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The Greensville Creek ClovisActivity Area

Background
Tool-StoneDeposits(Quarry) Near Greensville Creek

The Greensville Creek Clovativity areaFigure 1 in southeastern Virginis composed of
three archaeological sitesd four separate small chert flake clustdrseparated by no more than
one mileandwithin an area ofbout onesquare mile The thregrimarysites arel) the
Brunswick Countytool-stonedeposis or quarry several adjacerithic materialcollectionand
initial tesing locatiors; 2) the Terrace sitgg nearquarrymanufacturingsite and3) the Greensuville
CreekClovis site, a smallnearquarrymanufacturingsite with a possibleassociate€lovis kill site
or Clovis kill processing arealThe Greensville Creek Clovis siteas the last of the three sites
found and it was discoverdaly us,Nottoway River Survey (NRSi 2015duringan
archaeological survey masterrBrunswick County Virginia.

The presencef deposits othertlike tool stoneseems to be the primary reason for the Clovis
interest in tis area Thesedeposits werebserved by us earlier in 2004 recently cleared land
adjacent tdGreensville Creekearthe BrunswickCountyGreensville County lineln our2015
publication (1) we identified theseclosely connectetbol-stone depositas the Brunswick County
chert quarry

Thequarrywasfound north ofroute 605 Lewis Drive in extreme eastern Brunswick County
and about four miles west of the City of Emporia, Virginiaol stonevasseenas floatin the
form of flat plateletand smallroundednodules locatedver a distance about 100Geetamong
outcrops ofgraniteon hills andon higher ground adjacent to the flood plain of Greensville Creek
about 13 miles north of the Meherrin River, Figure 1.

We sawno direct evidence that collectiontbis materiaby Native Americans involved any
form of excavationbutany such evidence likelould have beerrasedy surface erosian
Some of the nodules and platelets we found at the quarry showed evideagengbeen
recovered there by Native Americans aeskedfor qualityby removal of a fevflakes.

Weatheredlake surfacef Native Americanquarriedfragmentsof the chertlike stonefound
by NRSatthedepositsaappeaedto have a somewhéibrousstructure often to bdayeredto vary
from grainy to waxyin texture andto besomewhasparklyreflectivewhenobserved irdirect
sunlight Similar materialhas been describedfiBrunswick County chet(2) by the author|ocal
artifact collectorsandsomeVirginia archaeologists for over 30 years although the exact location
of the quarryoutcrops odepositof this stonehad not beeneportedoprior toour 2015publication
An abbreviate@opy of thelaboratoryanalysis(8) of this tool stonds containedisthe Attachment

Given thefairly modest quantity othe best of theool stonewe recoveredemainingon the
surfaceatthe Brunswick Countyquarrydepositsthere may benore, similar sources in the general
area we have not yet discovered. This conclusion is based upon the nuotaertiefsin
southeasterNirginia thatreportedlyhaveproduced artifacts of #material. Most of these
artifacts were recovered theadacentcounties ofGreensville Sussexand Brunswick butsome
are known as well frorDinwiddie, MecklenburgPrince GeorgeandSouthamptorounties

In oneextreme caseartifacts of his distinctivematerialwere found by a localollector and
reportedoy NRSfrom the Quail Spring€lovis site(3, 4) locatedin the City of Virginia Beach
This site isapproximately 85 mile® the easbf theBrunswick Countytool-stonesource

It has beembserved by NR$hatseveral traditions ofarly Native Americans southeastern
Virginia used thigype ofunusual stone for the manufacture of projectile pointsnagualy types of
unifacial tools 2, 3). These traditions include Clovis of the PaleoimdieeriodandPalmerKirk of
the Early Archaic.



Two Clovis-Related Archaeological Sites Near thB8runswick County Tool-Stone Deposits on
Greensville Creek

TheGreensville Creeklovis siteand theTerrace sitarevery neathe Brunswick County
Greensville County lineand they arapproximately4000 feet andL500 feet respectivelyfrom the
central area of theol-stonedepositquarry)on Greensville Crele Both siteswereinvestigated
by NRSthrough surface surveyand both were found toontairedtools anddebitageof material
identicalto that found at thaearbytool-stone deposits

Location Ain Figure 1theGreensville CreekClovis sitein Brunswick Countywas not known
to NRSpreviously, but it wasliscoveredy usduringour archaeological survey in 2015 iasvas
being destroyed by construction activiffhis site isfrequentlydesignatedhe GCrCS throughout
this report

Theother site B in Figure 1 theTerrace sitehas beelknownto local artifact collectos for
many years It is north ofthe GCrCSutin GreensvilleCounty. TheNRSinvestigationof the
Terrace sitealong withour review ofthe artifactsn local collectiors, revealedhat it was used by
the Clovis peoplas aocation for themanufactue of cores and bifacedt was also determindaly
NRSthatprior surface collecting ltaremovedmanyatrtifacts from the plow zone

Collectively,locations A and Bhaveproducedn-process, completed, and td@magedrtifacts
of the localtool stoneincludingonefinished completeClovis point Other artifacts recovereualy
NRSfrom thetwo sites includeafragmentof finishedClovis point,early stageClovis bifaceand
preformfragments unifacial toolsyarious types o€ores chiselwedgesandon one of the sites
(the GCrCSkomelarge,heavy tools such ahoppes andhammerstonesMost of thesartifacts
areof the local cheHike stone but therevereartifactsfound at both sitesf severalbtherlocally
availablematerialssuch as argillitequartzite and quartz

The Greensville Creek Clovis sithe GCrCSfigures 1(inset 5)and 2,is themore importantto
usof thesetwo sitesas relatedo our study of the Clovis occupatiasf southeastern VirginiaThe
reason th siteis thought by NRS to be importaistthat it is single component. In contramst,of
thenumerou<Clovis sites thatve havestudied olinvestigatedn Virginia for over 40 years
contained concentrations of somewhat sintdarly Archaicage material. The more general
culturally non-diagnosticartifact types such as some unifacial tools, chigdges, hammerstones,
choppers, cores, artlde majority of flakesve foundover the yearsn the multicomponensites
wereoftenindistinguishable by tim@eriod or traditioni.e, as either Clovis or Palmer/kirkThis
haspresentedomething ot problemwhen trying to accurately define the extent of Clovis
activities from surfaceollections and even from some excavated collecti@g with the GCrCS
collectionit appears that we can draw more accurate conclusions concerning the specific activities
there of the Clovis peoplgiven the single component nature of the site along with the fairly small
number of differenartifact categoriesecovered

By mid-year2016, theGCrCShad beemargely destroyed by constructiofha Dominion
Energy500-kv electrical transmission line interconnection associated with the construction of a
new power plantHowever,asit was discovered bysin early 2015 after the initial land clearing
activity but before it had beednotally destroyedwe were able to obtain a reasonable idea of the
siteds si z €hisaite,dn theBrunswick €ounty side of Greensville Creek, was located
about4000 feetsoutheast amost ofthetool-stonedepositsand3500 feenorth of the Meherrin
River. At the closestt wasapproximately750 feetsoutlwestof Greensville Cregkoutas
observedy NRSin 2015it wasnear asmallspring

Some professional CRM work was done in the general area of the GCrCS before the massive
land clearingelated tahe construction projectjut for whatever reasdhe sitewas not reported
This maypossiblyhave beemecausehe Clovis siteat the tmewasnotlistedin the state (DHR)
inventory of archaeological sitedt is also possible th#tetransmission line interconnection
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constructiorareawhich was separate from the power plant construction ar@anot have been
included within thescope of CRM work& ). Even with CRM workthe Clovis atifacts maynot
have beemecognized before the land was clearedhoktof thevegetation As istypical of most
smallClovis sitesn Virginia, the artifact concentratidmerewasrelativelylight.

The othemearbyClovis location the Terrace sitéigures 1 (inset 4) an86, is multi-
component This site is on the other side of the creek in Greensville County on a high terrace in
cultivated farmlandbout4000 feemnorth of location A, the GCrG3ut it isonly 1500 feeteast of
most ofthe tootstone depositsAs previouslynoted, t was discovered many years agad
artifact collectos are known to havgurface collectediagnostic projectile pointepresenting
several time periods and traditioas well agnuchof the chedlike debitagerom the plow zone

The Terracesite was shown tasin the 1980s byne ofthe collectos living in nearby Emporia,
Virginia, andthe sitewas initially describetby himto us aseveraklosely connected artifact
concentrations A small collection oflakes and coresf the local chertike stone(Brunswick
County chertfrom the sitewvasgiven to usdy this collectorand werecoveredimilar artifacts
there mostly flakescores,and biface fragmentsn severaloccasions In addition,we recovered a
few Middle Archaic and_ate Archaicprojectilepointsand point fragmentsf argillite, rhyolite,
guartate, and quad from two of theTerrace siteoncentrationsOnly oneof the later period
points that we collecteé& Woodlaneperiodsmallstemmed points of amaterialsomewhat
similar tothe localchertlike stone and ve saw nather Archaic or Woodland perigmbintsof this
stonefrom the site We considerame of the artifactthat we collected frortwo of the
concentrations on the Terrace $debe ofClovis age and thesarelisted in Table 2andbriefly
described in this reporiA few of these artifactsareshown in figure$7,58 and 59

Four Other Local Concentrationsof Artifacts of the Brunswick County Tool Stone

Also discovered during our surveyithin a mile ofthe tootstone deposits ar@ovis locations
A and B, and in both countieserefour much smaller artifact concentrations consisthgcatters
of flakes and core fragments$ the localchertlike stone These locations are shown in Figdras
adjacentctivity areas C, D, E, and &nd allfour had beerexposedrior to theland clearing
activity. Noneof thesesitesproduceda Clovis pointor afluted preform,butlocation D produced a
smallchert hammerstone and location E produced a chert eiésigle. All four sites produced a
few edgeworked or edgaised flakes of thivcal tool stone Based upon the weathering oétle
artifacts,they ardikely of significant age anthayberelated to the twéargersites locations A
and B In addition to the chetlike debitageand tools these othefour locations produced f@w
Middle Archaic and Late Archaic projectile poiraisd flakef local argilliteandquartz

Clovis Finds in the General Area More than One Mile from the Tool-Stone Depositon
Greensville Creek

Clovis Isolates

Two isolated finds ofinished completeClovis points of chenvererecordedrom the general
area of theéool-stone depositsn Greensville Creekany years agm B. C. MsuUeys of 0 S
Virginia flutedpoints. Thesesurveyreportsappeared periodically in ti@uarterly Bulletinof the
Archaeological Society of Virginia. hetwo artifacts are shown iRigure 3as points numbered
330 and 669McCaryd s s mumbhes.ySpecifically, the two point830 and 669)vere
recoveredhboutl.5milesnorth andl.5 mileseast, respectivelyf the tootstone deposits

Oneof thetwo points in Figure 3survey #330is of theWilliamsonor Cattail Creeksariety of
chert which isfound in Dinwiddie County, Virginian the Williamsorand Ampy farmsthe
Williamson Clovis site (1, 3, 6), about25 miles to the north The otherpoint, survey #669is
shown by drawings of both faces in Figurd@t it has not yet beestudiedoy NRS Fom
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McCaryds descriptioorn tofmaiyt waed | a bfeg Anhite vande ryt

of thelocal Brunswick Countychertlike stone

There isa significant difference in the texturetbilocal chertlike stone Brunswick County
cher) compared to thaif more commomegionalVirginia cherts such as thWilliamsonvariety.
This isevidert by compaing the Williamsonchert pointin Figure 3 #330, with &Clovis point of
somewhasimilar size anccolor but of much differenstructure andextureidentified aghe
Brunswick Countychert(chertlike stone)variety, this pointis also shown in Figure Butas
surveypoint #38. The point wasfoundin BrunswickCounty, Virginiain the1960s orearly
1970sabout11 miles to the westf the Brunswick Countghertquarry and t isin the J. H. Boney
collection in Emporia, VirginiaTwo aher Clovis points of Williamson chert ande of
Brunswick Countylike chert are showtogetherfor comparison in Figure, Zindseveralother
Clovis points of théBrunswick Countychertlike stoneare shown in Figur.

The Greensville Count@€lovis Site

In the general regiomut emoved from thénmediatearea of theool-stone depositen
Greensville Creeks the large Greensville County Closse (3) (a.k.a. the J H. Boney Clovis
site). About seven miles downrivérom the quarry,his isawell-knownhuntingrelatedsiteon a
large swamp adjacent tbe MeherrirRiver. The Greensville County Clovis site of significant
interest becaus®me of the artifactd=igure 4 and Table &re ofmaterialidenticalto the local
Brunswick Countyquarrychertlike tool stone but most of the artifactecovered therare of
other typs of Virginia chert such as the above referendétiamson chert from Dinwiddie
County A few of the artifacts from the Greensville @y Clovis site are of neahert lithics,
includingquartz and tuff, which ammaterialsknown from the general area aindm the south in
North Carolina.The Greensville County Clovis sii® discusseth more detaibelow under the
sectionon rearbysiteswithin the local Clovis landscapeth anapparentconnection to the
GreensvilleCreekClovis site and/or the Brunswick Countgol-stonedeposits

Petrological Analysis of the Brunswick County Quarry Tool -Stone

Given our interest in #Brunswick Countyquarrytool-stone NRS sponsored a petrological
analysisof Native Americarcollectedlithic samplegrom the Brunswick Countglepositdy a
commercial laboratory, Spectrum Petrographics, Included in the study were samples from the
guarry and samples frothe twosignificantarchaeological sitemlong Greensville creekThe
Spectrum Petrographi@analysig(8), which iscontainecherein an abbreviatedummaryform as
the Attachmenthas provided a new, more accurakentification of this rather odd chdike
material. The new petrological identification is metamorphos#dified fault brecciaandit has
beendescribedsimply asquartz schisby the petrographerdn generalkcomposition, his material
is made upof mixtures of variously metamorphoseglartz and silicified calcite evapta.

Much of this materialaveragesbout99-percentmicro-grain quartz and chalcedony. With the
excellent conchoidal fracture characteristics of the shmikhe presence aflarge chalcedony
fraction in the structure, iboksand weatherkke chert, angdas noted abové has beerknown
locally aschert(2) for over 30 years However, this material is clearly martg like thetypical
bedded chest such aOhio Flint Ridgechert,known fromfurther west

In this report, thestoneis describedy NRSasBrunswick County quarrghertor just
Brunswick Countychert andit is frequentlyabbreviatedCC in figure captions This nameor
designatiorreplaces the old, rather general and purely descriptive terminology, fibrous chert,
which has been used for some yeararchaeological publicatior{&, 3, 9, and10).

Depending on the degree of metamorphigm®Brunswick Couny chertwhen reduced to
flakes, cores, and tools oftbasthe surfaceappearance of a fabric of multidirectional to parallel,
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thin, white lines offfibersd present in a contrasting cherty ground mass. The groundmagsise
white, grayishwhite, cream, tan, pink, yellow, blue, or brown, and there is a small amount of
green. Much of tis chert has a reflective, glittergr somewhat sparkly appearance, which from
Spectrum Petrograplgcanalysis seems to be related tonfiero-gran quartzfraction of the
structure Themicro-grain quartz fractioms quite different in reflectiveharactethan that
observed wittlithe chalcedony fraction

According to the analysis by Spectrum Petrograpfdishis materialstarted as canbination
of: 1) euhedral quartz that was deposited directly in bedrock fractures from hydrothermal fluids
and?2) calcite crystals or blades from fluid evaporation through vents from the bedrock fractures in
areas with the quartz. This was followed by cooling of the fluid in the fractures and silicification of
the calcite crystals arfdling of the voids. After tha and over a very long geological peritie
material experienced varying degrees of metamorphism. The resulting combination of variably
metamorphosed materials results in clike stone of somewhat differing structure as shown in
figures 6 through 17

In terms of formation, according to Virginia State Geologist David Spéaystlie bedrock
fractures or faults containing this type of chert are considered to be related to extensional faulting
in the Triassic and Jurassic period$iese faults aginated as compressional or transpressional
crustal breaks, which occurred in the middle to late Paleozoic era. After that, they were reactivated
as normal faults during the breakup of Pangea and the creation of Mesozoic basins.

Small pieces of tts local Brunswick Countychert had been observed cultivated farmland
above Greensville Creddy artifact collector®ver the yearduta chertdeposithadnotbeen
foundhere untilthe NRS workin 2004(1) describedhbove Thefirst of several smalllepositsvas
discovered as a result ofir field surveys in areas ohgoinglogging andand clearing operations
at the timen bothBrunswick Countyand Greensville Couniglong Greensville Creek

As previously noted hie outcrops producedhe chertas floaton the surfacen the form of
platelets and nodulemany quite smallpn low-elevation hills and terraces and adjacent to the
flood plain of the creek north ¢dcationA, the GCrCS A typical outcrop location, ovgrown as
seen in 2022, is shown Figure 1 (inset #3)The Geologic Map of Virgini§l2) shows thathe
local bedrockhereis composed ofmafic and felsic volcanic rock plus graniteut there is néault
brecciaor quartz schisidentified in thearea

The Geologic Map of Virginialsoshowszones of Pliocene sand and gravel in the immediate
area Some of this materiah the form ofquartzite and quartz gravel and cobbles wasinely
usedat the Terracaite, mostlyby Middle ArchaicandLate Archaic people butit was used to a
muchmore limited extent there by tl@ovis people.lt is noted that artifacts of this material were
absent from th&CrCSexcept fora few flakes andne largesplit-cobblechopperof quartzite

Chert or dertlike stonevery similar tothe Brunswick County varietipund alongGreensville
Creekhas been knowfrom two othemuarrylocations in Virginiafor over 50 yearsHowever, the
cherts fromeach of thehreequarrylocations are a little different as showrfigures 6 through 8.
Onelocation the Bourne chert quarrg in Hanover County in central Virginsome70 milesto
the north The other locatiorthe old Mitchell Plantation chert quarry,akso ineastern Virginia
butin adjacentSussex Countgbout 13milesnorth of he Brunswick Countghert deposits
Figure5 showstherelativelocation of all threef thesequarries

An interestingsampleof this materialwith relatively little metamorphism was collected by NRS
from one of the Brunswick Countlepositson Greensville Creek, and it is shofan comparison
to the more typical materiak Figure 12 before and after sectioning for petrographic study. This
unusual sample is shown and described in more detail iattaehedabbreviated petrological
reportas NRS sample #2, with section 2/S2 (27 x 46 mm) macrogrdpicther similar example
of this type ofstonewith relatively little metamorphism is shown ingkre 6, which is an NRS
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collected sample recovered on the Bourne Paleoindian chert ¢@gaffigure 5, in Hanover
County, Virginia near the Community of Rockville. The silicified calcite crystals are clearly
shown to be parallel in individual clustdrst intersecting other similar clusters at various angles.
In the past, it was recognized by NRS that tyiee ofstonewas found and employed by Native
Americans in Virginia We have founéaleoindianEarly Archaic, and a fewearlyMiddle
Archaic points figures 9 throughll. Also, thismaterialseems to have beemployedrarelyin
Virginia for the production oMiddle Archaic and Latérchaic points Someartifacts mostly
Clovis pointsof thistype ofchertlike stoneare known to havbeenrecoveredn northeastern
North Carolina16) (for examplesee Figure 9 point #&s far south aS0 miles below the
Brunswick County quarryand hesepointsmay have been made framaterialquarriedor
collectedin Virginia. No North Carolina source d¢iis particulaistoneis known to us

Analysis of Location A, the Greensville Creek Clovis SitdGCrCS)
Topography

Location A, the Greensville Creek Clowse (GCrCS)aprimary subject of this reponyas
situated just inside Brunswick County, Virginiary neaithe Greensville Countyline as shown in
Figure 1. The topography of the immediate site ar@srelatively flat,but the sitewaspositioned
atthe eastern edge of a 2@ibt-abovemeansealevel (AMSL) terraceFigure 2which before
recontouringn 2016 was seen tabruptlydropapproximatelylO-feet in elevation to the easthe
concentration of cultural materialason ths terracebut at the very edgeearthe elevationdrop.

At one location, th@bruptelevationdropwas associated with seepage sprirgg the eastern
end of the sité¢hatcontained aquatic planiiscluding cattailsvhen first observed by NRS in 2015.
Laterbulldozingin 2016associated witsurfacerecontouringadjacent tahe industrial facility
filled the low spot and coverdde smallspring.

To the east of tharchaeologicasite at the 17@oot AMSL contour, thdocal topography
resembld abowl with a narrow neckeddown drainage channel to thertheasttoward
Greensville Creek This topographyFigure 2,with the bowtshaped depressi@ssociatedvith
thespring to the wests typical ofboth seasonal wetlands aledationsin southeasta Virginia
where beavers often pladansto form shallow lakes. A beaver lake at this location seems likely
during times in the past withossiblyhigher flow from the spring Such a lake would have been at
the approximate location shovay the blue ovain Figure 2

Collecting Artifact son the Greensville Creek Clovis Site

Given the small size of the GCrCS and the small number of formal tools recoveretiddere,
this site been multicomponent with the Clovis material intermixeld Batrly Archaieage material
it would have been of little archaeologiaaterest The true significance of this site is that it was
single component. As such, thechaeological materiafeund there, i.e. the hammerstones,
choppers, irprocess bifacéagments chisetwedgesgedgedflakes,andcores thatare not formal,
diagnostically Clovisartifactsstill canwithout doubt be attributed to a Clovis occupation.

To judge howmuch of the cultural material originalbn-site may haveemained for us to
recover, we considedtwo different manners in which the artifact content on thecsitéd have
beenreduced over time. The firstgeviouscollectingof artifacts from thewface

This entire area of Virginia is known to have been under cultivébioa considerable period
before the Revolutionary Waandit remained savell througloutthetwentiethhcentury In earlier
times as the ground was disturbed through planting € fapm workerdikely noticed the odd,
brightly coloredstonecores, flakes, and toglandtheypossiblycollected some of theniThere are
heavy rust marks osomeof the artifacts collected by NRS from this site indicating these



itemswere in a plow zonkng before the land wasompletelyclearedand recontoureth the
20152016time period

In more recent times, it is evident from aerial aatellitephotographs that the land has been
disturbedoftenthrough logging, which would have providedmeopportunity forlocal collectors
to recover artifacts from the surface. Figui8through20show the appearancé the site and
general site area over a period of 25 years from 1994 to 2019.

As shown in Figure §, the sitearea in 1994 was completely wooded, but by 260gure B,
mostof the site area had been logged with some -gpeand exposure allowingpme level of
visibility possiblysuitable for artifact collecting. By 200Bigure20, most of themore productive
part of the site had growhackin trees, but part of the northern edge of the site not visible in 2002
had been recently loggditely providingsomesurface visibility in this area.

After the discovery of the Williamson Clovis site and chert quarry in 1949 in adjacent
Dinwiddie County, local artifact collectors became aware that chert flakes on an archaeological site
in this areaof Virginia often meanthe presence of highigoughtafter Clovis points However,
none of local artifact collectors with whom we have spoken over the past few years has revealed a
prior knowledge of this site, arahly afew of the artifacts from thiste that we foundvould have
had any special appealnwost ofthelocal collectors.

It is likely thatthe total collection from this sitead it been discovered by artifact collectors
would have beean Clovis point andpossibly aew flakesand coesof similar material Any
Clovis poins found herédy local collectoss probablywould have been recorded ame of
McCaryd Buted point surveyeportsas were the two points described above that were fabodt
1.5miles from the sitebut aur review ofall Virginia fluted pointsurvey reports shasdno other
Clovis pointsrecordechearthe GCrCS Still, it is possible that other pointsay havebeen found
locally in justthelastfew yearsafter the fluted point survayasdiscontinued

The second and by far most destructive manner of artifacts loghneaghthe massive land
clearingand surface recontouriragtivity for the 500-kv eledrical transmission line
interconnectionfigures 22 through 3, that took place hereom 2015through2016. This activity
ultimately resulted imost ofthesite and areas aroundogingdowncutthrough bulldozing The
remainingartifactswereprobablyburiedwith surfacesoil fill in lowerground to the east

Over a perioaf about 18monthsfrom earlyJanuary 2015 taiddle July 2016prior to
recontouringNRS made @ trips to the siten weekendsfter rain stormso surfacecollect We
estimate that we may have recovered perlfapy-percent of the artifacts thatereonthesurface
duringan averagérip to the siteas the overall surface visibiligarly-on was no more than 20 to at
most 50 percentThis was due in large part to the substantial amount of residual forest debris on
the ground in the arsaf theartifact concentrationgp to abouearlyJune 201&s shown in
figures B, 24, and 27

On mast of ourtrips to the sitewe were able to search at least a few handwe often
interfaced with constructiosite security personnelWe wereallowedon siteonly becausehe
locationof interest wasitthe far westerperimeternof thegeneralkonstructiorarega andas sucht
waswell away frommost ofthe day-to-daywork activity.

Throughouthe period in which we had at least some access to the site, our method of
investigation was simply surfacellecting We accomplished this by walking over all of the
accessibleexposedurfacefrom at least two directions on each trim late July P16due tothe
later stageconstructiorrelated recontouring argtadingactivity directly on the archaeological
site, we were informed by construction managemtdattit was no longer safe for us to be there,
andwe nolonger had access

Nothing has beerecoveredrom the site by NRSincelate July 2016and we have not
revisited the siteHowever, from our observations made in fgeshr 2016, it would appeared that
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the general areaasdown-cut andflattenedandthe site completelpulldozedawayas seen in
figures 25 and 26.

Number and Size of Artifact Clusters Comprising the Greensville Creek Clovis Site (GCrCS)

There were threelusters orareas of concentratiaf the Brunswick CountghertClovis
artifactswithin what wehavedefined as the site.The site shown infigures 28 and 29is
considered thhave beerfairly small, and it is represented in this reporimoval, Figure 29 of
about 290 feet southweti-northeasby about190 feet northwesdb-southeastBased upon these
dimensions,lie siterepreserddanarea ofapproximatelyt8,500square feetherefore, lhe general
site areavasabout 11 acres.

As shown in Figure 2, thecluster orarea of the heaviesbncentration of all types aitifacs,
locationX, is about 0.4 acresWithin area Xthe smaller area representing the greatest
concentration of artifactis defined withinthe red rectangleand this ishown in more detail in
Figure 30 with a description of the artifacts fouhdreby specificlocation. Most of the formal
tools includirg the complete projectile point, a complete end scraper;\wdde=d flakes, biface
fragments, wedges, and choppers were founddseveere mst of the cores, core fragments, and
biface reduction flakes.

Anothersmallerconcentratiorof artifact at the siteY, shown in Figure 2, producel mostly
small trim flakesand it representeapproximately 0.1 acres. The smallest artifact concentration,
Z, shown inFigure B, wasanarea of only 0.04 acres about 1,600 square fest best we could
determine.Concentration Z producetifewflakes several core fragmenndasinglechiset
wedge but no other artifacts.

Artifact Assemblage

All artifacts recovered at the GCrCS are stone; nothing € beood, or fabric remained the
acidicsandy loansoil of this open site The specific artifact types from the GCrCS are listed in
Table 1 and shown in figures 31 through 33, and 37 through 55.

We were able to resolve the artifacts into atlymajor categories for this site, and the artifact
total for the site from Tiale 1 is 1,481 items. The total inventory of all of these artifacts classified
as tools represents only 71 iteorsaboutfive percent This classification includes some rather
minimally workedor usedtems such as the hammerstones, chisslges, anddge snappeeflake
tools

The artifact assemblage at this site is very interesting. As noted above, all of the artifacts that
were on the site certainly were not recovered before it was destroyed. However, given the large
differences irartifactnumbers by type or class that we did recover, we believe that our sample is
adequatdor usto infer activities carried out there by the Clovis peoplée artifact categories
from Table 1 are given beloly descending numberf items recoveredand they adiscussed by
category

Flakes

There are 137 varioustypesof flakes that are otherwise unworked and apparently unused
Most of theseflakes 1,295, are of the local BrunswicKounty chert There are 49 flakes afdark
blackargillite, which iseroded andleeplyweatheredo agray-greencolor, butno materiad other
than the Brunswick County chert and the argiiligividually account for more than four flakes
The total ofall of the flakesof materias other than the local chert and argillissonly 13

The flakes can be broken down into fiyeneralcategoriesl) decortication flakes with some
original weatheredortexsurface of the stone, 3@@ms 2) nondecortication flakes thatannot be
further categorized but are all thought to be related to core platform preparation, biface reduction,
or tool edging, 851tems 3) biface reduction flakes with ground platformksgure 37,67 items 4)
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bifaceendthinning flakes with ground plfirms, Figure 37,17 items and5) blocky coreblade
like flakesand flake fragmentsften with ground platformsigures43and 5143 items There are
also seven chisetedge spall¢flakes)thatappear to be otherwismworked andinusedand they
arelisted separatelyn Table las a subtem within the category of chiseledges

Most flakes from this site are small, and maximum dimensions rarely exceed 40 mm. This
finding is consistent with the small size of cores and core fragmediscassed below.

Cores and Core Fragments

From Table 1,lere aré3 varioussmallcores, core fragments, andrelike flaked fichunkso
This breaks down inteevenidentifiable (tygeable) cores and 4fairly smallcore fragmentand
chunks. In the corefragmenitchunkcategory, 38 are the locBrunswick Countychert, but eight
arethe weatheredrgillite, which also appears to be a local material.

The core types are categorized as follows: bifacial césasitems circuar-flat or truncated
conical corestwo items irregular or block coreoneitem. The 46fairly small core fragments and
chunkscannot reliably be broken down into other gatées, but most appeto have been blocky
or irregular in shape

Only two cores exceed 100 mm in maximum dimension. The latfjest thecore fragments
or chunks ardetweerb0 and B mm in maximum dimension. Overall, thgeragesizeof cores
and core fragments in ttdRS Greensville Creek Clovis site collectisrsmall but, similarly,
chertplateletsand nodules of only small to medium size, generally in the range of 50 mm to 150
mm, make up most of tHerunswick County chennaterial inthe nearbyjuarrydeposits

Unifacial EdgeWorked Tools and Small Tool Fragments

There are20 wnifadal edgeworkedtools figures 38, 39, and 40f which four aresmalltool
fragments All of these items are of the local Brunswick County clea&dept for one end scrap
of an exotic (norlocal) gray chert.The16 mostcomplete objects ar&) side scraper&nives or
saws fouritems 2) end scraper&ne complete item and onsedamaged iten3) edgeworked
pointedflakes (awls?), threeitems and4) flake knives sevenitems The complete items in this
tool categoryrange in maximum dimension from 22 to 67 miith the average size being in the
30-40 mm range. Overall, these are fairly small by comparisons with similar tools)tramy
relatedClovis sites in Virginia such as the Williamson s{{&).

Bipolar Tools

These itemscategorized as chiseledgesareall bipolarbattered thick flakeef the local
Brunswick County chertThere arel2 suchtools six completehiselwedgesand sixlarge
fragmentsof chiselwedgesfigures 44 and 45As noted under flakeshére are also seven sneall
chiselwedge spalls that can be identified but do not represent enough of ansilge to be
classified as a large fragmenthe completehiselwedgesange in maximum dimension from 26
to 62 mm, while the fragmentange in maximum dimension froB2 to 47 mm. The spalls range
from 25 to 38 mm, with most about 35 mm. Comparatéchiselwedgesknownfrom the
Williamson Clovis site in Dinwiddie Countynost ofthe Greensville Creeshisetwedgesvould
be consideredf medium tosmallsize Thesetems are not thought to be bipolar cores as flakes
from such items tend to be thin and irregular, and not suitable for the manufacture of edged tools.

EdgeUsed Flakes

Another 12 items are flakes that show obvious aslgarand edgedamagdrom use, and they
are categorized as topfggures 40 and 41 The average length of these tools is in thel@3nm
range with width often about equal to length. The tools are fstukdy and often show signs of
significantedge damageAll 12 of the tools are of the local Brunswick Couahert.
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Clovis Point Prefornkragments

The finding of11 biface fragments that probably represent estdge Clovis poinpreforms,
figures 32, 33, andl5indicates that at least some biface reduction was taking @hattes
Greensville Creek Clovis sitelhis is understandable given the closexproty of the site to the
tool-stonedeposits.

Nine of thell fragments are of the local Brunswi€lounty chert, one fragment is abanded
argillite, and one fragment is of a green #ike stone. Except for one small, unfluted biface,
Figure 32, only fragments of large, thick, eastage prefans were found. Most of these biface
fragments are very short pieces with maximum lengths of abed® 20m. No typical, bifacially
flakedlate stageClovis point preforms with flutecarswere recovered, and no large fragments of
in-process bifaces renmain the assemblage. It appears that any usable, large piece of chert such as
a large bifacer bifacefragmentgenerated on sitwasfurther reduced on site oetainedfor other
useat another locatian

Five of thebiface fragmentare best desitred assnappegreformbasespossibly relating to
the preparation of platforms for early stage longitudinal thinning flake (flute) removal. Such a
procedure was suggested by Floyd Painter in 198pb@sed upon his analysis of unfinished, in
process Clovis bifaces recovered upamvkry large Williamson Clovis site mearbyDinwiddie
County, Virginig which he studied for many years

Based upon his analysis of unfinished Clovis points from the Williamson site, Painter suggested
that large, classic Clovis points were londitally reduced in thickness or flutadterfirst
removing or snapping off a short segment of the starting biface to form a#akglestriking
platform Figure 34 C Painter went on to suggest that this method of preparing a striking platform
for fluting was carried on as needed throughout the flaking process as the Clovis point neared
completon.

Ourown analysis of thdiface fragmentsfigures 34, and 3@&ssociated witlClovis point
manufacture on the Williamson sitompared to the Greenbe Creeksiteartifactsin figures 32
and33supports some of Painterds suggesplaud pr oce:
only as one of several eardyage process options in the manufacture of Clovis points.

About onethird of the complete iprocess early stage bifaces frovfilliamsonin the NRS
collectiondo show striking platforms for longitudinal flake removal formed by production of a
single break onmangle from vertical that carried away a portion of the end of the Bagee 35
However, onlythreeof thelaterstage broken basal ends or failuiresn point manufacturenow
that they hagand failed with this type of platform prepationas shown by examples figures 34
and36. This would seem to indicate that either the snajiyaese technique was rarely used in later
stages of point manufacture or that bifaces with snapped bases rarely subsequently failed by bend
break. Indeedhethreeexamplesoted abovewith snappeebase platforme the NRS collection
from the Williamson site show latstage biface failure by the tip simply breakorgsnappingff
apparentlydue toshock orbendingstress

SnappeeFlake Tools

There arenine edgesnappecflake tools Figure 42 These tools resemble bruins, but they were
created by snapping the edges of flakes rather than striking off bruin spalls. These tools from the
Greensville Creek Clovis site are identicabtimesnappesflake toolsrecovered by NR&om
boththe Williamson Clovis site and from the Clovis levels of the Cactus Hill(8jt6, 10). Wear
onsuchtoolsrecovered from all sites usually confined to thene or more points created by
intersecdbnsat snappedlakes, but an occasional example will show edgarbetween points
The examples from the Greensville Creek site range in maximum dimension from 20 to 64 mm.
All nine of these tools are of the local Brunswick County chert.
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Choppers

There ardour choppers One was also tabulated as a block core but counted artifecttotal
only once These tools are very different in size, shape, and thickness. One example was made
upon a chert block core, one upon a chert cobble with minimal flake removal, onelapgps a
wide, flat, chertdecorticatiorflake, and one upon a split quartzite cobble. All three of the chert
choppers aref the typical Brunswick County cherariety. The maximum dimensions of these
four items range fror67to 133 mm.

Hammerstones

There areawo hammerstones, figures 54 and 55, and thepatteof the local Brunswick
County chert.lIt is quite surprising that no hammerstones of tougher materials such as quartzite or
compactsandstone were recoveretihetwo cherthammerstones atesavily batteredand they
appear to have been recycled from large chert cores. One of the hammerstones, Figure 54, is the
largest, heaviest hammer we haveordedon any of the Clovis sites we hageaminedn
Virginia includingthosefrom the very large Williamson quarryGiven thesmallsize ofthe chert
cores and core fragments found oa GCrCS a hammerstone of this size and weight, about 3.5
kg, seems completely out of place for any quaetated activitythat might have beerarried out
here. It is interesting that this hammerstone was found very neaoripeteClovis pointand the
chiselwedges

Clovis Points anclovis PointFragments

Thereis onefinished completeClovis point ancbnesmallfragment of dinished possiblyuse
damagedClovis point, Figure 3L, in the Greensville Creeditetool assemblageBoth of hese
itemswere found in the sangeneralrea of the site. Both aoé the local Brunswick County
chert. The one complet€lovis point found on the sitgvhich issmallandvery sharpseems out
of place given the general lack of finished tools. This point appears tt®eenaised and then
undewentat least one cyclef resharpeningT hi s poi nt 6s basal area was
was dislodgedand from the lack of rust stains in the damaged areéikbig happenediuring the
most recenepisode ofand clearingvith a bulldozelin 2016

The midsectioffragmentrepresenting second small Clovis poimg similar in width and
thickness to the complete examplEhere is no flute scaemnanton either faceof this small
fragment but theras a small zone of edge grinding on one side, which apparnexilyates that
this was towardhe basal endf the point The fragmenappears to have been recycled as a
scraping, cutting, or planing tool along a broken edggth the complete and the fragntary
Clovis point appear to have been parallel sided as are most of the Cloviskigunts 4 found on
themuch largeiGreensville County Clovis sijastseven miles to the east

Greensville Creek Clovis SitéArtifact Assemblage Summary

First, it should beeemphasizethatbased upon shape, most of the artifacts found on the
GCrCS could not have been positively identified as of Clovis origin had they been mixed with
artifacts of Early Archaic ageMany Early Archaic Palmer sites producsomewhasimilar
assemblage of toqglsores, and flakes.
The most common tools that were found at the GCrC&agui ckl y made fAexped,]
includingchiselwedges, choppers, edgrapped flakes (likely inscribers), crudely edgmked
small flakes, and edggased flakes.Very fewdelicate tools for fine work such as end scrapers,
smallside scrapers, carefully edged flake knive@sawlswere recovergdand some types @lovis
tools such as gravers and drills were totally absktany of thesesmall,delicate tootypesthat
arein low numbers oabsentatthe GCrCS are common in the assemblages from other local sites
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includingthe Williamson Clovis site, the Greensville County Clovis site, and even in the small
collection of toolsknown fromtheexcavatedlovis levelsonthe Cactus Hill site

The chiselwedgeschiselwedgefragments, and chiseledge spallsre of somenterest
because a relatively large numbesre recoveredompared to other toolsThis category of tool
was apparently used to split or cut wood, bone, or tusk. It also seems likely that these tools could
have been used tut-apartor disarticulate dargekill. However, a the Greensville Creek site
does not appear to have been a primary location for manufagtimengumber o€hiselwedges
recovered seems unusual.

Except for one smaltompletebutunfluted cherClovis biface orpreform, only fragments of
early-stage, thick bifaces that are presumably Clovis point preforms were found at the GCrCS. The
finding of 11 of these fragments indicates that at least some early stage biface reduction was taking
place. Most of thse biface fragments are snapped bases possibly relating to the preparation of
platforms for early stage longitudinal thinning flake (flute) removal.

Only onefinishedClovis pointanda Clovis point midsection(fragmenj werefound at the
GCrCS. The one complete, smadind very sharp Clovis point that was found on the site seems out
of place given the general lack of finished todHill, this point is of the local Brunswick County
chert as is the fragmenandbothseemlikely to have been madmn site omearby The complete
pointalsoshows traits of undergoing resharpeni@gore it wasliscardedr lost Therefore,
seemgrobablethatotherClovis pointscould have beemadeto completion on sitejsedthere
and resharpeedaftersuchuse befordinally being discarded or last

There are two heavily used chert hammerstones in the assenasidgme of the hammers is
very large However, there is no indication thaiy pieces othert were quarried herecessitatig
the presence of suehargetool. It seems quite likely that the large, heavy hamioaeswvason
this site for a purposeot related to quarry activity

There are indications thas a primary activitgmall naturalchertcobbles ofragments
collectednearbyat thetool-stone depositaere beingeduced to coreandusedhere The ratio of
unusedr otherwise uncategorized chednrdecortication flakes tanused or otherwise
uncategorized chedecortication flakes igot particulaly large at2.19:1 and thissuggestshat
someprimarycorereduction was taking pladere and not all flake work was latgtagetool
production The cores and core fragmediscarded as a result of this activétyse small and of a
variety of shapes. No single core shape predominates (Gh€Sassemblage, and many flakes
seem to have been removed from small, blocky chert cores or nodules in a random fashion.

The mgority, 991, of thel,357flakessurface collectedn this site appear to laecombination
of smallchiselwedge spalls, core bladesire preparation flakebjface reductiorand end
thinningflakes,and trim flakes.Most of these flakes would be clagsif as nordecortication.

There are very few flakes of stone foreign to the site area in the artifact assembthgeen the
59 weathered gragreenargillite core fragments and flak@s the assemblageeem tchave been
made from largefragments of this materi&und locally adjacent to Greensville Creek.

Inferred Clovis Activities at the Greensville Creek Site

From the tool assemblageewan infer activities of the Clovis people at the GCrCBe site
was not locatedn a tooktstone deposit, but there weatleseby deposits It is certain that some
early stage lithiceduction work was undertaken heaadin support of thighere are small
fragments of coreandathousand or sdecorticatiorand nordecortication flakesHowever,
there are ntargeearly-stagecores or large core rejectand given the overall core and flake
assemblagehe site is not interpreted as a primary quarry reduction site.

The 11 biface fagments found here are early stage, rammne of the biface fragments recovered
hereseens to bealate-stage manufacturing failure. Therefore, lasgale full-cycle biface
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manufactuing does not seem to have begorimaryactivity, but there wasarly-stage biface
reduction

There arevery fewsmall, delicate tools such eadscrapers, drills, and gravers. Most of the
tools are edged flakes, whiappear to b&nivesor saws No significantamount oflater stage
manufacturingseems to ha occurredn this site, androm the tool assemblagiere is nothing
to identify ths locationas a domestic residenceanyduration orsignificance

There are 12 bipolar tools and fragments, all likely chisadgesused for cutting or spting,
andtheir presenceeens to beconsistent with the presence of sevaréfacts identified as
roughly-edged expediently maatoppers.There is one exceptionally large hammerstde this
would seem tchave been of no uses related tdithic procurement or reduction at thacation It
was likely used to batter substance such as bone or tusk

There is one finished Clovis point and there is a-s&iction fragment of a second, so it appears
that projectile points were used site or close byAll things consideredhis combination of tools
suggest that thelocation was a short duration camp séémited manufacturing locality, and that
it waspossiblyassociated witlanearbykill locationwhere the animé) wasinitially processed
for meat and boruskusing large, heavy toaldn fact, the entire assemblage of artifacts minus
the coresand a fewearly stage biface fragments is similar to that found at the LaPrele mammoth
kill site in Wyoming(15). However, no bone survived tite Greensville Creesdite due to the
acidic soils sowe can only speculate asddill -siteassociation.

Analysis of Location B, the Terrace Site

Background

As noted previouslythe Terrace sitdpcation B, was discovered years agddmal artifact
collectos who surface collected artifactsiostly ofArchaicage,from the plow zoneNRS
recovered artifactthere,primarily flakes cores,and bifacespn a few occasions by surface
collecting, and we considesome of the artifactsnostly those of chertp be oflikely Clovis age.
The siteis a multtcomponent Paleoindian and Archaic period site ore#stside of Greensville
Creekand abou#000 feetnorth of location A, the GCrCSThis site is located oa high terrace
which isnow cultivated farmlangsshown inFigure 56 and while the Terrace site is located
approximately 200 feet east of Greensville Creek, tharesprings originating from #nedge of
the terrace located both to the east and west of the primary concentrations of archaeological
materials A springfed impoundment forming a small lake is just soutbreé ofthe agricultural
fields.

The Terrace site i$500 feet east of thprimarytool-stone depositplacingit less tharone-half
the distancérom thesedepositsasis the GCrCS As discussed belowt appears from the artifact
assemblage we recoveratithe Terrace sitthatmoredecoticationreduction ofchert nodules and
plateletsfrom the nearby depositecurredtherethan at the GCrCSAlso, it seems that ore
early-stagemanufacturingof bifacial coresoccurred therandthatsomeearly-stageClovis
preformreductionoccurred

RecoveredArtifacts Presumed to be of Clovis age

Some of the artifacthatwe collectedn the Terrace site, other than common flakes,
identifiedas of likelyClovis age and theyare shown in figure§7,58, and 59 and listed in Table
2. The problem, ofourse, is that we cannot bertainthat all of theeartifacts areClovis-related
given the amount of MiddlArchaicand Late Archaic material known from this site

The total number gbossible Clovisageartifacts we recovered on the terrace sitéri4 or
aboutonehalf the numbeive collectedrom the GCrCS.We didcollect some projectile points
primarily of Middle Archaic and Late Archaigge,Figure &, of argillite, rhyolite, quartz, and
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quartzitefrom the Terrace sitdut only oneof the laterperiod projectile pointsa small stemmed
point likely of Woodland ages of chert somewhat similar the local Brunswick Countyariety.
Also, it is significant that no latgyerioddiagnostic artifactsnadeof the Brunswick Countghert
were observed by us local collectonsfrom the area

We recovered nbinishedClovis pointsor finished Clovis point fragments dine Terrace site
although we did recovdr4 fragmentsof brokenin-procesgpreforms,some shown ifrigure 58
Twelveof thepreform fragments found by NR8e of the local Brunswick County cheste is of
guartzite and one is white quartZ hree of tle fragmentary preformsan be characterized #sn
and late stageWe found only two small channel (flute) flakaghe Terrace site compared to 17
recovered on the GCrCS.

On the trips made to the Terrace site,founda few crudely madepparentlyad hoc or
A e x p eusdo scraperand edgd-flakes But,only twotools from the siteppear to béhe
typical carefully made, curated tealf thetype commoly recoveredn the large residential sites
such as the Williamso@lovis siteandthe Greensville Countflovis site Overall,the number of
small edgeworked toolgecovered16, is similar tothe number20, we recovered on the GCrCS
butthere isa poorerquality to most ofthe Terrace site toalsSnappedflake took, thought tchave
been used foscoring wood or bonduring manufactureveremore common on the GCrCS than
on theTerrace sitel5compared t® respectively The Terraces site assemblage of flakes
compared to that from the GCr@8ntainsfewer (48 compared to 110) with ground striking
platforms and there are onli5 parallel sided bladike flakesand bladdike flake fragmentsn
the collection compared to 43 from the GCrCS.

Considering the entire artifact assemblage from eachIs#es &re morehertcores core
fragmentsand cordike chunkson the Terrace site than on the GCrC&) compared t®d3, which
is a ratio ofabout2:1. The ratioon the Terrace sitef unused andtherwise uncategorized chert
nontdecortication flakes tanused andtherwise uncategorized cheecortication flakes igist
1.26:1 while it is 219:1 on the G@CS. Based upon these factors, we have defined the Terrace site
asmorerelated taheinitial reductionof local quarrystonethan was the GCrCS

In summary, yst afew small delicatefi ¢ u r #oolsavdré recoveredn the Terrace siteand
based upon the tool assemblégje sitemay not have functioned as a residerdahp. In this
regard, it is similar to the GCrCS, but unlike the GCv@Sfoundno chopperslarge chert
hammerstonedinished fluted pointspr any quantity ofchiselwedgeson the Terrace siteThe
total inventory ofartifactsrecovered on the Terrace site revéidtle aboutspecificactivities that
occurred therether tharthe initial reductionof quarrystonenodules and plateletsmdsome,
mostly early-stage manufacturingpf bifacesand preforms

The Local Clovis LandscapeasRelated to the Brunswick County Chert Deposit®n
Greensville Creek

Other Significant Clovis Sites Within 30 MilesFound to Contain at Least SomeArtifacts of
Brunswick County-Like Chert

The Greensville County Clovis Sifea.k.a. the J. H. Boney Clovis site)

Seven miles downrivep the east ofhe BrunswickCounty chert outcrops ihie Greensville
County Clovis site, a recognized Clovis huagtresidentialcamp @), Figure 5 location 6 The
artifact total for this site as could be determined in 1988 by NRS from reviewing the Boney Family
collection was 1,460 artifacts of all lithic materials.

Accor di ng discovererMer J. 4. Baneybire Greensville County Clovis site has
produced 14 finished Clovis points and fragments, nearly 200 scrapeesnantber ofClovis
preforms as well as other Clovis artifattiat were recovereid several individuaartifactclusters
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along a sand ridge near the Meherrin River @pwever, this site produced very few cooesore
fragmentsn any of the artifact clusters, and the site is not considerady wayquarry related.

In the Boney Familycollection the Bunswick Countylike chertartifacts totaled only §Zable
3, with some shown in Figure Here the overalatio of flakes andthe fewcoresto formal tools
for all lithic materials is only about#. But, for the 62 Brunswick County chartifacts at this
sitethat we evaluatedhe flakeandcore to tool ratio is even smaller at :B5Table 3.

The number of artifact categories observed by NRS at the Greensville County Clovis site is 16
(3) as compared to only 10 at the GCrG$owerer, ae category of artifact, the chisekdge
recovered at the GCrCS was not recovered at the Greensville County Clovighsteeems to
indicate that one or moxd theactivitiestaking place at the GCrCSasnot taking place at the
much large/Clovis huntingresidentialcamp seven miles downriver.

This ratioof tools toflakes and coresf the Brunswick County cheat the Greensville County
Clovis site indicates that most of what was transported, possibly just seven miles dowwonver, fr
the area of the Brunswick County chert quarry or from the nearby GCrCS to this site was finished
tools. It does not appear that many unfinished items were brought to the Greensville County Clovis
site from the Brunswick County chert quaangato be finished at a later time. However, late
stage unfinished Clovis points (preforms), quarried of apparently superior Williamson chert in
Dinwiddie County abou25 miles to the north, were transported to the Greensville County Clovis
site for later conpletion.

This seems to indicate that raw chert pieces, cores, and unfinished artifacts of the Brunswick
County quarry material were not carried too far froat tfuarry. This chert may have been
considered inferior to other local cherts due tosimall size of available pieces and the layered
structure of some of the pieces. NRS has observed that in the collection of artifacts from the
Greensville County Clovis site, there are several examples of breakage of Brunswick County chert
tools through pparently weaker layeis the stoneat the location of silicified calcite crystals

The Baskerville Site

A likely Clovis Kill site was discovered by NRS in 1980 on the Baskerville Farm along the
Nottoway River in Sussex County, Virginid), Figure 5 location pabout 16 miles north of the
area of Brunswick County chert quarrin acircular areasome50 feet in diametein a low poorly
drainedareaat the edge of a swamp, two large Clovis points (Figure 60) and twelve large river
cobbles were discovered. No otlagparent Clovigrtifacts except one edgeorked flake (flake
knife), or any othelarge cobblesvere foundwithin 500 feet

A small, possibly relatelovis sitewas identified orthe same side of the river asandy
ridge aboutl500 feetdirectlyto the west.Our (NRS) interpretation of thlocation with thewo
Clovis points a single worked flakendthe largeriver cobbles waa Kkill site where the cobbles
were used for some purpose in the hunt or subsequent procafsiacill. The acidic soil did not
allow for preservation of any bone or tusk, but we could imagine no other reason fonsuch a
unusualkcombnation of itemsat this spat

As related to the GCrC e significance of this find is the odd combination of stone materials
of the two Clovis pointsFigure 60 One point is oBrunswick County chersfound at the
GCrCS, and the other point isafunusualbanded argillite identical that of aClovis preform
snappeebase found on the GCrC&hich is shown irFigure 33 andfor comparison in Figuré0.

The GCrCS and the Baskerville Farm are the only Clovis locaktiomsn to NRSn
southeastern Virginizwherethe combination ofhesetwo lithic materials Brunswick County chert
as found at the GCrC&dbanded argilliteas found at the GCrG8as been found.It seems likely
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that the same people who were at the GCrCS were at the Baskerville [Emraiso interesting
that both of these sitémve beemdentified by NRS as likely Clovis kill sites.

The Cactus Hill Site

The Cactus Hill site 44SX202, in Sussex County, Virginia, Figure 5 locatiois fhcated
approximately 26 miles to the northeast of the Brunswick County chert outdMdfisn the levels
containing Clovis artifacts in excavation aréaA-B, and B of tlis stratifiedsite, typical Clovis
tools of the Brunswick Countljke chert have been four{d, 10) mixed with tools of other lithic
materials including Williamson chert

Specifically, theBrunswick Countylike chertartifacttotal at Cactus Hillincludesa greatly
resharpene@lovis point,10 unifacial tools, edgeised flakes and core fragmerdadewunutilized
flakes, and one snapped base biface orClovis point preform Many of these artifacts are
shown inFigure 61.

While other sites were excavated by NRS along the Nottoway River that produced the
Brunswick Countylike chert in the lower, older site levels, only Cactus Hill produced a dated
hearth with an associated Clovis tool of this maté€fial 0), Figure 60 item number 8 The dated
hearth was the firsElovis heartifound by NRSn excavation area Bt the site, and it produced a
standard radiometric date of 10,92@&0 radiocarbon years BP on pine charc@alater-
processedMS date on a hearth witimilar contents at the Clovis leviel excavation area Af
the siteproduced a AMS date of 10,910+40 radiocarbon years BP.

The date of 10,920+250 radiocarbon years BP is the only Clovis date we have from any site
with ahearthassociated witltypical, representative piece Bfunswick Countylike chert. At
Cactus Hill, dates for slightly later fluted point tradition represented by thinner and more narrow
points with deeper concave badast not employing the Brumgck Countylike chert are
10,840+/-40and10,810+#40 radiocarbon years BP.

The Williamson Site

The very large Williamson Clovis site is in Dinwiddie County, Virginia on the Williamson and
Ampy farms abou5 miles to the north of the Brunswick County chguitarry, Figure 5 location .7
Some bcations on and adjacent teetWilliamson and Ampy farmare known tdhaveproducel a
good qualitychert widely distributed in southeastern Virgiaiadgenerallyjknownin the literature
asWilliamson chertCattail Creek Chalcedonyr Little Cattail Creek Chalcedonylhe problem
with the Williamson chert artifactfrom the Williamson sités thatnotall of these are of Clovis
age. The Williamson site also produces Early Archaic, Middle Archaic, and Transitional Late
Archaic points and tools of Williamson chert.

NRS habserved one Clovis point, three end scrapers, approximately 10 flakes, one core, and
one Early Archaic point of the typical Brunswick Coutikge cherton the Williamson sitén an
area of predominantl@lovis use Given that this site has produced vesler 150 Clovis points of
all types of lithic materials but most the localCattail Creek Chalcedony, the amoohthe
Brunswick Countylike chert recovered onésite is fairly insignificant. StilJlthe Greensuville
County Clovis sitecontaineda sigrficant number ofartifacts of Cattail Creek Chalcedqgrandthe
site i just seven miles downriver from the area of the Brunswick Countydsdy@sits Thismay
explain the presence of the Brunswick Codirkkg chert at Williamsorgiven the known movement
by this group of Clovis people betwegeneralocations.
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Summary of the Local Clovis Landscape as Related to tHeistribution of Brunswick County-
Like Chert

Southeastern Virginia is one of the areas in the eableited States with an above average
number of finds of Clovis sites and finds of sinfigolated Clovis points across the local
landscap€14). Here, in justhearea of875square milesepresented by the brown dasHieg
oval in Figure @, more thar225 fluted points have beeacovered.Most of these fluted points are
classified by NRS athe Clovistype TheClovis pointsareof a variety of lithic materialsnostly
chert,and they are known fromvery part of this area along the major rivers, along the creeks, and
adjacent tesprings andn swampland3). A small number of the poinfsom all environmentsre
of thelocal Brunswick Countylike chert.

In this areathree large siteBave producedultiple finds ofClovis points and associated tools
While two of theselarge sitesConover site and Greensville County Clovis site, defined as
hunting camps removeskven to eight milesom the closestuarry, the tird site Williamson,is a
large quarry with an associateery largeresidentiakite or basecamp. Most of the Clovis
artifactsfrom these three large sitage of the Williamson chert variety found uptbe
Williamson site orLittle Cattail Creek in Dinwiddie Countyutchert similar tahe Brunswick
Countyvarietyfrom the quarry on Greensville Creiskrepresented at each sifEhe Brunswick
County chert quarry icatedfrom approximately seven to 25 miles from these three sites.

Of the fourlarge and smalthert quarries known in this area, Williamson, Bolsters Store,
Mitchell, and Brunswick County (1), twaf these ges the Brunswick County chert deposit
(quarry)on Greensville Creek and the Mitchell chert quarry along the Nottoway River 13 miles to
the north, produce similar types of the odd silicified fault breccia generally referred to as
Brunswick Countychert. In total quantity, his type of chert is fairly raracross the landscape
when compared to the Williamson quarry chert vari&hile the Greensville Creek site and the
Terrace site produce the largest number of artifacts of the Brunswick Cauamty ghertthis is
expected athey are located within a mile of the quarry.

In addition to thehree largeClovis sites and théour quarry siteslescribed abovehere areat
least20 small Clovis sites dhreedifferent typesn this area.For these locations, site function can
be inferred based upon the specific types of associated tools and debitage. These sites are found in
every environment within the local landscamelgenerally withina distance ofio more than 20
miles fromachertquarry. They includel) small hunting camps with no quarry association, about
16in number 2) smallhunting campsvith significantassociated quartzite cobble collection and
reductionactivity, two; and 3) likely kill sitestwo.

Typically, thetype 1 sites for example the Slade sité, @) (44SX7),producefrom 1 to4
finished fluted points anftom 9 to 50 scrapersind other tools Of this number of toolsaimost all
of these sitegenerallyproduce from one to thrédermal tools oredgeused flakes of the
BrunswickCounty chertalthough a few sit® such as the Slade site noted ahdnase produced
moreas shown in Figure 62

Thetwo type 2 sitesFannin and Cactus HilL, 3), which are located at quartzitebble
outcropsalong the Nottowayriver, haveproducel 3 and10+ finished fluted points and &d22+
end scrapers plus side scrapeespectively The Fannin site produced biface four tools anda
few flakes of the Brunswick County chgttie Cactus Hillsitehas produced4t tools severakore
fragmentsanda few flakes of this material.

The two probable kill sites, Baskervikée on a small swamp near the Nottoway Riaed
Greensville Creeklovis site removed about a mile from the Meherrin River at what may have
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been a springed lake each produced two Clovis pointspmintfragments The Greensville Creek
site,hasalsoproduceda small number aols such as ergtraperand worked flakesThe
Baskerville presumed kill site produced only a single flake knife and a small collection of
unworked largeriver cobblesn addition to the twdargeClovis points Thesetwo sites have been
discussed previousin this workas producing a similar mix of lithic matertgbesincluding the
Brunswick County chert.

Within this875-squaremile area of southeastern Virginthe Brunswick Countyike chert
representsnly a small fraction othe chert used by the Clovis people for tools,itistfound at
each site typand within every environment @ghelandscape.This suggests that the Clovis people
in this areaverevery familiar with the localterrain,had some use faach of thdocal water
relatedenvironmerd, andmoved in a fashion tirequently visit many of the siteghile efficiently
exploiting both the large and small lithic resources across the landscape.
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Table 1. Clovis Artifact Types, Numbers, and Dimension®y Lithic Material Type from the
Greensville CreekClovis Site (GCrCS) in Brunswick County, Virginia .

Artifact Local Other Materials Dimensionsare Total by
TypeFigure | Brunswick asStated Length x Width x Thickness| Artifact
Numbe(s) County Unless Otherwise Indicated| Type
(see notes) Quarry (all measurements are mm
Chert (see mteg
Clovis Point 1 43.5x 19.5x 6.5mm 1
Figure 31
Clovis Point 1 15x 21x 6.5 mm 1
Midsection
Fragment
Figures 31, 38
Clovis Biface 1 #1:54+ x 29x 10 mm 1
Preform(?): (tip recently
Figure32 broken)
Clovis Preform 6 l-argillite #2:21x 34x 17mm 7
Snapped #4: 32x 52x 20 mm
Bases, and #5 (Argillite): 26 x 42x 8 mm
fluting failures #6. 22x 38x 10mm
Figures 32, 33 NS: 24 x 34 x 17 mm
A: 42x 36x 16 mm(failure)
B: 22x 29x 9 mm(failure)
Clovis Preform 1 #3: 36X 49x 13 mm 1
Mid-Section
Figure32
Clovis Preform 1 1-green tuff #7 (Chert) 60x 44x 17 mm 2
Tips: Fig. 51: (Tuffy 37x 44x 15
Figures 32, 51 mm
Bifacial Cores 4 #1: 85 x 68 x 29 mm 4
Figure46 #2: 74 x 46 x 38 mm
#3:66 x 47 x 26 mm
#4:59 x 50 X 22 mm
Flat-Circular or 2 Fig. 47: 103 x 83 x 55 mm 2
Truncated Fig. 48: 77 x 63 x 43 mm
Conical Cors:
Figures47, 48
Irregular Core 1 133 x 76 x 54 mm 1
or Block Core
Figure49
(Also tabulated
as a chopper
butnot counted
twice)
Core 38 8-argillite Largestdimensionof theten 46
Fragment®or largestsamplesonly: 50, 58,

larger, broken

fchunks

60, 61, 62, 64, 66, 67, 75, an
78 mm

19




(only one

The aqillite exampleshown

exampleshown Fig. 51 69 mm
i argillite):
Figure51
End Scraper 1-gray chert 27x22x 10.5 mm 1
Figure38 (nonlocal)
End Scraper 1 24X 19 x 6 mm 1
Fragment
Figures 38, 39
Side Scrapers 4 #1: 51 x 31 x 19 mm 4
Knives, or #2:48 x 35X 9 mm
Saws #3: 74 x 37 Xx 29 mm
Figure40 #4: 57 X 54 X 25 mm
Awl-Like 3 Fig. 38, #5: 38 x 17 x 1&im 3
PointedEdged Fig. 40, #4: 55 x 34 x 23 mm
Flakes NS: 35x 16 x 8 mm
Figures 38, 40
EdgeWorked 6 1-green chert Fig. 40, #3: 36 X 24 x 6 mm 7
Flakes or Flake Fig. 40, #6: 56 x 40 x 12 mm
Knives Fig. 40, #961 x 25 x 9 mm
Figures 38, 39, Fig. 40, #1067 x 49 x 18 mm
40 Fig. 38, #433 x 29 x 9 mm

Fig. 38, #629 x 19 x 7 mm

NS: 22 x 34 x 10 mm
EdgeUsed 12 Lengthonly: 12
Flakes 24, 29, 32, 48, 42, 40, 487,
Figures 40, 41 35, 44, 42and47 mm
SnappeeFlake 9 #1: 31 x35x 12 mm 9
Tools #2:36 x 23 x 8 mm
Figure4?2 #3:26 x 20 Xx 5 mm

#4:29 X 29 X 7 mm

NS: 64 x 21 x 11 mm

NS: 30 x 19 x 5 mm

NS: 22 x 23 x 3 mm

NS: 15 x 20 x 5 mm

NS: 64 x21 x11 mm
Small 4 Lengthsonly: 23, 23, 21and 4
Fragments of 15 mm
Edged Tools
Not Shown
Chiset 6 #1: 62 X 27 X 22 mm 6
Wedges #2: 43 X 16 x 17 mm
Figures 44, 45 #5:26 x 19 x 13 mm

#7: 37 X 26 X 14 mm
#8: 45 x 40 x 27 mm
#10: 50 X 27 X 19 mm
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ChisetWedge 6 #4: 47 x 20 x 15 mm 6
Fragments #9:41x21x11 mm
Figure44 NS: 47 x 16 Xx 16 mm
NS: 42 x 27 x 14nm
NS: 26 x 17 x 10 mm
NS: 22 x17x8 mm
ChisetWedge 7 #3: 35X 19X 7 mm 7
Spalls #6: 32 X 16 x 8 mm
Figure44 #11: 36 X 16 X 6 mm
NS:35x 17 x 6 mm
NS: 38 x 13 x 8 mm
NS: 25 x 16 x5 mm
NS:29x9 x4 mm
EndThinning 15 1-quartzite Smallest: 13 x 18 x 4 mm 17
Channel or 1-brown jasper | Average: ~24 x 21 x 4 mm
flute Flakes Largest: 32 x 27 X 5 mm
(most with
ground
platforms)
Figure 37
Core Blade 41 2-argillite Chert 43
Like Blocky Largest lengths: 339 mm
Flakes(most Average lengths: 230 mm
with ground Smallest lengths: 281 mm
platforms) Argillite :
Figures43and 64, 67 mm (only two, both
51 large compared to chert
blades)
Biface 67 Largest: 39 x 42 x 9 mm 67
Reduction Average: ~27 X 24 x 7 mm
Flakes(most Smallest: 13 x 14 x 3 mm
with ground
platforms:
Figure37
Decortication 365 l-argillite Chertflakedimensiondn this 366
Flakes category
(thoseflakes 10 to 17 mm15.9%, mostly
previously about 15 mm.
categorizedhre 18 to30 mm: 59.8%, mostly
notincluded about 27 mm.
here) 31to 70 mm 24.3%, mostly
Not Shown about 40 mm.
Flakes,Non- 798 46-argillite; Chertflakedimensiongn this 857
Decortication 1-clear category
(thoseflakes chalcedony; 7to 17 mm 35.2%, mostly
previously 2-white quartz; about 14 mm.

categorized are

1-yellow quartz;

18 to 30 mm 56.4%, mostly
about 23 mm.
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notincluded

1-crystalquartz;

31 to 53 mm8.4%, mostly

here) 2-quartzite; about 34 mm
Not Shown 4-greenchett;
1-greentulff;
1-graychert
Choppers 3 1-quartzite(split | Fig. 49 (previously tabulated 4
Figures 49, 50, stream cobble as a block core)l33 x 76 x 54
52, 53 mm
Fig.53: 81 x 69 x 28 mm
Fig. 50, #5 67 x 59 x 42 mm
Fig. 52 (quartzite) 113 x 82 x
43 mm
Hammerstones 2 Fig. 54: 156 x 124 x 121 mm 2
Figures 54, 55 Fig.55: 128x 94 x 68 mm
Artifact Totals | Brunswick | All other All
by Material County | materials Artifacts
Type quarry chert 58-argillite;
l-clear | - Total
Total 1,404 | chalcedony; 1,481
1-jasper
2-white quartz;
1-yellow quartz;
1-crystal quartz;
4-quartzite;
5-green chert;
2-green tuff;
2-graynontlocal
chert
Total: 77
Notes:

# Oissa reference tthe artifact number within thiggure number;
NS means that the artifact(s) &tet Shown inthefigures

22




Table 2. Clovis and Presumed ClovisArtifacts from the Terrace Quarry -Reduction Sitein
Greensville County Virginia Approximately 0.8 Miles North of the GCrCS.

Artifact Type

BC
Chert

Green
BC
Chert

Argillite

(Weathered

Quartzite

White
Quartz

Other
Materials

Total

Clovis Preform
Overshot
Failure Figure
58

Preform
Tips. Figure58

Preform
Snapped
Bases. Figure
58

Other Preform
Fragments
Figure58

OverShot
Flakes with
Edge of Biface
Figure58

Channel
(Flute) Flakes:
Figure58

1-jasper

Block,
Irregular, and
Bifacial Cores

andLarge
Fragments
Figure57

29

2*

40

Bipolar Cores
Figure58

Early Stage
Complete
Bifaces Figure
58

SmallCores
andFragments
Not Shown

52

4*

59

End Scrapers
(Most
Expedient
Tools) Figure
59

1-green
rhyolite

Side Scrapers
knives, or saws

(Expedient
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Tools) Figure
58 and 59

Denticulate
Figure59

Awl, Piercer,
or Perforator
Figure59

Edgeal-Flakes
(Flake Knive$:
Figure59

EdgeUsed
Flakes Figure
59

SnappeeFlake
Tools: Figure
59

Chisel
Wedge§?):
Figure59

Biface
Reduction
Flakes with
Ground
Platforms Not
Shown

27

1-flow banded
rhyolite

33

BladeLike
Flakes with
Ground
Platforms and
Blade Mid
Sections Not
Shown

15

15

Core
Preparation
Flakes
(irregular
shape)with
Ground
Platforms Not
Shown

25

25

Decortication
Flakes (those
previously
categorized
not included)
Not Shown

195

16

3*

4*

224
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Non-
Decortication
Flakes (those
previously
categorized
not included)
Not Shown

247

17

29

12*

19*

1-
orthoquartzite
6-rhyolite

331

Hammerstones
Not Shown

Total by
Material

624

49

36

24

31*

10

774

*Under Collected
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Table 3. Artifacts of Brunswick County Quarry -Like Chert Recovered on theGreensville
County Clovis Site(a.k.a. the J. H. Boney Clovis Site) Greensville Countyirginia Seven

Miles West of theBrunswick County Quarry and the GCrCS.

Core Cores | Flakes| Number of Tools Comments Totals
Designation and and Points
AChunkso
NRS Analysis None 3, all | 1 Clovis Rvint basal Deeply colored 8
CoreMaterial large fragment; 1 side | yellowishtan, some
Type#13 scraper; 1 flake almost opaque
knife; 1 biface; 1
bifacial side scrape
NRS Analysis | 1, cortex 36 6 endscrapers; 1 Mostly whiteto 47
CoreMaterial piece graver (S.F. type*);| grayishwhite, some
Type#19 1 awl; 1 side with orange cortex
scraper; 1 edge some pale yellow,
worked piece pale tan, and pale
purple
NRS Analysis None 1, 1 Clovis mint; 1 White, weathered 7
CoreMaterial large graver; 2 side
Type#20 scrapers; 2 end
scrapers
Totals 1 40 21 62

*Snappedlake graveror generalsnappeeflake ool.
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Figure 1. Left (Map, sale is in feet,)the location of the Greensville Creek %
Clovis site, A, as shown by the red star, an adjacent spring shown by a pt:
dot, and minochert flake scatter<, D, E, and F, in the general area as
shown by small, round red dots. The Terrace quayctionsite presumed
Clovis artifact concentrations, B, are shown at the top right by the small re
ovals, and they extend slightly the northbeyond the map border. The aree
of the Brunswick County chert (BCC) quarry deposits, abdurlles north

of the Metlerrin River, is shown at the top centeft by the large blackine -
oval, and the chert is known to extend from Brunswick County to Greens\ b L y
Countyto the norttslightly beyond the map bordeRight (insets) 1) the . R a5 g s
location of the Greensville Creeka¥is activity area in Virginia shown by th MR r:m;i%‘ g ,};}]
red star?) the appearance of the Meherrin River in the a8pthe Brunswick ;

County chert deposit area near Greensville Cragdre the stone was seen t
outcrop shown overgrown in 2022) a view of the loal landscape from the |
Terracesite to the westlong utility towers down toward Greensville Creek i & 4 3¢
the low groundb) the location of the Greensville Creek Clovis site on the Sy
local landscapeas seefooking to the west from route 60fhe site ishown -
during constructiorrelated land clearing in winter 20:E916by the red
arrowplaced in front othe tree line
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Figure 2. A closeup of site ares A and Bshownin Figure 1 The location of the Greensville Creek Clovis
Site, A,is marked bythe red star at the edge of a Z00t AMSL contour. The Terrace siteB, is located on

a 260foot AMSL contour. The Brunswick County chert quarry deposits are shown approxiniigdy

feet west of the Terrace sit&he location of a postulatddte Pleistocendake, about 256300feeteast of
theGreensville Creek Clovis sitand the associated drainagenneko Greensville Creelire shown by
thelight blue oval andhe blue dashelihe, respectively The spring seen by NRS in 2015vsrkedby the
small, purplecircle; the likely location of gossibldate Pleistocendeaver danfiorming the lakenearthe
springis shown by the black arc segment.




