line believing he was reinforcing another gap. The gap created by this error was exploited by Longstreet, which caused Rosecrans to believe the army was facing imminent destruction. Rosecrans, Chittenden, and McCook pulled back to the defenses around Chattanooga, which left George H. Thomas, a Unionist Virginian, to defend against the attacking Confederates. Thomas’ steadfast defense of and orderly retreat from Snodgrass Hill prevented the Confederate pursuit of the remaining Army of the Cumberland and earned him the epithet “The Rock of Chickamauga.” The Battle of Chickamauga was a victory for Bragg; however, his attempt to wrest Chattanooga from Federal control in the following months was unsuccessful and culminated in the Army of Tennessee’s defeat at Missionary Ridge.

Desperate to save his army from complete annihilation, Bragg retreated from Missionary Ridge hoping to escape to his supply base in Dalton, Georgia. Bragg’s men were pursued by the divisions of General Joseph “Fighting Joe” Hooker, and may have met complete defeat near the town of Ringgold if it were not for the actions of Confederate General Patrick Cleburne. The Irish-born Cleburne, often referred to as “The Stonewall of the West,” performed a successful delaying action at Ringgold Gap (roughly one mile west of the current project area) that enabled Bragg to retreat to safety. The Stone Church was used as an aid station for the Confederate wounded, as well as Bragg’s temporary headquarters. Troops from Federal Colonel William Grose’s Brigade briefly encamped at this location while in pursuit of Bragg’s forces (Official Records I. Vol. 31, Pt.II:172-179). 
Throughout the fall of 1863, numerous cavalry skirmishes took place in the vicinity of Ringgold (Bohannon 1997; NPS 1997). With both armies rested and resupplied, the spring of 1864 brought additional combat to Catoosa County. General William T. Sherman, commanding the Department of the Mississippi, which included three Federal Armies, was poised to initiate his infamous Atlanta Campaign. Bragg was replaced by Joseph E. Johnston and Confederate hopes for a successful repulsion of Sherman’s Federal armies were high. These hopes were dashed as General George H. Thomas, now commander of the Army of the Cumberland, marched through Ringgold then east along the Old Federal Road, and then south, where he joined forces with General Schofield’s Army of the Ohio (Bohannon 1997; NPS 1997). 
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).  
With the repair of the rail lines and soil depletion, dairy and beef cattle-raising became more important industries. Sawmills were also constructed in the region during the late nineteenth century, and by the end of the 1880s, most of the virgin forest in the county had been cut.  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 1890, Congress established the Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Battlefield Park. This park, the country’s first National Battlefield, was founded with the aid of veteran organizations interested in commemorating these two epic battles.  
In 1898, Congress declared war on Spain at the request of President William McKinley in response to the sinking of the USS Maine in Havana Harbor.  Along with this war declaration was a request for 200,000 troops.  The Chickamauga portion of the Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Battlefield became a staging area for many of these troops. Following a devastating typhoid epidemic in their ranks, many never made it to combat.  
Following the Spanish-American War, in 1902, Congress chartered Fort Oglethorpe at the Chickamauga battlefield site.  During World War I, it served as the headquarters for the 6th Cavalry, and during World War II, it was the headquarters for the Women’s Army Corps.  Persons of note stationed at Fort Oglethorpe include Generals Dwight D. Eisenhower and John Pershing.  After World War II, the fort was sold off and the town of Fort Oglethorpe was established.  

In the 1920s, the boll weevil epidemic wiped out cotton crops and devastated the agricultural economy of Catoosa County.  As a result of the economic disruption, the federal government improved the highway that traveled through the region, known then as the “Old Spanish Highway,” in an attempt to boost automobile traffic into the region.  In the 1930s, the road became known as U. S. Highway 41, and it is credited with helping both Ringgold and Fort Oglethorpe grow in size since new markets, job opportunities, and greater mobility were fostered (CCHS 1998:1).  The impact of U.S. 41 was dampened by the Great Depression.  During this period, a Civilian Conservation Corps relief camp, where young men lived and were paid by the federal government to work, was located outside of Fort Oglethorpe.  The residents of this camp, known as Camp Booker T. Washington, were engaged primarily in the replanting of trees and improving the battlefield at Chickamauga.  

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.  Major employers in the region include Aladdin Manufacturing and carpet manufacturer Shaw Industries, owned in part by billionaire Warren Buffet.  Today, many of the residents of Catoosa County are employed in Chattanooga, and Fort Oglethorpe and Ringgold serve primarily as bedroom communities.

IV. METHODs

Literature and Records Search

Prior to fieldwork, the state site files at the University of Georgia (UGA) in Athens was checked. This research sought information on previous cultural resource studies in the area, and archaeological sites previously reported in the project area and nearby vicinity. In addition, reports housed at the Historic Preservation Division (HPD), Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) in Atlanta, were examined. Background research was also conducted at the City of Smyrna Library.

Archaeological Field Survey

The archaeological field survey was accomplished by pedestrian coverage of the proposed project area. Conditions in the project area were described in notes and photographed with a digital camera. In addition, where warranted, sections of the project area were subjected to systematic and judgmental shovel testing. Shovel tests were not excavated in disturbed, wet or inundated areas, or in areas of more than 15 percent slope. Systematic shovel tests were placed at 30-m intervals. The shovel tests had a diameter of 30 cm and were excavated to sterile subsoil. Soils were screened through 0.64-cm (¼-inch) hardware cloth for consistent recovery of any artifacts that might be present. 

When artifacts were encountered in a shovel test, site delineation was undertaken. A shovel test interval of 15 m was used to define site boundaries. Boundaries were defined by the excavation of at least two negative shovel tests in four directions. Landforms or natural or cultural features or the limits of the project area could provide a boundary for a site. 
The Georgia Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Surveys (Georgia Council of Professional Archaeologists 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-m 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-m 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 was not met, artifacts were given an isolated find (IF) designation. One archaeological site was identified during the course of this survey.

Laboratory Methods

A total of 22 prehistoric lithic artifacts were identified and collected from the project area. All cultural material collected in the field was returned to the Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. laboratory in Atlanta for processing and analysis. Artifacts were washed, classified, and temporarily curated at that facility.

The analytical methods utilized during this project are discussed below; they were developed for analyzing materials collected during a survey level of effort and are based upon Blanton et al. (1987). The methodology employed seeks to place artifacts in categories so that individual cultural or technological trends may be observed. 
Prehistoric Artifact Analysis

Initially, prehistoric lithic artifacts were categorized by tool class; a description of these categories is provided below. 

The two major groups of lithics are debitage and functional artifacts. Debitage is divided into the following categories:

Core Reduction Flakes. These flakes characteristically exhibit triangular or square platforms, salient percussion bulbs, and few secondary dorsal flake scars (>50% cortex). Core reduction flakes are characterized as debitage from early stage of reduction.

Biface Thinning Flakes. Biface thinning flakes are relatively thin and flat to slightly curved in cross section. Secondary flake scars are frequently present on the dorsal surface. The platform may be faceted and may exhibit a distinct lip, and the bulb of percussion is usually diffuse. These features are characteristic of soft-hammer percussion, and flakes of this type are often the result of late stage biface reduction and maintenance.

Flake Fragments. This category includes those flakes that have only nondiagnostic medial or distal portions. Any flake lacking a proximal end was placed in this category.

Shatter. Shatter is debitage that is angular and blocky. Specimens in this category cannot be oriented in relation to their proximal or distal end.

The second major lithic group is functional artifacts. The categories in this group are defined as follows:

Preforms. Tools in this category are unfinished hafted bifaces. These artifacts exhibited rudimentary hafting elements and lateral blade margins.

Bifaces. This category consists of artifacts that are bifacially worked and do not have haft elements. Artifacts in this category are further divided into stages based upon the amount of cortex present, straightness of lateral margins, and thinning. 
curation

Notes, photographs, maps and other records produced during the survey are temporarily curated at EPEI’s offices in Atlanta. 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, State University of West Georgia, Carrollton, Georgia. 

Evaluation Criteria

The 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.

V. Archaeological Survey Results

Previous archaeological investigations

An examination of the Georgia Archaeological Site Files at the University of Georgia in Athens was undertaken. This examination showed that no previously recorded archaeological sites were present in the APE. Six archaeological sites, 9CT1, 9CT58, 9CT59, 9CT61, 9CT62, and 9CT78, have been identified within a one km radius of the project area. Additional information regarding these sites is presented in Table 1.
Site 9CT58 is the closest to the APE. The site is located roughly 100 meters south of the southern extent of the proposed project area, and roughly 150 meters south of 9CT92. It is possible that 9CT58 and 9CT92 are related, but due to disturbance in and adjacent to 9CT92 as well as the limits of the APE, no relationship could be established at this time. 

Table 1. Previously Identified Archaeological Sites Within a One Km Radius of the Proposed Project Corridor*.

	Site
	Site Size (meters)
	Site Type and Cultural Affiliation
	NRHP Status Recommendation

	9CT1
	122 x 2.4
	Civil War Earthwork (Confederate)
	Destroyed by I-75 Construction

	9CT58
	90 x 30
	Unknown Prehistoric and Historic 
	Unknown

	9CT59
	90 x 30
	Unknown Prehistoric
	Unknown

	9CT61
	40 x 20
	Unknown Prehistoric
	Ineligible

	9CT62
	30 x 10
	Unknown Prehistoric
	Ineligible

	9CT78
	None Given
	Unknown Prehistoric
	Unknown


*Source of information: Georgia State Site Files at UGA.

SURVEY RESULTS
The project area was visited by EPEI archaeologists during December 2006. The proposed project provides for the replacement of the US 41 bridge over Tiger Creek (see Figure 1). In addition to the bridge replacement, north and south approaches would be constructed and improvements would be made to the intersection of US 41 and SR 2. 

Beginning in 2005, archaeologists and historians with the University of Mississippi conducted a project to delineate and assess the Georgia section of the Old Federal Road. The road, which extended across northern Georgia to present-day Chattanooga, was constructed in 1805 and throughout its history played an integral role in the settlement of north Georgia and westward expansion. The road was also a critical element in Anglo-Indian relations during the early nineteenth century, including the 1838 Cherokee removal (Reynolds et al. 2006). 
The portion of the road investigated by the University of Mississippi extended from the Chattahoochee River to Rossville, Georgia. This project area was arbitrarily divided into seven sections. Segment 7 covers the Old Federal Road from the Catoosa/Whitfield County Line to the Tennessee/Georgia border at Rossville (Reynolds et al. 2006:51). A portion of Segment 7 of their survey is in or adjacent to the current APE. EPEI staff carefully examined the APE and probably due to grading and road construction, could find no remains of the Federal Road. Although intact portions of the Federal Road exist in this segment of the University of Mississippi survey, no intact remnants of the road were apparent in the current APE, which is described in more detail below.   
In general, the project area was disturbed through road construction, residential construction, and agriculture. The project corridor was visually inspected regardless of field conditions. A total of seven shovel tests was excavated. Shovel tests were excavated along one transect at 30 m intervals across the agricultural field in the southwest quadrant of the APE. No cultural material was recovered during shovel testing; however, lithic material was collected from the ground surface and was designated 9CT92. The site is described further below. No tests were excavated outside the proposed APE. 
The remainder of the project area consisted of heavily modified land dominated by residential and road construction (Figure 2). No subsurface testing was conducted in these disturbed areas.   
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     Figure 2. Partial View of the APE in the Northwest Quadrant of the

 Project Area, Showing Residential Disturbance, facing northeast.

Site 9CT92
During the course of investigations at US 41 over Tiger Creek, 9CT92 was identified. The site consists of 22 pieces of Ridge & Valley lithic debitage and tools scattered on the ground surface. One transect was excavated across the site and produced negative results. In addition to these shovel tests, two radial shovel tests (RN and RS) were excavated at 15 meter intervals beyond the surface scatter. This was done to verify that the site did not extend beyond the material recorded on the surface. All radial shovel tests were negative. Do to the limited width of the APE it was not possible to excavate shovel tests to the east or west of the lithic scatter. The APE to the east of the scatter consists of a heavily modified ditch and berm area associated with the construction of US 41/SR 3.  
Site 9CT92 is located on a low rise above the Tiger Creek floodplain. This rise is covered with a cultivated field and a farm road (Figure 3). Both the cultivation of the field and the use of the road have apparently contributed to the disturbance of the site. A typical shovel test profile consisted of approximately 15 cm of 7.5Y 6/8 (reddish-brown) sandy loam underlain by a 10YR 6/8 (yellowish-brown) clay loam.     
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              Figure 3. Partial View of the APE, Showing 9CT92 and Associated

 Disturbance, facing south.
Lithic debitage artifacts recovered from the site consisted of six bifacial thinning flakes, three interior flakes, three core reduction flakes (all containing post-detachment modification) and seven non-cortical flake fragments. These artifacts indicate primarily later stages of reduction and may relate to limited use of the site area for tool manufacture and/or curation activities. Three core reduced debitage were recovered, which would indicate an earlier stage of reduction; however, these pieces did show marginal retouch and may have been used as expedient tools. In addition to the debitage recovered, two Stage 2 and one Stage 1 biface fragments were also recovered. The presence of tool fragments discarded during production supports the hypothesis that the site was utilized for limited tool manufacture and curation. Due to the limited APE, it was impossible to determine if 9CT92 extends beyond the confines of the disturbance caused by the access road. It may be that intact portions of the site are present beyond the current project boundaries. The portion of the site within the current project’s APE lacks integrity and therefore does not contribute to the site’s eligibility. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west, and that portion of the site has not been investigated. At present, the site boundaries are 15 m by 15 m (Figure 4). Until the boundaries of the site are defined, no clear eligibility recommendation for the site is possible. At present, the eligibility recommendation for the site is unknown, and it is recorded on the Georgia Site Form as unknown. 
[image: image4.emf]XW XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

XW

#0

#0

#0

#0

#0

Ditch and Berm

US 41

N

#0

XW

Negative Shovel Test

Surface Find

Contour Interval 1 Foot

Farm Access Road

Edge of APE

9CT92

20 FT

ST 4

RN

ST 3

RS

ST 2

  Figure 4. Site 9CT92.
VI. Summary and Recommendations

summary

In December 2006, EPEI conducted the Phase I archaeological survey of the proposed US 41 bridge over Tiger Creek replacement in Catoosa County, Georgia. The project area contains a mixture of residential and commercial development as well as undeveloped agricultural land.
Background research conducted at the Georgia Archaeological Site Files at the University of Georgia in Athens showed that no previously identified archaeological sites were located in the APE. Six archaeological sites, 9CT1, 9CT58, 9CT59, 9CT61, 9CT62, and 9CT78 have been recorded within a one km radius of the project area. During the course of investigations, one archaeological site, 9CT92, was identified. 
Results and recommendations

The archaeological survey involved the documentation of all archaeological sites and cultural features in the project APE. During the course of investigations, one archaeological site, 9CT92, was identified and recorded. The site consists of a light density prehistoric lithic scatter identified on the ground surface of an agricultural area. Additionally, a farm road extends through the site. The portion of the site in the APE as currently defined lacks integrity and therefore does not contribute to the site’s eligibility. It is recommended the project be allowed to proceed as planned within the APE. However, 9CT92 may continue to the west, and that portion of the site has not been investigated. Until the boundaries of the site are defined, no clear eligibility recommendation is possible. 
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