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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

In the months of March and April, 2011, archaeologists affiliated with the James 
River Institute for Archaeology, Inc. conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey on an 
98.664-acre property located in the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia.  The City of 
Virginia Beach acquired the 98.664-acre parcel in May 2010 from the United States 
Department of the Navy, Naval Air Station, Oceana.  The City plans to develop the 
property into Marshview Park, a multiuse, community recreation area, much of it devoted 
to walking trails and mountain bike paths.  The Marshview property is bordered by 
Marshview Drive and the Salt Marsh Point neighborhood to the west, Norfolk Avenue 
and various multi-family developments to the north, the Shadowlawn neighborhood to 
the east, and Owls Creek/Lake Rudee to the south. 

In the early 1980s the Marshview property was slated for development and plated 
into more than 400 planned residential lots in what would have expanded the Salt Marsh 
Point neighborhood.  In preparation for development, a network of roads was cleared and 
ditches were dug for the installation of a drainage/water pipe system.  To prevent 
residential encroachment, Naval Air Station, Oceana acquired the 98-acre property.  The 
Navy held the property for nearly 20 years and it remained vacant and wooded.  
Mountain bike enthusiasts carved out a network of bike trails throughout the property, 
and periodically squatters camped in the interior.  In 2010 the City of Virginia Beach 
acquired Marshview from the Navy with the intention of building a public park.   

Archaeologists excavated 849 shovel test holes over the course of testing the 
project area.  Due to the construction activity in the 1980s and the use of the interior 
portions of the property for dumping, there are three concentrations of mid- to late 
twentieth-century trash (debris fields) on the property.  Amid the debris on the property, 
archaeologists identified three archaeological sites and six isolated finds.  All three sites 
date to the historic period.  Sites 44VB0364 and 44VB0365 represent the two farmstead 
sites depicted on nineteenth- and twentieth-century maps.  Site 44VB0363 dates to the 
first half of the eighteenth century, and probably extends back into the seventeenth 
century.  Surprisingly, archaeologists did not recover any evidence of prehistoric activity.   

Site 44VB0363 

Archaeologists excavated more than 50 shovel test holes at 44VB0363 with 19 of 
them producing 39 total artifacts as well as oyster shell (n=45.8 grams), brick (n=931.5 
grams), and slag (n=192.2 grams).  Twenty-three of the diagnostic artifacts predate the 
American Revolution.  Some 250 ft. by 350 ft. in size, site 44VB0363 appears to date to 
the second half of the seventeenth century and into the first half of the eighteenth century 
(ca. 1660 to ca. 1730) and probably represents the household of a small or middling 
farmer from that era.   

The amount of historical or archaeological research devoted to the events that 
shaped Princess Anne County in the latter seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries is 
very limited.  Site 44VB0363 is the type of site that could add immeasurably to the 
historical record of Virginia Beach and fill a gap in the historical and archaeological 
record.  Moreover, the site is well preserved and almost certain to contain intact 
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subsurface features.  Due to these factors, the site is recommended as potentially eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places  

Site 44VB0364 

Site 44VB0364 is a farmstead site that dates to at least the middle of the 
nineteenth century and continued to function until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1850 – 
ca. 1950).  Archaeologists collected a small sample of artifacts from the 400 ft. by 600 ft. 
site area, most of which dated to the latter nineteenth century or later.  Activity appears to 
have begun at the site soon after William T. Gornto acquired it in 1856.  Gornto farmed 
his land for 30 years until selling it to James and Mary Grimstead who held it for 27 years 
until 1913.  Fred J. Barcroft subsequently acquired the property in 1924 and eventually 
sold it in 1952.  Site 44VB0364 is recommended as not potentially eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places because of poor integrity and thereby the 
inability to reasonably address significant research questions.   

Site 44VB0365 

Site 44VB0365 functioned as a farmstead from the first half of the nineteenth 
century until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1830 – ca. 1950).  Eight positive shovel test 
holes within the 200 ft. by 250 ft. site area yielded a small collection of artifacts mainly 
dating to the second half of the nineteenth century or later.  Historical records indicate 
that a farm built by Gideon Whitehurst was in full operation at the site by 1833.  Jeremiah 
Woodhouse, Sr. purchased the property at auction in 1839 and later passed it to his son of 
the same name in the 1850s.  In the late 1880s the Grimstead family took over ownership 
and likely rented out the farm to tenants.  The site was still occupied in 1937, and 
probably remained active until the early 1950s.  Site 44VB0365 is recommended as not 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places because of its 
compromised integrity and the consequent difficulty to focus future archaeological study 
on credible research questions.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In the months of March and April, 2011, archaeologists affiliated with the James 
River Institute for Archaeology, Inc. (JRIA) conducted a Phase I cultural resources 
survey on an 98.664-acre property located in the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia 
(Figures 1 and 2).  The City of Virginia Beach (the City) acquired the 98.664-acre parcel 
in May 2010 from the United States Department of the Navy, Naval Air Station, Oceana 
(NAS Oceana).  The City plans to develop the property into Marshview Park, a multiuse, 
community recreation area, much of it devoted to walking trails and mountain bike paths.  
The Marshview property is bordered by Marshview Drive and the Salt Marsh Point 
neighborhood to the west, Norfolk Avenue and various multi-family developments to the 
north, the Shadowlawn neighborhood to the east, and Owls Creek/Lake Rudee to the 
south (Figure 3). 

In the early 1980s the Marshview property was slated for development and plated 
into more than 400 planned residential lots in what would have expanded the Salt Marsh 
Point neighborhood.  In preparation for development, a network of roads was cleared and 
ditches were dug for the installation of a drainage/water pipe system (see Figures 2 and 
3).1  Before further development could occur, NAS Oceana acquired the 98-acre property 
in order to prevent encroachment on its Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ).  
The Marshview property is partially within an Accident Potential Zone (APZ) and 
potential residents of the Marshview property would have been put at a low level of risk 
from air crashes.  The Navy held the property for nearly 20 years and it remained vacant 
and wooded.  Mountain bike enthusiasts carved out a network of bike trails throughout 
the property, and periodically squatters camped in the interior.  In 2010 the City of 
Virginia Beach acquired Marshview from the Navy with the intention of building a 
public park.   

As part of the purchase agreement between the City and NAS Oceana, 
preservation covenants conveyed with the property.  In particular, the City of Virginia 
Beach agreed to coordinate with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) 
“prior to undertaking any ground-disturbing activities that will extend below the historic 
plowzone” (Quitclaim Deed 2010:4) (see Appendix A).  With preliminary plans for 
development of the park in process, the City consulted with the VDHR who thereupon 
requested that a Phase I cultural resources survey was needed for all portions of the 
property where ground disturbance was expected.  Since the planned park infrastructure 
consists largely of paths, trails, playgrounds, and recreation areas, the footprint of 
potential ground disturbance will be widespread, a comprehensive Phase I survey of the 
entire property was considered the best plan of action.  Based on the covenants in the 
deed of sale (see Appendix A), the Phase I survey must adhere to the same standards that 
apply to federally mandated cultural resources surveys that are subject to Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (2006).   

JRIA performed the Phase I survey at a level that meets the regulations for 
cultural resources activities as established by the Advisory Council on Historic 

                                                 
1 The purple lined roads in Figure 2 show only a partial road system.  The path of the roads can 

still be seen in the aerial map in Figure 3 some 25 years after the roads were cleared.  
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Figure 1. Location of the project area on the USGS 100,000 scale Virginia Beach 
quadrangle map (1990). 
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Figure 2. Location of the project area on the USGS 7.5’ scale Virginia Beach 
quadrangle map (1989). 
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Figure 3. Aerial photograph of the project area (USGS 2004). 



 

 5

Preservation (ACHP 2004) with the primary goal to obtain sufficient information to make 
recommendations about further research potential of each identified resource based on its 
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  To accomplish this, both 
documentary research and archaeological field testing was conducted at a level in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards (Department of the Interior 
1983, 48 FR 44720-44723) as well as with ACHP statutes (2002) and guidelines 
promulgated by the VDHR (2009). 

This report contains a description of the project area’s physical and environmental 
setting, an outline of meaningful historical contexts for the property, a general research 
design which summarizes field methods, previous research in the area, and the expected 
results, and finally, the survey results are described, and the findings are reviewed, and 
recommendations are made for each of the identified historic properties. 

Garrett Fesler (Ph.D.) served as Principal Investigator for the project and co-
authored the report.  Matthew Laird (Ph.D.) wrote the background history of the general 
area.  Tony Smith (M.A.) and Thomas Higgins III (M.A.) supervised the fieldwork and 
were assisted in the field by Andy Cox (B.A.) and Travis Altomonte (B.A.).  All field 
notes, maps, correspondence, and other material associated with the project temporarily 
are on file at the JRIA offices in Williamsburg, Virginia.  These eventually will be 
permanently archived at the VDHR.  
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II. PHYSICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 

A. Physical Description and Environmental Setting 

The project area is located on the east side of the City of Virginia Beach, less than 
a mile from the oceanfront and Rudee Inlet (see Figure 1).  Recent events over the past 20 
to 30 years have had a direct impact on the current condition of the Marshview property.  
In the early 1980s portions of the property were cleared for planned residential 
development.  Most of a planned road system was cleared and trenches were dug in 
preparation for installing a sewer system under the roads (Figure 4).  Much of the 
northernmost portion of the property may have been fully cleared at the time.  According 
to a 1990 aerial map, the northwest half of this area was cleared and the northeast area 
also appears to be overgrown with just a covering of scrub brush at that time (Figure 5).2  
Furthermore, sewer pipes were actually installed in the northwestern area which caused 
extensive damage to the natural soil layers (Plate 1).   

 

Figure 4. Map of planned residential roads on the property ca. 1980 (Marshview Park 
Recreation Trails Program Grant 2010). 

The most intensively cleared areas are on the interior of the parcel, although a 
planned road was cut around the perimeter of the point of land that overlooks branches of 
Owls Creek and Lake Rudee (see Figure 4).  In many cases the ditches are extensive and  

                                                 
2 Also note the prominent visibility of the ditch/road system. 
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Figure 5. Aerial map of the property, April 9, 1990 (Google maps). 

filled with several feet of water (Plate 2).  Along one side of each ditch the removed soil 
has been piled up and forms something of a ramp, reminiscent of military earthworks.3  
When NAS Oceana acquired Marshview in the early 1980s development was halted and 
the property remained largely dormant for the next two decades.4   

Over the years an extensive amount of dumping has occurred on the property.  
Some of the dump areas must have been old house sites from the early twentieth century 
that became convenient dumping sites after they were abandoned (Plate 3).  One of the 
more heavily damaged areas has hot water heaters, pipes, and appliances strewn about, 
and in the center is a large hole filled with foul water next to a large mound of soil that 
was removed to create the pond (Plate 4).  Other dump areas contain piles of construction 
debris (asphalt shingles, concrete blocks, vinyl siding, aluminum roof gutters, etc.) (see 
Plate 3), and in one place archaeologists encountered a crushed camper top.   

At the present time the project area is wooded and dissected by mountain biking 
trails (Plate 5) and the aforementioned drainage ditches.  A particularly large ditch 
transects the property from Marshview Drive to the head of a small pond south from Sea 
Oats Way (see Figure 6).  Biking paths are present along each side of this canal-like 
ditch.  This ditch forms a major boundary on the property; prior to the 1980s the acreage 
north of the “canal” was separately owned from the property to the south of it.   

                                                 
3 To be absolutely clear: there are no historic earthworks are on the property, some of the ditches 

just happen to coincidentally look like military entrenchments. 
4 Although the 1990 aerial (see Figure 5) does suggest that construction activity of some sort took 

place at that time in the northwest section of the property. 
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Plate 1. Buried sewer pipes in the northwest portion of the Marshview property. 
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Plate 2. Examples of water-filled ditches that crisscross throughout the Marshview 
property. 

 

Plate 3. Evidence of disturbed areas at the Marshview property. 
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Plate 4. Extensively disturbed area in the center of the Marshview property. 

B. Geology and Topography 

The project area is situated in southeastern Virginia on the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
physiographic province, an area of low topographic relief extending from the Atlantic 
Ocean west to the Fall Line.  This “tidewater” geological zone is comprised of basement 
rock overlain by unconsolidated marine and fluvial sediments which thicken and slope 
eastward (Oaks and Coch 1973:32-33), while the surface landscape consists of a series of 
broad, flat terraces and scarps associated with past cycles of marine transgression and 
regression (Onuschak 1973:113). 

Elevations in Virginia Beach vary from sea level to 80 ft., with a mean elevation 
of approximately 15 ft. above mean sea level (AMSL).  The topography of the area is 
mostly level and flat.  The elevations throughout the parcel remain consistent at 
approximately 10 ft. to 12 ft. AMSL with a decrease to sea level along the edges of Owls 
Creek and Lake Rudee (see Figure 2).   

C. Hydrology 

The primary bodies of water affecting the project area are branches of Owls 
Creek, which is an offshoot of Lake Rudee.  Lake Rudee drains directly into the Atlantic 
Ocean approximately one mile from the Marshview property.  The branches of Owls 
Creek that have an impact on the Marshview property are secondary and tertiary 
drainages, one of which terminates along the south boundary of the parcel (see Figure 2). 
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Plate 5. Examples of typical existing mountain bike trails at Marshview. 
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Figure 6. Location of canal-sized ditch on the Marshview property (left) and overview 
of the canal (right). 

D. Soil Morphology 

Surface soils are formed by several factors including the weathering of parent 
material and the subsequent processes of plants and animals, and topographic relief over 
time.  In the case of the project area, it has been under cycles of cultivation for several 
centuries.  Prior to modern disturbances, the character and type of soil would have had a 
direct effect on the kind of vegetation and hydrology of an area, and on the potential for 
human habitation and usage.  For instance, there is a strong correlation between 
settlement density and soil fertility.  A regional study of settlement patterns in relation to 
soil types (Lukezic 1990) indicates that historic settlement is closely correlated with the 
location of prime farmland. 

Three soil types predominate in the project area: Acredale silt loam, Chapanoke 
silt loam, and Yeopim silt loam (Figure 7).  The Acredale soils mostly are found in the 
east half of the project area, with the Chapanoke soils in the western half, and Yeopim silt 
loam confined to the point of land on the east bound by the branches of Owls Creek (see 
Figure 7).  The Acredale silt loam is formed from loamy fluviomarine deposits, it is deep, 
nearly level, and considered poorly drained (Hatch et al. 1985:9-10).  The Chapanoke silt 
loam is formed from similar soils as the Acredale silt loam, and it too is typically deep, 
nearly level, and somewhat poorly drained (ibid.:13-14).  The Yeopim silt loam is a 
product of loamy fluviomarine deposits, it is generally deep, nearly level, and moderately 
well drained (ibid.:30).  In terms of agricultural usages, the Yeopim soils are considered 
prime farmland, whereas the Acredale and Chapanoke soils function as prime farmland if 
drained (see Figure 7).   

E. Natural Resources 

The character of the topography, the proximity of water resources, and the type of 
soil all have a direct effect on the variety of flora that is attracted to the setting, and in 
turn the fauna that relies on that ecological setting for sustenance.  The quantity and  
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Figure 7. Soil types in the project area and prime farmland (NRCS 2011). 
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variety of both plants and animals in an area has a direct influence on human habitation.  
New settlers relied on available timber to build shelter, and in part on procurable plants 
and animals to augment the diet.  It would be difficult for a Woodland Indian in A.D. 
900, a colonial tobacco planter in 1650, or a farmer in 1870 to have prospered without 
certain key natural resources. 

Prior to the modern era, the landscape in the area was comprised of open farm 
fields and large tracts of hardwood and pine forests.  In wooded areas, modern generation 
pine is the dominant variety of tree mixed with hardwoods including chestnut oak, white 
oak, post oak, scarlet oak, black oak, northern red oak, southern red oak, hickory, yellow 
poplar, green ash, sweetgum, blackgum, boxelder, and red maple. The undergrowth of 
these areas includes sapling species of the dominant trees augmented with dogwood, 
waxmyrtle, and American holly.  Poison ivy, green brier, grape, and honeysuckle are also 
present (Hatch et al. 1985:69-70). 

A variety of wildlife species prosper in the upland setting and are typical of the 
mid-Atlantic region. Of the larger terrestrial wildlife in the area are deer, fox, raccoon, 
opossum, squirrel, rabbit, weasel, and groundhog.  Amphibians and reptiles such as 
snakes, lizards, salamanders, frogs, and turtles are found throughout the property.  
Dozens of wild birds nest in the area, while birds of prey and game birds also inhabit the 
area (Hatch et al. 1985:69-70).  

Modern development of the area has dramatically altered the original natural 
settings utilized by prehistoric and colonial settlers.  For instance, pine has become the 
dominant tree species in the region, having grown up quickly in abandoned agricultural 
fields (Kirby 1991:481), and it is the predominant tree in the general area.  The 
prehistoric landscape and early colonial landscape was comprised of more hardwoods 
and fewer conifers.  The available plant and animal species also were different and more 
diverse centuries ago.  For example, wolves, bear, and other predators once roamed the 
area.  Thus, today’s natural environment in Virginia Beach is reminiscent of the past 
ecology of the area rather than wholly reflective of it. 
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III. PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC CONTEXT 

A. Prehistoric Context 

Virginia’s prehistoric cultural chronology is subdivided into three major time 
periods based on changes in subsistence as exhibited by material remains and settlement 
patterns.  These divisions are known as the Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland periods.  
A brief summary of the regional cultural chronology follows, with descriptions of the 
defined social and material characteristics of each period. 

Paleoindian (Prior to 8000 B.C.) 

Paleoindian occupation in Virginia, the first human occupation of the region, 
began some time before 10,000 B.C.  The earliest recognized diagnostic artifacts Clovis 
projectile points, were typically fashioned of high quality cryptocrystalline materials such 
as chert, chalcedony, and jasper.  Later Paleoindian points include smaller Clovis-like 
and Cumberland variants, small “Mid-Paleo” points, and, at the end of the period, Dalton, 
Hardaway-Dalton and Hardaway Side-notched points.  Also diagnostic, though to a lesser 
extent, are certain types of well-made endscrapers, sidescrapers, and other formalized 
tools.  Most current views now hold that eastern Paleoindians conducted generalized 
foraging with an emphasis on hunting.  Social organization apparently consisted of 
relatively small bands that exploited a wide, but defined, territory (Gardner 1989: 5-52; 
Turner 1989: 71-94).  

The majority of Paleoindian remains in Virginia are represented by isolated 
projectile point finds and what appear to be small, temporary camps.  Although some 
larger and very notable base camps are present in the state, they are relatively rare and 
usually associated with sources of preferred high quality lithic materials.  The most 
important Paleoindian sites in Virginia, and in the eastern U. S. as a whole, are the 
Thunderbird site in the Shenandoah Valley (Gardner 1974, 1977), the Williamson site in 
south-central Virginia (McCary 1951, 1975, 1983), and the Cactus Hill site in Sussex 
County.  Both the Thunderbird and Williamson sites are large base camps associated with 
local sources of high-grade cryptocrystalline lithic materials.  At the Thunderbird site 
area and its surrounding environs, a site typology has been formulated which includes 
lithic quarries, quarry-related base camps, quarry reduction stations, base camp 
maintenance stations, outlying hunting sites, and isolated point sites (Gardner 1981, 
1989).  Cactus Hill (44SX202), located on the Nottoway River near Stony Creek, is 
characterized by stratified deposits associated with the Paleoindian through Woodland 
periods.  The site has yielded numerous Clovis projectile points, and generated a 
radiocarbon date of 15,070 from a pre-Clovis occupation layer, which is characterized by 
artifacts in a pre-Clovis core blade tradition (McAvoy and McAvoy 1997) 

To date, only a handful of fluted points had been reported for the City of Virginia 
Beach.  A few of these artifacts had been found as isolated finds on lands near the 
Lynnhaven River, including one at the Great Neck site (44VB0007) on the south side of 
Broad Bay, one in Seashore State Park, and two at Bayville Farm.  Further south within 
the county, in the upper reaches of the Carolina Sounds drainage, a more extensive 
Paleoindian lithic assemblage consisting of points, scrapers, and gravers has been 
recovered at the Quail Spring site.  In general, however, Paleoindian finds are more likely 
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associated with the Great Dismal Swamp, particularly at locations on the Suffolk Scarp 
which forms the swamp’s western border.  Given the relative rarity of Paleoindian 
resources within this region, the probability of identifying significant sites associated 
with this period within the project area is low. 

Archaic (8000-1200 B.C.) 

The beginning of the Archaic period generally coincided with the end of the 
Pleistocene epoch, marked in the region by a climatic shift from a moist, cool period to a 
warmer, drier climate.  Vegetation also changed at this time from a largely boreal forest 
setting to a mixed conifer-deciduous forest.  In eastern Virginia, a temperate climate 
formed and the formation of the Chesapeake estuary began.  Increasing differences in 
seasonal availability of resources brought on by post-Pleistocene changes are thought to 
have coincided with increasing emphasis on strategies of seasonally geared mobility 
(Dent 1995: 147).   

Archaic populations likely were characterized by a band-level social organization 
involving seasonal movements corresponding to the seasonal availability of resources 
and, in some instances, shorter-interval movements.  Settlement during this era probably 
involved the occupation of relatively large regions by single band-sized groups living in 
base camps during part of the year, and dispersing as necessary on a seasonal basis, 
creating smaller microband camps that may have consisted of groups as small as single 
families.  The Archaic period saw the development of more specialized resource 
procurement activities and associated technologies.  These differences in material culture 
are believed to reflect larger, more localized populations, as well as changes in food 
procurement and processing methods.  The Archaic period also marked the beginning of 
ground stone technology, with the occurrence of ground atlatl weights and celts.  
Additionally, new tool categories developed during the Archaic, including ground stone 
net sinkers, pestles, pecked stones, mullers, axes, and, during the more recent end of the 
Late Archaic, vessels carved from soapstone quarried in the Piedmont (Custer 1990: 35-
40; Geier 1990: 84-86, 93-94).   

Early Archaic 

Corner and side-notching became a common characteristic of projectile points at 
the beginning of the Archaic period (Early Archaic), indicating changes in hafting 
technology and possibly the invention of the spear-thrower (atlatl).  Notched point forms 
include Palmer and Kirk Corner-notched and, in localized areas, various side-notched 
types.  The later end of the Early Archaic period and the beginning of the Middle Archaic 
period are marked by a series of bifurcate base projectile point forms that, in this area, are 
mainly represented by Lecroy points.   

Middle Archaic 

As a whole, the Middle Archaic ca. 6500- ca. 3000 B.C., witnessed the rise of 
various stemmed projectile point forms, and there is a notable increase in the number of 
early Middle Archaic components over the immediately preceding Early Archaic.  In this 
area of central Virginia, the most common Middle Archaic artifact forms are, from oldest 
to youngest, Lecroy, Stanly, Morrow Mountain, and Guilford projectile point types, 
followed by the side-notched Halifax type at the end of the period as it transitions into the 
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Late Archaic between ca. 3500 and 3000 B.C.  The numbers of Middle Archaic sites 
recorded in eastern Virginia as a whole indicate population increase at this time. 

Late Archaic 

The Late Archaic period (ca. 3000-1200 B.C.) was dominated by stemmed and 
notched knife and spear point forms, including various large, broad-bladed stemmed 
knives and projectile points that generally diminish in size by the succeeding Early 
Woodland period (e.g., Savannah River points and variants).  Also found, though less 
common, are stemmed and notched-stem forms identical to those associated more 
prominently with areas of Pennsylvania and adjoining parts of the northeast 
(Susquehanna and Perkiomen points).  

Marked increases in population density and, in some areas, decreased mobility 
characterized the Late Archaic period in the Middle Atlantic states and eastern North 
America as a whole.  Locally, there is an increase in the numbers of late Middle Archaic 
(Halifax) and Late Archaic (Savannah River) sites over those of earlier periods, 
suggesting a population increase and/or intensity of use of this region between about 
3500 B.C. and ca. 1200 B.C. 

Agriculture in the Middle Atlantic region probably has its origins during this 
period.  Yarnell (1976: 268), for example, writes that sunflower, sumpweed, and possibly 
goosefoot may have been cultivated as early as 2000 B.C.  In the lower Little Tennessee 
River Valley, remains of squash have been found in Late Archaic Savannah River 
contexts (ca. 2400 B.C.), with both squash and gourd in slightly later Iddins period 
contexts (Chapman and Shea 1981: 70).  However, no cultigens have been found in Late 
Archaic contexts locally. 

Taking into consideration the location of the project area on Owls Creek and its 
tributaries, there is a strong possibility for identifying Archaic period resource 
procurement and/or base camp sites within the project area. 

Woodland (1200 B.C. – ca. A.D. 1600) 

The Woodland period was characterized by the introduction of ceramic 
technology, a gradually developing dependence on horticulture, and increased sedentism.  
Three sub-periods (Early, Middle, and Late Woodland) have been designated, based 
primarily on stylistic and technological changes in ceramic and projectile point types, as 
well as settlement patterns. 

Early Woodland 

The Early Woodland period, ca. 1200-500 B.C., is generally defined by the 
appearance of ceramics in the archaeological record.  The earliest Woodland ceramic 
wares, Marcey Creek Plain and variants, are rectangular or oval and resemble the 
preceding Late Archaic soapstone vessels.  These ceramics are followed by cord-marked, 
soapstone-tempered Selden Island ceramics, then by sand-and-grit-tempered Elk Island 
(Accokeek) ceramics with both plain and cord-marked surfaces.  The latter traditionally 
were referred to as the Stony Creek series, although this type is now known to subsume 
several Early, Middle, and Late Woodland ceramic wares (Egloff 1991: 243-48).  
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Early Woodland sites in this region typically consist of small camps in both 
riverine and lesser-order stream locations, particularly those also occupied slightly later 
in the earlier part of the Middle Woodland period.   

Middle Woodland 

The Middle Woodland period in this area, ca. 500 B.C. and A.D. 900, was marked 
by the appearance of net-marked, sand-tempered, and pebble-tempered pottery that 
generally spans the period ca. 500 B.C. to about A.D. 300 (Pope’s Creek and Prince 
George wares).  These ware types were supplanted by shell-tempered net- and cord-
marked Mockley pottery until about A.D. 900 in areas lying east of the Fall Line.  Local 
wares, such as Varina net-marked, were quite common in the Inner Coastal Plain, and 
have been dated to ca. A.D. 200/250 (Egloff 1991: 243-48).   

Previous archaeological studies in the region have demonstrated the intensive use 
of small tributary streams as well as major river floodplains throughout the Middle 
Woodland period (ca. 500 B.C. and A.D. 900).  Archaeologists have suggested that the 
Middle Woodland was characterized by “restricted wandering,” in which groups used 
various campsites for several weeks at a time, obtaining needed materials in the site 
vicinity (Stewart 1992: 12-16). 

Late Woodland 

By the Late Woodland period (A.D. 900-1600), agriculture had assumed a role of 
major importance in the prehistoric subsistence system of the Native American groups of 
eastern Virginia.  The adoption of agriculture represented a major change in the 
subsistence economy and patterns of settlement.  The availability of large areas of arable 
land became a dominant factor in settlement location, and sites increasingly were located 
on fertile floodplain soils or on higher terraces or ridges adjacent to them.  

Diagnostic artifacts of this period include several triangular projectile point styles 
that originated during the later part of the Middle Woodland period and decreased in size 
through time.  Late Woodland ceramics from about A.D. 900 to the time of European 
contact in Tidewater Virginia include shell-tempered, Townsend, and Roanoke ceramics; 
un-typed, sand-tempered, fabric-impressed ceramics that are otherwise similar to 
Townsend; and lithic- and sand-tempered simple-stamped ceramics similar to Gaston and 
Cashie types of North Carolina. 

Although settlements dating to this time include some small camps, a large 
number of villages and small hamlets appear to have been occupied on a more permanent 
basis than those of older settlements are present.  Some villages were highly nucleated 
while others were dispersed over a wide area.  A number of villages were completely 
fortified by circular or oval palisades, indicating a rise in intergroup conflict, while others 
contained both a fortified core area and outlying houses.  The more dispersed settlements 
were scattered over a wide area and characterized by fluid settlements within large, 
sprawling, and loosely defined town or village territories (Turner 1992: 108-114).  

With the development of a more sedentary settlement-subsistence system 
culminating in the Late Woodland period, permanent habitation sites gradually replaced 
base camp habitation sites more characteristic of those of previous foragers and hunter-
gatherers.  Various supporting camps and activity areas were established in the day-to-
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day procurement of food and other resources (i.e., short-term hunting and foraging 
camps, quarries, butchering locations, and re-tooling locations).  Locations used partially 
or largely for ceremonial purposes were also present, usually in association with 
habitation sites.  Late Woodland hamlets and villages typically are found on bluffs, 
terraces, or floodplains adjacent to rivers or major tributaries.  Small seasonal camps and 
non-seasonally based satellite camps supporting nearby sedentary villages and hamlets 
are located along smaller streams in the interior.  These campsites typically are 
characterized by limited concentrations and sparse scatters of lithics and ceramics 
(Turner 1992: 108-114).   

Based on the reports of an exploratory party dispatched from the ill-fated English 
Roanoke colony in 1585, it appears that the territory of the Chesapeakes extended across 
what are now the cities of Norfolk, Portsmouth, Chesapeake, and Virginia Beach.  
However, the Chesapeakes reportedly were “extinguished” by the powerful Powhatan 
chiefdom shortly before the English established a settlement at Jamestown in 1607.  
Chesapeake territory subsequently was resettled by the neighboring Nansemonds, 
although their former presence is recalled on the John Smith map of 1612, which depicts 
a village named “Chesapeack” on the east side of what is presumably the Elizabeth River 
(Rountree 1990: 20).  Smith indicated no significant Native American settlements in the 
vicinity of the project area (Figure 8).  However, there is a high probability that this area 
was used throughout the Woodland period as a resource procurement area, which would 
have left archaeological evidence of seasonally occupied campsites. 

 

Figure 8. Virginia Discovered and Discribed [sic.] (Smith 1624). 
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B. Historic Context 

Overview 

Although the Jamestown settlers first landed at Cape Henry in what is now the 
City of Virginia Beach in April 1607, it would be several decades before English 
settlement of this eastern part of the Virginia colony began in earnest.  Originally 
encompassed by Elizabeth City Shire in 1634, it became Lower Norfolk County, and then 
Princess Anne County in 1691.  Princess Anne ultimately was absorbed into the City of 
Virginia Beach in 1963.  Throughout the seventeenth- and eighteenth centuries, Princess 
Anne County was characterized by a settlement pattern that focused on the area’s 
principal waterways, including the Lynnhaven, Elizabeth, and North Landing rivers.  
Tobacco remained the mainstay of the local economy until the latter part of the 
eighteenth century, when it was gradually replaced by a more mixed farming economy 
based on wheat and corn production.  In the decades following the Civil War, the arrival 
of rail transportation provided a boost to the local agricultural economy, with truck farms 
and canneries catering to the growing urban population of Hampton Roads.  The early 
twentieth century also saw the emergence of Virginia Beach as a popular resort 
community, and World War I began to attract military development, with the 
establishment of the Cape Henry Naval Gun Station.  But it was not until World War II 
era that this area began to see a large-scale build-up of military facilities and personnel.  
Since that time, the City of Virginia Beach has seen an explosion of residential and 
commercial development, driven in large part by tourism and the expansive military 
presence. 

Settlement to Society (1607-1750) 

The English showed little interest in settling the south side of the James River 
prior to the 1620s, in large part because the Nansemond Indians remained a significant 
presence in the region.  But, as the population of Elizabeth City Shire (encompassing 
present-day Newport News and Hampton) continued to expand, and the most desirable 
land on rivers and creeks was quickly patented, settlers increasingly looked to the 
southern shores of Hampton Roads for larger land grants and better sites.  By 1629, 
enough settlers had moved across the James to warrant dividing Elizabeth City Shire into 
two parishes, the Upper and Lower.  In 1636, soon after Virginia’s eight shires were 
made counties, New Norfolk County was created from the Lower Parish of Elizabeth 
City County.  The following year, the county was once again divided to meet the needs of 
a growing population.  The boundaries of the new Upper Norfolk County ran from a line 
between the Elizabeth and Nansemond rivers west to meet Isle of Wight County.  The 
remaining portion, bordered on the east by Cape Henry and the Atlantic coast, became 
Lower Norfolk County.  In 1691, the western two-thirds of the county was renamed 
Norfolk County, while the eastern third, including the project area, became Princess 
Anne County (Turner 1984: 23-28). 

While tobacco remained the staple crop in Princess Anne County, the composition 
of the labor force dedicated to its cultivation began to change around the beginning of the 
eighteenth century.  As the flow of indentured servants from England declined, Virginia 
planters were forced to find a new, economical labor source.  In response to this critical 
labor shortage, black slaves rapidly supplanted white indentured servants on Tidewater 
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tobacco plantations.  By 1700 there were between 10,000 and 16,000 blacks in Virginia.  
The black population had increased to 60,000 by 1730, and in 1750 blacks comprised 40 
percent or more of the total population (CWF 1986: 321-329).  Princess Anne County, 
however, had the third lowest percentage of slaves in Tidewater by the mid-eighteenth 
century, and the region had developed a reputation as something of a rustic backwater.  
Though the county had a small affluent planter class, the typical Princess Anne farmer 
survived on little more than a subsistence crop (Mansfield 1989: 26).   

Further additional documentary research on the project area remains to be done.  
Even so, a thorough examination of the available sources indicates that certain limitations 
in the surviving records of Princess Anne County will make it difficult to reconstruct the 
earliest period of ownership of this property in the late seventeenth- and eighteenth 
centuries.  One of the earliest patents for land in this vicinity was to John Lawrence, who 
received a grant for 942 acres in what was then Lower Norfolk County on 22 September 
1682.  Whether this tract encompassed the project area is not clear; however, it indicates 
that Anglo-Virginian settlement was well established here even prior to the establishment 
of Princess Anne County in 1691 (Nugent 1977: 241).   

Colony to Nation (1750-1789) 

While the nearby port of Norfolk was developing into an important regional 
political and economic center, Princess Anne County remained predominantly 
agricultural in character in the second half of the eighteenth century.  The combination of 
soil exhaustion from intensive tobacco cultivation and fierce competition from the 
wealthiest local planters spurred the diversification of agriculture throughout Tidewater 
by the mid-eighteenth century.  Grain crops—particularly corn—and commodities such 
as pitch, tar, livestock, and lumber began to supplant tobacco as staples of the local 
economy (Turner 1984: 116, 155-56, 244). 

With its prominent location at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, Princess Anne 
County took on a new strategic importance with the onset of the American Revolution.  
Perceived as a haven for Tories, the county was in fact divided between loyalists and 
revolutionaries.  A pitched skirmish was fought at Kempsville in 1775, and Princess 
Anne residents endured repeated coastal raids by British warships (Mansfield 1989: 28; 
Turner 1984: 176, 184).   

In September 1767, Henry Lamount was granted a 186-acre tract situated 
somewhere on the north side of “Olds’s Creek.”  Entries in later county land books 
continued to use this name for the creek, while early nineteenth-century deeds also began 
to use the variant “Owls Creek,” likely a corruption of “Olds,” the name of a prominent 
Princess Anne County family.  The bulk of Lamount’s land had been included in John 
Lawrence’s 1682 grant, with an additional parcel of 36 acres “never before granted.”  
Again, it is difficult to determine whether Lamount’s tract included any of the project 
area, as there is an unexplained gap in the documentary record between this date and the 
early nineteenth century, by which time it had come into the hands of a branch of the 
prolific Whitehurst family (Virginia Land Patent Book 37: 92). 
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Early National Period (1789-1830)  

By the early nineteenth century, Anglo-American hostilities had resumed.  In 
1806 and 1807, British warships sent to search American vessels and seize British 
subjects occasionally anchored in Lynnhaven Roads, a practice that led, in part, to the 
War of 1812.  The military action closest to the study area occurred in October 1813, 
when a British company landed south of Cape Henry and was repulsed by local 
militiamen. 

The post-Revolutionary era in Princess Anne County was characterized by 
contracting economic and social opportunities.  Many of the county’s poorer residents 
left the area at this time, part of a large-scale population shift from Tidewater to the 
Piedmont of Virginia and North Carolina.  Census records indicate that approximately 
8,800 people resided in Princess Anne County in 1800.  By 1810, the county’s population 
had grown modestly to 9,498, of whom 41 percent were slaves.  According to the 1810 
census, 646 Princess Anne households owned at least one slave, while 421 owned none 
(Mansfield 1989: 25; Turner 1984: 244).  

By the early nineteenth century, the project area was encompassed by a 126-acre 
farm owned by John Whitehurst, at least part of which was bequeathed or sold to him by 
Godfrey Whitehurst.5  When he died in 1815, Whitehurst left to his widow Frances all his 
personal estate, as well as “the use and cultivation of all my track [sic.] of land during her 
widowhood. . . .”  In the event of her death or remarriage, the plantation was to be 
divided between his two sons John and Gideon (Princess Anne County Land Book 
[PACLB] 1809-1811; Princess Anne County Will Book [PACWB] 3: 156).    

Antebellum Period (1830-1860) 

Economic depression and westward migration reduced Princess Anne County’s 
population significantly, from 9,102 in 1830 to 7,285 by 1840.  Agricultural reform, 
spurred by innovative farming methods emphasizing crop diversity and rotation, and 
fertilization were adopted with some measure of success, and many of the region’s 
swamps were drained to create new arable land.  Forty percent of the county’s antebellum 
population was black.  Though most were slaves, some 200 to 350 free African-
Americans also lived and worked in Princess Anne.  While roughly 62 percent of white 
households owned slaves, the modest type of agriculture practiced in the area did not 
require much labor, and few farmers had more than a few slaves at their disposal 
(Mansfield 1989: 50-51). 

Between 1815 and 1833, John Whitehurst’s Owls Creek property was attributed 
to his estate in the county land books, but was reduced to 84 acres in 1821 when the 
northern portion was sold to Elkanah Waterman.  By the early 1830s, it appears that 
Gideon Whitehurst came of age and began managing his father’s estate.  He married 

                                                 
5 There is no record of a transaction, either by deed or will, between Godfrey and John Whitehurst.  

Neither is it clear how Godfrey Whitehurst acquired the property.  A search of the index of the Princess 
Anne County deeds yielded no evidence that he purchased it, and he was not mentioned in the 1785 will of 
his father, John Whitehurst.  Perhaps it descended to him via one of his brothers, who included James, 
Henry, Tully, and John Whitehurst (Princess Anne County Will Book 1: 51; Collins 2004: 39-40).  
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Phatimy Whitehurst in 1832, after which he made significant improvements to the 
property.  As detailed in a later chancery court case, Whitehurst hired William E. 
Cavender to build a kitchen and repair the existing house on the property in 1833.  That 
same year, he sold the plantation to Richard Whitehurst, as well as all the crops, 
including corn, peas, potatoes, and flax; livestock, including a horse, hogs, and cart, and 
“dunghill stock” (poultry); and a variety of other items, such as a cart, ploughshare and 
harness, and carpenter’s tools; and assorted household furnishings that included a bed, 
table, chairs, and crockery.  Richard Whitehurst would not enjoy the property for long, 
however, as he died in 1834, leaving to Gideon Whitehurst “the plantation that I bought 
of him that formally [sic.] belonged to his father, also all the furniture in his house . . . 
and everything I bought of him” (PACLB 1815-1833; Princess Anne County Chancery 
Court Case 1839-002; Princess Anne County Deed Book [PACDB] 37: 395-396; 
PACWB 4: 177). 

Gideon Whitehurst also died in 1834.  He left no will, and various creditors sued 
his estate to recover the money he owed them.  As a result, the chancery court ruled that 
the farm should be sold at public auction, and in August 1839 it was purchased by 
Jeremiah Woodhouse, who already owned the adjoining tract to the east.  Woodhouse 
died around 1846, and over the next decade 64.25 acres of his property was attributed to 
his widow Nancy Woodhouse, while the remaining 128.75 acres was listed in the county 
land books under his estate.  By 1855, Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. had received a 32-acre 
share of his father’s former property, and the next year he sold 95 acres of his father’s 
land on Owls Creek to William T. Gornto.  This tract, which included at least a portion of 
the project area, may have been roughly equivalent to the former Whitehurst property.  
According to the deed, the property boundary ran along Jeremiah Woodhouse’s fence 
line to a pine tree at the “road gate,” and then west to the “main road” (i.e. Birdneck 
Road) (PACDB 39: 313, 349; PACLB 1839-1855; PACDB 46: 91).    

The earliest detailed map of the project area vicinity was prepared by the U.S. 
Coast Survey in 1859, shortly after Gornto had purchased the former Whitehurst farm 
(Figure 9).  The map indicates what appear to be two farmsteads within the project area, 
both of which were accessed by farm roads which led to the “main road.”  Based on the 
documentary evidence, it is possible that the house to the east was the dwelling that 
formerly belonged to the Whitehursts and was improved in 1833, while the one to west 
was occupied by the Woodhouse family.  At that time, much of the project area consisted 
of cleared agricultural land, while the portion of the property nearest Owls Creek 
remained wooded. 

Civil War (1861-1865) 

The voters of Princess Anne County strongly favored secession in the months 
preceding the onset of sectional conflict.  Once the war began they rallied vigorously to 
the Confederate cause.  Local volunteers flocked to join the Seaboard Rifles, which soon 
merged with the Sixth Virginia Regiment.  Other county men enlisted in the Fifteenth 
Virginia Cavalry and the Sixteenth Virginia Regiment, while older residents joined 
“home guard” units at the courthouse, London Bridge, and Kempsville (Mansfield 1989: 
66-67). 
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Figure 9. Location of the project area on detail of Cape Henry, Virginia (Mechan and 
Hassler 1859). 

Princess Anne County was under Confederate control during the first year of the 
war, but Union forces subsequently occupied the area, imposing martial law.  All bridges 
in the county were destroyed to prevent market produce from reaching Norfolk.  While 
no formal military engagements took place in the county, guerilla attacks on Union troops 
were frequent.  Harsher restrictions on civilian activity followed, and movement out of 
the county was closely regulated.  The normal functioning of the county government was 
also interrupted, taxes remained uncollected, and the county records were removed to 
Norfolk.  Most slaves were seized by the Federal occupiers or fled their owners.  Lacking 
laborers, most area farms languished.  At war’s end, Princess Anne County was left with 
little effective government, a battered infrastructure, and a disrupted labor supply.  Farm 
land was now worth only a fraction of its antebellum value (Mansfield 1989: 67). 

During the Civil War years, William T. Gornto continued to hold the 95 acres he 
had purchased from Jeremiah Woodhouse.  According to the Federal Census of 1860, he 
was a 26-year-old farmer with real estate valued at the relatively modest sum of $600 and 
a personal estate worth $419.  He and his wife Priscilla, 18, did not yet have any children.  
As would have been typical of a young farmer of modest means, Gornto owned only one 
slave, an African American woman aged 22 who likely worked as a domestic servant 
(1860 Federal Census, Princess Anne County, Population and Slave Schedules).  A map 
of the area dated 1862 shows essentially the same features as the 1859 U.S. Coast Survey 
map, though with somewhat less detail (Figure 10).  
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Figure 10. Location of the project area on detail of Coast of North Carolina & Virginia 
compiled at the Coast Survey Office (Lindenkohl 1862). 

Reconstruction and Growth (1865-1917) 

Postwar Princess Anne County endured a painful period of readjustment and 
reintegration into the reconstructed Union, though some continuity was ensured by the 
retention of antebellum political officials, including the clerk of court and most of the 
county justices.  Among the most significant changes in the county included the 
institution of black suffrage and tax-supported public education.  Meanwhile, tenant 
farmers and seasonal workers, many of them domestic servants from Norfolk, filled the 
void left by emancipated slaves.  Truck farming for northern markets became 
increasingly important to the local economy, and by the turn of the century Norfolk and 
Princess Anne counties produced over half the truck crops consumed in eastern cities.  
Virginia Beach was first developed as a seaside resort in the early 1880s, reinvigorating 
the local economy by drawing affluent vacationers to the area.  In 1902, an electric rail 
line was built across Lynnhaven Inlet to carry vacationers from Norfolk through Cape 
Henry to Virginia Beach.  Construction of Fort Story at Cape Henry commenced in 1916, 
introducing a military presence to Princess Anne County that would expand 
tremendously throughout the twentieth century (Mansfield 1989: 76). 

After farming the property for 30 years, William T. Gornto sold his 95-acre tract 
on Owls Creek to James E. Grimstead in 1886.  In May 1913, James and Mary Grimstead 
deeded the property, which now included 130 acres, to W.W. Sawyer and Edwin J. 
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Smith.  Within a year, however, Sawyer and Smith had defaulted on the mortgage; the 
property, including all “buildings and improvements,” subsequently was sold at public 
auction to A.C. Smith, who served as Treasurer of Princess Anne County (PACDB 58: 
435; PACDB 91: 129-130; PACDB 95: 244). 

World War I to World War II (1917-1945) 

Tourism and construction boosted the local economy through the 1920s, though 
farming—which dominated the southeastern part of Princess Anne County—began to 
lose ground in a postwar climate of overproduction and national agricultural depression.  
The onset of the Great Depression slowed the tourist trade at Virginia Beach, but the 
American entry into World War II prompted the development of a substantial military 
presence in the region. 

The USGS 15’ Cape Henry topographic quadrangle map published in 1919 
indicates that there were at least three dwellings located within the project area during the 
Smith period of ownership (Figure 11).  Otherwise, it appears that the landscape had 
changed relatively little since the time of the Civil War, with the western portion of the 
property characterized by open agricultural fields, and the eastern section nearest Owls 
Creek consisting of woodland. 

 

Figure 11. Location of the project area on detail of USGS 15’ Cape Henry topographic 
quadrangle map, 1919. 
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In February 1921, the heirs of the late A.C. Smith formally partitioned his 
property, with Roy Smith receiving the 130-acre farm on Owls Creek.  Three years later, 
Smith sold just over 100 acres of the property—including the current project area—to 
Fred J. Barcroft in two separate transactions.  It is not clear how Barcroft used the 
property.  Since he was the proprietor of the Electric Dairy in Norfolk around that time, 
he may have intended to operate it as a dairy farm.  In any event, he sold the property two 
years later to the Lake Rudee Realty Corporation.  By 1928, the Lake Rudee Realty 
Corporation had defaulted on the mortgage, and the property eventually wound up back 
in Barcroft’s hands (PACDB 117: 258, 532; PACDB 118: 590; PACDB 132: 161, 163; 
PACDB 150: 227). 

The earliest aerial photograph of the area was taken on behalf of the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) in August 1937 (Figure 12).  The photograph 
indicates that the basic network of farm roads depicted in the 1859 U.S. Coast Survey 
map was still in use, and led to the same two farmsteads shown on the both the 1859 and 
1919 maps.  The natural landscape also appeared similar, with the northern portion of the 
project area characterized by cleared agricultural fields, and the southern part of the 
property along Owls Creek in woods. 

 

Figure 12. Location of the project area on detail of aerial photograph of Princess Anne 
County, 15 August 1937 (USDA 1937).  Image courtesy of VDOT 
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The New Dominion (1945 to Present)  

The end of the Second World War marked the close of Princess Anne County’s 
rural past, as the area developed rapidly into a sprawling suburban city.  Princess Anne 
merged with the City of Virginia Beach in 1963, and its population has more than tripled 
in the past thirty years, from 111,400 in 1963 to over 430,000 today. 

After owning the 100-acre farm on Owls Creek for more than 25 years, Fred J. 
Barcroft sold the property to the Triangle Construction Company and Chesapeake 
Housing, Inc. in October 1952.  Two years later, Triangle deeded a half-interest in the 
land, including all buildings and improvements, to the Viking Construction Company.  
Viking evidently made no significant efforts to develop the property, finally selling it to 
the development firm of Hudgins and Associates, Inc. in September 1979.  In December 
1983, the United States Government purchased 78.755 acres from Hudgins and 
Associates, Inc. for the use of the nearby Naval Air Station Oceana.  The following 
January, the Government concluded legal proceedings against Lands End Associates (an 
affiliate of Hudgins and Associates) to condemn by eminent domain the additional 20.34-
acre portion of the property, though reserving the right of Lands End Associates to 
operate, maintain, repair, replace, or remove existing underground drainage lines and 
related drainage facilities on the property.  Most recently, the U.S. Government deeded 
the property, including 98.664 acres, to the City of Virginia Beach, which is currently 
proposing to develop it as a public park (PACDB 313: 195; PACDB 378: 55; City of 
Virginia Beach Deed Book [VBDB] 1973: 327; VBDB 2302: 631; VBDB 2326: 2072; 
City of Virginia Beach Instrument #20100518000473590). 
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Table 1. Ownership of the project area, ca. 1810-present. 

Grantor Grantee Date Acres Reference 
United States of America City of Virginia Beach 5-14-2010 98.664 VBIN 

20100518000473590 
Lands End Associates et al. United States of America 1-31-1984 20.34 VBDB 2326: 2072 
Hudgins & Associates, Inc. United States of America 12-15-1983 78.755 VBDB 2302: 631 
Viking Construction Co. Hudgins & Associates, Inc. 9-20-1979 100.37 VBDB 1973: 327 
Triangle Construction Co. Viking Construction Co. 8-30-1954 100.37 PACDB 378: 55 
Fred J. Barcroft Triangle Construction Co./ 

Chesapeake Housing, Inc. 
10-30-1952 100.37 PACDB 313: 195 

Roy Smith, Trustee Fred J. Barcroft 4-7-1928 100.37 PACDB 150: 227 
Lake Rudee Realty Corp. Roy Smith, Trustee 1-1-1926 100.37 PACDB 132: 163 
Fred J. Barcroft & Irene 
Barcroft 

Lake Rudee Realty Corp. 1-1-1926 100.37 PACDB 132: 161 

Roy Smith Fred J. Barcroft 1-1-1924 70.61 PACDB 117: 532 
Roy Smith Fred J. Barcroft 1-1-1924 29.76 PACDB 118: 590 
Edwin J. Smith et al. Roy Smith 2-1-1921 130 PACDB 117: 258 
Harry E. McCoy, trustee A.C. Smith 9-17-1914 130 PACDB 95: 244 
W.W. Sawyer & Margaret L. 
Sawyer, and Edwin J. Smith 

Harry E. McCoy, trustee 5-22-1913 130 PACDB 91: 130 

James E. Grimstead and 
Mary E. Grimstead 

W.W. Sawyer & Edwin J. 
Smith 

5-22-1913 130 PACDB 91: 129 

William T. Gornto James E. Grimstead 12-9-1886 95 PACDB 58: 435 
Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. William T. Gornto 12-13-1856 95 PACDB 46: 91 
Jeremiah Woodhouse, Sr. Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. Ca. 1854-55 32.25 PACLB 1855 
John J. Burroughs (Trustee) 
and John Williams  

Jeremiah Woodhouse, Sr. 8-26-1839 100 PACDB 39: 313 

Gideon Whitehurst estate Gideon Whitehurst heirs 1834 100 PACCC 1839-002 
Richard Whitehurst estate Gideon Whitehurst 12-1-1834 84 PACWB 4: 177 
Gideon Whitehurst Richard Whitehurst 8-5-1833 84 PACDB 37: 395 
John Whitehurst estate Gideon Whitehurst 7-3-1815 84 PACWB 3: 156 
Godfrey Whitehurst  John Whitehurst Pre-1810 126 PACLB 1810-1811 

? Godfrey Whitehurst No data 
VBIN = Virginia Beach Instrument Number 
VBDB = Virginia Beach Deed Book 
PACDB = Princess Anne County Deed Book 
PACWB = Princess Anne County Will Book 
PACLB = Princess Anne County Land Book 
PACCC = Princess Anne County Chancery Case 
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IV. RESEARCH DESIGN 

A. Objectives 

JRIA designed the Phase I cultural resources survey to locate and identify all 
cultural resources—both archaeological and architectural—within the 98.664-acre project 
area, and obtain sufficient information to make recommendations about the further 
research potential of each resource based on potential eligibility to the National Register 
of Historic Places.  A cultural resource is gauged to be significant if at least one of four 
National Register criteria can be applied to it: 

A. Associated with significant events in the broad patterns of national history. 

B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

C. Representative of a type, period, or method of construction, or the work of 
a master. 

D. Capable of yielding important information about the past. 

Criterion D—and occasionally Criterion A—typically applies to archaeological 
sites, whereas Criterion B and C tend to be applied to architectural sites.  In order to yield 
important information about the past, a site must possess artifacts, soil strata, structural 
remains, or other natural or cultural features, which make it possible to test historical 
hypotheses, corroborate and amplify currently available information, or reconstruct the 
sequence of the local archaeological record.  

B. Methods 

Archival Research 

Documentary research in support of the project was conducted using materials in 
a variety of repositories, including the City of Virginia Beach Circuit Court Clerk’s 
Office, VDHR, Library of Virginia, Virginia Department of Transportation, the 
Geography and Map Division of the Library of Congress, and the Department of 
Geography at the University of Alabama. 

Field Methods 

Using the extensive ditching/road system and other landmarks on the property, 
archaeologists divided the project area into 19 zones (Figure 13).  We fixed grid systems 
in each of the 19 survey sections on 50 ft. intervals.  The soil extracted from each test 
hole was sifted through ¼-inch screen mesh.  Each shovel test hole measured 
approximately 1.3 ft. in diameter and was excavated into subsoil.  Representative soil 
profiles were drawn at 1 inch=1 ft. scale and recorded on standardized forms using 
Munsell color designators and U. S. Department of Agriculture soil texture terminology.  
The location of each shovel test hole was recorded on a scaled base map, and all shovel 
tests were assigned an individual Shovel Test (ST) number that corresponded to an 
alphanumeric coordinate within each zone.  Field notes summarizing the findings at each 
site were recorded on a standardized Site Survey Form. 
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Figure 13. Map of the property divided into 19 survey zones. 

Definitions 

JRIA archaeologists used three designations for identified archaeological 
resources: the archaeological site, the archaeological location, and the isolated find.  An 
archaeological site is regarded as any apparent location of human activity not limited to 
casual loss or single episode discard, and having sufficient archaeological evidence to 
indicate further testing would produce interpretable archaeological data.  In contrast, an 
archaeological location consists of a limited number of artifacts deposited either through 
casual loss or discard that do not constitute a formal site and consequently have a low 
potential of representing intensive cultural activity.  A location may also be a habitation 
setting or concentration of artifacts that does not exceed 50 years in age.  Examples of 
locations would be isolated projectile points or scatters of not more than three to five 
artifacts.  Locations may also be defined as isolated finds of questionable lithic material 
such as possible fire-cracked rock or debitage.  Isolated finds consist of less than three 
artifacts recovered from a single shovel test hole (or from the ground surface) that is 
isolated from other positive test holes as the result of casual loss or discard.  As such, an 
isolated find has low potential for representing interpretable archaeological resources. 

In application, these three definitions require a certain degree of judgment in the 
field and consideration of a number of variables.  Contextual factors such as prior 
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disturbance and secondary deposition must be taken into account.  The representativeness 
of the samples as measured by such factors as the degree of surface exposure and shovel 
test interval also must be considered.  Sites, locations, and isolated finds ultimately 
should be accorded serious contemplation as different forms of potentially significant 
traces of past human activity. 

Laboratory Methods 

All archaeological data and specimens collected during the course of this project 
were transported to JRIA’s laboratory in Williamsburg, Virginia, for processing and 
analysis.  All processing procedures followed the guidelines promulgated by the VDHR 
(2006).  The materials generated by this project will be curated according to the standards 
outlined in Department of the Interior bulletin 36 CFR Part 79 (1991).  The artifacts 
eventually will be transferred to the VDHR for permanent curation. 

C. Previous Research and Expected Results 

No known cultural resources survey of the study property had been conducted 
prior to the current investigation, and no archaeological sites or historic structures had 
been inventoried within or immediately adjacent to the tract.  As detailed below, a 
number of archaeological sites and architectural resources are located within the vicinity.  

Archaeological Sites  

According to the archival records of the VDHR, the only previously inventoried 
archaeological site within a one-mile radius of the project area is 44VB0196, an early 
twentieth-century domestic site located approximately 3,000 feet to the south (Figure 14).   

Architectural Resources 

No previously inventoried architectural resources are located within the project 
area.  The property is adjoined to the east, north, and west by the Seatack Historic District 
(134-0969), which represents the predominantly African American community which 
developed in the area immediately to the west of the oceanfront in the late nineteenth- 
and early twentieth centuries (see Figure 14).  The National Register eligibility of this 
district has not been determined.  Approximately 400 feet to the north of the project area 
is the former Norfolk and Virginia Beach Railroad line (134-5145).  Originally built in 
the 1880s, it linked Norfolk with the oceanfront, and was responsible for the development 
of Virginia Beach as a popular resort destination.  Formally abandoned in 2007, the line 
has since been determined potentially eligible for the National Register by the VDHR.  
Additional architectural resources in the vicinity include a number of ca. 1920s-1940s 
dwellings situated along Birdneck Road (134-0928 through 134-0941).  All of these 
properties have been determined not eligible for listing in the National Register. 

Expected Results 

Given what is known about the pattern of prehistoric Native American settlement 
in this region, there is a moderate potential for identifying archaeological remains 
associated with both Archaic and Woodland occupation within the project area.  The 
elevated terraces above branches of Owls Creek/Lake Rudee would have been a 
potentially attractive setting for small groups to camp temporarily while in the process of 
hunting and foraging for resources.   
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Figure 14. Previously identified historic resources within the project area vicinity. 

Historic maps dating to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries indicate at 
least two sizeable farmstead sites on the property at that time (see Figures 9-11).  No 
detailed maps of the project area are available prior to 1859.  It is likely that some sort of 
historic habitation site predated the two nineteenth-century farmsteads that were in 
operation on the property.  In terms of historic settlement patterns in the seventeenth and 
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eighteenth centuries, the setting near a navigable waterway with good, farmable soils 
(albeit with drainage issues) offered a favorable location for a modest farmstead.  From a 
regional perspective, the Marshview property probably was not considered the most ideal 
place to productively farm—wealthy planters likely found more profitable land elsewhere 
in the area, leaving plots of this type of land to smaller farm operations of less than 100 
acres.   
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V. SURVEY RESULTS 

A. Overview 

Archaeologists excavated 849 shovel test holes over the course of testing the 
project area (Figure 15).  As mentioned previously, in order to effectively examine the 
property, the project area was divided into 19 sections (see Figure 13).  Archaeologists 
observed various degrees of disturbance in many of the shovel test holes (see Figure 15) 
mainly due to the construction activity in the 1980s and the use of the interior portions of 
the property as dump sites (Plates 1, 3 and 4).  Based on the types of debris that we 
encountered primarily in the center of the property, it would appear that people were 
living there into the 1950s.  Two households are visible on the 1937 aerial map of the 
property (see Figure 12).  We know from deed records that Fred J Barcroft owned the 
property from the mid 1920s until selling to Chesapeake Housing, Inc. in 1952 (see Table 
1).  From that point forward the property was owned by development companies.  The 
acquisition of the parcel by Chesapeake Housing in 1952 seems to correspond with the 
abandonment of the property.6  With the property no longer active, local people used it as 
a convenient dump site, a place off the beaten path that was accessible by vehicles along 
the old entrance road and out of sight from the authorities.   

Generally speaking, there are three concentrations of mid- to late twentieth-
century debris on the property (Figure 16).  To a large degree, these three “debris fields” 
have complicated the process of identifying archaeological sites.  The largest of them 
dominates the center of the property.  Undoubtedly, some of the copious amounts of 
construction rubble (concrete blocks, vinyl siding, etc.) are from the house that once 
stood there (cf. Figures 12 and 16).  Also, much of the domestic trash—broken crockery, 
appliances, household items—is directly related to this same household.  Other piles of 
debris have been dumped in this area after the demise of the house.  The debris field in 
the northeast corner of the property also is directly related to a house site that was 
occupied in the mid twentieth century (cf. Figures 12 and 16).  The least prominent debris 
field is situated along the south boundary of the Marshview property (see Figure 16).  In 
this case, the material appears to have been discarded from the adjacent lots.    

Amid the debris on the property, archaeologists identified three archaeological 
sites and six isolated finds (see Figure 15).  All three sites date to the historic period.  
Sites 44VB0364 and 44VB0365 represent the two farmstead sites depicted on nineteenth- 
and twentieth-century maps (see Figures 9-12).  Site 44VB0363 dates to the first half of 
the eighteenth century, and may extend back into the seventeenth century.  Surprisingly, 
archaeologists did not recover even one prehistoric artifact—not a single stone flake, 
pottery fragment, fire-cracked rock, or stone tool.  The isolated finds and archaeological 
sites are described below.   

                                                 
6 Fred Barcroft and family probably occupied one of the two farmsteads situated on the property 

(see Figure 12).   
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Figure 15. Location of shovel test holes within the Marshview project area. 
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Figure 16. Location of debris fields on the Marshview property. 

B. Isolated Finds 

An isolated find consists of less than three artifacts recovered from a single shovel 
test hole (or from the ground surface) that is isolated from other positive test holes as the 
result of casual loss or discard, or a grouping of definitely modern artifacts.  As such, 
isolated finds have low potential for representing interpretable archaeological resources 
and by definition an isolated find is not potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.   

Archaeologists identified six isolated finds during the course of the Phase I 
survey.  Due to the amount of debris on the property, archaeologists did not collect 
artifacts that they observed on the surface unless a particular item clearly or likely dated 
to the early twentieth century or earlier (see Plate 3).  Furthermore, in the debris field 
areas when archaeologists encountered artifacts in shovel test holes that appeared to be of 
recent vintage, they noted the finds, but did not collect the material.   

Isolated Find 1 

Located along the side slope of a minor tributary, Isolated Find 1 consists of 
container glass, crockery, and other domestic materials recovered from Shovel Test Hole 
VII-H11 (see Figure 15).  Evidently, these artifacts represent a dumping episode that 
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occurred in the twentieth century.  The find is a short distance to the south from site 
44VB0364 and almost certainly related to that site.  The location of Shovel Test Hole 
VII-H11 also happens to be next to the boundary for site 44VB0363 which dates to the 
eighteenth century.   

As explained above, archaeologists normally did not collect these types of 
artifacts, but because of the proximity of site 44VB0363, the artifacts were bagged, 
transported to the JRIA lab, and cleaned in order to ensure that no historic artifacts were 
overlooked.  No further work is recommended for Isolated Find 1.   

Isolated Find 2 

Isolated Find 2 consists of a large animal bone fragment (n=85.8 grams) 
recovered from Shovel Test Hole XII-A8 (see Figure 15).  The shovel test was placed in 
close proximity to the debris field situated along the southernmost edge of the project 
area (cf. Figures 15 and 16).  This artifact almost certainly was deposited with other trash 
along the edge of the property within the past few decades.  No further work is 
recommended for Isolated Find 2.   

Isolated Find 3 

Archaeologists recovered Isolated Find 3 not far from Isolated Find 2, near the 
south boundary of the project area and near a concentrated debris field (see Figures 15 
and 16).  The finding consists of colorless bottle glass (n=3) and iron scrap metal 
fragments (n=7) collected from Shovel Test Hole XII-C7 (see Figure 15).  Again, the 
materials appear to have emanated from the nearby debris field and seem to date to the 
last several decades.  No further work is recommended for Isolated Find 3.   

Isolated Find 4 

Isolated Find 4 is comprised of a single fragment of brick (n=67.9 grams) 
recovered from Shovel Test Hole XII-C9, within view of a debris field along the south 
edge of the project area (see Figures 15 and 16).  The fabric of the brick fragment is 
condensed enough to appear to be machine made, not like more friable handmade brick.   
Given its location near other modern debris, the brick fragment is likely of the same 
modern-day vintage.  No further work is recommended for Isolated Find 4.   

Isolated Find 5 

A fragment of colorless bottle glass with embossed lettering on the exterior was 
collected from Shovel Test Hole XII-D4 in the vicinity of the south boundary of the 
project area and dubbed Isolated Find 5 (see Figure 15).  No other artifacts were found in 
the immediate area.  The embossed lettering on the bottle fragment indicates that it was 
made in the late nineteenth or more likely the first half of the twentieth century (Pittman 
et al. 1990).  No further work is recommended for Isolated Find 5.   

Isolated Find 6 

Shovel Test Hole XVI-C8 produced a small fragment of brick (n=3.4 grams).  
This find is located in the vicinity of the large debris field in the center of the project 
area.  Because the brick fragment was too small to identify whether it was handmade, and 
it was in the general vicinity of the eighteenth-century site at 44VB0363, archaeologists 



 

 39

collected it as Isolated Find 6.  Subsequent testing in the area turned up no additional 
artifacts.   No further work is recommended for Isolated Find 6.   

C. Archaeological Sites 

The three identified archaeological sites on the Marshview property date to the 
historic period.  Site 44VB0363 is the earliest of the three sites and potentially the most 
interesting; it dates to the latter part of the seventeenth century and extends into the 
eighteenth century.  Sites 44VB0364 and 44VB0365 are the locations of farmsteads that 
date to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.   

44VB0363 Seventeenth- and Early Eighteenth-Century Domestic Site 

Background 

Site 44VB0363 is located on a prominent knoll that is formed by forked branches 
of Owls Creek (see Figure 15).  The knoll is approximately 250 ft. wide between the two 
forked branches of the tributary, and site 44VB0363 is perched on the top of the landform 
at approximately 12 ft. above mean sea level (Figure 17).  The site itself is a maximum of 
250 ft. by 350 ft. in size and covers the entire knoll.   

Archaeologists excavated more than 50 shovel test holes on the knoll, with 19 of 
them producing artifacts (see Figure 17).  Cumulatively, the positive shovel test holes 
generated 39 artifacts as well as oyster shell (n=45.8 grams), brick (n=931.5 grams), and 
slag (n=192.2 grams).  A general date of manufacture can be derived from 31 of the 39 
artifacts.  Most of the items date to the seventeenth or first half of the eighteenth centuries 
except for fragments of skeet (n=2), a wire nail fragment (n=1), a machine cut nail 
fragment (n=1), pearlware (n=2), and whiteware (n=2).  These items likely have 
matriculated to the site from nearby sources, particularly due to the large-scale amount of 
debris the is spread across much of the project area (see Figure 16). 

Twenty-three of the artifacts predate the American Revolution.  These artifacts 
include fragments of coarse earthenware (n=18), American brown stoneware (n=1), 
English white salt glazed stoneware (n=1), Rhenish brown Frechen stoneware (n=1), and 
dark green wine bottle glass fragments (n=2) (Plate 6).  Surprisingly, the majority of the 
artifacts appear to date to the seventeenth century, although the temporal identification of 
the coarsewares is tentative.  

The coarsewares are the most curious artifacts of the group.  Except for a tiny 
flake of glaze on one fragment, none of the specimens has any glaze.  In fact, coarse 
earthenwares tend to live up to their name; they are coarse, friable, and not highly fired.  
After several centuries in the ground coarsewares often gradually spall and fracture, the 
glaze crumbles and decays, leaving what might best be described as small, misshapen 
lumps or “nubs” (see Plate 6).  Thirteen of the coarseware pieces have a dusty orange 
color and a “waxy” appearance.  This type of clay fabric resembles North Italian 
slipware, a widely distributed type of pottery often found in contexts in Virginia on sites 
dating to the second and third quarters of the seventeenth century (Outlaw 2011).  Five of 
the coarseware sherds have a dark orange, almost red coloring to the fabric which has 
mica flecks in the clay.  The mica particles are found in clays mined in Virginia and 
indicate that these fragments were potted in the local area, most likely in the seventeenth 
century (Straube 1995).   
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Figure 17. Location of shovel test holes at site 44VB0363. 

The fragment of Frechen stoneware is from a Bartmann jug (also known as 
“bearded man” in reference to the image of a man with a flowing beard on the neck) 
(Jamestown Ceramics Research Group 2011).  These distinctive stoneware jugs, 
importedfrom the Frechen region of Germany, were commonly in use throughout the 
seventeenth century.  When England established a stoneware potting industry in the 
1680s, the English vessels gradually supplanted the Bartmann jugs; by the early 
eighteenth century they were more of a rarity in the Virginia colony (ibid.).   

English white salt glazed stoneware dates to the first half of the eighteenth 
century, making its first appearance ca. 1720, whereas brown stonewares manufactured  
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Plate 6. Seventeenth- and/or early eighteenth-century artifacts recovered from site 
44VB0363. 

on American shores begin to find their way into people’s kitchens in the 1730s (Pittman 
et al. 1989).  The presence of these two ceramic fragments at 44VB0363 suggests that 
activity continued at the site until the 1730s (establishing a terminus post quem).  Based 
on the beginning and ending manufacturing dates of the ceramic types (and assuming that 
we are correct in identifying North Italian slipware and local coarseware in the 
assemblage), the date range that is bracketed for the site is ca. 1660 to ca. 1730 (Table 2).  
Although statistically invalid because of so few data values, the mean ceramic date for 
the 21 ceramic specimens is 1660 (see Table 2). 

The typical soil profile at site 44VB0363 consists of a brown to dark grayish 
brown (10YR4/2 or 4/3) silty clay loam (Layer A) topsoil approximately 0.2 ft. to 0.3 ft. 
deep.  In areas around the perimeter of the landform some erosion has taken place and the 
soil column is deflated leaving only a Layer A sealing a yellowish brown (10YR6/4) clay 
subsoil.  On the top of the landform (in the center of the site) a Layer B comprised of pale 
brown (10YR6/3) silty clay is present and ranges between 0.4 ft. and 0.7 ft. thick.  
Archaeologists noted that the condition of the soil at site 44VB0363 appeared to be in  
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Table 2. Mean ceramic date chart and bracket date for the ceramic specimens at site 
44VB0363. 

Ceramic Type Begin End Mean 
Date 

Sherds Sum 

Coarseware           

Coarseware, Local 1615 1745 1680 5 8400
Slipware          
Slipware, North Italian, Pisa 1610 1660 1635 13 21255

Stoneware          
Stoneware, American, brown 1730 1900 1815 1 1815
Stoneware, English white salt 1720 1775 1747.5 1 1747.5
Stoneware, Rhenish brown Frechen 1600 1700 1650 1 1650
        21 34867.5
  1660.36

 

Figure 18. Representative shovel test hole profiles at site 44VB0363. 

better condition than the surrounding soils with fewer signs of disturbance.  Indeed, a 
road was planned to cut through the center of the site (see Figure 4), but since it was not 
one of the major cross streets, it apparently never got built.  This fortuitously left the area 
in and around site 44VB0363 in relatively good condition, erosion on the side slopes 
being the only noticeable change to the basic landform.  Maps suggest that the site area 
has been wooded since the mid nineteenth century (see Figures 9, 11, and 12), meaning 
that it probably has not been plowed for at least 150 years.  Prior to the mid nineteenth 
century the area could have been plowed, resulting in a thin plowzone layer in some 
portions of the site.   
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Recommendation 

Site 44VB0363 appears to date to the second half of the seventeenth century and 
into the first half of the eighteenth century and probably represents the household of a 
small or middling farmer from that era.  Historic documentation for this period of 
Virginia Beach history is lacking.  John Lawrence patented nearly a thousand acres of 
land in the vicinity of the project area in 1682.  Whether site 44VB0363 has any 
connection with Lawrence is unknown, but Lawrence’s patent illustrates that settlement 
was occurring along the coastal precincts of Lower Norfolk County in the latter half of 
the seventeenth century. 

A search through the VDHR site files for the City of Virginia Beach indicates that 
there are less than a dozen registered historic sites that date to the first half of the 
eighteenth century or earlier.  To our knowledge none of this group of sites has been 
studied beyond a Phase I identification stage, and several of the sites are listed solely 
based on historical maps or old house ruins with no archaeological investigation 
whatsoever.  The paucity of sites dating to the period 1650 to 1750 indicates a sizeable 
research gap in the history of Virginia Beach.  Several important early seventeenth-
century sites (Adam Thorogood House, Chesepean Site) are part of Virginia Beach’s 
historical legacy, and a slew of surviving plantations and houses dating to the latter 
eighteenth century and the antebellum era tell the story of the Revolutionary period and 
into the Early National period.  What is missing is the middle era between early English 
settlement and the American Revolution.  Site 44VB0363 is the type of site that is unique 
to Virginia Beach because nothing of the sort has been studied archaeologically.  This 
factor alone elevates the site’s potential significance because it can fill the gaping hole in 
the physical record of Virginia Beach’s history.   

From a research standpoint site 44VB0363 is a real rarity.  Adding to its potential 
significance is the site’s level of preservation.  While the site is not pristine—erosion has 
clawed away some of the fringes of the site, and the area seems to have been plowed long 
ago—the site is in very good archaeological condition.  Luckily the area was not 
damaged with heavy machinery in the early 1980s.  Subsurface features such as structural 
postholes, trash pits, ditches, fence lines, storage pits almost certainly are preserved in 
place under the 0.7 ft. to 0.8 ft. of topsoil and plowzone soils that cover the site.   

Site 44VB0363 is considered potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places due to its good preservation and because it fills a research gap 
in Virginia Beach.  No sites pertaining to small or middling farmsteads that date to the 
period 1650 to 1750 have been excavated in Virginia Beach, or even thoroughly tested 
and evaluated.  In this respect site 44VB0363 is one-of-a-kind.  A Phase II significance 
evaluation is recommended for 44VB0363 if disturbances or construction impacts are 
expected to occur within its bounds. 

Site:   44VB0363 
Function:  Historic domestic  
Date of Occupancy: Second half 17th century, first half 18th century, ca. 1650-1750 
Site Size:  250 ft. by 350 ft. 
Positive Shovel Test Holes:  19 
Agricultural Potential:    Average 
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Site Condition and Integrity: Very good 
Research Potential:   Outstanding 
Potentially Eligible for the NRHP: Yes 
Recommendation:   Preservation or Phase II 

 

44VB0364 Nineteenth- and Twentieth-Century Domestic Site 

Background 

Site 44VB0363 is a tough act to follow.  Site 44VB0364 is a farmstead site that 
dates to at least the middle of the nineteenth century and continued to function until the 
mid twentieth century (ca. 1850 – ca. 1950).  These dates of activity largely are based on 
the existing maps of the area which show a farmstead at the location of 44VB0364 as 
early as 1859 (see Figure 9).  By 1919 there are two structures standing at the site, and a 
1937 aerial map shows the site still active (see Figures 11 and 12).  We have surmised 
that site 44VB0364 was occupied until the early 1950s when the Barcroft family sold the 
property to a development company (see Table 1).  For the next half century locals then 
used the property as a dump site.   

The archaeological remains of site 44VB0364 are not nearly as informative as the 
historic maps cited above.  Archaeologists encountered so many artifacts in the area that 
figuring out the boundaries of the site proved difficult.  Was the fragment of tinted bottle 
glass used at the site or dumped there later?  Was the pile of cement blocks part of a 
foundation or simply discarded by a contractor?  To complicate matters, fragments of 
bottle glass or plain earthenware ceramics from the mid nineteenth century are difficult to 
differentiate from the same types of materials from the mid twentieth century.  Pieces of 
tinted glass and plain white ceramics look the same in 1850 as in 1950.   

Using the historic maps as a guide, archaeologists identified a general area that 
encompasses site 44VB0364 located in the center of the project area (see Figure 15).  
More specifically, the primary site area seems to be situated between two of the small 
branches of Owls Creek that wend their way to the northwest (Figure 19).  The 400 ft. by 
600 ft. site boundaries are somewhat arbitrary.  Archaeologists did not collect most of the 
artifacts observed on the surface or found in shovel test holes.  They did collect a sample 
of artifacts from the perceived center of the site area (see Figure 19).  The sample 
includes oyster shell (n=11.0 grams), brick (n=13.4 grams), a ceramic drainpipe fragment 
(n=1), whiteware (n=1), whiteware with a polychrome decoration (n=1), ironstone 
ceramics (n=8), a Chinese porcelain plate fragment (n=1), aqua tinted window glass 
(n=4), and lime green bottle glass (n=1).   

We know that someone was living at 44VB0364 in 1859 (see Figure 9), but for 
how long the farm had been in operation prior to that is not known.  Aside from the 
fragment of Chinese porcelain that could be several centuries old, all the artifacts 
recovered or observed at 44VB0364 appear to date to the late nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries.  In the first several decades of the nineteenth century the entire property 
belonged to the Whitehurst family.  This original tract was acquired by Jeremiah 
Woodhouse, Sr. in 1839, whereupon he divided it into two parcels in the mid 1850s.  The 
smaller of the two parcels (32.25 acres) he deeded to his son Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr.  
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Figure 19. Location of shovel test holes at site 44VB0364. 

(see Table 1), and soon thereafter sold the larger parcel (95 acres) to William T. Gornto.  
To the best of our knowledge site 44VB0364 was located on the 95-acre portion of the 
property that came into the hands of the Gornto family in 1856.  We believe that Gornto 
was the one that established the site at 44VB0364 in the late 1850s so that it appeared on 
the 1859 map of the area (see Figure 9).  Site 44VB0365 was the earlier Whitehurst 
homestead that remained in the family until it was consolidated with the 95 acres by 
W.W. Sawyer and Edwin J. Smith in 1913 (see Table 1).   

If our suppositions are correct, site 44VB0364 dates to the mid to late 1850s  
William Gornto farmed it for 30 years until selling it to James and Mary Grimstead who 
held it for 27 years until 1913 (see Table 1).  Fred J. Barcroft subsequently acquired the 
property in 1924 and eventually sold it in 1952.  At least four families (Gornto, 
Grimstead, Smith, and Barcroft) may have maintained ownership of the property for 
several decades at a time, suggesting that the farm was a lucrative agricultural enterprise.   
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The typical soil profile at site 44VB0364 consists of a dark grayish brown 
(10YR4/2 or 3/1) topsoil (Layer A) approximately 0.1 ft. to 0.4 ft. deep.  Layer B is a 
dark grayish brown or brown (10YR4/2 or 5/3) silty clay.  Layer C is a strong brown or 
yellowish brown (7.5YR5/8 or 10YR5/4) clay silt that transitions to a mottled brown 
(10YR5/3) clay subsoil (Figure 20).   

 

Figure 20. Representative shovel test hole profiles at site 44VB0364. 

Recommendation 

The potentially significance of site 44VB0364 largely depends upon two criteria: 
integrity and research potential.  These two factors go hand in hand.  Well preserved sites 
are much more likely to be able to address significant research questions as compared to 
sites that are disturbed or in poor condition.  From a temporal perspective the most likely 
significant research questions would span back to the earlier years at the site in the 
nineteenth century when William Gornto built his farm.  However, more recent events on 
the property (preliminary construction in the 1980s, a long history of the property as a 
local dumping grounds) has reduced the integrity of the site to an extremely low level.  
Even if the site was in pristine condition, it would be a stretch to form compelling 
research questions for the site.  Overall, site 44VB0364 presents a series of obstacles that 
would be difficult to overcome in order to extract informative archaeological data or 
address compelling research questions.   

 

Site 44VB0364 is considered not potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places because of poor integrity and thereby the inability to 
reasonably address significant research questions.  No further archaeological 
investigation is recommended for 44VB0364.  Construction should be allowed to proceed 
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within the bounds of site 44VB0364 without any adverse effect to potentially significant 
cultural resources.   

Site:   44VB0364 
Function:  Historic domestic  
Date of Occupancy: Nineteenth and twentieth century, ca. 1850-1950 
Site Size:  400 ft. by 600 ft. 
Positive Shovel Test Holes:  7 
Agricultural Potential:    Average 
Site Condition and Integrity: Poor 
Research Potential:   Poor 
Potentially Eligible for the NRHP: No 
Recommendation:   No further work 
 
 

44VB0365 Nineteenth- and Twentieth-Century Domestic Site 

Background 

Site 44VB0365 and 44VB0364 are birds of a feather.  While 44VB0365 may have 
been built first and date slightly earlier than 44VB0364, by the mid nineteenth century 
both sites were occupied, the people living at each site probably were well acquainted 
with one another, and they were located within shouting distance of each other (see 
Figure 12).  Site 44VB0365 functioned as a farmstead from the first half of the nineteenth 
century until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1830 – ca. 1950).  Historic maps depict a 
farmstead at the location of site 44VB0365 in 1859, again in 1919, and in an aerial map 
in 1937 (see Figures 9, 11, and 12).  The historic maps suggest that site 44VB0365 was 
not as large (and perhaps not as prosperous) as its neighboring site at 44VB0364.  Not as 
much dumping has occurred at site 44VB0365 as at 44VB0364, however, some recent 
disturbances are evident at the site.  The most obvious impact to site 44VB0364 is the 
construction of a dirt bike obstacle course in the immediate vicinity (Plate 7). 

Based on artifact findings, site 44VB0365 encompasses an area approximately 
200 ft. by 250 ft. (Figure 21).  Archaeologists collected all artifacts that they encountered 
in shovel test holes.  From eight positive shovel test holes a total of 16 artifacts were 
recovered as well as items that were weighed instead of counted.  The findings include 
oyster shell (n=1.3 grams), brick (n=1,803.9 grams), daub (n=246.9 grams), charcoal 
(n=1.5 grams), coal (n=2.0 grams), coal slag (n=2.4 grams), a fragment of Jackfield 
ceramics (n=1), a fragment of Rockingham stoneware (n=1), cut nail fragments (n=3), 
unidentifiable nail fragments (n=2), a wire nail (n=1), and various types of tinted glass 
fragments (n=8).  Compared to site 44VB0364, the findings at 44VB0365 indicate that 
activity began earlier than at its counterpart.  For example, Jackfield ceramics were 
manufactured between ca. 1740 and ca. 1780 in England (Noel Hume 1969:123-124).  
The machine cut nails span from the early nineteenth century until the late nineteenth  
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Plate 7. Dirt bike obstacle course located in the vicinity of site 44VB0365. 

 

Figure 21. Location of shovel test holes at site 44VB0365. 
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century, none of which were recovered at 44VB0364 (ibid.:252-254).  The presence of 
daub (a clay substance used to fill gaps in log cabin walls or construct chimneys) is more 
frequently encountered at sites prior to the mid nineteenth century.  All in all, the artifacts 
collected from 44VB0365 signify that the site was active earlier than the neighboring site 
at 44VB0364. 

The Whitehurst family owned the entire Marshview property in the early 
nineteenth century.  Gideon Whitehurst inherited the property from his father John 
Whitehurst in 1815 and came of age in the early 1830s (see Table 1).  Historical records 
indicate that the farm was in full operation by 1833.  By 1834 Gideon Whitehurst was 
dead and his farm was put up for auction in 1839.  Jeremiah Woodhouse, Sr. purchased 
the property at auction.  In the 1850s Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. inherited a 32.25 acre 
portion of the property, the part that probably contained site 44VB0365.  At some point 
after 1886 the Grimstead family acquired the 32.25 Woodhouse acres and combined them 
into a 130 acre tract that they sold to W.W. Sawyer and Edwin J. Smith in 1913 (see 
Table 1).  Thus, site 44VB0365 was the Woodhouse homestead from 1839 until the late 
1880s (presumably when Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. died).  The Grimsteads probably then 
rented out the farm at 44VB0365 to tenants.  The site was still occupied in 1937 (see 
Figure 12), and probably lasted until the early 1950s.   

The typical soil profile at site 44VB0365 is comprised of two layers on top of a 
brownish yellow (10YR6/8 or 6/4) clay subsoil.  Layer A is between 0.4 ft. and 0.9 ft. 
thick and is generally made up of a dark gray and brown silty loam with clay.  Layer B is 
between 0.3 ft. and 0.5 ft. thick and generally a yellowish brown (10YR3/1 or 4/2) sandy 
clay (Figure 22).   

 

Figure 22. Representative shovel test hole profiles at site 44VB0365. 

Recommendation 

Site 44VB0365 is better preserved than site 44VB0364, but this is a relative 
comparison.  From an overall perspective, site 44VB0365 is poorly preserved.  Teenagers 
have caused substantial damage to a portion of the site by using the area as a dirt bike 
track (see Plate 7).  If both 44VB0365 and 44VB0364 were in better condition it would 
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be possible to compare them.  For example, which of the two sites was more prosperous?  
It could be possible to compare Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. at 44VB0365 with his father at 
44VB0364.  But that would depend upon distinguishing specific features at both sites that 
pertain to the Woodhouse occupations, a very remote possibility due to the continuous, 
long term activity at both sites and the more recent disturbances that have taken place.   

Research questions also could be posed regarding the socioeconomic standing of 
the Whitehurst family, who likely established the farm at 44VB0365 in the 1830s.  
Whitehursts settled in Virginia Beach (Princess Anne County) in the earliest years of 
colonization and became one of the most prominent families in the area (Fesler and Laird 
2005).  Some preliminary archaeological work has been conducted at the Whitehurst-
Buffington House which could provide an opportunity to compare with site 44VB0365.  
However, so much extraneous activity has occurred on the Marshview property that the 
likelihood for isolating archaeological contexts directly related to the Whitehurst 
occupation of the site (like the Woodhouse contexts) would be exceedingly difficult.  If 
subsurface features survived from the earlier eras at the site, finding them would be a 
massive undertaking, one that would be costly and time consuming.  Thus, from a cost-
benefit analysis the information that site 44VB0365 might generate about the past would 
come at a steep price.  There are far better sites dating to the early and middle nineteenth 
century in Virginia Beach that are better preserved than this one.    

Site 44VB0365 is not considered potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places because of its compromised integrity and the consequent 
difficulty to focus future archaeological study on credible research questions.  No further 
archaeological investigation is recommended for 44VB0365.  Construction should be 
allowed to proceed within the bounds of site 44VB0365 without any adverse effect to 
potentially significant cultural resources.   

Site:   44VB0365 
Function:  Historic domestic  
Date of Occupancy: Nineteenth and twentieth century, ca. 1830-1950 
Site Size:  200 ft. by 250 ft. 
Positive Shovel Test Holes:  8 
Agricultural Potential:    Average 
Site Condition and Integrity: Poor 
Research Potential:   Poor 
Potentially Eligible for the NRHP: No 
Recommendation:   No further work 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the months of March and April, 2011, JRIA archaeologists conducted a Phase I 
cultural resources survey on an 98.664-acre property located in the City of Virginia 
Beach, Virginia (see Figures 1 and 2).  The City acquired the 98.664-acre parcel in May 
2010 from NAS Oceana.  The City plans to develop the property into Marshview Park, a 
multiuse, community recreation area, much of it devoted to walking trails and mountain 
bike paths.  The Marshview property is bordered by Marshview Drive and the Salt Marsh 
Point neighborhood to the west, Norfolk Avenue and various multi-family developments 
to the north, the Shadowlawn neighborhood to the east, and Owls Creek/Lake Rudee to 
the south (see Figure 3). 

In the early 1980s the Marshview property was slated for development and plated 
into more than 400 planned residential lots in what would have expanded the Salt Marsh 
Point neighborhood.  In preparation for development, a network of roads was cleared and 
ditches were dug for the installation of a drainage/water pipe system (see Figures 2 and 
3).  Before further development could occur, NAS Oceana acquired the 98-acre property 
in order to prevent encroachment on its Air Installation Compatible Use Zone.  The 
Marshview property is partially within an Accident Potential Zone and potential residents 
of the Marshview property would have been put at a low level of risk from air crashes.  
The Navy held the property for nearly 20 years and it remained vacant and wooded.  
Mountain bike enthusiasts carved out a network of bike trails throughout the property, 
and periodically squatters camped in the interior.  In 2010 the City of Virginia Beach 
acquired Marshview from the Navy with the intention of building a public park.   

Archaeologists excavated 849 shovel test holes over the course of testing the 
project area (see Figure 15).  Due to the construction activity in the 1980s and the use of 
the interior portions of the property for dumping (see Plates 1, 3 and 4), there are three 
concentrations of mid- to late twentieth-century trash (debris fields) on the property (see 
Figure 16).  Amid the debris on the property, archaeologists identified three 
archaeological sites and six isolated finds (Table 3).  All three sites date to the historic 
period.  Sites 44VB0364 and 44VB0365 represent the two farmstead sites depicted on 
nineteenth- and twentieth-century maps (see Figures 9-12).  Site 44VB0363 dates to the 
first half of the eighteenth century, and probably extends back into the seventeenth 
century.  Surprisingly, archaeologists did not recover any evidence of prehistoric activity.   

Table 3. Recommendations for archaeological sites in the project area. 

Site No. Type Period 
Potential 
Eligibility

Recommendation 

44VB0363 Historic domestic ca. 1660-1730 Yes Preserve or Phase II 

44VB0364 Historic domestic ca. 1850-1950 No No further work 

44VB0365 Historic domestic ca. 1830-1950 No No further work 

Site 44VB0363 

Archaeologists excavated more than 50 shovel test holes at 44VB0363 with 19 of 
them producing 39 total artifacts as well as oyster shell (n=45.8 grams), brick (n=931.5 
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grams), and slag (n=192.2 grams) (see Figure 17).  Twenty-three of the diagnostic 
artifacts predate the American Revolution such as fragments of coarse earthenware 
(n=18), American brown stoneware (n=1), English white salt glazed stoneware (n=1), 
Rhenish brown Frechen stoneware (n=1), and dark green wine bottle glass fragments 
(n=2) (see Plate 6).  Surprisingly, the majority of the artifacts appear to date to the 
seventeenth century, although the temporal identification of the coarsewares is tentative.  

Some 250 ft. by 350 ft. in size, site 44VB0363 appears to date to the second half 
of the seventeenth century and into the first half of the eighteenth century (ca. 1660 to ca. 
1730) and probably represents the household of a small or middling farmer from that era.  
John Lawrence patented nearly a thousand acres of land in the vicinity of the project area 
in 1682, but any direct association of Lawrence with the site is unknown at this point. 

The amount of historical or archaeological research devoted to the events that 
shaped Princess Anne County in the latter seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries is 
very limited.  Site 44VB0363 is the type of site that could add immeasurably to the 
historical record of Virginia Beach and fill a gap in the historical and archaeological 
record.  Moreover, the site is well preserved and almost certain to contain intact 
subsurface features.  Due to these factors, the site is recommended as potentially eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places  

Site 44VB0364 

Site 44VB0364 is a farmstead site that dates to at least the middle of the 
nineteenth century and continued to function until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1850 – 
ca. 1950).  The 400 ft. by 600 ft. site is situated between two of the small branches of 
Owls Creek that wend their way to the northwest (see Figure 19).  Archaeologists 
collected a small sample of artifacts from the perceived center of the site area such as 
oyster shell (n=11.0 grams), brick (n=13.4 grams), a ceramic drainpipe fragment (n=1), 
whiteware (n=1), whiteware with a polychrome decoration (n=1), ironstone ceramics 
(n=8), a Chinese porcelain plate fragment (n=1), aqua tinted window glass (n=4), and 
lime green bottle glass (n=1).   

Activity appears to have begun at 44VB0364 soon after William T. Gornto 
acquired 95 acres of property in 1856.  By 1859 Gornto was up and running and his farm 
is depicted on a map of that year (see Figure 9).  Gornto farmed his land for 30 years until 
selling it to James and Mary Grimstead who held it for 27 years until 1913 (see Table 1).  
Fred J. Barcroft subsequently acquired the property in 1924 and eventually sold it in 
1952.  Site 44VB0364 is recommended as not potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places because of poor integrity and thereby the inability to 
reasonably address significant research questions.   

Site 44VB0365 

Site 44VB0365 functioned as a farmstead from the first half of the nineteenth 
century until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1830 – ca. 1950).  Eight positive shovel test 
holes within the 200 ft. by 250 ft. site area yielded a total of 16 artifacts including oyster 
shell (n=1.3 grams), brick (n=1,803.9 grams), daub (n=246.9 grams), charcoal (n=1.5 
grams), coal (n=2.0 grams), coal slag (n=2.4 grams), a fragment of Jackfield ceramics 
(n=1), a fragment of Rockingham stoneware (n=1), cut nail fragments (n=3), 
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unidentifiable nail fragments (n=2), a wire nail (n=1), and various types of tinted glass 
fragments (n=8) (see Figure 21).   

Historical records indicate that a farm built by Gideon Whitehurst was in full 
operation by 1833.  Jeremiah Woodhouse, Sr. purchased the property at auction in 1839 
and later passed it to his son of the same name in the 1850s.  Thus, site 44VB0365 was 
the Woodhouse homestead from the early 1830s until the late 1880s (presumably when 
Jeremiah Woodhouse, Jr. died).  The Grimstead family took over ownership and likely 
rented out the farm to tenants.  The site was still occupied in 1937 (see Figure 12), and 
probably lasted until the early 1950s.   

Like site 44VB0364, this site presents a series of obstacles that would be difficult 
to overcome in order to extract informative archaeological data or address compelling 
research questions.  Site 44VB0365 is recommended as not potentially eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places because of its compromised integrity and the 
consequent difficulty to focus future archaeological study on credible research questions.   

 

 

 



 

 54

VII. REFERENCES CITED 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
2002 Section 106 Regulations, Section-by-Section Questions and Answers.  

Working with Section 106, Users Guide.  Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, Washington, D.C.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.achp.gov/106q&a.html#intro 

 
2004 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties.  Regulations of the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation Governing the Section 106 Review Process.  
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.  Electronic 
reference: http://www.achp.gov/regs.html 

 
Chapman, Jefferson, and Andrea Brewer Shea 
1981 “The Archaeobotanical Record: Early Archaic Period to Contact in the Lower 

Little Tennessee River Valley.”  Tennessee Anthropologist VI(1):61-84. 
 
Collins, Diane Whitehurst 
2004 The Whitehurst Family of Princess Anne County and Pitt County, North 

Carolina.  Higginson Book Company, Salem, Massachusetts. 
 
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation (CWF) 
1986 Toward a Resource Protection Process: James City County, York County, 

City of Poquoson, and the City of Williamsburg, 2nd edition (RP3).  
Department of Archaeology, Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 
Williamsburg, Virginia. 

 
Custer, Jay F. 
1990 “Early and Middle Archaic Cultures of Virginia: Cultural Change and 

Continuity,” in Theodore R. Reinhart and Mary Ellen N. Hodges (eds.), Early 
and Middle Archaic Research in Virginia: A Synthesis, pp. 1-60.  Special 
Publication No. 22 of the Archeological Society of Virginia.  The Dietz Press, 
Richmond, Virginia. 

 
Dent, Richard J., Jr. 
1995 Chesapeake Prehistory: Old Traditions, New Directions.  Plenum Press, New 

York.  
 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
1983 Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

and Guidelines [As Amended and Annotated].  Federal Register 48:44716-
44762.  Electronic reference:  

 http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_0.htm 
 
1991 36 CFR Part 79: Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered 

Archaeological Collections.  Washington D.C. 



 

 55

Egloff, Keith T. 
1991 “Development and Impact of Ceramics in Virginia,” in Theodore R. Reinhart 

and Mary Ellen N. Hodges (eds.), Late Archaic and Early Woodland Research 
in Virginia: A Synthesis, pp. 243-51.  Special Publication No. 23 of the 
Archaeological Society of Virginia.  The Dietz Press, Richmond, Virginia. 

 
Fesler, Garrett R., and Matthew R. Laird 
2005 Preliminary Archaeological Testing and an Assessment of the Whitehurst 

House (134-0042) and Yard (44VB0331).  For City of Virginia Beach, 
Department of Museums and Cultural Arts, Historic Preservation Division, 
Francis Land House.  James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc., 
Williamsburg, Virginia. 

 
Gardner, William M. 
1974 “The Flint Run Paleoindian Complex: A Preliminary Report 1971-1973 

Seasons.” Occasional Publication No. 1, Archeology Laboratory, The 
Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C. 

 
1977 “Flint Run Paleoindian Complex, its Implication for Eastern North American 

Prehistory.  In Amerinds and Their Paleoenvironment in Northeastern North 
America.  Edited by W. S. Mewman and B. Salwen, pp. 257-263.  Annals of 
the New York Academy of Sciences, 288. 

 
1981 “Paleoindian Settlement Pattern and Site Distribution in the Middle Atlantic.  

Anthropological Careers,” edited by R. H. Landman, L. A. Bennett, A. 
Brooks, and P. P. Chock, pp. 51-73.  Anthropological Society of Washington, 
Washington, D.C.  

 
1989 “An Examination of Cultural Change in the Late Pleistocene and Early 

Holocene (circa 9200 to 6800 B.C.).”  In Paleoindian Research in Virginia: A 
Synthesis. edited by J. Mark Wittkofski and Theodore R. Reinhart, pp. 5-52.  
Special Publication No. 19 of the Archaeological Society of Virginia.   

 
Geier, Clarence 
1990 “The Early and Middle Archaic Periods: Material Culture and Technology,” 

in Theodore R. Reinhart and Mary Ellen N. Hodges (eds.), Early and Middle 
Archaic Research in Virginia: A Synthesis, pp. 81-98.  Special Publication No. 
22 of the Archaeological Society of Virginia.  The Dietz Press, Richmond, 
Virginia. 

 
Google Earth 
1990 Map of Virginia Beach, aerial map dated April 8, 1990.  Accessed May 11, 

2011.   
 



 

 56

Hatch, Danny R., James E. Beishan, Steve M. Lantz, George R. Swecker, and Dave E. 
Starner 
1985 Soil Survey of City of Virginia Beach, Virginia.  United States Department of 

Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University.  US Government Printing Office, 
Washington D.C. 

 
Jamestown Ceramics Research Group  
2011 Jamestown Ceramics Research Group.  Historic Jamestown, Jamestown 

Rediscovery, Jamestown, Virginia.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.preservationvirginia.org/rediscovery/page.php?page_id=71 
[Accessed May 21, 2011] 

 
Kirby, Jack T. 
1991 Virginia’s Environmental History: A Prospectus.  Virginia Magazine of 

History and Biography 99(4):447-487.   
 
Lindenkohl, A. 
1862 Coast of North Carolina & Virginia compiled at the Coast Survey Office.  

Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division, Washington, D.C. 
 
Lukezic, Craig 
1990 “Soils and Settlement Location in 18th Century Colonial Tidewater Virginia.” 

Historical Archaeology 24(1): 1-17. 
 
Mansfield, Stephen S. 
1989 Princess Anne County and Virginia Beach: A Pictorial History.  The Donning 

Company, Virginia Beach, Virginia. 
 
Marshview Park 
2010 Marshview Park Recreation Trails Program Grant.  Preliminary planning map.  

City of Virginia Beach. 
 
McAvoy, Joseph M., and Lynn D. McAvoy 
1997  “Archaeological Investigations of Site 44SX202, Cactus Hill, Sussex County, 

Virginia.”  Research Report Series No. 8, Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources. 

 
McCary, Ben C. 
1951   “A Workshop of Early Man in Dinwiddie County, Virginia.”  American 

Antiquity 17(1):9-17. 
 
1975   “The Williamson Paleoindian Site, Dinwiddie County, Virginia.”  The 

Chesopiean 13(3-4):48-131. 
 



 

 57

1983   “The Paleoindian in Virginia.”  Archaeological Society of Virginia Quarterly 
Bulletin 38(1):43-70. 

 
Mechan, John, and J.J.S. Hassler 
1859 Cape Henry, Virginia.  U.S. Coast Survey.  Department of Geography, 

University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa. 
 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
2006 The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended, 16 U.S.C. 470.  

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.  Electronic 
reference: http://www.achp.gov/nhpa.html 

 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
2011 Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of 

Agriculture. Soil Series Classification Database.  Electronic reference: 
<http://soils.usda.gov/soils/technical/classification/scfile/index.html> 

 [Accessed 23 May 2011]. 
 
Noel Hume, Ivor 
1969 A Guide to Artifacts of Colonial America.  Alfred A. Knopf, New York. 
 
Nugent, Nell Marion 
1977  Cavaliers and Pioneers: Abstracts of Virginia Land Patents and Grants. 

Volume Two: 1666-1695.  Virginia State Library, Richmond. 
 
Oaks, Robert Q., and Nicholas K. Coch 
1973 Post-Miocene Stratigraphy and Morphology, Southeastern, Virginia.  Virginia 

Division of Mineral Resources Bulletin 82.  Charlottesville, Virginia. 
 
Onaschak, Emil, Jr. 
1973 Pleistocene-Holocene Environmental Geology.  In Geologic Studies, Coastal 

Plain of Virginia.  Virginia Division of Mineral Resources Bulletin 83, Part 
3:102-153.  Charlottesville, Virginia. 

 
Outlaw, Merry 
2011 Jamestown Ceramics Research Group.  Historic Jamestown, Jamestown 

Rediscovery, Jamestown, Virginia.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.preservationvirginia.org/rediscovery/page.php?page_id=331 
[Accessed May 21, 2011] 

 
Pittman, William E., Amy B. Kowalski, and George L. Miller 
1987 Laboratory Manual, Department of Archaeological Research, Colonial 

Williamsburg Foundation.  Williamsburg, Virginia. 
 



 

 58

Princess Anne County/City of Virginia Beach 
 Deeds, Wills, Chancery Cases, Plats, and Land Books.  City of Virginia Beach 

Circuit Court Clerk’s Office and Library of Virginia, Richmond. 
 
Rountree, Helen C. 
1990 Pocahontas’s People: The Powhatan Indians of Virginia Through Four 

Centuries.  University of Oklahoma Press, Norman. 
 
Smith, John 
1624 Virginia discovered and discribed [sic.] by Captayn John Smith, 1606.  , 

Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division, Washington, D.C. 
 
Stewart, Michael 
1992 “Observations on the Middle Woodland Period of Virginia: A Middle Atlantic 

Region Perspective,” in Theodore R. Reinhart and Mary Ellen N. Hodges 
(eds.), Middle and Late Woodland Research in Virginia: A Synthesis, pp. 1-
38.  Special Publication No. 29 of the Archeological Society of Virginia.  The 
Dietz Press, Richmond, Virginia. 

 
Straube, Beverly A. 
1995 “The Colonial Potters of Tidewater Virginia,” Journal of Early Southern 

Decorative Arts, Vol. XXI, No. 2. 
 
Turner, E. Randolph, III 
1992 “The Virginia Coastal Plain During the Late Woodland Period,” in Theodore 

R. Reinhart and Mary Ellen N. Hodges (eds.), Middle and Late Woodland 
Research in Virginia: A Synthesis, pp. 97-136.  Special Publication No. 29 of 
the Archeological Society of Virginia.  The Dietz Press, Richmond, Virginia. 

 
Turner, Florence Kimberly 
1984 Gateway to the New World: A History of Princess Anne County, Virginia, 

1607-1824.  Southern Historical Press, Esley, South Carolina. 
 
United States Census Bureau  
1860 Princess Anne County, Virginia: Population and Slave Schedules.  Library of 

Virginia, Richmond. 
 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
1937 Aerial Photograph of Princess Anne County (FG 140 111).  Virginia 

Department of Transportation, Richmond. 
 
United States Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.) 
1919 15’ Cape Henry topographic quadrangle map.  Division of Mineral Resources, 

Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy, Richmond. 
 



 

 59

1989 7.5’ Virginia Beach topographic quadrangle map.  On file James River 
Institute for Archaeology, Inc., Williamsburg.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.maptech.com 

 
1990 1:100,000 scale Virginia Beach topographic quadrangle map.  On file James 

River Institute for Archaeology, Inc., Williamsburg.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.maptech.com 

 
U.S.G.S. Virginia Beach NW SW, Virginia quadrangle map 
2004 MapTech, Terrain Navigator Pro, Version 8.0.  Virginia, Tidewater/Virginia 

Beach [Virginia Beach NW SW, VA] [Orthophotomap].  1:7,200.  36075-G8-
0B-PQD.  Generated by Garrett Fesler; using MapTech, Terrain Navigator Pro 
[generated April 8, 2011] 

 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
2006 Virginia Department of Historic Resources State Collections Management 

Standards.  Electronic reference: 
http://state.vipnet.org/dhr/arch_DHR/collect_info2.htm 

 
2009 Conducting Archaeological Investigations in Virginia.  Virginia Department 

of Historic Resources, Richmond.  Electronic reference: 
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/pdf_files/Guidelines_For_Conducting_Archaeolo
gical_Survey_in_VA_June2009.pdf 

 
Virginia Patent Book 37.  Library of Virginia, Richmond. 
 
Yarnell, Richard A. 
1976 “Early Plant Husbandry in Eastern North America.”  In Cultural Change and 

Continuity: Essays in Honor of James Bennett Griffin, edited by Charles E. 
Cleland, Academic Press, New York. 

 
 
 



 

 60

 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A: PROPERTY DEED 

 

























 

 72

 

 

 

APPENDIX B: FINDS LIST 

 



Marshview Phase I Survey Findings
State Site # 44VB0363

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section I -ST GG3 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 106.6 30

Section I -ST GG5 CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric with 
hematite inclusions. 
Glaze missing.

71

Section I -ST HH2 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 2 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

28

Section I -ST HH2 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 74.1 29

Section I -ST HH3 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 63.1 89

Section I -ST HH3 SGLASS GLASS GREEN DARK BOTTLE WINE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 88

Section I -ST HH3 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 2 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

85

Section I -ST HH3 CSTONEWARE STONE RHENISH 
BROWN FRECHEN

BARTMAN JUG BODY/HANDLE 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 87

Section I -ST HH3 CEARTHENWARE PEARL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 
CURVED

1 0.0 86

Section I -ST HH3E CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

31

Section I -ST HH3E CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 48.3 32

Section I -ST HH3S CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 27.9 65

Section I -ST HH4 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 19.3 68

Section I -ST HH4S CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 5.4 55

Section I -ST HH4S MIRON NAIL WIRE HEAD AND 
PARTIAL SHANK

1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

56

Section I -ST JJ2 MIRON SCRAP METAL FRAGMENT 8 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

35

Section I -ST JJ2 CCERAMIC OBJECT SKEET FRAGMENT 2 0.0 36

Section I -ST JJ2 CSTONEWARE STONE ENGLISH 
WHITE SALT

UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

BASE FRAGMENT 1 0.0 34
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State Site # 44VB0363

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section I -ST JJ2 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 3 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

33

Section I -ST JJ3 SGLASS GLASS GREEN DARK BOTTLE WINE STRING 
RIM/NECK 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 73

Section I -ST JJ3 CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 2 0.0 Orange fabric with 
hematite inclusions. 
Glaze missing.

72

Section I -ST JJ3E CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 6.9 79

Section I -ST JJ3E CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric with 
hematite inclusions. 
Glaze missing.

78

Section I -ST JJ3N CEARTHENWARE WHITE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Burned. 25

Section I -ST JJ3N CEARTHENWARE WHITE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

BASE FRAGMENT 1 0.0 24

Section I -ST JJ4 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 6.8 57

Section I -ST JJ5 CEARTHENWARE PEARL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 60

Section I -ST JJ5 CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric with 
hematite inclusions. 
Glaze missing.

59

Section I -ST JJ5 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 18.1 61

Section I -ST KK2 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 282.9 Includes one burned 
fragment.

82

Section I -ST KK2 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

81

Section I -ST KK3 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 2 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

66

Section I -ST KK3 MIRON NAIL CUT SHANK 1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

67

Section I -ST KK5 CSTONEWARE STONE AMERICAN 
BROWN

HOLLOWWARE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 4

Section I -ST KK5 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

3
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State Site # 44VB0363

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section I -ST KK5 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 251.3 5

Section I -ST LL2 ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL FRAGMENT 0 45.8 84

Section I -ST LL2 MSLAG SLAG/CLINKER FRAGMENT 0 192.2 83

Section I -ST MM3 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 20.8 27

Section I -ST MM3 CCOARSEWARE COARSE UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Orange fabric. Glaze 
missing.

26

State Site # 44VB0364

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
VII

-ST A09 SGLASS GLASS AQUA LIGHT WINDOW GLASS FRAGMENT 3 0.0 23

Section 
VII

-ST A10 SGLASS GLASS AQUA LIGHT WINDOW GLASS FRAGMENT 1 0.0 22

Section 
VII

-ST A6 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 13.4 74

Section 
VII

-ST A8 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

PLATE MARLY/BOUGE 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 75

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

PLATE BASE/FOOTRING/B
OUGE FRAGMENT

1 0.0 44

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

SAUCER RIM/BODY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 43

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

HOLLOWWARE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 46

Section 
VII

-ST B9 ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL FRAGMENT 0 11.0 51

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

BASE FRAGMENT 1 0.0 45

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CPORCELAIN PORCELAIN 
CHINESE CANTON

PLATE RIM/MARLY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 50
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State Site # 44VB0364

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
UNDERGLAZE 
POLYCHROME

PLATE RIM/MARLY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 Unidentified red and 
green motif on the 
interior.

49

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

PLATE RIM/MARLY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 42

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

PLATE BASE/FOOTRING 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 47

Section 
VII

-ST B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

RIM FRAGMENT 1 0.0 48

Section 
VII

-ST C10 CEARTHENWARE WHITE PLATE RIM/MARLY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 64

Section 
XIV

-ST C2 SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIME BOTTLE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 38

Section 
XIV

-ST C2 CCOARSEWARE DRAINPIPE FRAGMENT 1 0.0 37

State Site # 44VB0365

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 MIRON NAIL CUT HEAD AND 
PARTIAL SHANK

1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

12

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 11

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 499.5 14

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS HOLLOWWARE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 10

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE BODY FRAGMENT 2 0.0 Includes one with "A" 
embossed on the 
exterior.

9

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE BASE/BODY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 7

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 CEARTHENWARE JACKFIELD HOLLOWWARE NECK/SHOULDER 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 6
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State Site # 44VB0365

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 MIRON NAIL WIRE SHANK 1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

13

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 PCOAL COAL FRAGMENT 0 2.0 15

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE BASE FRAGMENT 1 0.0 "C" embossed on the 
exterior.

8

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5E CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 4.3 63

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5E MIRON NAIL CUT HEAD AND 
PARTIAL SHANK

1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

62

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5N CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 72.0 91

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5N CEARTHENWARE ROCKINGHAM/BENN
INGTON

UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Possible trivet of lid. 90

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5N2 MIRON NAIL CUT HEAD AND 
PARTIAL SHANK

1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

76

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5N2 PCHARCOAL CHARCOAL FRAGMENT 0 1.0 77

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL FRAGMENT 0 1.3 21

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S PCOAL SLAG COAL SLAG FRAGMENT 0 0.7 20

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIGHT FLAT GLASS FRAGMENT 1 0.0 16

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Burned. 17

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S CBRICK BRICK BAT 0 1,212.0 18

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 15.6 19

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S2 PCOAL SLAG COAL SLAG FRAGMENT 0 1.7 70

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5S2 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 0.5 69
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State Site # 44VB0365

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5W MIRON NAIL 
UNIDENTIFIED

SHANK 1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

54

Section 
XVIII

-ST C5W MIRON NAIL 
UNIDENTIFIED

HEAD AND 
PARTIAL SHANK

1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

53

Section 
XVIII

-ST D5 CDAUB DAUB FRAGMENT 0 246.9 1

Section 
XVIII

-ST D5 PCHARCOAL CHARCOAL FRAGMENT 0 0.5 2

State Site # Iso Find 1

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS DRINKING GLASS BODY FRAGMENT 6 0.0 103

Section 
VII

-ST H11 CPORCELAIN PORCELANEOUS BOWL BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Blue fabric with white 
bands on the interior.

94

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS BOTTLE BODY FRAGMENT 6 0.0 100

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SRUBBER SHOE SOLE 1 0.0 106

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS BOTTLE NECK FRAGMENT 1 0.0 101

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS DRINKING GLASS RIM/BODY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 102

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIME BOTTLE BASE/BODY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 98

Section 
VII

-ST H11 CPORCELAIN PORCELANEOUS BOWL BASE/FOOTRING/B
ODY FRAGMENT

2 0.0 Blue fabric with white 
bands on the interior.

95

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS AMBER BOTTLE STRING 
RIM/NECK 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 96

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS BOTTLE BASE/BODY 
FRAGMENT

5 0.0 99

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS AMBER BOTTLE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 97
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State Site # Iso Find 1

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
VII

-ST H11 SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIGHT BOTTLE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 104

Section 
VII

-ST H11 MIRON STRAP 
UNIDENTIFIED

FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

105

Section 
VII

-ST H11 CEARTHENWARE WHITE 
IRONSTONE/GRANIT
E

CUP BASE/BODY 
FRAGMENT

1 0.0 "SCHAMMELL'S 
TRENTON CHINA 
MADE IN 
AMERICA"  printed 
in brown on the base.

92

Section 
VII

-ST H11 CPORCELAIN PORCELANEOUS BOWL RIM/BODY 
FRAGMENT

2 0.0 Blue fabric with white 
bands on the interior.

93

State Site # Iso Find 2

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XII

-ST A08 ABONE ANIMAL MAMMAL UNIDENTIFIED 
FORM

FRAGMENT 0 85.8 80

State Site # Iso Find 3

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XII

-ST C7 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS BOTTLE BODY FRAGMENT 3 0.0 40

Section 
XII

-ST C7 MIRON SCRAP METAL FRAGMENT 7 0.0 Heavy ferric 
concretions.

41

State Site # Iso Find 4

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XII

-ST C9 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 67.9 39

State Site # Iso Find 5

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XII

-ST D4 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS HOLLOWWARE BODY FRAGMENT 1 0.0 Unidentified 
embossed letters on 
the exterior.

58
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State Site # Iso Find 6

Provenience Material 1 Material 2 Form Portion/Elem Count Weight Notes Artifact #

Section 
XVI

-ST C8 CBRICK BRICK FRAGMENT 0 3.4 52
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6/13/2011Report Generated on:

Virginia BeachCity/County:

DHR ID#: 44VB0363

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  REPORT

 DEPARTMENT OF HISTORIC RESOURCES

44VB0363DHR Site Number: Other DHR Number:

Resource Name:

Temporary Designation: 44VB1JRIA

Terrestrial, open airSite Class:

Temporal DesignationCultural Designation

Indeterminate 17th Century: 2nd half

Indeterminate 18th Century: 1st half

CULTURAL/TEMPORAL AFFILIATION

Domestic Dwelling, singleThematic Context: Example:

Comments/Remarks:

[Fesler 2011] The site is located on a prominent knoll that is formed by forked branches of Owls Creek.  The knoll is 

approximately 250 ft. wide between the two forked branches of the tributary, and the site is perched on the top of the 

landform at approximately 12 ft. above mean sea level.  The site itself is a maximum of 250 ft. by 350 ft. in size and covers 

the entire knoll.  Historic documents do not help clarify who occupied the site, but based on the artifacts activity spanned 

from the second half of the 17th century to the first half of the 18th century.

THEMATIC CONTEXTS/SITE FUNCTIONS

USGS Quadrangle(s): VIRGINIA BEACH

LOCATION INFORMATION

Restrict UTM Data? No

Center UTM Coordinates (for less than 10 acres): NAD 18/4076378/411715/1

NAD ZONE EAST NORTH

Boundary UTM Coordinates (for 10 acres or more):

NAD NORTHEASTZONE

1

Physiographic Province: Coastal Plain Drainage: Atlantic Ocean

Aspect: Flat Nearest Water Source: Owls Creek (Lake Rudee)

Elevation (in feet):  12.00 Distance to Water(in feet):  25

Site Soils: Chapanoke silt loamSlope: 0-2%

Acredale silt loamAdjacent Soils:

Landform: terrace

SITE CONDITION/SURVEY DESCRIPTION

Site Dimensions:  250 feet by  350 feet Acreage:  2.00

1



Virginia BeachCity/County:

Survey Strategy: Subsurface Testing

Site Condition: No Surface Deposits but With Subsurface Integrity

Threats to Resource: Development

Survey Description:

[2011 Fesler] Shovel testing at 50 ft. intervals; dropped to 25 ft. around positives.  All 

backfilled screened through 1/4" steel mesh.

Land Use: Example: ForestRecreation/Art 2011/05/99Dates of Use:

Comments/Remarks:

Area is wooded and expected to be transformed into a public park, with much of the forested areas remaining intact.

CURRENT LAND USE

SPECIMENS, FIELDNOTES, DEPOSITORIES

Yes James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.Specimens Depository:Specimens Obtained?

Assemblage Description:

2



Virginia BeachCity/County:

Artifact # Prov Other ER # Material 1 Material 2 Form Count Weight

3 Section I KK5CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

5 Section I KK5CBRICK BRICK 0 251.3

4 Section I KK5CSTONEWARE STONE AMERICAN BROWN HOLLOWWARE 1 0

24 Section I JJ3N CEARTHENWARE WHITE UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

25 Section I JJ3N CEARTHENWARE WHITE UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

26 Section I MM3 CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

27 Section I MM3 CBRICK BRICK 0 20.8

33 Section I JJ2 CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 3 0

34 Section I JJ2 CSTONEWARE STONE ENGLISH WHITE SALTUNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

35 Section I JJ2 MIRON SCRAP METAL 8 0

36 Section I JJ2 CCERAMIC OBJECT SKEET 2 0

31 Section I HH3E CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

32 Section I HH3E CBRICK BRICK 0 48.3

28 Section I HH2CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 2 0

29 Section I HH2CBRICK BRICK 0 74.1

30 Section I GG3CBRICK BRICK 0 106.6

89 Section I HH3CBRICK BRICK 0 63.1

88 Section I HH3SGLASS GLASS GREEN DARK BOTTLE WINE 1 0

85 Section I HH3CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 2 0

87 Section I HH3CSTONEWARE STONE RHENISH BROWN FRECHEN BARTMAN JUG 1 0

86 Section I HH3CEARTHENWARE PEARL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

56 Section I HH4S MIRON NAIL WIRE 1 0

55 Section I HH4S CBRICK BRICK 0 5.4

57 Section I JJ4 CBRICK BRICK 0 6.8

61 Section I JJ5 CBRICK BRICK 0 18.1

60 Section I JJ5 CEARTHENWARE PEARL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

59 Section I JJ5 CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

67 Section I KK3MIRON NAIL CUT 1 0

66 Section I KK3CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 2 0

68 Section I HH4CBRICK BRICK 0 19.3

73 Section I JJ3 SGLASS GLASS GREEN DARK BOTTLE WINE 1 0

72 Section I JJ3 CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 2 0

71 Section I GG5CCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

79 Section I JJ3ECBRICK BRICK 0 6.9

78 Section I JJ3ECCOARSEWARE COARSE LOCAL UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

65 Section I HH3S CBRICK BRICK 0 27.9

81 Section I KK2CCOARSEWARE COARSEUNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

82 Section I KK2CBRICK BRICK 0 282.9

84 Section I LL2 ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL 0 45.8

83 Section I LL2 MSLAG SLAG/CLINKER 0 192.2

NoSpecimens Reported?

Assemblage Description--Reported:

Field Notes Reported? Yes Depository: James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.

REPORTS, DEPOSITORY AND REFERENCES

VDHR

Reference for reports and publications:

Depository:Report (s) ? Yes

DHR Library Reference Number:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

2011 

A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of

98.664 Acres at

Marshview Park

in the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia

VDHR File Number: 2009-2001

Prepared By:

Garrett Fesler, Ph.D.

Matthew Laird, Ph.D.

James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.

223 McLaws Circle, Suite 1

Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

(757) 229-9485

PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION AND DEPOSITORY

Photographic Documentation? Depository Type of Photos Photo Date

JRIA digitalYes 2011/05/99

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT EVENTS

2011/05/99Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance Date:Cultural Resource Management Event:

Organization and Person:

DHR Project Review File No: 2009-2001

CRM Event Notes or Comments:

City of Virginia Beach acquired the Marshview property from the US Navy and plan to develop it into a public park. Recommended 

Potentially Eligible for listing in the NRHP.

FeslerGarrettFirst: Last:James River InstOrganization:

Sponsor Organization:

INDIVIDUAL/ORGANIZATION/AGENCY INFORMATION

Individual Category Codes:

Honorif: First: Unknown Last: Unknown

Suffix:

Title:

Company/

Agency:

Land Studio

Address: PO Box 10801

City: Norfolk State: Virginia Zip:  23513

Phone/Ext: 757-858-8585

 - -

Notes:

Ownership Type:
Public - Local

Government Agency:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

DHR ID#: 44VB0364

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  REPORT

 DEPARTMENT OF HISTORIC RESOURCES

44VB0364DHR Site Number: Other DHR Number:

Resource Name:

Temporary Designation: 44VB2JRIA

Terrestrial, open airSite Class:

Temporal DesignationCultural Designation

Indeterminate 19th Century: 2nd half

Indeterminate 20th Century: 1st half

CULTURAL/TEMPORAL AFFILIATION

Domestic Dwelling, singleThematic Context: Example:

Comments/Remarks:

[2011 Fesler] The site is a farmstead site that dates to at least the middle of the nineteenth century and continued to function 

until the mid twentieth century (ca. 1850 – ca. 1950).  These dates of activity largely are based on the existing maps of the 

area which show a farmstead at the location as early as 1859.  By 1919 there are two structures standing at the site, and a 

1937 aerial map shows the site still active.  We have surmised that the site was occupied until the early 1950s when the 

Barcroft family sold the property to a development company.  For the next half century locals then used the property as a 

dump site.

THEMATIC CONTEXTS/SITE FUNCTIONS

USGS Quadrangle(s): VIRGINIA BEACH

LOCATION INFORMATION

Restrict UTM Data? No

Center UTM Coordinates (for less than 10 acres): NAD 18/4067539/411587/1

NAD ZONE EAST NORTH

Boundary UTM Coordinates (for 10 acres or more):

NAD NORTHEASTZONE

1

Physiographic Province: Coastal Plain Drainage: Atlantic Ocean

Aspect: Flat Nearest Water Source: Owls Creek (Lake Rudee)

Elevation (in feet):  12.00 Distance to Water(in feet):  600

Site Soils: Chapanoke silt loamSlope: 0-2%

Acredale silt loamAdjacent Soils:

Landform: terrace

SITE CONDITION/SURVEY DESCRIPTION

Site Dimensions:  400 feet by  600 feet Acreage:  5.50
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

Survey Strategy: Subsurface Testing

Site Condition: Surface Deposits

Site Condition Unknown

Threats to Resource: Development

Survey Description:

[2011 Fesler] Shovel testing at 50 ft. intervals; dropped to 25 ft. around positives.  All 

backfilled screened through 1/4" steel mesh.

Land Use: Example: ForestRecreation/Art 2011/05/99Dates of Use:

Comments/Remarks:

Area is wooded and expected to be transformed into a public park, with much of the forested areas remaining intact.

CURRENT LAND USE

SPECIMENS, FIELDNOTES, DEPOSITORIES

Yes James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.Specimens Depository:Specimens Obtained?

Assemblage Description:

[2011 Fesler]

Artifact # Prov Other ER # Material 1 Material 2 Form Count Weight

22 Section VII A10 SGLASS GLASS AQUA LIGHT WINDOW GLASS 1 0

23 Section VII A09 SGLASS GLASS AQUA LIGHT WINDOW GLASS 3 0

37 Section XIV C2 CCOARSEWARE DRAINPIPE 1 0

38 Section XIV C2 SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIME BOTTLE 1 0

48 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

47 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE PLATE 1 0

42 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE PLATE 1 0

49 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE UNDERGLAZE POLYCHROME PLATE 1 0

50 Section VII B9 CPORCELAIN PORCELAIN CHINESE CANTON PLATE 1 0

45 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

51 Section VII B9 ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL 0 11

44 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE PLATE 1 0

43 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE SAUCER1 0

46 Section VII B9 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE HOLLOWWARE 1 0

64 Section VII C10 CEARTHENWARE WHITE PLATE 1 0

74 Section VII A6 CBRICK BRICK 0 13.4

75 Section VII A8 CEARTHENWARE WHITE IRONSTONE/GRANITE PLATE 1 0

NoSpecimens Reported?

Assemblage Description--Reported:

Field Notes Reported? Yes Depository: James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.

REPORTS, DEPOSITORY AND REFERENCES
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

JRIA

2011

A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of

98.664 Acres at

Marshview Park

in the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia

VDHR File Number: 2009-2001

Prepared By:

Garrett Fesler, Ph.D.

Matthew Laird, Ph.D.

James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.

223 McLaws Circle, Suite 1

Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

(757) 229-9485

Reference for reports and publications:

Depository:Report (s) ? Yes

DHR Library Reference Number:

PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION AND DEPOSITORY

Photographic Documentation? Depository Type of Photos Photo Date

JRIA digitalYes 2011/05/99

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT EVENTS

2011/05/99Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance Date:Cultural Resource Management Event:

Organization and Person:

DHR Project Review File No: 2009-2001

CRM Event Notes or Comments:

Recommended Not Eligible for listing in the NRHP.

FeslerGarrettFirst: Last:James River InstOrganization:

Sponsor Organization:

INDIVIDUAL/ORGANIZATION/AGENCY INFORMATION

Individual Category Codes:

Honorif: First: Unknown Last: Unknown

Suffix:

Title:

Company/

Agency:

Land Studio

Address: PO Box 10801

City: Norfolk State: Virginia Zip:  23513

Phone/Ext: 757-858-8585

 - -

Notes:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

Ownership Type:
Public - Local

Government Agency:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

DHR ID#: 44VB0365

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  REPORT

 DEPARTMENT OF HISTORIC RESOURCES

44VB0365DHR Site Number: Other DHR Number:

Resource Name:

Temporary Designation: 44VB3JRIA

Terrestrial, open airSite Class:

Temporal DesignationCultural Designation

Indeterminate 19th Century: 2nd half

Indeterminate 20th Century: 1st half

CULTURAL/TEMPORAL AFFILIATION

Domestic Dwelling, singleThematic Context: Example:

Comments/Remarks:

[2011 Fesler] The site functioned as a farmstead from the first half of the nineteenth century until the mid twentieth century 

(ca. 1830 – ca. 1950).  Historic maps depict a farmstead at the location in 1859, again in 1919, and in an aerial map in 

1937.

THEMATIC CONTEXTS/SITE FUNCTIONS

USGS Quadrangle(s): VIRGINIA BEACH

LOCATION INFORMATION

Restrict UTM Data? No

Center UTM Coordinates (for less than 10 acres): NAD 18/4076606/411897/1

NAD ZONE EAST NORTH

Boundary UTM Coordinates (for 10 acres or more):

NAD NORTHEASTZONE

1

Physiographic Province: Coastal Plain Drainage: Atlantic Ocean

Aspect: Flat Nearest Water Source: Owls Creek (Lake Rudee)

Elevation (in feet):  12.00 Distance to Water(in feet):  600

Site Soils: Chapanoke silt loamSlope: 0-2%

Acredale silt loamAdjacent Soils:

Landform: terrace

SITE CONDITION/SURVEY DESCRIPTION

Site Dimensions:  200 feet by  250 feet Acreage:  1.14

Survey Strategy: Subsurface Testing

Site Condition: Site Condition Unknown
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

Threats to Resource: Development

Survey Description:

[2011 Fesler] Shovel testing at 50 ft. intervals; dropped to 25 ft. around positives.  All 

backfilled screened through 1/4" steel mesh.

Land Use: Example: ForestRecreation/Art 2011/05/99Dates of Use:

Comments/Remarks:

Area is wooded and expected to be transformed into a public park, with much of the forested areas remaining intact.

CURRENT LAND USE

SPECIMENS, FIELDNOTES, DEPOSITORIES

Yes JRIASpecimens Depository:Specimens Obtained?

Assemblage Description:

[2011 Fesler]

Artifact # Prov Other ER # Material 1 Material 2 Form Count Weight

2 Section XVIII D5 PCHARCOAL CHARCOAL 0 0.5

1 Section XVIII D5 CDAUB DAUB 0 246.9

13 Section XVIII C5 MIRON NAIL WIRE 1 0

6 Section XVIII C5 CEARTHENWARE JACKFIELD HOLLOWWARE 1 0

7 Section XVIII C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE 1 0

8 Section XVIII C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE 1 0

9 Section XVIII C5 SGLASS GLASS AQUA HOLLOWWARE 2 0

10 Section XVIII C5 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS HOLLOWWARE 1 0

15 Section XVIII C5 PCOAL COAL 0 2

14 Section XVIII C5 CBRICK BRICK 0 499.5

11 Section XVIII C5 SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

12 Section XVIII C5 MIRON NAIL CUT 1 0

90 Section XVIII C5NCEARTHENWARE ROCKINGHAM/BENNINGTON UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

91 Section XVIII C5NCBRICK BRICK 0 72

53 Section XVIII C5W MIRON NAIL UNIDENTIFIED 1 0

54 Section XVIII C5W MIRON NAIL UNIDENTIFIED 1 0

62 Section XVIII C5E MIRON NAIL CUT 1 0

63 Section XVIII C5E CBRICK BRICK 0 4.3

20 Section XVIII C5S PCOAL SLAG COAL SLAG 0 0.7

16 Section XVIII C5S SGLASS GLASS GREEN LIGHT FLAT GLASS1 0

17 Section XVIII C5S SGLASS GLASS COLORLESS UNIDENTIFIED FORM 1 0

18 Section XVIII C5S CBRICK BRICK 0 1212

19 Section XVIII C5S CBRICK BRICK 0 15.6

21 Section XVIII C5S ASHELL ANIMAL OYSTER SHELL 0 1.3

70 Section XVIII C5S2 PCOAL SLAG COAL SLAG 0 1.7

69 Section XVIII C5S2 CBRICK BRICK 0 0.5

77 Section XVIII C5N2 PCHARCOAL CHARCOAL 0 1

76 Section XVIII C5N2 MIRON NAIL CUT 1 0

NoSpecimens Reported?

Assemblage Description--Reported:

Field Notes Reported? Yes Depository: JRIA
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

REPORTS, DEPOSITORY AND REFERENCES

JRIA

2011

A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of

98.664 Acres at

Marshview Park

in the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia

VDHR File Number: 2009-2001

Prepared By:

Garrett Fesler, Ph.D.

Matthew Laird, Ph.D.

James River Institute for Archaeology, Inc.

223 McLaws Circle, Suite 1

Williamsburg, Virginia 23185

(757) 229-9485

Reference for reports and publications:

Depository:Report (s) ? Yes

DHR Library Reference Number:

PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION AND DEPOSITORY

Photographic Documentation? Depository Type of Photos Photo Date

JRIA digitalYes 2011/05/99

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT EVENTS

2011/05/99Survey:Phase I/Reconnaissance Date:Cultural Resource Management Event:

Organization and Person:

DHR Project Review File No: 2009-2001

CRM Event Notes or Comments:

Recommended Not Eligible for listing in the NRHP.

FeslerGarrettFirst: Last:JRIAOrganization:

Sponsor Organization:

INDIVIDUAL/ORGANIZATION/AGENCY INFORMATION

Individual Category Codes:
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Virginia BeachCity/County:

Honorif: First: Unknown Last: Unknown

Suffix:

Title:

Company/

Agency:

Land Studio

Address: PO Box 10801

City: Norfolk State: Virginia Zip:  23513

Phone/Ext:  - -

 - -

Notes:

Ownership Type:
Public - Local

Government Agency:
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