











contained more than 9 artifacts, i.e. had high artifaect counts
relative to the other shovel tests in the Area. The relatively
high count of artifacts (25) in 80N/OE in the center of Area A
consisted of 7 clear bottle glass fragments (probably all from a
single bottle), 7 nails (6 modern wire nails and 1 post 1830 cut
nail), and 4 pieces of wire (probably from a single strand).
However, because the stratigraphy of this shovel test did not
significantly differ from other shovel tests, the relatively high
count of artifacts appears to be a random artifact cluster within
the general yard scatter of artifacts throughout this Area. The
other four shovel tests in Area A with relatively high counts of
artifacts are near Areas B and C, and the increased number of
artifacts in these shovel tests resulted from recent surface and
subsurface disturbances in these areas. The high desnsities in
50N/30W and 50N/20W were caused by the 1981 demolition of a house
on the lot immediately west of the project property, and the high
density in HON/1lO0E and 30N/OE from the house demolition or the
placement of the driveway in Area C. The small amount of
identifiable metal recovered in Area A was rather evenly
distributed, although artifacts identified as machinery parts do
occur primarily in the southern half of this Area (i.e. closer to
the mill structure). Brick, coal, and slag ocecur primarily in
the northern two-thirds of Area A, a result of either intentional
deposition or accidental deposition during transit to a location
somewhere at the rear of or behind the property.

Square 2 (3' x 3') was placed at BON/20W (Figure 31) in
order to verify the stratigraphy of Area A previously determined

by shovel testing and to further identify the context and
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integrity by a more contreolled artifact sampling. The profile
(Figure 31) appears much the same as that of the shovel tests.
Increased horizontal exposure provided little change in the
quantity or quaiity of artifacts recovered. Excavation of Square
2 to 11" Dbelow ground surface recovered only 19 artifacts
{excluding brick fragments), a sample insufficient to make
reliable interpretations. Of note in this square was the
presence of the remains of a 2" diameter post, pointed on the
bottom, which appeared at the top and extended 13" into the
sterile subsoil (Figure 31). The post appeared to have
functioned in a small fence system indicative of a subdivision of
property, although no association of it with any mill function
could be demonstrated.

Interpretation of Area A

The stratigraphy of Area A consisted of a topsoil,
transition zone, and subsoil. The presence of homogeneous
density of artifacts throughout both the upper layers indicates
that they are part of a deposit formed continuocusly through
cultural scatter whieh developed during the historic
utilization of the site. Unfortunately both the artifacts
recovered and the stratigraphic relationships were quite
undiagnostic. Dating cannot be more precise than to bracket the
deposits to the late 19th century into the 20th century.
Functional interpretations of the artifacts suggests only that
industrial activity occurred during the period of deposition.
Area B

This area consisted of two surface configurations, a
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depressed area and an area interpreted as being functionally
associated with it. On the surface Area B was partially covered
with modern trash which appears to have been pushed there during
the 1981 demolition of a dwelling on the adjacent property. The
stratigraphy of the depressed area (Figure 32) is 4" to 6" of
topsoil (Level A) over a very hard, mottled layer of sandy clay
2" to 9ﬁ thick (Level B) underlain by coal lens (Level C), which
in turn was underlain by a 30" thick layer of fill (Level D)
resting on the subsoil (Level E). During excavation it was noted
that the deeper layers exuded an oil or gasoline odor. The
stratigraphy of the remainder of Area B was of a topsoil (Level
A) above a very dark brown sandy silt layer containing brick,
gravel, slag, and coal (Level B) to a depth of approximately 12".
Below this was a gray clayey sand (Level C) varying in thickness
from 2" to 10" underlain by a brown clay-sand level {(Level D)
which extended to 16" to 24" below the ground surface to the top
of the natural subsoil.

The artifacts recovered from the 2 shovel tests in the
depressed area were located in the soil above the deep fill,
Level D. They were few in number (27 total) and not
significantly diagnostic (See Appendix II). The artifacts
recovered from the 2 shovel tests within Area B located outside
the depressed area were similar (24 total).

Square 1 (5" x 5'), was excavated at 30N/8W (Figure 29) in
order to better define a layer of bricks exposed in the shovel
postholer test (Figure 33 & Plate 16). Within the first twelve
inches from the ground surface at the approximate top of the

bricks, (Level 1) 110 out of the total of 176 artifacts found in
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FIGURE 32

EXAMPLE OF SOIL PROFILE OF "DEPRESSED AREA" AREA B

QROUND SURFACGE
E. B ’

!
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1 o 1 2

BCALE IN FEET

KEY:

A=Dark Brown Sandy Clay

B-Very Mottled Sandy Clay (Yetiow, Gray, Black)

C—Black Coal/Charcoal

D=Brown Sandy Loam, FHl

E~Light Brown Sandy Clay (Yellow, Gray, Black)

NOTE:

All Artitacts Recovered In Layers A, B, And C
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PLATE 16

SQUARE 1 - PLAN VIEW OF
BOTTOM OF LEVEL 1

Area B were recovered (Figure 33). These included whiteware,
clear bottle glass, nails, crown-~top bottle caps, aluminum can
fragments, metal wire, cement, ccal, slag, brick, leather, and
clam and oyster shell fragments. Below this level only 17
artifacts were recovered. No variation was discerned in either
soil stratigraphy or artifact content between the east and west
side of the line of bricks.

Interpretation of Area B

The soil stratigraphy of the depressed area was novel
primarily because of the very thick (31") layer of fill devoid of
cultural material. Because this area extends so deep into the
natural subsoil, it must intentionally have been dug to house, or

most probably to serve as a drain for, the oil tank shown on the
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1931 Sanborn Insurance Map (Figure 7). The pit was then later
filled with solil devoid of cultural materials. Less than 10'
east and on the outer edge of the depressed area and just below
the topsoil was located a line of unmortered bricks not
intentionally laid or placed, but lying in a random fashion
paralleling the east edge of the depressed area. Because the
line of bricks and the so0il stratigraphy were neither regular nor
substantial enough to have comprised a foundation or walkway they
are interpreted as being representative of additional fill
containing building rubble deposited adjacent to or abutting the
oil tank.
Area C

This area extends from the southern termini of Areas A and B
southward to Stein Highway and contains not only the extant mill
structure but also the driveway and other areas adjacent to the
building (Figure 29). The stratigraphy of this area contains
much internal variation and is differnt from the rest of the
property (Areas A and B). The stratigraphy was much more complex
and disturbed than were Areas A and B. Shovel test 20N/0E (see
Figure 30) can be used as an example of the stratigraphy at the
northern end of this area. Below 5" of topsoil (Level A) is 13"
of fill with gravel (Level B) thrown out from the driveway, under
which was approximately 7" of mottled light brown clay sand
(Level C) over the natural subsoil, Level D. Typical of the
driveway area was 10S/0E with gravel on the surface over a hard,
orange sand fill 2" thick (Level A). Below this is approximately
4" of mottled sandy clay with gravel (Level B) over a 9" thick

layer of dark brown sandy sile {Level C) and below this was the
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subsoil (Level D) devoid of cultural remains. The results of
shovel test 003/0E (see Figure 30) indicated the extreme
complexity of the stratigraphy adjacent to the standing
structure. Here excavations revealed a 3" of humus over a
mottlied sandy clay layer (Level A), underlain by a 3" and un
layer of black sandy silt (Levels B and D) separated by a 2" coal
and ash layer (Level C). Below this was a 3" grey sandy clay
layer containing coal and ash (Level E) and a grey brown sandy
clay layer (Level F) that extended to 34" below the ground
surface containing a lense of mortar 23" below the surface.
These different layers represent different episodes of deposition
of cultural fill with the deepest layers probably being placed at
or near the time of the original construction of the building and
other layers being deposited during the 20th century. Within
Area C, for the stone driveway and ramp to the basement, the
stratigraphy and artifact deposits were created during the
utilization of the structure as a mill (Floyd Cantrell: pers.
comm.: 1982},

The 35 shovel/postholer test units provided artifacts
similar in type and time to those in the other Area. Three of
the shovel tests contained no artifacts. Throughout Area C the
artifacts recovered (sece Appendix II) were modern, dating no
ea:lier than the turn of the 20th century. As elsewhere at the
site, very few ceramics were recovered, and the small amount of
glass was predominantly 20th century bottle gas (mostly from soft
drink and milk bottles), and window glass fragments. Of the
identifiable metal which was recovered, wire nails (post 1880)
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predeminate and no nails date to earlier than the mid-19th
century. Other metal artifacts were primarily architectural or
household items (e.g. nuts and bolts, electrical wire, small
hinges), and tools or machinery parts. Several crown top bottle
caps were also recovered., Several bone fragments were recovered,
primarily north of the driveway and a few oyster and clam shells
were recovered, especially in the immediate vicinity of the
extant mill structure. Brick, coal, and slag as well as other
miscellaneous items (primarily plastic and rubber scatter) were
also recovered throughout Area C but in inereasing quantities
nearer the north and west sides of the structure.

North of the eastern end of the building, Shovel/Postholer
Test 20S8/40E, reached an impervious layver of concrete
approximately 20" below the ground surface. Above that was a
complex stratigraphy similar to elsewhere near the standing
structure, but no artifacts were recovered from this unit. East
of the mill, Shovel Test H0S/55E demonstrated the undisturbed
stratigraphy of that side of the building with a 6" deposit of
fill over a transition zone to clayey sand subsoil at 13" below
the surface. This shovel test contained 1 porecelain fragment, U4
window pane fragments, 2 metal tubes, 1 iron valve, 1 iron clutch
plate, 5 unidentifiable metal fragments, and an electrical fuse.

Square 3 (Figure 34), placed adjacent to the northwest
corner of the extant building, and Square 4 (Figure 35), placed
adjacent to the south side of the building contained artifacts
similar in type and age to those recovered elsewhere within Area
C, although in much greater guantities. The greater Jquantities

of artifacts appear to be directly related to the proximity of
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these squares to the building rather than as a result of the

larger size of these units compared to shovel postholer tests.

Interpretation of Area C

The stratigraph& of this area indicates a series of
depositional episcdes, resulting from both intentional discarding
and unintentional loss of materials. Industrial scatter,
primarily slag, coal, and machine parts or tools, was present
throughout Area C but in greater amounts nearer the northwest
corner of the standing structure (Shovel/Postholer Test U40S/10F
and Square 3). The artifactis recovered do not provide good data
for the precise dating of the site occupation or for building
construction periods. The series of layers of cultural deposits
combined with the large number of artifacts recovered suggests
that this area has been used for the intentional discarding of
industrial refuse, just as the entire area immediately behind the
bullding is today used as a refuse discard area. The cement at
the bottom of Shovel Test 20S/40E is probably a foundation for
the steam boiler (Figure 6), and/or later (Figure 7) oil engine,
which powered the mill. The large concentration of modern bottle
glass and other debris south of the mill in Square 4 is
indicative of roadside scatter; the 58 nails recovered may
indicate the deposition during demolition of a loading dock shown
as a "frame partition"” on Figure & and reported by an informant
(Floyd Cantrell: pers. comm.: 1982). Thus, the distributional
patterning of the cultural materials recovered are interpreted as
of 20th century origin with the following causes of depositon:

a) roadside scatter to the south (front) of the mill building; b)
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intantional discarding of industrial materials north (behind) and
west of the structure (ineluding the sheds shown on Figures 6 and
7}, now partially disturbed by bulldozing and construction within
this area of the property as reported by the current owner; and
¢) intermittant use and artifact deposition on the east side of
the structure.

In spite of the disturbances to the existing cultural
deposits, the excavations were able to jdentify that there was a
patterning of the deposits at the site with a concentration of
artifacts surrounding the mill structure and a corresponding
decprease in artifact frequency in test units at increasing
distance from the structure. The high density of artifacts
immediately surrounding the structure identifies 1t as the source
of the artifacts and the distributional patterning was similar to
that identified at other historic residential sites in Delaware.
Separated from the structure were located several features
interpreted to represent activity areas associated with the mid-
20th century operation of the mill. However, all the artifacts
excavated and the features defined relate to a site oc¢cupation
dating exclusively to the 20th century and the nature of the
deposits was not informative as to furthering the knowledge of
the site's operation or technology and providing any insight of

the worker's lifestyle or other characteristics.

CONCLUSIONS
The 1982 cultural resource investigations resolved the
discrepancy between the local folklore, concerning the
architecsural style of the structure, which suggest 1ts
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construction to the mid«19th century, the historic documentation
which dates its construction te the end of the 19th Century {ca.
1868). However, no specific records could be located concerning
the operation of the mill. Therefore neither its overall
economice trade network nor its influence on the local, let alone
reglonal or national, area could be determined. However, both
the competition from several other nearby mills and the testimony
of one knowledgeable informant suggest that the business may have
failed in the mid-20th century (ca. 1943) because it could not
obtaln enough business to support its operation.

The architectural recordation of the extant mill structure
verified that the brace and frame superstructure remains today
largely unaltered and structurally sound. The original mill
works have not survived and several interior additions have
occurred since the termination of the milling operation. The
recent addition of asphalt siding to the exterior of the
structure has significantly altered its exterior appearance.
Unfortunately, the components of the power source and the milling
machinery have been removed. Thus little survives which could
yield information on the day to day operation of the mill.
Inside the mill structure the location of milling machinery
oracing and the openings in the floorboards was suggestive of a
segment of the mill operation. Stored in the barn at the rear of
the property are some of the mill works such as pulleys and belts
but which do not add any additional information to the mill
operation.

The archaeological materials recovered were obtained from

cultural contexts which allowed for the effective delineation of
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both the site limits and the determination of the function of the
property area and activity areas. Area A, whiech roughly
comprised thalnorthern half of the project property, contalned an
undisturbed soil stratigraphy and a low artifact content
interpreted as a scatter of artifacts deposited over a 100 year
time period. Area B, a small portion of the project area near
the center of the western property line was found Lo ¢contain a
large, deep feature devoid of cultural material and interpreted
as representing the space formerly occupied by a large 01l tank
ca. 1931. This tank was removed after the failure of the mill in
1047 and the void filled initially with sterile soil and later
with miscellaneous trash and building debris. These deposits
represented the highest concentration of artifacts recovered at
the site, but all dated to the early to mid 20th century. The
third area, Area C, comprised the southern half of the property
and included the mill structure and the immediate surrounding
area. The stratigraphy of this area was much more complex than
in the other two areas. In contrast, there were as many as seven
different periods of depozition represented. Although these
levels were very distinct, the artifact content was low In number
and not diagnostic as to the date of manufacture and too
fragmentary to allow the determination of form or function. The
analysis of the distributional patterning of the artifact
indicated that there was a high density of artifacts deposited
adiacent to the structure with a corresponding decrease 1in
frequency as distance from the source of the artifacts (the mill)
ircreased. From the excavations it was determined that Area A
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had functioned as an active midden area for the deposition of
coal ash produced by the steam-powered operation, from 1898 to
ca. 1931 and for the intentional disposal of industrial and
domestic refuse produced during the everyday operation of the
mill.

In sum the archaeological deposits at the Cantrell
Warehouse/Enterprise Mill relate to the different spatially
separated uses of the project property area. However most of the
archaeological levels were found to be too young to warrant the
defermination of the site eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. This status was also concluded
because the site did not yield data significant as far as the
chronology of the site, the mill technology, or the lifestyle of
the occupants and workers at the mill. The archaeological
testing thus found that there was little potential of the site to
yield further information important to the history of the site or
to the surrounding area of Sussex County.

The architectural significance of the Cantrell
Warehouse/Enterprise Mill site has been compromised by a loss of
integrity through the removal of the mill machinery and power
source and through the alteration of the interior and exterior
fabric as a result of the conversion from a mill to a warehouse.
Historical research associated with the project concluded that
the structure did not contain distinective architectural
characteristics of a late 19th century industrial mill structure,
and that there are still many surviving structures from this
period that exist in the area (Plates 17 and 18) and region.

Also the method of construction of the mill, braced frame, was
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PLATE 17

HEARN AND RAWLINS MILL,
SOUTHWEST CORNER ELEVATION

PLATE 18

HEARN AND RAWLINS MILL,
INTERIOR DETAIL
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found not to be distinctive to the funection of the structure or
when viewed in a local or regional context.

Based on the architectural and archaeological evidence, it
was concluded that the complex was not significant in light of
established National Register criteria and thus not eligible for

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Although the Cantrell Warehouse/Enterprise Mill complex was
concluded to lack outstanding or unique features or historical
events or archaeological remains and was determined not to be
eligible for inclusicn on the National Register, the research and
documentation assembled by the present research will be valuable
to historians and preservationists as a source of comparable
information.

It is the final recommendation of this research that neither
data recovery nor further research is necessary regarding this

property and that construction proceed.
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