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CHAPTER 3E: BLOCK 8 

Paul A. Shackel 
 

BLOCK 8, LOT 2 
Block 8, Lot 2 History (by Christopher Fennell) 
Frank McWorter sold Block 8, Lot 2 to Christopher S. Luce in 1840. C. S. Luce was listed in 
the 1850 Federal Census as a Baptist preacher born in Maine. His wife Sally was born in 
New Hampshire. His oldest son is listed as 15 years old and a farmer who was born in Maine. 
Their youngest son, Moses, is listed as 8 years of age, and was born in Illinois, most probably 
in New Philadelphia. All of the family members are listed as white. 
 
After 1857, the lot was sold about a dozen times to people that included the Kellums, Sarah 
McWorter, A. B. Cobb, Judith Armistead, James McKinney, William Butler and Irene Butler 
Brown. Clarissa Arnold owned the property in 1857. The household of Calvin Arnold is 
listed in the 1855 State Census for New Philadelphia, with 6 people in the household and 
Calvin listed as white. Clarissa may have been a member of that household. John Kellum, 
who purchased the property in 1857 from Clarissa Arnold, is also listed in the 1855 State 
Census for the town, with 3 people in his household, and he is listed as white. John conveyed 
the property to Elizabeth Kellum in 1859, and Elizabeth conveyed the property to Sarah 
McWorter the next year. Sarah conveyed some form of interest in the property to A.B. Cobb 
in 1860, but Sarah remained responsible for tax payments on the property listed for 1867 and 
1868, according to the Hadley Township Tax Assessments. A. B. Cobb owned the property 
in 1870, when he conveyed it to Alexander Baird, and Cobb was listed as responsible for 
taxes on the property during that same year.  
 
In the 1860 census, Cobb was listed as a white Physician from New York. His wife Emily 
was from Illinois and was listed with the occupation of keeping house. The entire Cobb 
family of 5 is listed in the census as white. In the 1865 State Census, Cobb is listed as white 
with 6 family members. The 1870 Federal Census lists Arden Cobb at 38 years of age with 
his wife Laura, who is 35 years old. There were 5 children in the household. 
 
The Hadley Township Tax Assessments indicate that during Sarah McWorter’s ownership of 
the property it was assessed for $8 in 1867. A structure was built on the land the following 
year as evident in the fact that McWorter was assessed for $100 of improvements for Lots 1 
& 2. A. B. Cobb was assessed the same amount for the property in 1869, and then assessed 
only $35 in 1870. From 1871 through 1878 Alexander Baird was assessed for improvements. 
In the 1880s, the McKinneys owned the property. The value of the property was generally 
constant and increased somewhat in the 1870s. By 1888 the assessed value decreased to $75. 
Based on this information, it appears that a structure stood on either Lot 1 or Lot 2 by 1868. 
The geophysical survey indicates that anomaly A43 located on Block 2 likely represents the 
remains of the structure. Based on the archeological evidence it was probably built in the 
1850s and dismantled by the early 1870s. The deed, census, and tax data related to Block 8, 
Lot 2 follow. The names italicized are those who may have occupied the lot since they 
appear in both the deed and the census data. 
 
DEED TRANSACTIONS  
Year  Seller    Purchaser    Reference (page, line)  
1840 Frank McWorter Christopher Luce  54, 1 
1857 Clarissa Arnold John Kellum   54, 4 
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1857 Clarissa Arnold John Kellum   54, 4 
1859 John Kellum  Elizabeth Kellum  54, 6 
1860 Elizabeth Kellum Sarah McWorter  54, 7 
1860 Sarah McWorter A. B. Cobb   54, 12 
1870 A. B. Cobb  Alex Baird   54, 13 
1874 Alexander Baird Cordelia Racy   54, 11 
1876 Judith Armstead Solomon McWorter  54, 14 
1881 N. V. Hadsell William McKinney   54, 21 
1887 William McKinney James McKinney  54, 23 
1902 James McKinney William Butler  54, 25 
1911 William Butler Alonzo Leonard  54, 26 
1919 William Butler John Siegle   54, 33 
1924 William Butler John Siegle   54, 34 
1927 Irene B. Brown John Siegle   54, 36 
1928 John Siegle  William Butler  54, 37 
1930 Emma Siegle  Virgil Burdick   54, 39 
 
HADLEY TOWNSHIP RECORDS  
Year Name Assessed   Value of Lot  Improvements   Total 
1867 Sarah McWorter   $3.00  $5.00  8.00 
1868 Sarah McWorter (Lots 1 & 2) 10.00  100.00  110.00 
1869 A. B. Cobb (Lots 1 & 2)  10.00  100.00  110.00 
1870 A. B. Cobb (Lots 1 & 2)  00.00  35.00  35.00 
1871 Alexander Baird (Lots 1 & 2) 00.00  100.00  100.00 
1872 Alexander Baird (Lots 1 & 2) 10.00  90.00  100.00 
1875 Alexander Baird (Lots 1 & 2) 00.00  blank  200.00 
1878 Alexander Baird   

& Cordelia Racy (Lots 1 & 2) 00.00  150.00  150.00 
1883 W.D. McKinney (Lots 1 & 2) 00.00  125.00  125.00 
1888 James McKinney (Lots 1 & 2) 00.00  75.00  75.00 
 
1850 FEDERAL CENSUS 
NAME  FIRST NAME  AGE  SEX  RACE  OCCUPATION ORIGIN 
Luce C. S.   45 M W Bapt. Preacher  ME 
  Sally P.  41 F W Blank   NH 

George D.B.  15 M W Farmer   ME 
  Moses A.  8 M W Blank   IL 
  
1855 STATE CENSUS  
NAME   FIRST NAME  RACE  NO. IN HOUSEHOLD  
Kellum   John   W 3     
Arnold   Calvin   W 6 
1860 FEDERAL CENSUS 
NAME FIRST NAME  AGE  SEX  RACE  OCCUPATION  ORIGIN 
Cobb Arden  31 M W Physician  NY 
  Emily  20 F W Housework  IL   
  Wilbur  6 M W Blank   IL   
  David  3 M W Blank   IL   
  Albert  1 M W Blank   IL   
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1865 STATE CENSUS  
NAME  FIRST NAME  RACE  NO. IN HOUSEHOLD  
Kellum   E.  W 3 
Cobb   A. B.  W 6  
McWorter  S.  B 5 
 
1870 FEDERAL CENSUS  
NAME  FIRST NAME  AGE  SEX  RACE OCCUPATION  ORIGIN 
Cobb A. B.   38 M W Physician  NY 
  Laura   35 F W Keeping house  IL 
  Wilber   15 M W At home  IL 
  Laura   13 F W Blank   IL 
  Albert   9 M W Blank   IL 
  Francis   6 F W Blank   IL 
 
Block 8, Lot 2 Archaeology 
Large concentrations of artifacts were identified in the Block 8 area during the 2002 walk 
over survey. In March 2006 Michael Hargrave (CERL) performed a geophysical survey that 
crossed through this block and lot. He identified Anomaly A43, a major feature toward the 
northern and western portion of Block 8, Lot 2 (Figure 3E.1).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3E.1. Resistivity Survey indicating the location of Anomaly A43 in Block 8, 

Lot 2 (By Michael Hargrave, grid overlay by Christopher Fennell.) 

  

 



 4 

Feature 14 

Excavation Units 1–4 located and defined the northern boundary of the Feature 14. 
Excavation Units 4–6 identified the eastern boundary and Excavation Units 7 and 8 found the 
southern extent of the feature. Archaeologists excavated Units 1–8 in arbitrary levels (labeled 
A1 and A2) until the plow zone was removed and the feature encountered. Generally the 
plow zone ranges from about 0.7 ft. to 0.9 ft. (Figure 3E.2). Archaeologists removed the 
plow zone as one layer in Excavation Unit 9, the area enclosed by Excavation Units 1–8. The 
removal of the plow zone in these nine units defined the boundaries of Feature 14.  
 

 
Figure 3E.2. Location of Excavation Units in Block 8, Lot 2 (Drawn by 

Christopher Valvano). 

 
Once uncovered and defined, the feature measures about 18.6 x 16.0 ft. with a protrusion in 
the north east corner. The top of the feature is a 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown) silty 
clay. Plow scars are visible in the plan view as pieces of plaster form a line that runs in a 



 5 

north–south direction (Figures 3E.3 and 3E.4). Immediately below these plow scars are a 
jumble of large foundation stones (Figure 3E.5).  
 

 
Figure 3E.3. Top of Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2 (Photograph by Paul Shackel). 

 

 
Figure 3E.4. Drawing of Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2 (Drawn by Christopher Valvano). 
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Figure 3E.5. Removal of the first arbitrary level (0.5ft.) in Feature 14. Note  the rubble in 

this upper level (Drawn by Christopher Valvano). 

 
The archaeology team bisected the feature, removing the fill from the northern half. The top 
of the feature is located at an average depth of 763.4 ft. amsl and it has a large concentration 
of plaster. Some pieces of plaster have the imprint of lathing, suggestion that the associated 
structure was a frame building with plaster walls. The building is associated with a second 
generation of building at the site. The soils inside the feature varied slightly. The 
predominant color is 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown) and 10YR 4/4 (dark yellowish 
brown) silty loam, and toward the bottom it included a 10YR 5/4 (yellowish brown) mottling. 
The fieldstone fill decreased substantially at 761.5 ft. amsl. The bottom of Feature 14 is a 
10YR 5/4 (yellowish brown) clay and is about 2.7 ft. deep with the average depth of 760.730 
ft. amsl (Figures 3E.6, 3E.7, 3E.8 and 3E.9).  
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Figure 3E.6. Feature 14 with the northern half excavated. Notethe the sloping entranceway 

in the southeastern corner. There are also several small depressions in the floor 

(Photography by Paul Shackel). 

 

 
Figure 3E.7. Drawing of Feature 14 with the northern half excavated 

(Drawn by Christopher Valvano). 
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Figure 3E.8. A composite photograph showing the profile of Feature 14 (Photograph by 

Christopher Valvano). 

 

 
Figure 3E.9. Profile of Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2 (Drawn by Christopher Valvano). 

 
The protrusion noted in the northeast corner of the plan view is the entranceway or ramp for 
the cellar. It gently slopes 3.5 ft. from the top of the feature in the east to the bottom of the 
feature. The floor of the cellar is not even. There are several depressions measuring 1.5 ft. to 
2.5 ft. across and about 0.5 ft. deep. The function of these depressions is unknown, however, 
they may be depressions of barrels. Several smaller holes running in a diagonal fashion from 
the northwest to the southeast measure about 0.5 ft. in diameter and are about 0.1 ft. deep. 
These may be the remains of post holes that held timbers to stabilize the floor of the building. 
The cellar walls on the north and west edge of the feature are generally vertical. 
 
The artifacts from this feature fill date mostly to the 1860s, although a “Consolidated Fruit 
Jar Co.” bottle that dates from 1871 is from the feature and found on the top of level a3. The 
feature contains thicker whitewares, many of which are paneled. The lower deposits dating to 
the 1860s has a higher proportion of ceramics with designs (hand painted and transfer prints), 
while the upper levels that date to the early 1870s has a higher proportion of plain white 
ceramics (Figure 3E.10). A Mason jar with a patent date of 1858 (manufactured from 1860–
1875) and a glass flask dating to the 1850s is also present (Figure 3E.11). An 
anthropomorphic design on a terracotta pipe, also known as a “Turk’s head pipe,” is part of 
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this assemblage (Figure 3E.12). Architectural related materials recovered include cut nails, 
window glass, and plaster. Large quantities of faunal remains exist throughout the feature fill, 
although the majority of material is found below the rubble fill. The faunal assemblage is 
dominated by domestic pig and at the bottom of the feature, archaeologists recovered several 
pig jaw bones (Figure 3E.13).  
 

 
Figure 3E.10. Ceramic vessel assemblage from Feature 14. The lower levels (a3 and a4) 

were deposited in the 1860s, and levels a1 and a2 were deposited in the early 1870s 

(Photograph by Christopher Valvano). 
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Figure 3E.11. Glass vessel assemblage from Feature 14 (Photograph by Christopher 

Valvano). 

. 

 
Figure 3E.12. Terracotta pipe, also known as “Turk’s head 

pipe” found in Feature 14 (Photograph by Christopher 

Valvano). 

. 
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Figure 3E.13. Faunal assemblage from Feature 14. From top left to right – a, b, c, d) pig 

cranial elements; e) a cow ilium with saw cut; f and g) sheep phalanges (Photograph by 

Terrance Martin). 

  
It appears that the filling of the feature did not occur in one immediate episode. Perhaps, once 
the house was dismantled (in the late 1860s) the fieldstone foundation and chimney remained 
around the cellar hole. The cellar was used for a period of time as a trash dump. The faunal 
remains in the lowest portion of the feature show considerable gnawing by rodents. After the 
accumulation of some debris (0.7 ft.), and an infestation of rodents, the fieldstone foundation 
was pushed into the cellar hole and any unwanted architectural debris was placed in the 
feature. The upper part of the fill contained the most recent diagnostic artifacts, including a 
Mason jar with an 1858 patent date (1860–1875) and the “Consolidated Fruit Jar Co.” (1871–
1882). 
 

Minimum Vessel Analysis for Feature 14, Block 8, Lot 2,  by Jason Jacoby 
(NSF–REU 2006) 
 
Ceramic Assemblage 

Feature 14 is a large cellar pit that measures 18.6 ft x 16.1 ft. Excavation layers a1 and a2 
have a large amount of architectural debris compared with layers a3 and a4. The entire 
assemblage consists of stonewares, unrefined earthenwares (redware, yellowware), and 
refined earthenwares (hard paste whiteware and whiteware). The most common vessel in 
Feature 14 is whiteware (n=32), and stoneware (n=5), redware (n=2), yellowware (n=2), and 
hard paste whiteware (n=2) make up a smaller percentage of the assemblage (Table 3E.1). 
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All the stonewares are large hollow–ware vessels, with a crock and a jug being the only two 
positively identified. Unrefined earthenware vessels – redware and yellowware – are poorly 
represented in the ceramics assemblage. Both redware vessels have an unidentifiable opaque 
glaze while both pieces of yellowware, have more time–sensitive decorations. One is slip–
banded, a practice introduced in the 1840s, while the other has a Rockingham/Bennington–
type glaze, dating it from 1845–1900.  
 
Refined earthenwares make up the vast majority of the ceramic assemblage in Feature 14 
(n=34, 79%). A variety of different decorative techniques are present, including transfer 
printed wares in a variety of colors, shell–edge, and sponge decoration. Of the transfer 
printed wares, the most prevalent decorations are red floral patterns. Although none of the 
patterns could be identified, discontinuous floral patterns (floral designs with plain or lightly 
decorated backgrounds between them) along the border of a vessel were most commonly 
produced between 1829 and 1843 (Samford 1997: 20–21). These red transfer wares are 
teawares (cups and saucers) and tablewares (bowls and plates). The teawares are part of a set. 
The impressed shell–edge plates from the assemblage date from 1840 to 1860. However, one 
of the shell–edge plates is unscalloped and unmolded, giving it a date range of 1865 to 1895. 
The only vessel with an exact date of manufacture is a black transfer print plate with rural 
scenery. This pattern was produced by Thomas, John, and Joseph Mayer, from 1843–1855 
(Williams 1978: 404).  Interestingly, in layers a1 and a2, half of the vessels are undecorated, 
while layers a3 and a4 contain only one undecorated vessel (Figure 3E.14).  
 

Glass Assemblage 

Glass, like ceramics, is an extremely useful dating tool. In the beginning of the 19th century, 
glass was still somewhat of a novelty, was still made by hand, and was costly. However, 
improvements in glass–making technology during the middle of that century made glass a 
cheap and effective way of storing a multitude of food and beverage products. Due to its 
fragile nature, glass is often more fragmentary than ceramics, and can be quite difficult to 
identify without any distinguishing marks. Changes in glass manufacturing technology are 
often a good indication of chronology. Marks, labels and designs on 19th–century glass often 
help narrow the range of manufacture.  
 
The container glass assemblage from Feature 14 has a wide variety of vessel types, most 
often distinguishable by either the finish or embossed decoration. For instance, patent and 
prescription lips were used almost exclusively on bottles containing medicines or extracts; 
therefore, the presence of a finish possessing one of these lips is indicative of a vessel 
containing one of those products. Similarly, jars possess very identifiable finishes (Table 
3E.2). 
 
Container glass represents the vast majority of the assemblage (n=23, 72%); only six vessels 
(19%) were identifiable as tableware. The food storage jars at this site are the best 
chronology markers: one has a patent of November 26, 1867 embossed on its base, and 
another almost complete jar is stamped with a monogram of the Consolidated Fruit Jar 
Company, dating it between 1871 and 1882 (Toulouse 1971:123–24). This particular jar 
establishes a TPQ date for Feature 14 of 1871.  
 
The only datable tableware piece confirms a similar chronology – a small piece of pressed 
glass tableware, made from lime glass. Lime glass was introduced in 1864, and was clearer, 
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easier to mold, and much more cost effective than the older lead or flint glass (Jones 1989: 
34–35). A flask manufactured by a similar technique, but composed of flint glass, probably 
dates from 1830 – 1864. 
 
Interpretations  

It is interesting to note the presence of pressed glass tablewares in the assemblage, as these 
wares were meant to be both decorative and utilitarian. Coupled with the data available from 
the ceramics assemblage, an interesting picture of rural frontier life begins to emerge. In her 
study of tablewares and teawares and their relation to domesticity, Diana Wall (1991) found 
that, despite differences in the economic status of the Robsons (an upper middle–class 
family) and the family residing on Barrow Street (lower middle–class), “both of these mid–
century families in this suburb used similarly paneled ironstone tablewares for their family 
meals. The similarity of the ceramics suggests that the meals where the ceramics were use 
had the same social meaning for the relatively wealthy Robsons as for the poorer Barrow 
Street family” (Wall 1991:78). The two families differed in their teawares, however, with the 
Robson household containing more porcelain teawares and the Barrow Street family 
possessing cheaper ironstone teawares.  
 
Wall's study is pertinent when considering the types of wares found in Feature 14 of Block 8. 
Lot 4. The households of this area, like many Americans, still indulged in tea, but in a rural 
community such as New Philadelphia, the meaning ascribed to this particular action is 
probably far different from that of urban areas. Though whiteware was considerably cheaper 
than porcelain, the amount found in Feature 14 suggests that the family that lived there did 
have at least some disposable income. Why, then, purchase sets of whiteware when you 
could probably purchase one set of porcelain?  At New Philadelphia, status was likely 
acquired by personal character and land holdings rather than through the display of material 
culture.  
 
Another point is the difference between the upper and lower levels of Feature 14. Based on 
this vessel count, the feature was created in two distinct fill episodes. The structure was 
abandoned and torn down, leaving the cellar open for a while and it was used as a trash 
midden. Later, the field stones for the foundation and/or chimney were placed within the 
cellar pit on top of the trash. The lower most layers (layers a3 and a4) of fill appear to have 
been deposited over a 5–10 year period. The upper most layers (layers a1 and a2) were filled 
more rapidly with architectural debris and some yard debris. In fact, there is a clear 
difference in the upper and lower assemblages based on decoration type (Figure 3E.14). The 
undecorated vessels were more fashionable toward the end of the third quarter of the 
nineteenth century. 
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Figure 3E.14. Decorated vs. Undecorated Vessels in Feature 14. Layers a3 and a4 date to 

the 1860s. Layers a1 and a2 date to the final demolition of the building and dates to the early 

1870s. 

  

Conclusion 

The minimum vessel analysis shows that the house site was abandoned and converted into a 
midden sometime in the 1860s. The filling of architectural debris occurred in the early 1870s. 
The abundance of relatively inexpensive teawares in a frontier setting invokes an image of 
the citizens of New Philadelphia, gathering together after a day's work to indulge in an aspect 
of culture that was, in form, similar to that practiced by the urban upper–class in the Eastern 
cities. In meaning, however, it was something that only the community could share. 
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Table 3E.1. Ceramic Minimum Vessel Count for Feature 14, Block 8, Lot 2. 

Stonewares         

Material Shards 
(#) 

Level NP# Vessel Part Vessel Form Decoration Date Range Measurements/Comments 

Stoneware 1 S. Profile 499.010 Rim and 
Body 

Crock Undecorated 1840–1900 Salt glazed int, albany ext, 
10" Rim Diameter 

Stoneware 1 a1 449.036 Body Holloware Undecorated 1805–1920 albany int and ext 

Stoneware 1 a2 457.034 Base and 
Body 

Holloware Undecorated 1840–1900 salt glazed ext, opaque int, 
10" base diameter 

Stoneware 1 a4 489.082 Lip and 
Handle 

Jug Undecorated 1840–1900 salt glazed ext, red paste, 2" 
Rim Diam., 1" Bore Diam. 

Stoneware 2 a3 479.094 Lip and Neck Indeterminate Undecorated 1805–1920 < 1" Rim Diameter 

Total           5       

         
         

Unrefined Earthenwares      

Material Shards 
(#) 

Level NP# Vessel Part Vessel Form Decoration Date Range Measurements/Comments 

Redware 1 a1 449.052 Rim Indeterminate Undecorated 1750–1900 Opaque Glaze 

Redware 1 a1 449.052 Body Indeterminate Undecorated 1750–1900 Opaque Glaze 

Yellowware 1 a2 457.046 Body Indeterminate Slip–banded 1840–1930   

Yellowware 1 a4 489.080 Rim Indeterminate Undecorated 1845–1900 Rockingham–type glaze 

Total           4       

         

         

Refined Earthenwares      

Material Shards 
(#) 

Level NP# Vessel Part Vessel Form Decoration Date Range Measurements/Comments 

Hard Paste 
Whiteware 

2 a4 489.070 Rim and 
Body 

Cup Transfer Print, 
Red, UID 
Pattern 

1828+ Paneled, 3.5" Rim Diameter 
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Whiteware 2 a3 479.089 Rim Saucer Transfer Print, 
Red, Floral 
Pattern 

1828+ 6.25" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.060 Rim and 
Body 

Bowl Transfer Print, 
Red, Floral 
Pattern 

1828+ 6" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.064 Rim and 
Body 

Plate Sponge/Spatter, 
Red 

1840–1880 10" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a2 457.040 Rim Saucer Transfer Print, 
Red, UID 
Pattern 

1828+ 6" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.072 Rim Bowl Transfer Print, 
Red, UID 
Pattern 

1828+ 6.5" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.073 Rim Bowl Transfer Print, 
Red, Floral 
Pattern 

1828+ 9" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a2 457.035 Rim Indeterminate Flow Blue 1840–1860   

Whiteware 1 a3 479.071 Rim and 
Body 

Bowl Flow Blue 1840–1860 approx 21" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a3 479.072 Rim and 
Body 

Plate Flow Blue 1840–1860 9" Diameter 

Whiteware 3 a3, a4 479.080, 
489.060, 
489.059 

Rim, Base, 
Lid 

Sugar Bowl Painted, 
Polychrome, 
Floral 

1820+ 4" Rim Diam, Corresponds 
with 2.5" lid ring diam, 
indicates lid and bowl 
related 

Whiteware 1 a2 457.041 Rim Bowl or 
Saucer 

Sponge/Spatter, 
Blue 

1840–1880 6" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a3 479.086 Rim Bowl or 
Saucer 

Sponge/Spatter, 
Dk. Blue 

1840–1880 6.25" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a3 479.085 Rim Cup Transfer Print, 
Blue, Foliate 
Pattern 

1828+ 4" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a1 449.055 Rim Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Impressed 
Design 

1840–1860 8.75" Diameter 
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Whiteware 1 a3 479.082 Rim and 
Body 

Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Unmolded 

1865–1895 10" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a3 479.067 Rim Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Impressed 
Design 

1840–1860 10" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.079 Rim Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Impressed 
Design 

1840–1860 10" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a3 479.083 Rim Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Impressed 
Design 

1840–1860   

Whiteware 2 S. Profile 499.012 Rim Plate Shell–Edge, 
Blue, 
Impressed 
Design 

1840–1860 9" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.063 Rim Indeterminate Slip–banded, 
Browwn 

1820–1850   

Whiteware 1 a3 479.084 Rim Indeterminate Transfer Print, 
Brown, Swirl 
Pattern 

1820+   

Hard Paste 
Whiteware 

1 a2 457.038 Rim Indeterminate Transfer Print, 
Brown, Swirl 
Pattern 

1840+   

Whiteware 2 a4 489.074 Rim Plate Transfer Print, 
Black, Rural 
Pattern 

c. 1843–1855 9" Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 489.076 Body Indeterminate Transfer Print, 
Black, Scenic 
Pattern 

1820+   

Whiteware 1 a2 457.055 Rim Bowl Undecorated 1820+ 10" Rim Diameter 
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Whiteware 1 a1 449.042 Rim Indeterminate Undecorated 1820–1900+   

Whiteware 1 a4 489.057 Rim Indeterminate Design Molded 
on Edge 

1820–1900+   

Whiteware 1 a1 449.044 Rim and 
Body 

Bowl Undecorated 1820–1900+   

Whiteware 3 a3, a4 479.081, 
489.051 

Rim Cup Undecorated 1820–1900+ 4" Rim Diameter, revival of 
creamware look? 

Whiteware 1 a2 457.060 Rim and 
Body 

Saucer Undecorated 1820–1900+ 6.5" Rim Diameter 

Whiteware 1 a1 449.043 Rim and 
Body 

Saucer Design Molded 
on Edge 

1820–1900+ 7.5" Rim Diam 

Whiteware 2 a1, a3 449.047, 
479.068 

Rim Plate Undecorated 1820–1900+ 8.5" Diameter 

Whiteware 2 a3 479.070 Rim, Body, 
Base 

Plate Undecorated 1820–1900+ 10" Diameter, Gothic–style 
Paneling 

Total               34       

 

Table 3E.2. Glass Minimum Vessel Count for Feature 14. 

Man. Tech Shards (#) Level NP# Vessel Part Vessel Type Color Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/Comments 

Molded 1 a4 489.012 Base Jar Aqua Embossed post–
1867 

4.25" Diameter, "Pat. Feb 13   
4 58" "Pat Nov 26 67" 

Molded 1 a1 449.017 Base Bottle Aqua Undecorated pre–
1870 

Empontiled 

Molded 1 a4 489.009 Neck and 
Shoulder 

Vial Aqua Undecorated     

Molded 1 a1 449.008 Base Jar Aqua Undecorated     

Molded 1 a4 489.007 Body Medicine Bottle Aqua Embossed   "Veget" 

Molded  3 a3 479.035 Finish Medicine Bottle Aqua Undecorated   Prescription Lip 

Molded 1 a2 457.035 Base Jar Aqua Embossed   Small "x" embossed, 3.75" 
Base Diameter 
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Molded 2 a3 479.036 Neck, 
Shoulder, 
Body 

Jar Aqua Embossed   "MA", Mason's Jar 

Dip–
Molded 

1 a4 489.008 Base and 
Body 

Vial Aqua Undecorated Pre–
1850 

2.25" Tall 

Molded 1 a2 457.016 Finish and 
Shoulder 

Jar Aqua Undecorated     

Molded 2 a3 479.049, 
479.048 

Body, Base Medicine Bottle Aqua Embossed pre–
1870 

Empontiled, Embossed "C" 

Molded 2 a4 489.006, 
489.010 

Finish, Base 
and Body 

Medicine Bottle Aqua Undecorated 1850–
1880 

Patent Lip, 5.5" Tall 

Molded 2 a4 489.013 Near–
Complete 

Jar Aqua Embossed 1871–
1882 

7.5" Tall, Embossed 
"Mason's Patent Nov 30 
1858" w/ CFJCo Monogram 

Molded 1 a4 489.033 Finish and 
Shoulder 

Medicine Bottle Colorless Undecorated   Prescription Lip 

Molded 1 a1 449.028 Finish Medicine Bottle Colorless Undecorated   Patent Lip 

Molded 1 a4 489.031 Finish Medicine Bottle Colorless Undecorated 1860–
1880 

  

Molded 1 a4 489.030 Lip Bottle Colorless Undecorated     

Molded 1 a4 489.029 Rim Indeterminate Colorless Undecorated     

Molded 1 a4 489.034 Finish Medicine Bottle Colorless Undecorated   Patent Lip, Ball Neck 

Molded 1 a3 479.052 Base Bottle Colorless Undecorated     

Molded 1 a3 479.051 Body Indeterminate Olive Undecorated   Heavily Patinated 

Molded 1 a1 449.026 Finish Beer Bottle Brown Undecorated post–
1850 

V–Tooled String Rim 

Molded 1 a2 457.011 Body Bottle Colorless Undecorated     

Molded 1 a3 479.046 Rim Tumbler Colorless Fluted     

Molded 1 a3 479.046 Rim Tumbler Colorless Fluted     

Molded 1 a1 449.020 Rim Tumbler Colorless Fluted     

Pressed In 
Mold 

1 a3 479.056 Rim Indeterminate Colorless Circles and 
Stipling 

1864+ Soda Lime Glass 

Pressed In 
Mold 

1 a3 479.058 Rim Indeterminate Colorless Scalloped 
Edge w/ Ribs 
on Body 

    



 20 

Pressed In 
Mold 

1 a1 449.022 Body Indeterminate Colorless Ribbed     

Pressed In 
Mold 

1 S. 
Profile 

499.018 Base and 
Body 

Flask Colorless Sunflower 
Design 

1830–
1864 

Flint Glass 

Molded 2 a3 479.042 Rim and 
Body 

Lamp Globe Colorless Undecorated     

Molded 1 a2 457.005 Body Lighting Glass Aqua Undecorated     

Total              32         



Faunal Analysis of Feature 14, Block 8, Lot 2, by Hillary P. Livingston and 
Terrance Martin (NSF–REU 2006) 
 
Nearly all of the animal remains from Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2are from the bottom 
layers of the feature (labeled as levels a3 and a4). Pig bones are relatively abundant, 
making up 29% (n=97) of the overall mammal bones recovered, but unidentified large 
mammal bones are about the same (28%). A minimum of 3 pigs, 1 cow, 10 chickens, and 
1 sheep/goat are present. Other animals represented, that would have been eaten, include: 
rabbit, squirrel, deer, duck, turkey, buffalo and catfish, as well as many unidentified 
specimens (Table 3E.3).  
  
The identified faunal remains from Feature 14 show evidence of an Upland South diet 
with swine (Sus scrofa) remains being far more prevalent than any other animal remains 
(35.7% of total NISP and 50.7% of the total biomass). Another aspect of the Upland 
South diet is the presence of wild game, which there is not much faunal evidence for, 
only accounting for 3.4% of the total, identified edible biomass. Eastern cottontail 
(Sylvilagus floridanus), only 1.1% NISP, 0.15% biomass, white–tailed deer (Odocoileus 

virginianus), 1.4% NISP, 1.4% biomass, and squirrel (Sciurus niger, Sciurus sp.) just 
5.1% NISP, 1.3% biomass, have rather low representation but this conforms to the 
general trend which began around 1860, when domesticated animals were becoming ever 
more prevalent over wild game in the household diet (McCorvie 1989: 229). Upon 
further inspection, however, we observe that animals outside of the Upland South diet are 
also being consumed.  
  
Sarah McWorter, originally from Kentucky, owned the property in the 1860s when the 
feature was originally open and used as a refuse pit. Therefore, it is likely to see an 
Upland South dietary pattern at this site. However, what is interesting is that the Cobb 
family, who appear to have been the ones living on the property in the 1870s, were from 
New York, and may have participated in a diet closer to that found in New England, 
which is typically rich in chicken, beef, and seafood. While these animals do appear in 
the feature, they are represented to a considerably small degree. Red junglefowl (Gallus 

gallus), making up 32% NISP and 6% biomass, and channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), 
accounting for 3.7% NISP and 0.53% biomass, are evident as food sources but not even 
comparable to the swine. Domestic cattle (Bos taurus) are only 5.1% NISP but 36.7% of 
the total biomass. Sheep and goat (Ovis/Capra), which are typically plentiful at New 
England sites (Martin 1992: 282) are scarce here, only comprising 2.2% NISP and 2.7% 
biomass. These two dietary preferences are often combined, as seen at the Royall House 
in Massachusetts and Sylvester Manor in New York. There the inhabitants favored diet 
was a mix of pork, beef, sheep, and some wild animals (Newman and Landon 2002: 
Sportman 2003).   
  
The influence of the commecial markets may have also played a role in the dietary 
patterns at the site. For instance, during and after the Civil War cattle were not as 
common in rural diets because of high demand elsewhere. Since cattle were so expensive, 
not many families could afford to purchase beef, but it led instead to a lot of people 
raising cattle and selling them for a large profit. Another reason pork might be more 
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prevalent in the archaeological record is that it could be more easily preserved than beef 
(Denman 1978). Sheep raising also became a more prominent in parts of the north during 
the Civil War because there was a lack of southern cotton and the substitute material was 
often wool (Wittaker 1999: 47).   
 
One striking characteristic of Upland South farmsteads is their self–sufficiency 
(McCorvie 1987), and evidence for meat processing should be visible. According to 
McCorvie (1987: 111), cattle ribs are generally deposited at butchering sites but not 
swine ribs. It is true that 50% of the cattle bones found are rib bones, but more than ¼ of 
the total swine bones recovered (27.8%), are ribs as well. Heavy concentrations of cranial 
and foot bones are also good evidence for butchering refuse (Martin 1992: 285) as is the 
case with Feature 14 at New Philadelphia. About 28% of the total swine bones are cranial 
related and 17.5% are foot bones. As aforementioned, with Upland South farmsteads 
having traditions of self–sufficiency, it is unexpected to find evidence of a professional 
butcher, but what has shown up in the faunal analysis is that 83% of the cattle bones in 
Feature 14 are sawed. Only one mandible, 7% of the total cattle bones recovered, is part 
of the assemblage (Table 3E.4).  
 
Additional evidence supporting on site butchering can be found when comparing Feature 
14 to Cynthia R. Price’s (1985) discoveries at the Widow Harris site. Sandstone slabs and 
caches of ash (along with considerable amounts of charcoal in Feature 14), are found at 
both sites indicative of a fireplace. Small household items, such as 19 buttons, could have 
resulted from sweeping or other activities that push material through cracks in the floor 
boards. They could also be refuse from a fireplace, emptied with the ashes (Price 1985: 
42). If this had been a butchering site however, it is typical for it to have been filled fairly 
soon after the bones were deposited, in order to keep the rank smell to a minimum and 
fend off scavengers. The percent of rodent and carnivore gnawing (11.3% on the swine, 
28.6% on the cattle, and 16.7% on the sheep and goat), is good evidence for the bones 
being left exposed for quite some time, lending credence to the refuse pit interpretation. If 
residents from multiple properties were using the abandoned space as a communal refuse 
midden, then all kinds of faunal remains would be mixed in together, creating a 
composite picture of multiple households. 
  
Aside from Feature 14, three other features at New Philadelphia were analyzed for faunal 
data from this past summer’s excavation on Block 4, Lot 1. Feature 7, on Block 4, Lot 1, 
which was owned by a family from Rhode Island, dates from the 1840s and is probably a 
root cellar, measuring 10.5 x 3.5 ft. In Feature 7, 23.6% (31 bones) of the mammal bones 
came from swine and an equal amount again (26%) from unidentified large mammals. 
One significant difference is the relative absence of wild game in Feature 7. Duck, 
catfish, and deer are not present. Feature 13, on Block 4, Lot 1, which dates to the same 
time period, represents the remains of a structure owned by the same family. The feature 
is circular, 8.5 ft. in diameter, and is probably a cistern or well. Once again, swine 
dominates, with 25.5% of the mammal bones coming from pigs. Eight cattle bones 
comprised 8.5% of mammal bones retrieved, which is comparable to Feature 14 on Block 
8, Lot 2.  Interestingly, both these features support an Upland South diet, even though the 
residents are from New England. Feature 19, on Block 4, Lot 1, represents remains of a 
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structure that was owned by a family from Ohio and dates between 1855–1860. This 
feature is likely a privy or possible storage space. Swine and cattle are fairly equally 
represented. Swine account for 14.5% of mammal bones and cattle make up 11.3% of the 
mammal remains.         
 
It is hard to say what the history of New Philadelphia would have been, had it fully 
survived being bypassed by the Hannibal – Naples railroad, which ultimately led to its 
economic demise and downfall. Looking at Plum Grove, Iowa City (1999), we can gather 
an idea of the railroad's economic impact had it continued on its route through New 
Philadelphia. The industry surrounding cattle production increased dramatically in Plum 
Grove as transportation was made significantly cheaper and faster (Cronon 1991: 77). 
The significant increase in capital changed consumption patterns as well by providing 
access to more varieties of food, and altered production practices to focus more towards 
large scale production, principally for monetary gain. It is interesting to think about the 
potentials of New Philadelphia’s growth had it been more directly connected to the 
railroad as a depot town. 



 
Table 3E.3. Species composition of animal remains from Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2. 
 
             NSP  NSP  Rodent/ 
       NISP1 MNI2 NISP Wt(g) Biomass(kg)3 Sawed/  Burned/  Carnivore-   
             chopped/  calcinated gnawed  

Knife–cut  
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––  
MAMMALS                 332             1,311.0 19.085  6/4/5  3/10  13/9 

Eastern cottontail, Sylvilagus floridanus      3   2        1.0     .026  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Fox squirrel, Sciurus niger        8   2        4.6     .104  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Squirrel sp., Sciurus sp.        6   1        1.4     .036  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Old World rat, Rattus sp.      29   7        8.8         –  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Dog/Coyote, Canis sp.        1   1        1.9         –  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Domestic cat, Felis catus        1   1          .5         –  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Swine, Sus scrofa       97   –    650.5   8.952  1/2/1  0/0   4/5 
White-tailed deer, Odocoileus virginianus      1   1      12.4     .254  0/0/0  0/0   0/0 
Domestic cattle, Bos Taurus      14   –    454.3   6.480  5/1/0  0/0   2/2 
Sheep/goat, Ovis/Capra        6      1      25.1     .478  0/0/0  0/0   0/1 
Unidentified large mammal      94   –    110.0   1.808  0/1/4  3/4   7/1 
Unidentified medium/large mammal     59   –      36.9     .677  0/0/0  0/6   0/0 
Unidentified medium mammal       5   –        2.2     .053  0/0/0  0/0   0/0  
Unidentified small mammal        8   –        1.2     .031  0/0/0  0/0   0/0  
 
BIRDS      123     13     93.5  1.358  0/0/1  0/0  2/0 

Duck spp., Subfamily Anatinae       2  2       4.0    .072  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
                                                           
1 Number of identified specimens 
2 Minimum number of individuals calculated from the feature as a whole 
3 Biomass in kg was calculated from total NISP weights using allometric formulae presented by Reitz and Scarry (1985:67). No 
estimates are presented for vertebrate taxa that are not considered to have been human food items. 
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Red junglefowl, Gallus gallus     87     10     76.2  1.053  0/0/1  0/0  2/0 
Turkey, Meleagris gallopavo        4  1       5.8    .101  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
Unidentified large bird        1 –         .6    .013  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
Unidentified medium/large bird       1 –         .2    .005  0/0/0  0/0  0/0  
Unidentified medium bird      27 –       6.6    .114  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
Eggshell fragments         1 –         .1         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
 
AMPHIBIANS         1  1         .1         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 

Toad sp., Bufo sp.          1  1         .1         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
 
FISH         20  2       7.3     .157  0/0/1  0/0  0/0 

Buffalo sp., Ictiobus sp.        1  1         .6     .020  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 

Channel catfish, Ictalurus punctatus     10  1       5.1     .094  0/0/1  0/0  0/0 
Unidentified fish         9  –       1.6     .043  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 

 
 
UNIDENTIFIED VERTEBRATA      4  _        .4         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 

 
BIVALVES         2  2    20.8         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0  

Marine bivalve, Cockle?       1  1      2.2         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
Unidentified freshwater mussel      1        1     18.6         –  0/0/0  0/0  0/0 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
Grand Total      482            1,433.1   20.600 6/4/7  3/10  15/9 
 
Total, Identified below class    272            1,254.7   17.855 5/3/3  0/0  6/8 
 
Percentage identified below class             56.4      87.6   86.7    –   –   – 
 



Table 3E.4. Skeletal portions of swine, cattle, white–tailed deer, and sheep/goat from 
Feature 14 in Block 8, Lot 2 (values are NISP). 
   NISP  % 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
SWINE   
Cranial fragments 17  17.5 
Isolated teeth    8     8.2 
Proximal forequarter   4    4.1 
Vertebrae    8    8.2 
Ribs   24  24.7 
Innominate bones   1    1.0 
Proximal hindquarter   8    8.2 
Feet   27  27.8 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 Totals  97  99.7 

___________________________________ 
CATTLE 

Cranial fragments   1    7.1 
Isolated teeth    0      – 
Proximal forequarter   2  14.3 
Vertebrae    0     –  
Ribs     6  42.9 
Innominate bones   2  14.3 
Proximal hindquarter   3  21.4 
Feet     0    – 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 Totals  14            100.0 

___________________________________ 
DEER 

Cranial fragments   0    – 
Isolated teeth    0     – 
Proximal forequarter   0    – 
Vertebrae    0    –  
Ribs     0    – 
Innominate bones   0    – 
Proximal hindquarter   1  100.0 
Feet     0    – 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 Totals    1            100.0 

___________________________________ 
SHEEP/GOAT 
Cranial fragments   0      – 
Isolated teeth    0     – 
Proximal forequarter   0    – 
Vertebrae    1     16.7  
Ribs     3  50.0 
Innominate bones   0    – 
Proximal hindquarter   0    – 
Feet     2    33.3 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 Totals    6            100.0 
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BLOCK 8, LOT 4 
Block 8, Lot 4 History  

The earliest known deed transaction identified for Block 8, Lot 4, is an 1871 sale from 
James Vokes to Solomon McWorter. However, an 1867 tax assessment shows Solomon 
McWorter being taxed on this lot, although it had no improvements. No improvements 
existed on the lot through the early 1880s. A small structure may have been built on the 
property between 1878 and 1883, since the improvements are listed as $30 in 1883 and 
$25 in 1888. The 1865 State Census classifies Solomon McWorter as black with five 
people in his household, and with livestock valued at $500. However, he does not live in 
the town in 1870. There are 18 transactions for this piece of property from 1871 to 1930 
and the owners included Solomon McWorter and Frederick Shipman (appears on the 
1880 Federal Census). The deed, tax, and census data follow. The italicized names are 
those who may have resided on the lot, since they appear in both the deed and census 
records. 
 
DEED TRANSACTIONS 
Year Seller   Purchaser   Reference (page, line) 

1871 James Vokes  Solomon McWorter 54,9 
1876 Sarah McWorter Solomon McWorter 54,10 
1876 Judith Armistead Solomon McWorter 54,14 
1876 Lucy Vond  Solomon McWorter 54,17 
1876 John Johnson  Solomon McWorter 54,18 
1878  Solomon McWorter William Bower 54,15 
1879 James Bower  Frederick Shipman 54,19 
1880 Frederick Shipman Francis McWorter 54,20 
1883 George McWorter Lucy McWorter 54,22 
1915 Thomas McWorter Alonzo Leonard 54,27 
1915 Thomas McWorter Siegle & Strauss 54,28 
1915 Christina Watts Siegle & Strauss 54,29 
1915 Eliza Brown  Siegle & Strauss 54,30 
1915 Siegle & Strauss Aaron Malone  54,31 
1916 Shelby McWorter A. E. Malone  54,32 
1919 George McWorter John Siegle  54,35 
1930 William Strauss Emma Siegle  54,38 
1930 Emma Siegle  Virgil Burdick  54,39 
 
HADLEY TOWNSHIP RECORDS 
Year Name Assessed   Value of Lot  Improvements  

1867 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $16   $0 
1868 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $0   $0 
1869 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $0   $0 
1870 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $0   $0 
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1871 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $0   $0 
1872 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) $0   $0 
1875 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) –   $0 
1878 Solomon McWorter (Lots 1–8) –   $0 
1883 Solomon McWorter (Lots 3–6) –   $30 
1888 L. J. McKinney   –   $25 
 
1865 STATE CENSUS 
NAME   FIRST NAME  RACE   NO. IN HOUSEHOLD 
McWorter   S.   B  5 
 
1880 FEDERAL CENSUS 
NAME  FIRST NAME  AGE SEX RACE RELATION   ORIGIN 
Shipman  F.    31 M W Head   IL 
  Lucy   26 F W Wife   IL 
  Henry   5 M W Son   IL  
  Wm   3 M W Son   IL 
  Cora   1 F W daughter  IL 
 
Block 8, Lot 4 Archaeology 
In 2002 and 2003, archeologists preformed a walkover survey of this property, along with 
the rest of New Philadelphia, and they identified a large concentration of artifacts on this 
lot. Block 8 had one of the largest concentrations of artifacts when compared to the entire 
town site. Based on the surface survey finds, the ceramic artifacts have a mean date of 
occupation of 1864 (Gwaltney 2004). In 2004, Michael Hargrave (CERL)  performed a 
geophysical survey of this area and identified several anomalies on the western portion of 
the lot while performing an electrical resistance survey (Figure 3E.15).  
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Figure 3E.15. Resistivity Survey locating several soil anomalies found in Block 8, 

Lot 4. (By Michael Hargrave, grid overlay by Christopher Fennell.) 

 
Anomaly A2 identified in the geophysical survey is located in the central–western portion 
of Block 8, Lot 4. The archaeology team performed a core sample survey to ground truth 
Anomaly A2. They placed three transects of nine core samples in a north–south direction 
at 5 ft. intervals. The southern most part of transect 1 (T1) is 20 ft. north and 25 ft. west 
of the southwest corner of Block 8, Lot 4. Of the 27 core samples, physical resistance to 
the core probe occurred in 10 places, detecting brick and rock fragments (T1N8, T1N9, 
T2N7, T2N8, T2N9, T3N8, T3N9) (Figure 3E.16). The majority of these are located in 
the northern portion of the tested area. Generally, each core sample reached a depth of 1.8 
ft. to 2.1 ft. below the surface. However, archaeologists hit resistance at a depth that 
ranges from an average of 0.65 ft. to 1.5 ft. below the surface. The upper most layer 
consists of a 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown) and is located to an average depth of 
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1.0 ft. to 1.1 ft. below the surface. This soil is the plow zone. The soils under the plow 
zone generally consist of a 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown) mottled 10YR 4/3 
(brown).  
 
 

 
Figure 3E.16. Coring performed near Anomoly A2 (Drawn by 

Christopher Fennell). 

 
As a result of the geophysical survey and the positive results of the coring, archaeologists 
opened three excavation units (EU 1, 2, and 3) in Block 8, Lot 4 in the 2004 season 
(Figure 3E.17). Generally, in all three excavation units the plow zone exists to a depth of 
about 0.8 to 1.2 ft. below the surface. It consists of a 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown) 
silty loam. The mean date of the artifacts ranged from the earliest settlement to the post–
bellum era. Underneath this layer is a buried horizon of soil that consists of a 10YR4/3 
(brown), silty clay. Archaeologists located a large concentration of brick fragments and 
stones that measured 0.25 to 0.5 ft. in diameter. This large concentration of debris is 
Anomaly A2 detected in the geophysical survey. This buried, undisturbed layer with 
debris contains artifacts that date to about the 1850s. The quantity of artifacts 
dramatically increased in the lower part of the layer as archaeologists verified and 
defined the anomaly and designated it Feature 4. The western portion of Feature 4 was 
exposed in 2004, although the full extent of the feature could not be determined during 
the field season.  
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Figure 3E.17. Location of units excavated in Block 8, Lot 4 

(Drawn by Christopher Valvano). 

 
In 2005, the archaeology team continued to expose Feature 4, excavating EUs 4–12. 
Generally, the upper layers of the plow zone continued to be a 10YR 3/2 (very dark 
grayish brown). The soils tend to get more mottled closer to the top of Feature 4 with a 
10YR 4/3 (brown) silty clay, mottled 10YR 5/4 (yellow brown) and 10YR 4/3 (brown) 
clay. Feature 4 is about 1.2 to 1.5 ft. below the surface. It measures about 12.0 ft. east–
west and 12.5 ft. north–south (Figures 3E.18 and 3E.19). The feature soil is a 10YR 3/2 
(very dark grayish brown) silty clay. The team bisected the feature and removed the 
eastern portion in 0.5 ft. arbitrary levels (designated as a1, a2, a3), or until they detected a 
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natural stratigraphic layer. At about 1.5 ft. from the top of the feature archaeologists 
detected a soil color change. At this point the soil tended to be a 10YR 3/2 (very dark 
grayish brown) clay that was mottled 5YR 4/6 (yellowish brown). Excavations ceased at 
the end of layer a5 because the field season ended. Generally the feature sloped down 
toward the middle (Figure 3E.20), and its cylinder shape provides a clue that the original 
function of the feature was a cistern or a well. Since it is relatively deep and wide, and 
archeologists did not find its bottom, the feature probably originally served as a well. A 
cistern would be shallow and probably no more than the depth of a barrel placed within 
the cavity of the cistern. 
 

 
Figure 3E.18. Plan of Feature 4 in Block 8, Lot 4 found in the location of Anamoly A2 

(Drawn by Carrie Christman, Eva Pajuelo, Alison Azzarello, and Christopher Valvano). 
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Figure 3E.19. Feature 4 in Block 8, Lot 4, Bisected (Drawn by Carrie Christman, Eva 

Pajuelo, Alison Azzarello, and Christopher Valvano). 

  

 
Figure 3E.20. Profile of the western wall of Feature 4 in Block 8, Lot 4 (Drawn by Carrie 

Christman and Christopher Valvano). 
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The team collected soil samples and processed them in a flotation tank at the ISM–RCC 
facilities under the direction of Marjorie Schroeder. Few organic materials were detected. 
There were also lower than expected frequency of faunal material and domestic trash 
identified in the feature. Rock, mortar, and brick are located throughout the feature fill. 
These findings indicate that the feature was not open for a long enough period of time to 
accumulate much trash. Rather, after it was no longer in use, community members 
rapidly filled the feature.  
 
The artifacts found in Feature 4date to the 1850s (Figure 3E.21). Therefore, it is probable 
that the original function of the feature, a cistern or well, is related to the early 
development of the town. Even though the earliest known deeds for Block 8, Lot 4 date 
to 1871, and the tax records from 1867 show that the lot was not improved, the 
archaeological evidence shows that the area was probably used as a domestic space 
several decades earlier. The structure was dismantled by the 1850s.  

 

 
Figure 3E.21. Ceramic vessels from Feature 4 (Photograph by Christopher Valvano). 

 

These findings are intriguing since Mr. Burdick (1992) recalls Block 8 as being 
unoccupied through the twentieth century and he referred to the area as “the park.”  The 
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impression that some former twentieth century residents have of the area is that the Block 
8 may have never been occupied. A review of the earliest surviving Hadley Township 
records dating to 1867 also confirm this impression and shows that Block 8, Lot 4 was 
not improved. However, after the archaeological survey, the electrical resistivity survey, 
the coring, and the excavation, there is substantial evidence that this area was occupied 
during the town’s early settlement.  
 
 

Minimum Vessel Analysis for Block 8, Lot 4 by Kimberly S. Eppler and 
Emily Helton (NSF–REU 2005)  
 

There are two artifact assemblages described and analyzed: the ceramic and glass 
materials from within Feature 4 (Assemblage A) and the ceramic and glass artifacts 
retrieved from the arbitrary level directly above the feature (Assemblage B).   
 
Assemblage A 

Assemblage A contains the ceramic and glass artifacts recovered from Feature 4.  
This assemblage contains a minimum of 20 ceramic vessels and 4 glass vessels with 
equal amounts of refined earthenwares and utilitarian wares. The most common ware is 
stoneware (n=8) followed by whiteware (n=6). Whiteware and hard paste whiteware 
account for the entire assemblage of refined earthenwares; absent from this assemblage 
are pearlware and porcelain.  

Four refined earthenware vessel forms are present in the assemblage (Table 3E.5). Two 
vessels found in the arbitrary level excavated above the feature mended to a teacup and a 
sugar bowl found within the feature. The sugar bowl and teacup are very similar, both 
having a bluish tint to the glaze and are possibly from the same set. The two plates 
identified are strikingly different. One is a molded blue shell edged whiteware with a rim 
diameter of 9 in. and the other is a dark blue transfer printed hard paste whiteware with 
an undetermined rim diameter (see Appendix 3E). 
 
Table 3E.5. Refined Ceramics by Functional Type from Assemblage A, Feature 4. 

Type 
 

Number Identified Percent of Total Refined 
Earthenwares 

Sugar Bowl 1 10% 

Teacup 1 10% 

Plate 2 20% 

Bowl 1 10% 

Unidentified Flatwares 3 30% 

Unidentified Hollowwares 2 20% 

The most common form of decoration is blue transfer print (n=3; 30%). Of these transfer 
printed vessels, two (20%) are dark blue and possibly of the same set (their forms are 
identifiable as a teacup and a plate) and one (10%) is a light blue transfer printed flatware 
vessel with a floral motif. The vessels in question are hard paste whitewares that were not 
available until 1840. The partially visible scene depicted on the teacup is probably a 
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Romantic scene that includes a tree, a building and possibly a pond. Studies have shown 
that these Romantic prints were produced from 1810–1870 with the peak of popularity 
occurring during the years 1831–1851 (Samford 1997).  

Utilitarian wares account for 50% (n=10) of the ceramics of Assemblage A. Stoneware 
and yellowware comprise the entire assemblage with stonewares being the most 
predominant type (n=8, 80%). Only two vessel forms (Table 3E.6) were discernable and 
the majority of vessels were unidentifiable hollowwares (n=7, 70%). Redware is not 
present in this assemblage. 
 
Table 3E.6. Utilitarian Ceramics by Functional Type from Assemblage A, Feature 4. 

Type Number Identified Percent of Total Utilitarian 
Wares 

Jug 1 10% 

Plate 1 10% 

Unidentified Hollowwares 7 70% 

Type Indeterminate 1 10% 

 
The jug was partially mended with shards from Assemblage B. Slightly more than half 
(n=11, 58%) of the shards that construct this vessel were retrieved from the level above 
Feature 4. Most (78%, n=8) came from Excavation Units 4, 8 and 11, units above the 
excavated half of the feature.  
 
It appears as though at least three of the stoneware vessels were locally made. This 
conclusion rests on the presence of multicolored pastes and obvious potter’s wheel marks 
on the interior of the vessels. The most commonly found stoneware glaze was Albany–
type slip glaze (n=4; 50%) followed by salt glazes (n=3, 37.5%).  

 
Only two yellowware vessels are present, both of which are undecorated. It was not 
possible to identify a form for either.  

 
The glass retrieved from within Feature 4 comprises four vessels, and the only 
discernable form is a small vial. There was, however, one aquamarine basal shard 
vertically embossed with “_KBERRY”. The embossed word was most likely 
“BLACKBERRY” and was possibly a patent medicine bottle or some form of alcohol 
container (although the latter is less unlikely due to the color of the container). 
 
Assemblage B 

Assemblage B consists of the ceramic and glass vessels retrieved from the arbitrary level 
directly above Feature 4. It is larger than Assemblage A.  

 
Assemblage B contains a minimum of 24 ceramic vessels with an equal amount of 
refined earthenwares (n=12, 50%) and utilitarian wares (n=12, 50%). The most common 
wares are stoneware (n=9, 37.5%) and whiteware (n=9, 37.5%). Whiteware and hard 
paste whiteware account for the entire assemblage of refined wares. Absent from this 
assemblage are porcelain and pearlware, as is also the case for Assemblage A.  
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Whiteware accounts for 75% (n=9) of the refined earthenware assemblage while hard 
paste whiteware accounts for only 25% (n=3) of the assemblage.  
 
Only one vessel form of the refined earthenware assemblage could be identified (Table 
3E.7) it is an undecorated hard paste whiteware bowl with an undetermined base 
diameter. The majority of vessels were unidentified hollowwares (n=7, 59%) and 
unidentified flatwares (n=3, 25%).  
 
Table 3E.7. Refined Ceramics by Functional Type from Assemblage B, above Feature 4. 

Type Number Identified Percent of Total Refined 
Earthenwares 

Bowl 1 8% 

Unidentified Flatwares 3 25% 

Unidentified Hollowwares 7 59% 

Type Indeterminate 1 8% 

 
Decorative techniques of the refined earthenwares included sponge/spatter (n=2, 17%), 
shell edged (n=3, 25%), light blue transfer prints (n=2, 17%) and undecorated whiteware 
(n=5, 42%). Two of the shell edged wares are molded; one is an unidentified flat ware 
with a 10 inch rim diameter and floral pattern and the other is an unidentified vessel with 
a 9 inch rim diameter. Shell edged wares were produced until the 1890s but declined in 
popularity around 1860 and are rarely found in the archaeological record after this time 
(Miller 1991: 5–6).  
 
The transfer printed ware (n=2, 17%) are both light blue in color and unidentified 
hollowwares. One of these vessels has a rim diameter of 7.25 inches and a floral design. 
The sponge/spatter decorated wares have a production time range of 1840–1880. Both of 
these are unidentified hollowwares. For further information pertaining to decoration 
techniques and measurements, refer to Appendix 3E.B.  
 
Utilitarian wares account for 50% (n=12) of the ceramics of Assemblage B. Stoneware 
and yellowware comprise the entire assemblage with stonewares being the most 
predominant type (n=9, 75%). Only one vessel form was identified, a yellowware 
chamber pot (n=1; 8%), and the majority of vessels were unidentifiable hollowwares 
(n=8, 67%) (Table3E.84). Absent from this assemblage is redware. 
 
Table 3E.8. Utilitarian Ceramics by Functional Type from Assemblage B, Above Feature 
4. 

Type Number Identified Percent of Total Utilitarian 
Wares 

Chamber pot 1 8% 

Unidentified Hollowwares 8 67% 

Type Indeterminate 3 25% 
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It appears as though at least 3 of the stoneware vessels were locally made. This 
conclusion rests on the presence of multicolored pastes and obvious potter’s wheel marks 
on the interior of the vessels. The most commonly found stoneware decoration was salt 
glaze (n=5; 56%) followed by slipped (n=2, 22%) and alkaline glaze (n=1; 11%). Two of 
the salt glazed vessels have a brown tinted glaze and the other three have translucent 
glazes.  
 
Three yellowware vessels are present; two of which are undecorated while the other is 
banded yellowware. The banded yellowware decoration is present on the chamberpot and 
this design technique dates from 1840–1930.  
 
A minimum number of 10 glass vessels are present in this assemblage (Table 3E.9). Only 
two of these vessels were identifiable. The vial is a dark aqua blue with a base diameter 
of 0.75 inches. Located on the base of this vessel is a pontil scar. Empontilling is a 
method of glass manufacturing that utilizes a rod (the pontil) that is stuck to the base of 
the bottle to hold it while the finish is being formed. Once the manufacturing process is 
completed, the pontil is detached leaving a scar, such as the one visible on the base of this 
vial. Empontilling was replaced in popularity by the snap case manufacturing technique 
by 1850, although the empontilling was still used much later. For dating purposes, 1870 
is the accepted as the general end date of this technique (Jones and Sulivan 1989: 45).  
 
Table 3E.9. Glass Vessels by Functional Type for Assemblage B, Above Feature 4. 

Type Number Identified Percent of Total Glass 

Vessels 

Vial 1 10% 

Inkwell 1 10% 

Unidentified Container 6 60% 

Type Indeterminate 2 20% 

 
The other identifiable vessel in the glass assemblage is a square aqua green inkwell. This 
vessel was almost completely mended, and an embossed maker’s mark (the only 
complete maker’s mark in the entire assemblage) is on the front of the inkwell 
proclaiming “J.J BUTLER/CIN”. The J.J Butler Company was an ink manufacturing 
company based out of Cincinnati. This particular square bottle was only manufactured 
from 1854–1860. All of the components of this vessel were retrieved from Excavation 
Unit 4, directly in the middle and on top of the area of the feature that was bisected. The 
presence of almost all the shards of this vessel in close proximity to one another indicates 
that at this depth, the soil was not highly disturbed. 
 
Conclusions for the Ceramic and Glass Analyses   
The Feature was filled in the 1850s and these two assemblages combined present of total 
minimum vessel count of 58. Of these 58 vessels, 22 are refined earthenwares, 5 are 
yellowware, 17 are stoneware, and 14 are glass.  
 
Of the utilitarian wares, the preponderance of stoneware compared to yellowware, and 
the complete lack of redware can be an indication of the time and economic situation of 
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the individuals associated with the fill material of Feature 4. At the Armstrong Farmstead 
(15Fa185), a site in Kentucky occupied from 1846 through the early twentieth century, a 
relatively large number of stoneware vessels were identified. "By the time the 
Armstrongs occupied the Paris Pike location, stoneware had become the workhorse of the 
nineteenth–century kitchen, pantry, and springhouse” (Moore and Rotman 2002: 3). The 
inferred preference of the inhabitants of Block 8, Lot 4 for stoneware over unrefined 
earthenware was not an economic one – stoneware was more difficult to produce and 
commanded a higher price than redware or yelloware. However, this made stoneware 
vessels more durable and led to their dominance of the market. It is possible that 
stoneware vessels were more readily available at New Philadelphia in the mid to late 
nineteenth century, and this could explain their prevalence in the assemblages of Feature 
4.  
 
The presence of only two potentially matched vessels (the dark blue tranfer–printed 
hardpaste whiteware teacup and plate) suggests that maintaining a complete set of 
tableware was not a priority. In speaking of the general attitudes of American society as a 
whole, Huddleston and Poplin (2003: 4) observe that "wealthy families purchased new 
ceramics and ceramic forms because they had expendable funds, but more importantly 
because social attitudes dictated that they do so." They recognize that this is a 
characteristic of well–off individuals and not behavior exhibited by the general 
population. In frontier homes, it was less likely to find matched sets of dishes, as visible 
in the Feature 4 assemblages, and indeed "other items, such as wooden trenchers, could 
be used instead of ceramic dishes" (Huddleston and Poplin 2003: 3). Additionally, 
"excavations at early homesteads across the South suggest that the family dishes often 
were mismatched pieces, usually plates and cups" (Huddleston and Poplin 2003: 6). The 
presence of teawares in Feature 4 of Block 8, Lot 4 In New Philadelphia indicates at least 
some specialization of vessel forms, but does not mean that they were used in the ways 
intended by their manufacturers.  
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Appendix 3E.A : Feature 4, Assemblage A: Ceramic and Glass Vessels 
 
Refined Earthenware 

Material # Level NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel 
Type 

Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Hard–
paste 
whiteware 

2 Above 
F4;  
a1 

76.31 
219.7 

Base 
and 
handle 

Sugar bowl Arched 
design 

1840+ Approx. 1.75in 
ft.ring 

Hard–
paste 
Whiteware 

4 Above 
F4; 
 
a2 

76.28 
171.3 
224.14 
224.15 

body Tableware, 
hollowware 

Undecorated 1840+ Similar to 
219.7 
Possible tureen 

 
Whiteware 

2 a1 219.5 
219.6 

1 rim 
1 base 

Tableware, 
flatware 

Undecorated 1820+ Poss. Plate or 
platter; 
Approx. 7in  
Rim diameter 
“AMS” 
imprinted on 
basal sherd 

Whiteware 2 a4; 
a5 

230.7 
231.1 

1 base 
1body 

Bowl Undecorated 1820–
1900+ 

Poss. gravy 
bowl; 
1.75in ft. ring 

Whiteware 1 a4 230.6 Rim  Plate Molded blue 
shell edge; 
floral 

1820+ Approx. 9in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 2 a3 229.10 Rim Tableware, 
flatware 

Molded blue 
shell edge 

1820+ Approx. 7in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 1 a4 230.5 Rim Tableware, 
flatware 

Light blue 
transfer 
print 

1828+ Undetermined 
rim diameter 

Hard paste 
whiteware 

1 a3 229.7 Body Teacup d. blue 
transfer 
print, 
scenic, 
paneled 

1840+  

Hard paste 
whiteware 

1 a2 224.17 Body Plate d. blue 
transfer 
print, floral 

1840+ Same set as 
229.7? 
 

Whiteware 1 a2 224.16 Body Tableware, 
hollowware 

Multicolor 
Marble  

1820+ Manganese 
added to glaze 

Total Vessels: 10 
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Unrefined Earthenware 

Material # Level NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel 
Type 

Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Yellowware 2 a1 219.8 Body Plate Undecorated 1830–
1900 

 

Yellowware 1 a4 230.8 Body Utilitarian 
vessel 

Undecorated 1830–
1900 

 

Total Vessels: 2 
 
 
Stoneware 

Material # Level NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel 
Type 

Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Buff paste 1 a2 224.5 Rim 
 

Hollowware Brown 
opaque ext. 

 Wheel–
thrown, 
red/brown int. 
glaze 
Poss. crock 

Albany int 
and ext. 

2 a1 219.13 
219.12 

1rim 
1body 

Hollowware Undecorated 1805–
1920 

wheel–thrown; 
gray paste; 
approx. 9in 
rim diameter 

Albany ext. 1 a2 224.6 Body Hollowware Unglazed 
int. 

1805–
1920 

Red paste 
Wheel–thrown 

Albany ext. 
 

3 a1; 
a2; 
a3 

219.11 
229.11 
224.3 

Base 
 

Hollowware Washed int. 1805–
1920 

gray paste 
poss. Jug; 
4.5in ft.ring 

Brown 
tinted Salt–
glaze ext. 

1 a2 224.7 Rim  Hollowware Opaque 
brown int. 

1840–
1900 

Wheel–
thrown, buff 
paste; 12 in 
rim diameter 

Translucent 
Salt–glaze 

1 a1 219.9 Body Hollowware Unglazed 
int. 

1840–
1900 

Wheel–
thrown; buff 
paste 

Salt–glaze 1 a4 230.9 Body Hollowware Red/brown 
interior 

1840–
1900 

Wheel–
thrown; 
buff/red paste 

Albany ext. 19 Above 
F4  
 
 
 
 
 

44.2 
44.3 
98.34 
104.26 
168.1 
168.2 
168.3 

Base, 
body, 
and 
rim  

Jug Unglazed 
int. 

1805–
1920 

Wheel–
thrown; 
Multicolor 
paste; 
1.75in rim 
diameter; 
approx. 5.5in 
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a1;  
 
a2 

195.5 
195.6 
195.9 
219.12 
219.14 
224.1 
224.4 
224.8 
224.9 
224.10 
224.11 

ft. ring 
 

Total Vessels: 8 
 
 
Glass 

Man. 
Tech. 

# Level NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel 
Type 

Color Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

2–piece 
mold 

5 a3;  
 
a4 

229.2 
229.5 
230.1
0 

Lip, 
neck 
and 
body 

Vial  Aquamarine Undecorated  0.75 rim 
diameter 

Molded 1 a1 219.3 Base Container Aquamarine Embossed  Possible 
alcohol bottle; 
approx. 4in 
base diameter. 
“KBERRY” 
embossed 
vertically; 

Unknown 1 a1 219.4 Body Container Colorless Undecorated  Curved thin 
body 

Unknown 1 a5 231.4 Body Container Colorless Undecorated  Curved, thick 

Total Vessels: 4 
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Appendix 3E.B: Above Feature 4, Assemblage B: Ceramic and Glass Vessels. 
 
Refined Earthenware 

Material # NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel 
Type 

Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Hard paste 
whiteware 

1 76.27 Body Hollowware Paneled 1840+ Poss. Teacup 

Hard paste 
whiteware 

1  76.23 Base Bowl Undecorated 1840+ Burnt; base 
diameter 
undetermined 

Hard paste 
whiteware 

2 104.15 
104.17 

Base Hollowware Undecorated 1840+ Approx. 5.5in 
ft.ring 

Whiteware 3 76.22 
78.08 

Rim Tableware 
Flatware 

Undecorated 1820+ Approx. 9in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 1 98.28 Rim Tableware, 
hollowware 

Undecorated 1820+ Approx. 6.5in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 2 145.02 
104.23 

Body 
 

Tableware, 
hollowware 

Sponge/spatter 
Cranberry/blue 

1840–
1880 

 

Whiteware 2 104.16 
44.7 

Rim Tableware, 
flatware 

Blue shell 
edge 

1865–
1895 

Approx. 9.5in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 1 76.32 Rim Tableware, 
vessel 

Molded blue 
shell edge 

 Approx. 9in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 2 98.33 Rim Tableware, 
hollowware 

Blue 
sponge/spatter 

1840–
1880 

Approx. 7in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 2 44.10 
104.35 

Rim 
and 
body 

Tableware, 
flatware 

Blue molded 
shell edge 

 Floral design 
Approx. 10in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 3 98.30 
98.32 

1rim 
1body 

Tableware, 
hollowware 

Light blue 
transfer print 

1828+ Floral design 
Approx. 7.25in 
rim diameter 

Whiteware 3 195.04 
78.07 

Body Tableware, 
hollowware 

Light blue 
transfer print 

1828+  

Total Vessels: 12 
 
 
Unrefined Earthenware 

Material # NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel Type Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Yellowware 2 98.24 Body Indeterminate Lighter 
int. 

1830–
1900 

 

Yellowware 1 98.25 Body Indeterminate Dark 
yellow int 
and ext.  

1830–
1900 

 

Yellowware 2 44.8 Rim Chamber pot Brown and 1840– Mends; approx. 
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44.5 white 
banded 

1930 9.75in rim 
diameter 

Total Vessels: 3 
 
 
Stoneware   

Material # NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel Type Decoration Date 
Range 

Measurements/ 
Comments 

Alkaline 
ext.  

4 166.15 
98.35 
195.07 
195.08 

1 rim 
3body 

Hollowware Albany 
slip int.  

1805–
1920 

Pos. crock, 
wheel–thrown; 
Approx. 10in 
rim diameter  

Opaque 
brown ext. 
and int.  

2 44.4 
76.21 

1 rim 
1body 

Hollowware Opaque 
color glaze 

 Pos. crock, 
wheel–thrown; 
gray/buff paste; 
approx. 7.5in 
rim diameter 

Albany ext.  2  98.6 
104.18 

Body Hollowware Unglazed 
int.  

1805–
1920 

Wheel–thrown; 
red paste 

Translucent 
salt–glaze 
ext.  

1 145.04 Rim Hollowware Green int. 
glaze 

 Pos. crock, 
gray paste; 
approx. 9in rim 
diameter 

Brown 
tinted salt 
glaze ext.  

2 104.20 
76.20 

1 rim 
1body 

Hollowware Albany 
int.  

1840–
1900 

Pos. crock, 
buff/red paste; 
approx. 8in rim 
diameter 

Translucent 
salt glaze 
ext.  

5 76.19 
89.27 
78.09 
166.16 

3base 
3body 

Hollowware Albany 
int.  

1805–
1920 

Pos. crock, 
multicolor 
paste; approx. 
9in ft. ring 

Brown 
tinted salt 
glaze ext.  

1 44.1 Rim Hollowware Albany 
int.  

1805–
1920 

Pos. crock, 
wheel–thrown, 
gray paste; 
approx. 9.25in 
rim diameter 

White paste 
stoneware 

1 104.19 Body Indeterminate Black and 
green 
glaze 

 Art pottery 

Translucent 
salt glaze 

1 104.21 Body Hollowware Unglazed 
ext.  

 Buff/gray paste 

Total Vessels: 9 
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Glass 

Man. 
Tech. 

# NP # Vessel 
Part 

Vessel type Color Decoration Date Measurements/ 
Comments 

Ground–
off pontil 

2 195.20 
166.5 

1 base, 1 
body 

Vial Aqua–blue Undecorated  0.75in base 
diameter 

Molded 5 44.15 
44.8 
44.16 
98.3 

Body 
Container Aquamarine Embossed, 

Eagle 
design 

  

Molded 1 76.33 Base Container Colorless Fluted  Post–mold 
2.25in 
diameter 

Molded 1 76.34 Body Container Dark green Undecorated  Poss. Wine 
bottle 

Technique 
Unknown 

1 104.2 Body Indeterminate Amber Undecorated   

Molded 1 104.1 Body Container Amethyst Undecorated  Thick, 
solarized 

Molded 3 195.21 
76.35 
98.13 

1 base, 2 
body 

Container Colorless Undecorated  Thick, lightly 
patinated; 
diameter 
unidentified 

Molded 3 98.15 Body Indeterminate Colorless Undecorated   

Molded 1 104.5 Body Container Aqua–blue Undecorated  Worn 

Molded  98.12 Complete Ink well Aqua–green Embossed 1854
– 
1860 

“J.J. BUTLER 
  CIN” 

Total Vessels: 10 

 
Coring results for Anomaly A3 (by Christopher Fennell) 
Geophysical investigations at the New Philadelphia site in the summer of 2005 revealed 
Anomaly A3 in Block 8, Lot 4. In the course of additional survey work undertaken on 
March 17 and 18, 2006, the area of this anomaly was further tested with soil core probes. 
 
Two parallel transects of seven core probe samples each were placed in an east–west 
direction within the area of Anomaly A3 with 2.5 ft. intervals between each core probe 
along those transects and a 2.5 ft. interval between the two transects.  
 
None of these core probe samples encountered physical resistance to the probe and none 
of the samples uncovered artifacts. Each core sample typically reached a depth of 
approximately 1.7 to 2.8 ft. below the surface. The layers sampled with the core probe 
typically consisted of a 7.5 YR 3/1 (very dark gray) soil at 0.0 to 2.0 ft. below the 
surface, and 7.5 YR 3/2 and 4/4 soils at 2.0 to 2.8 ft. below the surface.  
 



 

 

46 

46 

Based on these negative results in core probe samples placed over the area of Anomaly 
A3 as identified in the geophysical survey, excavators decided not to explore this 
anomaly further in the summer of 2006.  


