





Abstract

The Sands House (18AP47) is located at 130 Prince George Street in Annapolis,
Maryland. Historical documentation notes that a house stood on the property at least by 1706
(Liber W.T. 2, 1706: 402). Archaeological evidence indicates that an earthfast structure was
built in about 1700. This building has been modified and renovated extensively. Inthe 1720’s
a fieldstone foundation was put under the house and in the late 18th century an addition was
made to the west side of the house. In 1904 an addition was put on the rear of the house and
the entire structure was raised.

Archaeological excavations were conducted inside and outside the Sands House in 1988
by Archaeology in Annapolis. This work was sponsored by Historic Annapolis Foundation and
the University of Maryland, College Park. This volume is the final site report for the
archaeological investigations at the Sands House.
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Introduction

According to oral tradition, the Sands House may have been built as early as the 1680’s.
Historical documentation has indicated that this house was erected by at least 1706 (McWilliams
and Papenfuse, 1971). In either case, the structure is the earliest frame dwelling which still
stands today, and was constructed on the Annapolis Harbor long before it was to reach its full
economic potential in the late 18th century.

During the early months of 1988, Mrs. Margaret Dowsett, proprietor of 130 Prince
George Street, Annapolis Maryland (18AP47), informed Historic Annapolis, Inc. of renovations
being performed to her house. Mrs. Dowsett contracted Berliner Construction Company for this
work. ,

Being that renovations would disturb portions of this property, mitigation was deemed
necessary in order to collect and record significant archaeological resources. It was our belief
that archaeological investigations would help determine the original construction date of the
house. Controlled excavations might also be able to aid us in our interpretation of architectural
features. But more generally, the early lifeways of the growing port town of Annapolis, a
poorly documented era, may also be explored.

Work began on February 11, 1988, and ended on March 31, 1988. Archaeological
remains uncovered within the project area were located, identified and evaluated for potential
significance. All the artifacts were washed, labelled, and catalogued, and are currently being
stored at Historic Annapolis Foundation’s storage facility in Crownsville, Maryland.

- Funding for this project-was provided by Historic-Annapolis, Inc.; but the archaeology
could have never been performed without the generosity of Mrs. Dowsett.- A special thanks for
the cooperation provided by Mr. Charles Berliner and Mr. Dennis Meyers of Berliner
Construction Company. - Without their aid, assistance, and the appreciation they expressed for
one of Annapolis’ most significant sites, the work would have not gone as smoothly as it did.



Environmental Setting/Project Location and Description

Physiography and Topography

The Sands House is located at 130 Prince Street in the Historic District of Annapolis,
Maryland (Figures 1 and 2). This project area is located on the western shore of the Atlantic
Coastal Plain Province, within Maryland Research Unit 7 which is the Gunpowder-Middle-Back-
Patapsco-Magothy-Severn-Rhode-West Drainages (Figure 3). The topography of the western
shore of the Atlantic coastal plain province is characterized as gently rolling uplands.

Climate

Anne Arundel County presently has a temperate mid-continental climate. Rainfall is
moderate, but the city’s location and the surrounding bodies of water (i.e. the Chesapeake Bay
and its tributaries) provide humidity. Snowfall is also moderate. Mean temperatures for the
Annapolis area include a low of 34°F in January and a high of 79°F in July (Fassig 1917:181,
Steponaitis 1980:3-4).

Vegetation and Fauna

Between 25,000 B.C. to 15,000 B.C. the Chesapeake area forests consisted ‘of spruce,
pine, some fir, and birch trees. By 10,000 B.C. the forests had become dominated by oak-
hickory, representing a more varied and thus more exploitable environment (Maryland Dept. of
Natural Resources). Modern vegetation in the county includes oak, chestnut, and hickory forests
in the upland areas of the coastal plain and evergreen forests in the lowland coastal plain (Braun
1967:245). Faunal species dominant in the coastal plain include deer, small mammals, such as
rabbit, squirrel, and fox, and birds, such as turkey and water fowl (Shelford 1963).

Geology and Soils

The substrata soils in the Chesapeake area are formed from unconsolidated sedimentary
deposits of sand, silt, clay, and gravel which overlie crystalline bedrock. Though the
topographic relief in the area is not diverse, the sediment deposits vary greatly in depth, texture,
and degree of permeability (Brush, et. al. 1976:7). Much of the soil within the project area has
been artificially deposited by human activity. The natural soils in the project area are of the
Monmouth Series; sandy loam with a 0-2% gradient, formed from unconsolidated beds of fine
textured sediments. The soil is deep, strongly acidic, well drained, olive colored, and tends to
be highly erodible. The soil profile is made up of 40-70% glauconite (green sand) at any point.
(Kirby and Matthews 1973).
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Past and Present Land Use Patterns

During the prehistoric period, the land may have been utilized by Native Americans of
the area. Since as early as 1706 the property at 130 Prince George Street has been used as a
private residence.
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Previous Investigations

The ‘Archaeology in Annapolis excavation of 18AP47, the Sands House at 130 Prince
George Street, was the only archaeological investigation undertaken on the property. There is
no record or documentation of any excavation prior to February of 1988.




Prehistoric Background

PaleoIndian Period, ca. 13.000-7500 B.C. The PaleoIndian Stage is not well represented in
Annapolis and in the surrounding Anne Arundel County area. Most occurrences of PaleoIndian
components within the county are represented by fluted points found out of context, on the
surface of multi-component sites (Brown 1979). The scarcity of PaleoIndian sites within Anne
Arundel County, as well as in the entire Coastal Plain Province, is the result of environmental
changes which occurred in the Chesapeake Bay region during the retreat of the Wisconsin ice
sheet. Retreat of this ice sheet resulted in global sea level rise and eventual formation of the
Chesapeake Bay through the drowning of the ancient bed of the Susquehanna River and the
lower reaches of her tributaries, thus covering Paleolndian sites located there (Kraft 1971).

Human occupation of Anne Arundel County may have begun as early as 13,000 B.C.
(Steponaitis 1980:12), although occupation of areas north of the Middle Atlantic Region was
probably prior to 12,000 B.C. due to the presence of glacial ice (Funk 1978:16). Traditionally
PaleoIndian subsistence was believed to have depended primarily on the hunting of Pleistocene
megafauna (Willey 1966, Griffin 1977). However, recent evidence suggests that PaleoIndian
populations of the Eastern Woodland probably focused on hunting white tailed deer (Gardner
1980:19-20). Ritchie (1957:7) suggests that subsistence strategies possibly included foraging for
plants, fishing, and hunting for small mammals. The tool kit of the PaleoIndians was adapted
primarily to a hunting economy and included scrapers, gravers, bruins, denticulates,
hammerstones, utilized flakes, and knives, as well as fluted points. (Kinsey 1972:327-330, Funk
1972:17-21, Gardner 1974:5, Custer 1984).

- PaleolIndian populations were mobile, changing location throughout the year in order to
utilize available resources. Based on work at the Flint Run Complex in Virginia (Gardner
1974:19-23, 42-44, 1977, 1979) several types of PaleoIndian sites have been identified. The
largest of these sites are base camps, the main locus of habitation, which are identified by the
variety within the artifact assemblage present at the site, non-random lithic distribution indicating
discrete activity areas, and occasional pits and post molds. Base camps may have been occupied
. seasonally by aggregate bands. Examples of base camps include the Thunderbird site in the
Flint Run Complex, Virginia and the Shoop site in Pennsylvania (Gardner 1974, Witthoft 1952).
Smaller PaleoIndian sites may represent special purpose sites occupied by smaller groups for
shorter periods of time. These sites include quarry sites, quarry reduction stations, base camp
maintenance stations, and outlying hunting sites. Steponaitis notes that PaleoIndian base camps
identified by diverse artifact assemblages, non-random distribution of lithic debris, activity areas,
and post holes and molds, are found in riverine environments. Further, quarry sites were
identified by a lack of tools, and the presence of large amounts of debitage and a crypto-
crystalline rock source (Steponaitis 1980:66). This indicates that eastern PaleoIndians were not
following migrating animals but were occupying sites on a seasonal basis.

Archaic Period 7500-1000 B.C. The end of the Pleistocene was marked by environmental
changes, including the inundation of some riverine environments, a change from mixed
coniferous forests to northern hardwoods, and a more temperate climate (Whitehead 1972:308-
310, Carbone 1976:121). Gradual changes in the flora and fauna, begun during the PaleoIndian
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Stage were continued through the Early Archaic Period, resulting in modern temperate flora and
fauna populations through most of the Middle Atlantic region (Guilday 1967:232). The Archaic
Stage is one of cultural adaptation to these changes, it is further divided into the Early, Middle
and Late Archaic Periods.

The Early Archaic Period (7500 - 6000 B.C.) is characterized by the appearance of two
artifact traditions, the Corner Notched tradition (7500 - 6800 B.C.) and the Bifurcate tradition
(6800 - 6000 B.C.). The Corner Notched tradition was marked by a change from fluted points
to corner notched points, reflecting different hafting techniques and utilization. The general
artifact assemblages of Paleo and Archaic peoples were very similar, the differences between -
the two peoples was in what they hunted (Steponaitis 1980:69-70). The Bifurcate tradition
involved the scheduled use of a number of seasonal available resources. In general, the
settlement pattern for this period is similar to that of the PaleoIndian Stage (Gardner 1974, 1977,
and 1979).

The Middle Archaic Period (6000-4000 B.C.) was marked by the replacement of northern
Boreal forests by oak-hickory forests (Whitehead 1972:308-310). The climate gradually became
warmer with increased precipitation from the Early Archaic Period to the Middle Archaic
Period. Subsistence strategies and settlement patterns of the Middle Archaic Period were
similar to Early Archaic Period patterns. Mobile bands utilized seasonally available plants and
animals. Tool kits used during the Middle Archaic Period were similar to PaleoIndian and Early
Archaic Period tool kits. New additions to the tool kit included stone mortars and polished stone
atlatl weights, used to balance atlatl spear throwers, recovered at the Hardaway and Doerschuk
sites, North Carolina. (Coe 1964:51-55, 80-81). : :

Some researchers have postulated an abandonment of coastal areas in favor of the
Piedmont during the Middle Archaic (Kavanagh 1982:50). However, the continued rise of sea
level during this period has probably submerged coastal sites associated with the Middle Archaic
Period (Steponaitis 1983:177).

Gardner (1978) and Custer (1984), have identified three types of sites associated with the
Middle Archaic Period which reflect the social organization of the period. (See also Gardner
and Custer 1978). The macroband base camp (Custer 1984:67) was occupied by numerous
family units. Artifact assemblages recovered indicate fairly long term occupation with a wide
variety of activities at these locations. Microband base camps were occupied by smaller family
units, probably individual family groups. These base camps tended to be located in
environmental settings that could not support the larger populations associated with macroband
base camps. Both the macroband and microband base camps were associated with procurement
sites. Fewer tool types are associated with these sites and they tend to be related to a limited
number of activities. Site location was dependent on the type of resource being utilized (i.e.
quarry sites, interior hunting sites, etc.).

The Late Archaic Period (4000-1000 B.C.) was marked by a warm and dry climate and
dominant oak-hickory forests. Four traditions flourished during the Late Archaic Period. The
Piedmont tradition (4000-2000 B.C.) was an in situ development in the Middle Atlantic Region
(Kinsey 1972:337, McNett and Gardner 1975). Contemporaneous and co-existing with the
Piedmont tradition was the Laurentian tradition (4000-2000 B.C.) which was centered in the St.
Lawrence River drainage of Ontario, New England, and New York (Ritchie 1969:29) but also
extended south into Maryland. Custer suggests that the third tradition, the Broadspear Tradition



(2000-1500 B.C.), developed out of the Piedmont tradition as an adaptive response to changing
environmental conditions (Custer 1978:3). The final tradition, the Fishtail Tradition (1500-750
B.C.), developed during the terminal Late Archaic Period and extended into the Early Woodland
Period (Steponaitis 1980:28).

Subsistence and settlement patterns throughout the Piedmont and Laurentian traditions

remained similar to the patterns of the Middle Archaic, suggesting a social and political

organization similar to the PaleoIndian and Early and Middle Archaic populations. Bands were
probably egalitarian in nature. A seasonal fusion/fission organization is postulated for population
movement in which individual families spent a part of the year at microband base camps
following seasonally available resources. During another part of the year several bands,
probably connected through a kinship network, fused together at macroband base camps.
(Custer 1984:67-68). After 3000 B.C. major environmental changes occurred in the coastal
plain province which changed the subsistence and settlement patterns of the local population.
The Broadspear tradition developed between 2000 and 1900 B.C., several researchers have
suggested that the Broadspear tradition is a development out of the local Piedmont Tradition,
with a primary focus on riverine environments (Kinsey 1972:347; Turner 1978:69; Mouer, et.
al. 1980:5, and Steponaitis 1980:26). However, Turnbaugh (1975:54, 56) believes that this
tradition represents more intensive exploitation of shellfish and estuarine resources in the south,
while riverine resources were exploited in the north. Gardner (1982:60) suggests that Late
Archaic coastal plain sites utilized estuarine resources and that these sites may have supported
semi-sedentary populations. Broadspear knives and woodworking tools recovered from Late
Archaic Coastal Plain sites could indicate that specialized tools such as fish traps, nets, and
canoes, were being manufactured (Custer 1984:97). Stone and ceramic containers for cooking
and storage as well as storage pits appear. The ability to store food resources at the macro and
microband base camps allowed groups to remain sedentary for longer periods of time and to
support higher population densities. Turner (1978) notes a marked population growth in the
Virginia Coastal Plain during the terminal Archaic and Early Woodland Periods.

Woodland Period 1000 B.C. - A.D. 1600 The transition from Archaic to Woodland is marked
by the appearance of woodworking tools, such as axes celts, and cordage-impressed ceramics.
Both types of artifacts reflect a more sedentary lifeway.

This developmental stage is divided into three periods: Early, Middle and Late
Woodland. In the Middle Atlantic Region, settlement and subsistence patterns established
during the Archaic Stage continued until European contact. Custer (1984:96) and Wright
(1973:20) both postulate a settlement pattern which includes large macroband base camps whose
populations periodically separated and moved to smaller microband base camps. Gardner
(1982:66) suggests that the macroband base camps were occupied as semi-sedentary sites.

The Popes Creek phase of the Middle Woodland Period is seen as a continuation of and
an intensification of the subsistence patterns established during the Early Woodland. Large
semi-permanent macroband base camps were located along estuarine or riverine zones of river
drainages, and were surrounded by extraction or procurement camps. Settlement patterns
indicate that a variety of environmental zones were being utilized (Steponaitis 1980, Handsman
and McNett 1974, Wright 1973). '
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The Late Woodland Period on the western shore of the Maryland coastal plain is divided
into two phases, the Little Round Bay phase (A.D. 800-1250) and the Sullivans Cove phase
(A.D. 1250-1650). Custer (1984:146) suggests that vast changes occurred in the settlement and
subsistence patterns of prehistoric Native Americans during the Late Woodland Period. Prior
to A.D. 1000, settlement and subsistence patterns centered around intensive hunting and
gathering with some reliance on cultigens. Groups continued the seasonal round of movement
from base camp to base camp with occasional forays to procurement sites. Sometime after A.D.
1000 agriculture appeared in the Middle Atlantic Region. Domesticated plants probably
appeared prior to A.D. 1000 but, as Flannery (1968) points out, it is difficult to clearly
differentiate between intensive horticulture and the actual practice of agriculture in the
archaeological record. The process of change from intensive gathering and horticulture to
agriculture was gradual. Even with the appearance of agriculture, hunting and gathering still
continued. Moeller (1975), Arminger (1975), and Kinsey and Custer (1982) report the recovery
of a variety of wild plant remains in association with domestic plants at sites in Pennsylvania.

After A.D. 1000 Native American groups in Anne Arundel County became more
sedentary than any previous group had been, as they intensified their practice of agriculture as
an economic base. The surplus which agriculture supplied allowed a sedentary life style to
develop that included villages. These villages were larger than any previous macroband base
camp had been and contained storage facilities such as large pits and more permanent house
structures. = Large villages were-probably surrounded by smaller hamlets. or the farmsteads of
individual family groups. When European explorers and colonists arrived in the Chesapeake Bay
Region, Native American populations were living in large villages, relying on an intensified-and
integrated utilization of natural and cultivated resources.

11



Historic Background

Early Settlement 1629-1683 Maryland was granted to George Calvert, the first Lord Baltimore,
in 1629, and was established as a proprietary colony. The official settlement of the colony was
in 1634 at St. Mary’s City, which became the capital of the colony. As the majority of the
population lived on tobacco farms, there was little urban growth in the colony (Carr 1974). The
present site of Annapolis was settled in 1651 but remained a small village throughout the
seventeenth century. Based on recent archaeological discoveries, the area’s first settlement,
named Providence (c. 1649), was located on Broadneck peninsula.

The area now occupied by Annapolis became known as Arundelton in 1683, when it
became an official port of entry for the tobacco trade. An early feature that was thought to have
been part of this settlement was Proctor’s Landing which, among other things, served as a
meeting place for legislators. Results of recent documentary research suggest that Proctor’s
Landing was located in Londontowne on the South River and that Proctor’s Tavern was on the
site of St. Mary’s Arts Building next to Taylor Funeral Home on Duke of Gloucester Street.

It was during these years as a proprietary colony that Maryland developed an economy
based on tobacco export. The smaller farmers relied on the large plantation owners for the
processing and shipping of the tobacco, but very few of these large plantations were actually
self-sufficient with skilled laborers such as blacksmiths, coopers; and cobblers. Thus, Maryland
was organized to grow, process, and export tobacco (Mlddleton 195 3) whﬂe relymg on trade for
many other goods. ‘ : » :

The Late Seventeenth Century 1683-1694 The Acts of 1683, chapter 5 of the General
Assembly, appointed commissioners to lay out a town at Proctor’s. Prior to this time the town
had not been surveyed. The Commissioners were authorized to purchase one hundred acres
from the then current land owners. The land was then to be surveyed and staked into one
hundred one-acre lots, with streets and alleys and open spaces for a church, chapel, market, and
other public buildings (Riley 1901:38). Richard Beard was hired to survey the town.
Reconstruction of Beard’s survey by Baker (1986:192) indicates that the original settlement was
concentrated along the shoreline, rather than the higher ground over-looking the harbor. The
streets and lots laid out by Beard were concentrated in the area of present-day Shipwright and
Market Streets.

In 1689, Maryland became a royal colony as a result of the "Glorious Revolution" when
William and Mary became the sovereign rulers in England. In 1694/5 the capital of Maryland
was moved from St. Mary’s City to Annapolis under the direction of the second royal governor,
Sir Francis Nicholson. In designing the city, Nicholson intentionally used a Baroque design for
the political purpose of creating stability by using the church and the State House as the focus
of his design (Reps 1965).

The Growth Of Annapolis 1694 -1784 Annapolis received its charter as a city in 1708 (Riley
1901:39). Historical records indicate that the city underwent several distinct periods of growth
during the eighteenth century. Papenfuse (1975) has identified three periods of development
within the city. The first was a period of uncertainty while the new town was establishing itself.

12
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Nicholson’s decision to move the capital to Arundelton ensured that the town would survive but
not necessarily grow. During this period of uncertainty, Baker (1983 and 1986) notes two
phases of land development within the city. During the first phase, 1695-1705, the
planter/merchant class purchased most of the lots within the city but quickly sold them off. The
second phase, 1705 to 1720, was characterized by the purchasing of large blocks of city property
by resident merchants, such as Amos Garrett, Charles Carroll the Settler, William Bladen,
Thomas Bordley, and Daniel Larkin.

Papenfuse suggests that property became valuable in Annapolis after 1715 because of the
return of the proprietary government and the development of local industry. He (Papenfuse
1975:10) identifies the period from 1715 to 1763, as the period of "Industrial Expansion and
Bureaucratic Growth". After 1720, commercial zones developed within the city, as the
importance of mercantilism grew (Baker 1986; Leone and Shackel 1986:7-8). Craftsmen such
as goldsmiths and watchmakers did not appear until after 1720 and other luxury crafts developed
much later :(Baker 1986:201). Ship building had been carried out in the Acton’s Cove and
Dorsey Creek areas since since the 17th century. However associated crafts such as ropewalks
or block and sail makers did not appear in the city until after 1735 (Papenfuse 1975:10).

The period 1745 to 1754 marked a significant increase in economic growth within the
city. Employment for free white males was available in the civil service (Baker 1986:204).
Craftsmen were branching out into other businesses, such as dry goods importing, while still
retaining their original craft (Papenfuse 1975:15, Baker 1986:202). This period of growth was
interrupted by the French and Indian War (1754-1763), which caused a general economic decline
in Annapolis. The era between 1763 and 1774 is known as Annapolis’ Golden Age. This time
is characterized by the decline of small industry, such as shipbuilding and tanning, while
conspicuous consumption among the wealthiest Annapolitans increased significantly (Papenfuse
1975:6). ,

The battles of the Revolutionary War did not directly have an impact on the city. Several
British warships anchored near the city during the war, but did not fire on it (Riley 1887:177-
178). The end of the Revolutionary War also signaled the end of the Age of Affluence.
Annapolis went into a slow and steady economic decline after the American Revolution and by
1820 was no longer the leading mercantile center of Maryland. A factor contributing to the
decline of Annapolis was the rise of Baltimore as a major mercantile and shipping center.
Annapolis began to feel the pinch from Baltimore’s shipping industry as early as 1747.

Post-Revolutionary War Annapolis 1784-1840 During and after the Revolution, Annapolis
tried to attract the government of the new nation to the city. Had the city succeeded in
becoming the permanent seat of national government, the economic gains would have made up
for the losses in shipping. The city tried to use its central location in the emerging country and
its new State House to to present itself as the best location for the new national government.
From November 1783 to August 1784, the Maryland State House served as the United States
Capitol. This status, however, didnot last and in 1791 Congress voted in favor of the District
of Columbia location (Reps 1965:241).

Economic strategies and the attraction of new business to Annapolis were interrupted
during the War of 1812. The city turned into a military encampment and the citizens were
constantly expecting an attack from the British. Annapolis continued in its search for sources

13



of revenue in addition to the revenue generated by State government spending.  Negotiations
concerning the location of the Naval Academy at Annapolis continued for twenty-eight years.
In 1845, the Naval Academy opened in Annapolis (Riley 1887:254 and 264-265).

During negotiations between the Navy and Annapolis (1817-1845), the city began to
make improvements in the transportation available between Annapolis and other points in the
Tidewater Region. These improvements may have been prompted by the need to present
Annapolis as a desirable location in which to do business.

the City of Annapohs expenenced the growing tension between the North and the South.
Annapolis itself was home both to Unionists and Secessionists.

Economically the Civil War was a boom to many of the local merchants who sold
supplies to the troops quartered in the city (Riley 1887:320). However after the war a short
economic decline set in. The commerce of Annapolis prior to the war had depended on the
spending habits of government officials living in Annapolis and the wealthy slave holding
planters. After the Civil War, the abolition of slavery curtailed the trade with these planters.
Riley, the city’s historian, remarks that after the war "The Naval Academy, in some measure,
supplie[d] the benefits of a foreign trade. The oyster-packing establishments, of which there
[were] about ten, [brought] considerable money into the city, which...redeeme[d] the mercantile
business from annihilation" (Riley 1887:319).

The Late Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries Annapolis began to expand when the building
industry boomed in the late 1870’s. New houses and shops were constructed along Maryland
Avenue, Market, Conduit, Prince George and King George streets on large residential lots which
had formerly been held by single owners, but which were now being subdivided (Baker
1986:197). Despite the economic growth the major "industry" in Annapolis remained state
government.

Annapolis during the twentieth century continues to be the capital of the State of
Maryland and the location of the United States Naval Academy. During the 1950s the
downtown commercial area suffered the economic decline and urban blight that was found in
many American cites. Unlike many other cities, Annapolis did not engage in wholesale urban
renewal, but preserved many of its earlier buildings. These eighteenth and nineteenth century
buildings have become the location of shops along Maryland Avenue, Main Street, and the City
Dock which cater to the present-day Annapolis industry of tourism.
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Site History

The Sands House, 130 Prince George Street, is the oldest remaining structure within the
city of Annapolis. When it was built in about 1700 it stood very close to the harbor. Because
of episodic filling over the past centuries, the structure is now located over a block away from
the harbor. '

The original portion of the house is a two and a half story gambrel-roofed structure. At
the apex of the roof is a massive chimney, which is original to the house and is the only one in
the house. The plan is a typical seventeenth century, two-room plan. On the western wall of
the house is a one and a half story addition with a sloping roof which hides the lower portion
of the gambrel roof on this side. This gives the house the appearance of a typical salt box
commonly found in New England. This addition was constructed during the late eighteenth
century. Evidence for this comes from the hand hewn beams and hand wrought nails revealed
in this part -of the house during renovations. Archaeological evidence found in the builder’s
trenches confirms this conclusion. Another addition to the rear of the house, which includes the
kitchen and dining room, occurred in 1904.

The original construction date of the Sands house in unknown, but archaeological
evidence places it between 1695- 1705 (see below). Historical documentation notes that a house
stood on lot 96, which now encompasses 130 Prince George, at least by 1706. An entry in the
Anne Arundel County Land Records (Liber W.T. 2, 1706: 402) on May 1, 1706 notes that Evan
Jones, innholder, mortgaged his tenement, Lot 96, along with "a negroe man named Jack, 3
feather beds and furniture, 2 flock beds and furniture,...one large brass kettle and one bay
horse..." to Charles Carroll for L250 sterling. '

Being that Evan Jones was a "Sober, Trusty person," he was appointed by the governor
in 1708 to warn residents in the town at eight and ten o’clock about their fires, and to make sure
that all public buildings were secure. Jones held several other positions in Annapolis, including
Deputy Collector of Customs and Clerk to the Council and Assistant Clerk of the Assembly.
In 1718 and 1719 he was commissioned to print the laws of the Maryland Assembly
(McWilliams 1970:1). Jones died in 1722 and never paid off his mortgage to Carroll. In 1739,
Evan Jones’ widow and son, then living in Prince George’s County, deeded full title to the house
and lot to Dr. Charles Carroll of Annapolis (McWilliam and Papenfuse 1971).

Between 1739 - 1744, Carroll sold 1/4 of the northwest end of the lot to Patrick Creagh
and the middle 1/2 to John Irvin. The lower 1/4 of Lot 96, which is where the structure at 130
Prince George St is now located, was purchased by Joseph Evitts, a joiner. At the death of
Evitts in 1767, his daughter, Martha, married to Thomas Brooke Hodgkins, inherited his
property. The following year Hodgkin sold the house to John Carty, a shipwright, who in turn
sold it in 1771 to John Sands for L50 Pennsylvania currency (McWilliams and Papenfuse 1971).

John Sands identified himself as a mariner when he purchased the house in 1771 (Anne
Arundel County Land Records J.B.2 :316). By 1780, he had acquired an ordinary license, which
he maintained at his house until his death in 1791 (McWilliams, 1970:2). His son Joseph
inherited the house and the 1798 Federal Direct Tax List charged him with a one
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story frame dwelling (40 ft X 20 ft) and a smoke house (10ft X 10ft). The assessment was
valued at $250 (McWilliams and Papenfuse, 1971). The house has remained in the Sands family
ever since, and is presently owned by Margaret Dowsett (Brown 1970; 1-2).
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Research Design

Since 1981, Archaeology in Annapolis, a cooperative project between Historic Annapolis,
Inc. and the University of Maryland, College Park, has performed twelve archaeological tests
and excavations within the Historic District of the city of Annapolis, Maryland. Six of these
sites were excavated in a public context in which archaeologists, trained as interpreters, have
given tours to over 40,000 people.

- The main research goal for the project is to examine the social and economic history of
the 18th century city. Also under study is the city plan, which was designed by Governor
Nicholson in 1695.

The excavation of 18AP47, the Sands House, was a part of the Archaeology in Annapolis
project. However, because of the very short excavation time and the property owner’s
remodeling work, the nature of this excavation was mitigation in order to collect and record
significant archaeological resources. The main focus of the excavation was determining the
original construction date of the house. Controlled excavations might also be able to aid us in
our interpretation of architectural features. But more generally, the early lifeways of the
growing port town of Annapolis, a poorly documented era, may also be explored.
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Field Methods

Excavation of 18AP47 began on February 11, 1988, and .ended on March 31, 1988.
Additional work was done from July 11, 1988 to July 21, 1988.

A total of 13 units were excavated in the Sands House. The western room (the dining
room) had its floor removed during renovation work. Most of the excavated units were located
in this room. A grid system was laid in this room consisting of 5 foot by 5 foot squares
numbered 100 to 108 (Figure 4). Three other units outside this room were excavated, numbered
1 to 3. Unit 1 was in the passage between the main house block and the 1904 addition. Unit
2 was in the kitchen of the addition. Unit 3 was outside the present north wall of the core of
the Sands House. - All the units were laid parallel to the walls of the house.

All units were excavated according to stratigraphic layers, and if any layer was thicker
than 0.5 feet, it was arbitrarily terminated, then continued as the next designated level. All
layers were labelled alphabetically with upper case letters (i.e. A, B, C) and all layers within
a feature were labelled in lower case letters (i.e. a, b, ¢). Each feature was designated by the
upper case letter F followed by a number (i.e. F1, F2).

Excavations were conducted by shovel skimming and troweling, and all soil was screened
through a standard 1/4 inch mesh screen. All artifacts were saved, washed, and labelled at the
Historic Annapolis Foundation-archaeology laboratory in Annapolis, MD and catalogued at the
University of Maryland, College Park.
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Field Results

The analysis of the stratigraphy at the Sands House (130 Prince George Street) yielded
six megastrata. They are as follows:

Megastratum 1 mid 19th - 20th ¢ associated with 1904 house
renovation

Megastratum 2 early-mid 19th ¢

- Megastratum 3 mid-late 18th ¢ associated with brick foundation
‘ underpinning
Megastratum 4 early-mid 18th ¢ associated with 1720’s fieldstone
: foundation underpinning
Megastratum 5 late 17th ¢ associated with circa 1700 earthfast
structure
Megastratum 6 prehistoric

Table 1. 18AP47 Sands House Site Megastrata

The following is a summary of the megastrata and the features (Figure 5) associated with each
period. A more detailed explanation can be found in the unit summaries and the artifact list.

Megastratum 1

The first megastratum consisted of soil layers and features dated to the mid 19th century
through the 20th century. These were associated with the 1904 renovation of the Sands House.
This major structural work involved raising the entire house (because the sidewalks and streets
outside the house had been elevated), tearing down an addition at the rear of the house, and
building a new addition in its place.

The major features associated with this megastratum were features 1 and 2 (unit 1),
features 7, 8, and 9 (unit 100), and feature 26 (unit 103). These are all trenches parallel to
existing foundations and are associated with the renovation work. Features 5 and 6 (unit 102)
and feature 27 (unit 103) were rodent runs. There was much rodent disturbance across the site
and throughout the stratigraphy.

Megastratum 2

The second megastratum consisted of soil layers and features dated to the early to mid
19th century.
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The major features associated with this megastratum were features 43, 45, and 46 (unit
3) and feature 34 (unit 103). Feature 43 was a foundation trench associated with repair work
on the north side of the Sands House. Features 45 and 46 were post holes located on the north
side of the Sands House. Feature 34 was a post hole at the southwestern corner of the core of
the house. It is possible that this post hole predated the brick pier associated with it, but rodent
disturbance in the immediate area made a relationship difficult to determine.

Features 11 and 12 (unit 100) were rodent runs assigned to megastratum 2.

Megastratum 3

The third megastratum consisted of soil layers and features dated to the mid to late 18th
century These were associated with two episodes in the Sands House architectural history. One
is the addition to the west side of the house that was the location of most of the archaeological
investigation. The other event was the foundat1on renovations that added brick piers below the
Sands House.

The major features associated with this megastratum were feature 3 (unit 1), feature 25
(unit 104), features 17 and 18 (unit 106), feature 32 (unit 110), feature 36 (unit 109), feature
38 (unit 111), and feature 33 (units 107 and 111).

Features 3 and 25 were builder’s trenches for the foundation of the western addition to
~ the house. This addition is dated to the late 18th century based on architectural evidence. The
archaeology seems to support this conclusion. However, because the Sands House foundation
has been worked on extensively, and because of rodent act1v1ty, the early foundation trenches
were difficult to isolate.

Four post holes were assigned to this megastratum. Features 17 and 18 were a post hole
complex in the center of the west addition. Features 32, 36, and 38 were post holes located
along the walls of the western addition. Feature 33 was a trench-like feature running parallel
to the south wall of the western addition.

Feature 44 (unit 3) was an animal burial assigned to this megastratum. Megastratum 3
had several rodent runs. These included feature 4 (unit 1), features 24 and 30 (unit 104), and
feature 31 (unit 110). '

Megastratum 4

The fourth megastratum consisted of soil layers and features dated to the early to mid
18th century. These were associated with the 1720’s addition of a fieldstone foundation to the
core of the Sands House.

The major features associated with this megastratum were feature 19 (unit 102), feature
21 (unit 100), feature 13 (unit 102), feature 39 (unit 107), feature 23 (unit 103), feature 35 (units
103 and 107), and feature 20 (units 106 and 110).

Feature 19 was the 1720’s fieldstone foundation of the west wall of the core of the Sands
House. Feature 21 was a builder’s trench for the same foundation. Features 13 and 39 were
post holes in the area of the western addition of the house that probably predate the construction
of that addition.
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Feature 20 was an area of dark stains in the subsoil. These marks resemble shovel divots
found on other archaeological sites and are evidence of garden maintenance.

Features 23 and 35 were trash deposits located just outside the southwestern corner of
the core of the Sands House. Feature 14 (unit 102) was interpreted as a dripline roughly parallel
to the west wall of the core of the house.

Megastratum 5

The fifth megastratum consisted of soil layers and features dated to the late 17th century.
These are associated with the circa 1700 earthfast structure that was the original Sands House.

The major features associated with this megastratum were feature 40 (unit 101), feature
37 (unit 109), feature 16 (units 102 and 103), and feature 28 (units 102 and 103).

Feature 40 was a post hole and mold located in the center of the western edge of the
earthfast structure. (The extensive foundation repair work has probably destroyed evidence of
the other posts along this wall.) Feature 37 was a post hole and mold about 12 feet west of
feature 40. Feature 37 does not seem to be directly associated with the earthfast structure, but
it is dated to this period.

Features 16 and 28 were trash deposits located just outside the southwestern corner of
the core of the Sands House. These features contained prehistoric material as well as late 17th
century artifacts. '

Megastratum 6

The sixth megastratum consisted of features containing only prehistoric artifacts. The
only features assigned to this megastratum were feature 22 (unit 102) and feature 29 (unit 106).

Feature 22 was a possible post hole located on the western wall of the core of the Sands
House. Feature 29 was a dark stain in the subsoil attributed to moisture seepage from outside
the present foundation.

The sparse nature of the prehistoric archaeological remains on this site makes it difficult
to interpret activities in this period.
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Laboratory Methods

Artifacts from the Sands House site were transferred daily to the Historic Annapolis
Foundation/Archaeology in Annapolis archaeology laboratory, located at 77 Main Street. All
bags were checked to make sure each had received a bag number and the provenience was
printed clearly. _

A core group of volunteers cleaned and labelled the excavated materials. Ceramics,
glass, bone and other stable artifacts were washed while metals and other fragile objects were
dry brushed.

Once cleaned, artifacts were placed on a rack to dry. When they were dry they were

removed from the rack, sorted by material type, and placed in reclosable plastic bags. Each bag
was labelled with the provenience information and bag number. Provenience information is
comprised of the site number (18 AP47), followed by unit designation and level. If a feature was
present, the feature number and level followed the unit.
' The same information that was printed on the bags was also printed on the ceramics,
household glass, bone and other diagnostic artifacts. Tags with the provenience information
printed on them were attached to items such as buttons and other diagnostics that either because
of size or material could not be directly written on.

Artifacts were catalogued at the archaeology lab at the University of Maryland, College
Park for data entry into Archaeology in Annapolis’ data base, Adam, which is based on dBase
II Plus. During identification the type of artifact, decorative aspects and manufacturing
technique are coded into a six digit mastercode. This code ensures that the same terminology
will be used throughout to identify a particular artifact. The computer translates this code into
a written description which is included on all printouts. Other attributes such as form, quantity,
and color were also recorded on the catalogue sheet. Data was entered into the computer and
printed out to be proofed against the original sheets. This is a tedious process but ensures the
integrity of the data.

Once all of the artifacts had been entered into the computer and any errors corrected, a
printout was produced. This master printout was used to determine the Terminus Post Quem
(TPQ) for each unit and to assess the integrity of the deposits. Were all the artifacts from the
same time period or did there appear to be a mixture? In some cases artifacts were looked at
again to confirm the first identification.

Following the processing and analysis, all artifacts were packaged for storage in Historic
Annapolis Foundation’s Crownsville storage facility. Artifacts were boxed in bag number order.
All records were placed in storage at the University of Maryland, College Park Archaeology
Laboratory and artifacts, records and reports can be made accessible for additional study.
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Laboratory Results

The only study of the artifacts from the Sands House (18AP47) conducted to date was
Dr. Henry Wright’s analysis of the prehistoric pottery. His report is included in
Appendix 5. '

Dr. Wright identified four vessels of Middle Woodland Net Impressed pottery from the
Sands House. He compared these to samples from the Martins Pond site and the Popes Creek
site. His analysis considered these variables: proportion of inclusions (generally crushed
quartz), maximum size of inclusions, Munsell colors of the oxidized zone, vessel body diameter
and thickness, and mesh size and knit length. These attributes have proved useful in sorting
technical, use, and social variations elsewhere. ‘

25



Conclusions

The excavation of the Sands House (18AP47) was primarily a mitigation in order to
collect and record significant archaeological resources. As much data as possible was recovered
within the limits of time, access, and finances.

The main focus of the excavation was determining the original construction date of the
house. The earthfast structure was dated to circa 1700. In the 1720’s a fieldstone foundation
was added to the Sands House. An addition was built on the western side of the core of the
house in the late 18th century. In 1904 another addition was constructed on the rear of the
house and the entire foundation was raised.

More generally, the early lifeways of the growing port town of Annapolis, a poorly
documented era, were also explored. Because of the small size of the Sands House assemblage,
and the minimal post-excavation analysis, more work is needed in this area.
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Appendix 1: Unit Summaries




Un

Objective of Unit Excavation: .
This was the first test unit opened. The main goal was to observe

it:

EXCAVATION UNIT SUMMARY FORM

' . .. .18AP47

1 Date Opened: 2/11/88 Date Closed:

2/18/88

and to see if further archaeological excavations were warranted.

pPage 1 of 1

the nature of the archaeological record

l.evel or Comments on Level and Level TPQ and Elevations Munsell and
MS Feature Relationship to Surrounding Units above below Dag H's opening closing Soil Description
I A Construction debris related to renovation - B 19C. #1 1.34 - 1.42 BD 5YR 6/2 sa lo
T B Construction debris . A c 19C. #2 |1.42 - 1.43 BD |5YR 7/1 sa lo
I C Construction debris B D 19C. #3 1.43 - 1.90 BD 10YR 5/6 mottled 10YR 3/1
I Construction debris C E 19C. #6 [1.90 - 2.18 BD [lOYR 4/4 sa lo
1T 18th C. surface - possible kitchen middenUAreaQ}'
' with fishbone, scratch blue, oyster shell"‘ D F 1.18C#7 2.18 - 2.28 BD 10YR 3/4 sa si
I1I F Kitchen midden with shell, bone, earthenware,"'
biface (chert) ” 1.18C#9 |2.28 - 2.44 BD |10YR 4/6 sa si
v G Sterile 2 - #11 |2.44 - 2.95 BD 10YR 5/8 - lo sa
Fl A layer of mortar related to the renovation ofi ‘
18th C. addition Ko D 19C. #4 |1.68 - 2.27 BD |10YR 5/6 sa 1o
F 2 Builder's trench for 1904 wall. A mix of 18th, .
19th and 20th C. artifacts ‘ C 20C. #5 2.00 - 2.64 BD 10YR 5/6 mottled 10YR g{l
' sa
F 3 Builder's trench for 18th C. additon 18 #8 [2.28 - 2.51 BD J1OYR 4/6 sa lo
r4 Rodent run - #10 | 2.44 - 2.80 BD 10YR 4/6 mottled logg %/6
@]




Unit Status: . v E
In Progress D Excavated D Backfilled E] Co

Drawings:
Number Subject = Comments
. N
Scale:
1 square
= 1 foot
Summary Paragraph:

This was the first test unit opened -at the Sands house. The purpose was to

examine the archaeological record to. see if the soll was undisturbed and worthy of

a more thorough excavation., Layers A,B,C & D were construction debris, probably

related to the renovation of the west room and construction of the 1904 extension.

The rest of the layers are part of a kitchen midden created prior to the construction

of the west room. Builder's trenches confirm tﬁe 1904 date of the addition and :the

18th c¢. addition. The kitchen midden appeared to have been undisturbed by rodents.
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EXCAVATION UNIT SUMMARY FORM . Page 1 of

' : 1
, 18AP47 t —_
Unit: _ 2 Date Opened: 2/25/88 Date Closed: . 2/25/88

Objective of Unit Excavation: ) ‘ 4 .
An attempt to test the back area of the héuse”f'

l.evel or Comments on Level and Level TPQ and Elevations Munsell and

S Feature Relationship to Surrounding Units ~ . . above below Dag #'s opening closing Soil Description
I A Construction debris for 1904 extenstion = woli- - B ] 20C. #32 1.17 - 1.42 BD | 10YR 6/3 si lo
I B 'Construction debris for 1904 exﬁension A~ B 20C.#34 | 1.42 - 1.78 BD 10YR 4/6 sa lo
1 c late 19th C. surface : "B -D -  #38 [ 1.78 - 2/04 BD | 10YR 3/4 sa lo
1 D Late 19th C. surface ‘ o ";w . #42 | 2.04 - 2.07 BD | 10YR 3/4 sa lo
10 The remains of a board B | | p-E '~ #33 | 1.44 - 1.50 BD | 10YR 3/4 sa lo
I — g T



N - S A L. gz | o N b b d sge ) J
e . . . - - .

-
-

Unit Status: o
In Progress [:] Excavated [:] Backfilled [:] '

Drawings:

Number Subiject. Lomments. )
Scale:
1 square
= 1 foot
Summary Paragrsph: A

This unit was placed under the ﬁioo:féf the present kitchen. The floor was open

for only one day and therefore we felt it _was worthwhile to test the back area of

the house and possibly determine an\aCtivigx_area. Layers A,B,C & D were all

s .,

dated to the late 19th and early 20th;é,.bfobably related to the demolition of an

earlier building and the construction .of tHé»1904 addition.

. f‘-‘l“ o
S




Unit:

Objective of Unit Excavation:

\ EXCAVATION UNIT SUMMARY FORM
18AP47 130 PG ST

3 Date Opened: 7/11/88

Date Closed: 7/22/88

\

To explore N.E. corner of Sands House

bpage ;| of 3

level or Comments on Level and Level TPQ and Elevations Munsell And
Me  Feature Relationship to Surrounding Units - above below Dag H's opening closing Soil Description
T A Topsoil -~ loose w/coal and wood ashjover none B,C | 137 96BD  1.25BD110 vr 3/2 si lo
'B'. late20th
I B Level similar to 'A': has mottled soil ~JA c,D ] 138 1.25BD 1.43BDJ10 yr 4/3 dk br si lo
inclusions. Overlies remainder of lévei late20
N C and is mainly N. W )
I C This level consists of coal & ash aﬁd is A,B D | 139 1.37BD 1.68BD|10 yr 6/1
in souﬁh portion only. ‘Overlies level late20
'D'.
1 D A sandy loam coverimg a level w/ R,G El 141 1,41BD 1,86BDI10 vr 4/2 si lo
charcoal and frags of wood ('E') and‘F43 F43a | late20
(mortar) along east and south walls.‘ F43 F43b
a is portion on south wall and F43 b is
algng east wall,
Y F43a ] A sandy loam containing mortar - appeafs D E| 143 1.745BD 2.54BD| 10 yr 3/4 si 1lo
much as a construction level or builderfé early-
trench, ‘ midl9th
T _F43b7] As above | D E] 4% " li.8638D 2.298D|10 yr 3/4 si 10
T E Level 1is across unit -~ underlies F43a,br D, F,G | 145 2.172BD 2.45BD|10 yr 4/4 sa lo
Somewhat shallow iﬁ north - very thick F44a, early-
"~ in south. F45a pid19th
. (5 bags)

=

N
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