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Chapter 1. Introduction

From November 2001 to May 2004, archaeol ogists with the LAMAR Ingtitute conducted a regional study
of 14 counties in southwestern Georgia for the Georgia Department of Natural Resources Historic
Preservation Division (HPD), Office of the State Archaeologist (OSA). This project was performed in
accordance with the Scope of Services authored by HPD (Crass 2001) and the study areas included: Baker,
Calhoun, Colquitt, Decatur, Dougherty, Early, Grady, Lee, Miller, Mitchell, Seminole, Terrell, Thomas,
and Worth (Figure 1). Thisreport provides a synthesis of the previous state of archaeological knowledge of
these 14 counties and summarizes the findings of the LAMAR Institutel$ archaeol ogical field survey and
collector survey.

This archaeological survey had two primary purposes. First, based on background research and interview
of local sources, high site probability areas were defined for each county. A sample of the high probability
areas containing ground surface visibility in each county was subjected to systematic surface survey to
identify and map archaeological sitesin the project area. Additionally, arealandowners were interviewed.
Archaeol ogists examined and documented (when feasible) the pertinent artifact collections of many of
these landowners. Part of this goal was to establish positive relations in the region between archaeol ogists,
HPD, and the public in that region of Georgia

The second purpose of the project was to generate an archaeological survey report, which would meet the
Secretary of the Interior($ Standards for Documenting Archaeological Sites. This report includes a section
on management recommendations for the identified archeological site types and a section on critica
research questions that arise from the management concerns.

In order to document the pattern of human
development better in those southwest
Georgia counties that have had little
archaeological investigation, this work
included a surface survey to better understand
the archaeology of thisarea. The results of
the entire survey project were used to refine
archaeological contexts within which to
formulate expectations of site presence or
absence, type, distribution and condition;
provide recommendations for further
investigations of the area; and allow
preservation and management needs of area
archaeological resources to be addressed in
planning documents.

Southwestern Georgia has had little
archaeological investigation, yet from our
limited knowledge we know that this area
was extensively used throughout the past. Of
the project area counties, Dougherty and Lee
are the most documented for their
archaeological resources with 20 and 10 3 3
reports for them on file at the Georgia Figure 1. Project Area.
Archaeological Site Files (GASF),
respectively. Prior to this survey over 120 archaeological sites were recorded in Dougherty County and 55
sitesin Lee County. Most of the archaeological resources in the other countiesin this survey were far less
well known. For example, Calhoun County had the fewest sites with only 11 recorded.




The present study recorded information on 459 archaeological sitesin these 14 counties, most of which
were previously unknown. These findings represent a more than one-third increase in archaeological site
information from this region of Georgia.

Background research began in early November 2001. After consultation with OSA, and obtaining written
permission from property owners to which access would be required during the archaeological survey,
fieldwork began in December 2001. This report documents the work completed from November 2001
through May 2004. All fieldwork and data analysis was conducted by LAMAR Institute personnel, which
was supplemented by volunteer assistance on site visits. Personnel from the OSA in the HPD monitored
the project(s progress and provide logistical support during the investigation.

Research Strategy

The 14 counties included by OSA in the Southwest Georgia study unit are Seminole, Decatur, Grady,
Thomas, Miller, Mitchell, Baker, Early, Dougherty, Calhoun, Terrell, Lee, Worth, and Colquitt (Crook
1986). The LAMAR Institute implemented an explicit sampling design including targeting representative
environmental settings. Survey strategy was based on background research to define high probability site
areas, interviews with local landowner/collectors, and use of topographic maps to delineate areas such as
wet sites, lime-sinks, and Carolina bays that should be investigated if possible.

Stream terraces and floodplains were expected to have a high potential to yield archaeological sites.
Settlement along these linear environments has been shown, particularly in the Albany area, to be nearly
continuous and very dense. Deeply-buried sites have been identified in these situations. Other wetland
environments in southwestern Georgia, such as seep springs, lime sinks, Carolina bays, and blue springs
can be characterized as point sources. At |least one example of each of these environment types was
targeted by the survey team, when feasible. Seep springs have been identified asimportant water resources
in south-central Georgia and similar landforms are expected to occur in southwestern Georgia.
Archaeological sites often area associated with these features, as suggested by recent research in south-
central Georgia (Kirkland 1994; Seielstad 1994). Lime sinks have demonstrated the potential for harboring
important Paleoindian and Archaic sitesin the Florida Panhandle. Similar types of sites are expected to
occur at these landformsin Georgia, as suggested by recent riverine survey by Rita Elliott of portions of
|chawaynochaway Creek and the Flint River (Elliott 2001). Carolina bays have been shown to be an
important attractant for human settlement particularly in the Archaic period. Carolina bays are more
common in the eastern part of Georgia but they are documented in the southwestern part of Georgia.
Carolina bays are characterized by their elliptical shape and adjacent sand ridge deposits. Blue springs
occur in the study area (Wharton 1977). Many small streams in the study region are spring fed and some of
these have unique ecological environments that may have been important attractions for aboriginal peoples.
Few of these spring-fed environments have been examined for their archaeological resources. In some
cases these abundantly flowing springs were attractions in the historic period. If springs of thistype could
be accessed, they were targeted for examination by the survey team.

Pine barrens and the wire grass environments once covered a large part of southwestern Georgia.
Preliminary indications from previous surveys suggest that these areas have alow potential for containing
aboriginal sites. We suspect that they contain a variety of low frequency, short-term occupation or special
function sites. Historic sites associated with the naval storesindustry, for example, are likely to occur in
these areas. Some of these sites may have research or interpretive value in studies of the nineteenth and
early twentieth century timber industry. A sample of these low probability site environments was
systematically examined by the survey team to determine what types of sites (and in what frequency) occur
there. These datawill serve as an important benchmark for future surveys in these environments.

Other micro-environments in the study area that may have cultural relevance include cliffs, rock shelters or
overhangs, and caves. Although many caves are probably recorded in the region, their locations may be
protected by federal law. The study team will attempt to visit a sample of these environments and assess
their potential for harboring archaeological deposits.



Chert source areas have been identified in numerous counties in southwestern Georgia, particularly Baker,
Decatur, Dougherty, Lee, and Miller counties. Severa chert quarries have been documented by survey and
test excavation, although no systematic survey of quarry sites and source areas has been attempted
(Gresham 1984; Rudolph and Gresham 1985; Benson 1992; Rudolph and Barber 1979; Smith 1979; Wright
1980; Elliott et al. 1982; Ganzer 1981).

Rudolph and Barber (1979) reported a chert quarry and workshop on the Flint River near Albany in
Dougherty County. Smith (1979) described another dense workshop and possible quarry at the Marine
Corps base near Albany. Wright (1980) notes flint outcrops including boulders up to 1 meter in diameter
bearing evidence of quarrying at ARA-DU-4 (atemporary site designation) near Albany. Chert outcrops
also were reported in Muckafoonee Creek north of Albany (Elliott et al. 1982). Ganzer (1981) reported a
chert quarry on Cooleewahee Creek in Dougherty County, Morrell and Tesar (1979) reported a chert quarry
on Spring Creek in Miller County. Kelly (1954) reported an extensive chert quarry spanning several acres
of limestone outcrop at Lane Springs in northern Decatur County. Dense debitage, several feet thick in
places, was reported. Gresham (1984) identified an aboriginal chert quarry and workshop in Lee County
and the site was later excavated (Gresham 1985; Rudolph and Gresham 1985). Benson (1992) reported
three chert quarry sitesin upland parts of Lee County, possibly associated with the Late Archaic period.

Pilot studies by Sharon Goad, Tommy Charles, Albert Goodyear, and Sam Upchurch have demonstrated
the importance of chert resource studies in understanding human settlement in the region. A sample of
chert quarries and chert source areas was targeted by the survey team. Geological literature and previous
site data were used to focus this research. It was anticipated that collector interviews also would provide
important chert source information. Chris Trowell and Frankie Snow, both of whom have surveyed
extensively in southern Georgia, note that chert is not homogenously distributed across the landscape in
southern Georgia. Many areas are [thert poor(Jand have significantly fewer lithic sites than areas with
easy access to chert resources. Fossilized coral and petrified wood resources were often used in the
absence of better quality marine cherts (White 1981; Rusty Weisman personal communication 1997).
These [alternativellstone resources are known to occur in southwestern Georgia. The survey team will
attempt to locate a sample of these stone resource areas and determine if they were quarried prehistorically.

The earliest documented arrival of humans in southeastern North America was during the Paleoindian
period. Evidence from this period in Georgiais primarily represented by surface finds of stone tools. The
chert resources of southwestern Georgia were an attraction during this period and preliminary projectile
point inventory data suggests that this area of the state yields above-average site densities of the
Paleoindian period (Anderson et al. 1990). Various lanceolate and fluted biface forms are important
diagnostics of the Paleoindian period. Formal scraper tools also were produced as part of the Paleocindian
tool-kit but these tool traditions continued into the early Archaic sub-period. A. R. Kelly was impressed
with the apparent antiquity of the chert toolsin this region, based on the heavily corticated (patina) of the
tools (Kelly 1950a, b, 19534). In many cases the extent of weathering of coastal plain chert isarough
gauge of the antiquity of the artifacts, atrait that renders debitage somewhat temporally diagnostic. In
addition to its chert resources, southwestern Georgia probably has the best potential of any region in the
state to contain preserved organic materials from the Paleoindian period, or Late Pleistocene/Early
Holocene transition.

The subsequent Archaic period also iswell represented in southwestern Georgia, as Archaic people were
drawn to the rich chert deposits as a source for their stone tools (Elliott and Sassaman 1995). Projectile
pointsin this region probably conform more to the Gulf coastal traditions, rather than the South Atlantic
slope traditions, although this trend is not well documented. Similarly, early pottery technology is
represented in thisregion, but it has not been adequately described or placed in aregional context. The
trade and use of soapstone, particularly during the Terminal Archaic (or Gulf Formational) sub-period is
indicated in this region, particularly on the lower Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. Soapstoneis an
important indicator of trade and social organization in this region of the Southeast because it does not occur
naturally in the Coastal Plain.

Woodland period occupations in southwestern Georgia also are abundant. Kolomoki arose as an important
center in the Middle Woodland period and southwestern Georgia probably contains many important sites



associated with the Swift Creek and Weeden Island cultures (Schnell 1975a-b; Steinen 19763, b, 1977,
1988, 1989; 2003; Steinen and Crawford 1990). William Sears conducted a multi-year study of the
Kolomoki Mound complex with the University of Georgia, which was well documented. Sears
misinterpreted the stratigraphic sequence at the site, however, which he acknowledged later in his career.
Recent dissertation work at Kolomoki by Thomas Pluckhahn (2002), as well as publication of a book on
the Swift Creek culture (Williams and Elliott 1998) has invigorated interest in this research topic. The
Mandeville mound sitein Clay County, Georgia is another important Woodland site in southwest Georgia
that was excavated by the University of Georgia (B.A. Smith 1975, 1978; Kelly 1962).

Our knowledge of the Mississippian period for southwestern Georgiais extremely limited. Although the
period isrelatively well documented for adjacent portions of Florida, the lower Flint, Chattahoochee and
Ochlocknee River watersheds are poorly understood. Few sites have been excavated in this region and
survey datais sparse (Schnell and Wright 1993; White 1981, 1983).

The area between the forks of the Chattahoochee and Flint riversin Seminole County (at the Florida-
Georgia border) was an important area for settlement throughout the early historic period. A Spanish
mission was established at the village of Santa Cruz de Sabacola el Menor in this vicinity in the mid-1600s.
Creek sites from the mid-1700s in the study area (in Baker, Dougherty, Lee, and Mitchell counties) include:
Hitchitoochee (little Hitchiti), Chehaw, Hurricane Town, and Okmulgee. Nineteenth century Creek towns
in present-Lee County include Amucalee and Fowl Town. Other historic Indian towns in the study region
include Oklafunee and Puckanawhitla (Braley 1995:30-31). Early land plats and district survey maps,
which are archived by the Georgia Surveyor General or are at county courthouses, were examined for
additional clues about historic Indian settlements in the region. A limited sample of these towns was
targeted for exploration by the survey team.

Historic period occupation in southwestern Georgia mostly post-dates 1814, which is when the
southernmost part of the study area was ceded by the Indians and opened up for Euro-American settlement.
The northern portion of the study area was opened for settlement by additional cessionsin 1821 and 1825
(Braley 1995:15, Figure 9). Historic maps provide many clues about potential archaeological sites that date
after 1814. Particularly useful is SturgessCimap of the state, which datesto 1818. By the mid-1800s most
counties in this part of the state had been mapped and these maps usually included major settlements, mills,
and important transportation routes. Historic maps for this region, which are on file at the Georgia
Department of Archives and History and at the University of Georgia were reviewed for potential site
locations. Additionally, mapsin local archives, libraries, and county courthouses were examined for
important potential sites. A sample of potential historic sites was targeted for exploration by the survey
team. Archaeological surveysin west-central Georgia at Fort Benning have demonstrated that many
important historic sites eluded early cartographers. Often these sites reveal unique, previously
undocumented aspects of frontier life that have important interpretive value. Particularly, sites that were
abandoned or destroyed early in their period of use have important storiesto reveal. In many cases these
sites did not survive to the late nineteenth century when county maps were more thorough and detailed.
Consequently, these sites can only be located through traditional archaeological survey methods, including
systematic surface survey in the study areas to identify a sample of this site type.

Compared to other regions of Georgia, the archaeological resource base of the extreme southwestern
portion is poorly understood. A few large-scale surveys are documented for the study area. Early survey
work, in conjunction with the construction of United States Army Corps of Engineerst{USCOEILS) Lake
Seminole by the University of Georgia was reported by Kelly (1958, 1962). Gordon Midgettels (1974)
reconnai ssance survey of 1,198 hain the Ocklocknee River watershed of Grady County identified only four
Archaic period sites. These sites were not recorded in the GASF, however, but forms were completed and
submitted for these sites by the present survey team.

Major surveys conducted under the direction of Paul Fish ushered in a new erain Georgia archaeology.
Fish, who was trained in southwestern archaeol ogical techniques, applied these methods to Georgia. His
surveys made optimal use of exposed ground (resulting from agricultural cultivation or silvacultural
activities) to understand better the spectrum of human settlement in what would otherwise be eastern
woodlands. The Big Slough survey in Miller and Grady counties produced a high aboriginal site yield, as



did the subsequent survey of the Dry Creek watershed in Decatur, Early, Miller, and Seminole counties
(Fish and Mitchell 1976; Fish and Fish 1977). Fish($ work a so was noteworthy because he systematically
surveyed inter-riverine areas, which had been largely ignored previously, and demonstrated that many
important sites can exist in these areas. This observation stood in stark contrast to Lewis Larson($
published observations that the interior coastal plain was low in archaeological resources.

Nancy Whitel$ (1981) shoreline survey of Lake Seminole stands as another good example of survey yields
in extreme southwestern Georgia. In addition to inventorying alarge number of aboriginal sites, the survey
located afossilized coral resource, which was likely used in the manufacture of stone tools (Russell
Weisman personal communication January 20, 1999).

John Worth($ (1988) honors thesis study of the middle Flint River region was an important in-road for
documented resourcesin the region. Most of his research was centered north of the present study area,
however. Worth also conducted an assessment of the effects of historical impactsin the Flint River Fall
Line Zone, which was spurred by the devastating freshet of 1994 (Worth 1996). Worth also conducted
limited reconnaissance survey of selected upland areas of the Joseph W. Jones Ecological Research Center
(JWJERC) in Baker County (Worth 1998). Worth has tentatively identified several locations of potential
Spanish mission and historic Indian settlements in southwestern Georgia.

Rita Elliott[s$ (2001) survey of stream margins and submerged resources on the IWJERC on the

| chawaynochaway Creek and Flint River watershedsin Baker County provided important information on
this section of the study area and the types of resourcesin the area. Elliott[s study was the first systematic
examination of the submerged resourcesin the Flint River region.

The limited amount of archaeological investigations in southwest Georgia has clearly indicated that large
numbers of sites from various periods of prehistory and history exist in this region. The presence of such
sites and the dearth of knowledge about this area of Georgia decries further work on both broad survey
levels and focused site excavation.

Report Organization

This report presents the findings of the LAMAR Institutels reconnaissance survey of 14 countiesin
southwestern Georgia. Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the survey design. Chapter 3 addresses the
research themes that were identified through the course of the project. This chapter includes some
syntheses of the survey findings in this discussion. Chapter 4 contains the results of the archaeological field
reconnaissance survey. This chapter is organized by county in ascending alphabetical order. Embedded in
this discussion are pertinent historical facts gathered by the survey. Chapter 5 contains a discussion of the
collector survey. Chapter 6 addresses the key threats to the archaeological resource base of the study area,
as well astheir rates of acceleration. Chapter 7 summarizes the project. Chapter 7 ends with a summary
table of archaeological sites recorded by the survey. Included in this chapter is a site management table.
The report is supported by a complete bibliography of references cited. This bibliography should prove an
important research tool for future archaeologists and historians working in this region of Georgia. The
report is supplemented by a series of appendices. Appendix 1 contains selected photographs of artifactsin
private collections. These photographs are keyed to alist of artifact collectorsthat is provided in Appendix
5. Appendix 2 contains field photographs from the survey. Appendix 3 contains scanned copies of selected
survey site sketch maps. Appendix 4 contains copies of the Georgia archaeological site forms for al of the
sites visited by the survey. Copies of these forms, with site location maps attached, were previousy
submitted to the GASF. Because Appendices 4 and 5 contain information of a sensitive nature, the
distribution of these two parts of the study to the public was restricted.



