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mAnAgement summAry

In May and July of 2012 a program of archaeological exploration was carried out at the Phillips Gristmill Site 
in Pleasant Valley, Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey.  This site lies within the Mercer County-
owned property centered around the Howell Living History Farm and is contained within the Pleasant Valley 
Historic District, which is listed in the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places.

The scope of work for these archaeological explorations involved limited background research, field survey, 
subsurface testing with the assistance of a backhoe, documentation of exposed remains, analysis of the research 
and field results, and preparation of a technical report.  One weekend day was also set aside for public tours of 
the site during the course of the field investigation.  This work was performed by Hunter Research, Inc. under 
contract to the Mercer County Park Commission.  Project funding was provided by the County of Mercer 
supplemented by grants from the New Jersey Historical Commission and the Friends of Howell Living History 
Farm.

The Phillips Gristmill is thought to have been originally established sometime between the late 1730s and 
circa 1770 by either John Phillips or his son Henry Phillips.  The mill first appears in the documentary record 
in a tax ratable assessment of 1779.  It passed out of Phillips family ownership in the 1830s, but remained in 
operation into the 1850s or 1860s.  The mill is believed to have used one or, more likely, two sets of millstones 
to grind wheat, oats, barley, buckwheat or corn into flour or meal.  The facility catered primarily to farmers in 
the immediately surrounding Pleasant Valley area and will have functioned mainly as a “custom,” as opposed 
to “merchant,” mill.

Archaeological explorations have successfully pinpointed the location of the mill building and related its 
excavated remains to various hydropower elements that are clearly visible in the landscape, notably a tailrace, 
a berm and ditch (both part of the headrace), a mill dam and millpond.  Faint traces of a second, earlier mill 
dam and millpond have also been noted in the valley floor downstream from the well preserved remains of the 
above-mentioned dam.  The more substantial hydropower features in the landscape are thought to represent 
a 19th-century modification and expansion of the mill site with increased waterpower capacity, replacing an 
earlier colonial-era arrangement that is now largely lost from view.  

The location of the mill building is thought to have remained the same throughout the mill’s history.  The 
mill building was of timber-framed construction on stone foundations.  While its form and orientation remain 
uncertain, it was most likely two to two-and-a-half stories in height with its gable running north-south.  The 
later phase of the mill’s operation involved an overshot waterwheel, apparently positioned adjacent and exterior 
to the south wall of the mill building.  The type of wheel used during the earlier phase is unknown, but may 
have been of the undershot variety, and probably occupied the same wheel pit as the later overshot waterwheel.
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A.  proJect bAckground And scope 
oF work

The following technical report presents the results of 
archaeological explorations conducted in May and 
July, 2012 at the Phillips Gristmill Site in Hopewell 
Township, Mercer County, New Jersey.  This mill site 
is located on County-owned property on the south 
side of Pleasant Valley Road, roughly 150 feet east of 
its intersection with Hunter Road, within the Howell 
Living History Farm (Figures 1.1-1.3).  The 130-acre 
Howell Living History Farm, operated by the Mercer 
County Park Commission, provides educational and 
heritage tourism programming for the public focused 
on the farming history of Pleasant Valley in the 19th 
and early 20th centuries.

The main purpose of the archaeological explorations 
was to pinpoint precisely the location and examine 
the remains of the Phillips Gristmill, the approximate 
site of which was known from historic maps and oral 
tradition.  No obvious visible expression of the mill 
building was visible at the ground surface, although 
traces of the mill head and tail races, the mill dam and 
mill pond are scattered throughout the woods along 
Moore’s Creek.  It was hoped that a clear sense of the 
extent of the mill’s survival could be gained through 
these investigations so that better informed judgments 
might be made about the site’s potential for future 
display and interpretation within the context of the 
broader mission of the Howell Living History Farm.

The scope of work for these archaeological explora-
tions was reviewed and approved by the NJHPO.  
The specific tasks undertaken involved limited back-
ground research, field surveying, subsurface testing 
with the assistance of a backhoe, documentation of 

exposed remains, analysis of the research and field 
results, and preparation of this report.  One weekend 
day (Saturday, May 26, 2013) was set aside for public 
tours of the site during the course of the field investi-
gation.  Scores of Howell Farm visitors observed the 
excavation work on this day, receiving an explanation 
of the site and project from archaeologists and histo-
rians undertaking the work.

Background research was mostly conducted in April 
and early May of 2012, and drew heavily on the 
archival research and writings of Larry kidder.  Mr. 
kidder’s work forms the basis for Chapter 2 of this 
report.  Archaeological fieldwork was carried out on 
May 22-29 and July 13, 2012, under the direction 
of James Lee and Richard Hunter.  Analysis of field 
results and artifacts was conducted in August and 
September 2012 as a precursor to the completion of 
this report.  All documentation and archaeological 
materials from this study will be stored at the Hunter 
Research offices in Trenton, New Jersey until the 
acceptance of the final report by the appropriate 
agencies.  At this point, these materials and data will 
be dispatched to the Howell Living History Farm, 
Titusville, New Jersey.

The Howell Farm was originally listed in the New 
Jersey Register of Historic Places in 1976 and in 
the National Register of Historic Places in 1977 
(ID#1697; NR Reference #: 77000879) and was 
known as the Phillips Farm.  The farm, in its entirety, 
also lies within the Pleasant Valley Historic District, 
which was listed in the New Jersey and National 
Registers of Historic Places in 1991 (ID#1698; NR 
Reference #: 91000676).  
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Figure 1.1.  General Location of Project Site (starred).
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Copyright (C) 1996, Earthvisions, Inc.
Figure 1.2.  Detailed Location of Project Site (circled).  Source: 7.5’ uSGS Lambertville, PA.-N.J. 
Quadrangle (1953 [photorevised 1973]).  Scale: 1 inch = 1,000 feet.
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Figure 1.3.  Modern Oblique Aerial Photograph Showing the Project Site (circled).  Source:  Bing 
Maps 2012.  Not to scale.
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Since the Phillips Gristmill Site is located on 
land that is listed in the New Jersey and National 
Registers of Historic Places, archaeological inves-
tigations were conducted in accordance with the 
guidelines of the New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Office (NJHPO) in compliance with the New Jersey 
State Register of Historic Places Act (Chapter 268, 
Laws of 1970).  Specifically, the archaeological work 
described here took into account two NJHPO publica-
tions:  “Guidelines for Preparing Cultural Resources 
Management Archaeological Reports Submitted to 
the Historic Preservation Office” (July 2000) and 
“Guidelines for Phase I Archaeological Investigations:  
Identification of Archaeological Resources”  (http://
www.nj.gov/dep/hpo/1identify/arkeoguide1.htm).  

This work was also carried out in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the 
NJHPO archaeological survey and report guidelines.  
Senior Hunter Research personnel who were respon-
sible for undertaking these investigations meet the fed-
eral standards for qualified professional archaeologists 
as specified in 36 CFR 66.3(b)(2) and 36 CFR 61.

The work described here was performed by Hunter 
Research, Inc. under contract to the Mercer County 
Park Commission.  Project funding was provided 
by the County of Mercer supplemented by grants 
from the New Jersey Historical Commission and the 
Friends of Howell Living History Farm. 

b.  previous reseArch And principAl 
sources oF inFormAtion

The Phillips Gristmill Site had not been the subject of 
archaeological investigation prior to the current stud-
ies, although local historians and archaeologists had 
frequently inspected the site and pondered the various 
surface expressions of its former existence.  Over the 
past quarter century, a number of individuals – nota-

bly, David Blackwell, Richard Porter, Richard Hunter, 
and most recently, Larry kidder – have delved into 
the historical record in search of information about 
this mill site.  In addition to being documented in 
the Hopewell Historic Sites Survey conducted in the 
mid-1980s and the subsequent book Hopewell:  A 
Historical Geography (Hunter and Porter 1990:148), 
the mill site is referenced in the National Register of 
Historic Places documentation for the Pleasant Valley 
Historic District (Heritage Studies, Inc. 1990), the 
Howell Living History Farm Master Plan 2002-2012 
(Hunter Research, Inc. 2002), the Hopewell Township 
Historic Preservation Plan element in the Hopewell 
Township Master Plan (Hopewell Township Historic 
Preservation Commission 2004) and various items of 
Howell Farm promotional literature.
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chapter 2

historicAl bAckground

The Phillips Gristmill Site in Pleasant Valley is located 
on land that came into the hands of Dr. Daniel Coxe, a 
physician to the english Royal Court in London, in the 
late 1680s.  At this time Pleasant Valley was a largely 
wooded wilderness and still unsettled by europeans.  
Coxe, one in a succession of Daniel Coxes prominent 
in New Jersey’s colonial history, never personally set 
foot in the American colonies.  In 1687, he acquired 
the land rights and control of the government of the 
colony of West Jersey from edward Byllynge, assum-
ing for himself the de facto position of Governor.  
Byllynge had purchased his rights to West Jersey 
from John, Lord Berkeley in 1673.  Berkeley and Sir 
George Carteret were jointly granted the colony of 
New Jersey in 1664 by James, Duke of York, brother 
of king Charles II of england and later, briefly, king 
James II of england, from 1685 until deposed by the 
“bloodless” Glorious Revolution in 1688 (Hunter and 
Porter 1990:25).

On March 30, 1688, Adlord Bowde, acting as Daniel 
Coxe’s agent, acquired from a group of 11 Indians the 
rights to a vast tract of land that included all of modern 
Hopewell Township, much of ewing Township and 
the northwestern part of City of Trenton.  Originally 
estimated as being 28,000 acres, the area of this tract, 
usually referred to as the Hopewell tract, was later 
revised upwards to 30,000 acres.  In 1691-92, Coxe 
conveyed the rights to this tract to the West Jersey 
Society, a group of english land speculators, but this 
agreement was never formalized through an executed 
deed, an oversight that ultimately led to numerous dis-
putes over land ownership in the Hopewell area that 
extended well into the mid-18th century.  Although at 
least one settler, Andrew Smith, established himself 
on a 200-acre property within the Hopewell tract (in 
what is today ewing Township) prior to the West 

Jersey Society agreement, settlement did not start in 
earnest until the mid-1690s when the Society began to 
subdivide and sell off large parcels to incoming farm-
ing families (Hunter and Porter 1990:25-26).

Pleasant Valley does not appear to have opened up to 
european settlement until the second quarter of the 
18th century.  The sluggish spread of settlement into 
this far northwest corner of Hopewell Township may 
have been the result of the relatively rugged landscape 
which would have been less attractive for farming 
than the fertile rolling lowland in the Pennington/
Lawrenceville area along the king’s Highway cor-
ridor.  The fact that the Coxe family reserved sub-
stantial acreage for themselves along the Delaware 
Valley may also have slowed settlement, especially in 
the western, downstream portion of Pleasant Valley, 
where Colonel Daniel Coxe, son of Dr. Daniel Coxe, 
established the plantation known as “Bellmont Farm.”  
This latter property existed as a 507-acre tract prior 
to 1737, when it passed, upon the death of Colonel 
Coxe to his four children.  The nucleus of Bellmont 
Farm was situated at the mouth of Moore’s Creek, 
near the present-day intersection of Pleasant Valley 
Road and N.J. Route 29, and also included a ferry and 
a fishery.  The Coxes likely viewed the property as a 
valuable asset with economic potential.  They retained 
Bellmont Farm up until the Revolutionary War, when 
it was confiscated on account of their Loyalist sym-
pathies (Heritage Studies, Inc. 1990; Audit Office AO 
12/13:208-209).

Critical to the spread of settlement into Pleasant 
Valley, and an important factor in the eventual estab-
lishment of the Phillips Gristmill, was the colonial 
road network.  Owing to the steep and rocky hillsides 
bordering the left bank of the Delaware River, the 
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main route up the Delaware Valley on the New Jersey 
side of the river lay up to two miles inland from the 
riverbank.  The course of this road through Hopewell 
Township, known as the River Road, roughly followed 
County Route 579 (Bear Tavern Road) northward out 
of ewing, veering west just north of Church Road to 
cross over the eastern end of Baldpate Mountain and 
join Pleasant Valley Road.  The River Road then ran 
down Pleasant Valley Road, crossed Moore’s Creek 
just below the gristmill site and followed Valley 
Road and Goat Hill Road over to Coryell’s Ferry 
(Lambertville).  The River Road is thought to have 
been a well established route by at least 1700 and 
undoubtedly helped to frame the subdivision and set-
tlement of land throughout the 18th century (Hunter 
and Porter 1990:185; Heritage Studies, Inc. 1990).

Two spurs from the River Road headed southwest to 
ferries on the Delaware River, both probably original-
ly under Coxe family control.  One followed Pleasant 
Valley Road from Valley Road to Bellmont Farm (also 
sometimes referred to as Lower Bellmont Farm); the 
other, a short distance to the west, ran along Valley 
Road from Goat Hill Road to upper Bellmont Farm, 
which was located at the intersection of present day 
Valley Road and N.J. Route 29.  Both of these spur 
roads likely existed early in the 18th century.

Most of the principal elements of the colonial road 
network in the Pleasant Valley area are visible in the 
map A Sketch of the Northern Parts of New Jersey, 
prepared by John Hills for the British army in 1781 
(Figure 2.1).  Although literally “sketched” from 
other maps in the relative comfort of New York City 
and replete with errors, this map is broadly accurate.  
“Smith’s Creek” corresponds to modern Moore’s 
Creek; “Coxe’s Ferry” is at Lower Bellmont Farm; 
and “Bellemont” refers to upper Bellmont Farm and 
probably also Belle Mountain.  The Phillips Gristmill, 
although not identified on the Hills map, was in exis-
tence at this time and was situated at the River Road 
crossing of Smith’s Creek.  Interestingly, a route is 

also shown on this map hugging the left bank of the 
Delaware between Coxe’s Ferry and Coryell’s Ferry; 
this was not formally surveyed as a road until 1820 
(Figure 2.2).

The central portion of Pleasant Valley, where the 
Phillips Gristmill was situated, continued in Coxe 
family ownership into the early 1700s, passing from 
Colonel Daniel Coxe to William Bryant.  Bryant, 
scion of a prominent Perth Amboy family, was 
likely an absentee owner of this land and it probably 
remained as unsettled territory traversed by the River 
Road throughout his period of ownership.  Following 
Bryant’s death in 1733, a 125-acre tract was sold 
off by his executors to Joseph Phillips, a house car-
penter of Maidenhead Township (modern Lawrence 
Township), who sold the same parcel to John Phillips 
in 1737 (West Jersey Deed e:284).  This property 
contained the core of the present-day Howell Living 
History Farm and probably included the future grist-
mill site.  Joseph and John Phillips are thought to 
have been brothers, and John Phillips, at the time of 
their transaction, was described as a blacksmith and a 
Hopewell Township resident.  Although it is uncertain 
where John Phillips was actually living at the time of 
his 1737 purchase, he may well have been resident in 
Pleasant Valley, possibly on Joseph Phillips’ property.  
In any event, it seems reasonably certain that John 
Phillips and his family took up residence in the central 
portion of Pleasant Valley no later than the late 1730s 
(Heritage Studies, Inc. 1990; kidder 2012:2).  

John Phillips soon emerged as a prominent figure in 
the local community, holding the position of Justice 
of the Peace and becoming a successful farmer.  His 
original homestead, based on analysis of deeds and 
historic maps, is believed to have been located on the 
north side of Pleasant Valley Road roughly mid-way 
between the Pleasant Valley Schoolhouse and the 
Major Henry Phillips House (also referred to as the 
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Figure 2.1.  Hills, John.  A Sketch of the Northern Parts of New Jersey.  1781.  Scale: 1 inch=1 mile (approxi-
mately).  Approximate location of Phillips Gristmill Site is circled.

River Road

River Road

River Road
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Figure 2.2.  Survey of Road from Samuel Stout’s Gate to Sand Gully Fishery.  1820.  Source:  Hunterdon County 
Road Return 19-6-4.
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Birum House).  No longer standing, this house was 
situated across the road from and slightly to the east 
of the site of the Phillips Gristmill. 

The earliest documentary evidence for the Phillips 
Gristmill is provided by the 1779 tax ratable assess-
ment for Hopewell Township which identifies Henry 
Phillips, the son of John Phillips, as the owner of 
50 acres of improved land, one slave and a grist-
mill.  The tax assessments for the preceding year, 
the earliest that exist for Hopewell Township, did 
not include gristmills as taxable property, so it is 
quite likely that the mill was also in existence then, 
but merely went unrecorded (Hunterdon County Tax 
Ratables 1778-79).  Whether John Phillips or his son 
was responsible for building the mill is not presently 
known.  It is therefore believed that the mill was con-
structed at some point between the late 1730s and the 
Revolutionary War.  

The Phillips Gristmill was one of at least a half dozen 
water-powered gristmills that were in operation in 
Hopewell Township during the colonial period and 
the Revolutionary War years (Hunter and Porter 
1990:148).  During this period the mill would have 
offered custom milling services to farmers in the 
immediately surrounding area with the product being 
consumed by local families or, where a surplus 
allowed, transported to market, either by road or 
down the Delaware River from Bellmont Farm.  The 
Phillipses would have taken a percentage of the flour 
produced as payment for grinding the grain.  The 
grains processed at the mill would have included 
wheat, rye, corn, oats and buckwheat.

In the later Revolutionary War years Henry Phillips 
continued to be identified in the tax ratable assess-
ments as the owner of a gristmill and one slave.  Since 
only male slaves of working age, and physically able 
to work, were taxed, this slave may have helped in 
the operation of the mill in addition to performing 
farm laboring duties (Hunterdon County Tax Ratables 

1780-81).  Henry Phillips served with distinction in 
the Hunterdon County militia during the American 
Revolution and attained the rank of Major.  After the 
war, tax records show that he continued to live in 
Pleasant Valley as a moderately prosperous farmer 
and mill owner (Hunterdon County Tax Ratables 
1785).  Other sporadic references in the documentary 
record make note of Henry Phillips and his mill.  A 
court record of 1790 describes a Peter Phillips as liv-
ing near “Major Henry Phillips’ mills 6 miles from 
Pennington up ye river road” (Hunterdon County 
Court of Common Pleas, Miscellaneous Court Record 
30558).  A road petition of 1796 of John Smith 
of Pleasant Valley mentioned a point “about half 
way between said [Henry] Phillips’ house and mill” 
(Hunterdon County Road Return 18-7-56).

Henry Phillips died intestate in 1804 and an inven-
tory of his estate was made in the following year.  His 
ownership of the gristmill is reflected in the inventory 
by items such as three bushels of grain, a mill screen, a 
hammer, a crow bar, scales and weights, and a shaking 
line, all apparently kept in the mill building.  Henry’s 
property was officially divided among his four sons in 
1809, at which point one of the sons, John H. Phillips, 
was granted the mill property by his three brothers.  
The deed of conveyance makes several references to 
the mill dam (New Jersey Inventory 2159J; Hunterdon 
County Deed 18:320).

John H. Phillips owned and operated the gristmill 
until his death in 1832.  Several references to the 
mill exist from the period of his ownership.  The map 
accompanying the road survey of 1820 noted above 
has “Phillips’ Mills” prominently labeled on Moore’s 
Creek (Figure 2.2).  In 1823 an advertisement in the 
Trenton Federalist for the sale of the land of Asher 
Atchley, recently deceased, mentions a 58-acre lot 
about a half mile from the Delaware River, “adjoin-
ing the road leading from Phillip’s Mill to said river.”  
The advertisement also mentions a large woodlot on 
the property and notes that it would be a good site for 
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a tannery bark mill since it includes a “lasting stream 
of water” (Trenton Federalist, December 22, 1823).  
The stream referenced here would be Moore’s Creek.  
Tanning mills were in use in Hopewell at this time, 
but there is no evidence one was ever built on Moore’s 
Creek.  A road return of September 1824 mentions the 
“tail race of the said John H. Phillips” and the accom-
panying map shows the mill and tail race (Figure 2.3).  
Other Pleasant Valley area road petitions in 1825 and 
1827 state that notices of the actions requested by the 
petitioners were posted at various public establish-
ments, such as taverns and the mill of John Phillips.  
Clearly, John H. Phillips’ gristmill was fully function-
al and well known to local residents in the mid-1820s.  
It was also around this time that the forerunner of the 
Pleasant Valley School was established at the Pleasant 
Valley Road crossing of Moore’s Creek and took as 
its name the “Phillips Mill School,” which remained 
in common usage into the second half of the 19th cen-
tury (kidder 2012:13-15, 24, 29).

When he died in 1832, John Phillips was probably 
still operating the mill, since mill implements are 
mentioned in the inventory of his estate (New Jersey 
Inventory 4003J).  It is unclear for how long or 
even whether the mill was operated after 1832 as its 
ownership passed through the sibling heirs of John 
H. Phillips and then on to Ralph Schenck, Thomas 
Pidcock, and finally John Holcomb, who purchased 
the property at sheriff’s sale in 1846.  Holcomb and 
his heirs were absentee owners who leased out their 
land (Hunterdon County Deed 54:397).  The appear-
ance of the mill on historic maps, however, would 
suggest that the mill continued in operation, presum-
ably run by tenant millers, for a number of years after 
John H. Phillips’ death.  The mill site is indicated with 
the characteristic asterisk on Thomas Gordon’s map 
of New Jersey, published in 1833 (Figure 2.4) and 
the mill and millpond are clearly marked on the Otley 
and keily Map of Mercer County in 1849 (Figure 
2.5).  The mill is labeled by the letter “M” on the Lake 
and Beers Map of the Vicinity of Philadelphia and 

Trenton in 1860 (Figure 2.6), but is not shown on the 
everts & Stewart map of Hopewell Township in the 
Combination Atlas Map of Mercer County, published 
in 1875 (Figure 2.7).  The mill is not identifiable in 
the industrial schedules of the federal census of New 
Jersey, which were compiled at ten-year intervals 
between 1850 and 1880, although the coverage of 
smaller mills in the countryside was often incomplete.  
On balance, it seems reasonable to suggest that the 
mill continued in operation into the 1850s, perhaps on 
a seasonal, intermittent basis, but had probably gone 
out of use by the 1860s.

During the late 18th and early 19th centuries, while 
still under Phillips family ownership, the gristmill 
almost certainly continued to engage mostly in cus-
tom milling, but as agricultural production increased 
a larger proportion of the flour will have found its 
way to urban markets.  The primary markets for 
Pleasant Valley farmers were likely Trenton and 
Philadelphia, from where flour could be shipped 
along the eastern seaboard and to the Caribbean.  In 
the mid-19th century improvements in mill technol-
ogy and expanded transportation options, notably 
the Delaware and Raritan Canal in the 1830s and the 
Belvidere-Delaware Railroad in the 1850s, enabled 
some local mills to expand into full-blown merchant 
mills.  under this merchant system the mill owner pur-
chased grain, milled it, and shipped it to market.  As a 
result, many of the smaller, more remote mills gradu-
ally lost business and shut down, which appears to 
have been the case with the Phillips Gristmill.  Later 
in the 19th century the bulk of American grain-based 
agriculture shifted to the Midwest and Pleasant Valley 
farmers, although still growing small quantities of 
grain, began to branch into other crops, orchard prod-
ucts, and eventually, in the 20th century, into dairying 
and poultry.

The fate of the Phillips Gristmill following its closure 
early in the second half of the 19th century is not 
entirely clear.  Local tradition in the family of Lowell 
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Figure 2.4.  Gordon, Thomas.  A Map of the State of New Jersey.  1833.  Scale: 1 inch= 4,800 feet (approxi-
mately).  Location of Phillips Gristmill Site is circled.
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Figure 2.5.  Otley, J.W. and J. keily.  Map of Mercer County.  1849.  Scale: 1 inch= 1,530 feet (approximately).  
Location of Phillips Gristmill Site is circled.
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Figure 2.7.  everts & Stewart.  Map of Hopewell Township.  Combination Atlas Map of Mercer County, New 
Jersey.  1875.  Scale: 1 inch= 1,900 feet (approximately).  Location of Phillips Gristmill Site is circled.
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Hunter is that timber beams from the mill building 
were used in the construction of a barn on his farm up 
Hunter Road.  There are framing members in a live-
stock barn on this property that might support this tra-
dition, but incontrovertible proof of this is difficult to 
come by.  Oral history statements of former Pleasant 
Valley schoolchildren mention that the footprint of the 
mill building, probably a depression in the ground, 
was used for burning trash from the school in the 
1920s, while the Wooden family, who were resident 
in the schoolhouse following its closure from the late 
1930s onwards, also disposed of domestic refuse on 
the site.  Archaeological work described in Chapter 3 
confirms this refuse disposal activity.

Certainly the mill building was no longer standing in 
1928 when the Fairchild Company developed aerial 
photographic coverage of Mercer County (Figure 
2.8).  By this time the mill site was beginning to be 
reclaimed by nature, with trees growing on the site of 
the mill building.  Faint traces of the mill’s headrace 
and dam are also just barely visible in the land-
scape in these aerial photographs.  Subsequently, the 
site has become progressively more overgrown with 
vegetation, although portions of the mill’s tailrace, 
headrace and dam remain recognizable as topographic 
anomalies in the landscape.  By the late 20th century, 
however, the site of the mill building had effectively 
disappeared from view, prompting the archaeological 
investigations undertaken in 2012.
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Figure 2.8.  Historic Aerial Photograph of Pleasant Valley.  1928.  Scale: 1 inch= 700 feet (approximately).  
Source:  Fairchild Aerial Surveys of Mercer County (New Jersey State Archives 1983.16.2471).
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chapter 3

ArchAeologicAl Fieldwork

A.  methodology

The purpose of the archaeological field investigations 
was to pinpoint the site of the Phillips Gristmill and 
gain a clearer understanding of the mill’s hydropower 
system.  While the gristmill was known, from historic 
maps and oral tradition, to be generally located along 
the south side of Pleasant Valley Road on the right 
bank of the unnamed tributary of Moore’s Creek that 
flows down off the north slope of Baldpate Mountain, 
the exact position of the mill building was uncertain.  
Similarly, although traces of the mill’s hydropower 
system were still visible in the landscape (notably the 
mill dam and portions of the headrace), these were 
poorly understood and had never been accurately 
mapped.

Archaeological field investigations proceeded on two 
fronts.  A systematic inspection was made of the cul-
tural landscape surrounding the mill site, focusing on 
the south side of Pleasant Valley Road and along the 
river valley upstream from the crossing of this road 
to the Jersey Central Power & Light (JCP&L) trans-
mission line, a linear distance of roughly 1,200 feet.  
Field inspection entailed visual analysis of the land-
scape, the taking of notes and photographs, surveying 
using global positioning system (GPS) technology 
and selective measurement of cultural features with 
hand tapes.  The second and more labor-intensive 
component of the archaeological field investigations 
involved exploratory excavations in search of remains 
of the mill building.  With the assistance of a backhoe 
and operator provided by the Mercer County Park 
Commission, archaeologists over a period of several 
days excavated a series of trenches to establish the 

footprint of the mill, eventually opening up a larger 
area to expose the southern end of the building and 
the mill wheel pit.  

excavations were preceded by limited clearance of 
underbrush and small trees.  A backhoe was then used 
to remove overburden and fill deposits of variable 
depth until structural remains of interest were encoun-
tered.  From that point onward, excavations were 
conducted by hand and the outline of the mill build-
ing was delineated.  excavations within the wheel pit 
were hampered by a high water table and considerable 
attention was given to safety considerations, both for 
archaeologists working within the trenches and visi-
tors viewing the site.  The vast majority of artifacts 
recovered consisted of 20th-century domestic trash 
that was discarded in the field.  The small quantity of 
artifacts that were retained is inventoried in Appendix 
A.  Structural remains and cultural stratigraphy were 
documented through written notes, scale drawings 
and digital photography.  upon completion of the 
excavations and documentation the trenches were 
backfilled and the ground returned to its pre-excava-
tion condition.

b.  surFAce FeAtures And lAndscApe 
AnAlysis

Field inspection identified a number of mill-related 
features, mostly expressed in the form of topographic 
anomalies, which enabled the mill hydropower sys-
tem to be reconstructed with some confidence.  These 
features – the millpond, mill dam, headrace and tail-
race – are spread along the river valley for a linear 
distance of more than 1,500 feet and are described in 
greater detail in the following paragraphs.  To assist 
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the reader in understanding the layout and hydroengi-
neering of the mill site its basic elements are superim-
posed on both a modern aerial photograph (Figure 3.1) 
and a historic aerial photograph of 1928 (Figure 3.2), 
as well as on a modern topographic map (Figure 3.3).  
The area today is overgrown and in places densely 
wooded, which reduces the visibility of the mill site 
on modern aerial photographs, but in contrast, traces 
of the millpond, mill dam and headrace are strikingly 
evident in the 1928 aerial photographic coverage and 
one can visualize more easily how the mill took up its 
position in the agricultural landscape.  Indeed, these 
historic aerial views, now approaching a century old, 
are a remarkable tool for understanding and recon-
structing the history of the countryside, showing field 
and drainage patterns, woodlots, orchards, farmsteads 
and much else besides.  Mill sites, because their con-
struction often involved considerable manipulation 
of the landscape and drainage, happen to be a type of 
historic resource that comes vividly to life in historic 
aerial photographs.

Inspection of the ground surface prior to the start of 
the excavations found no obvious trace of the mill 
building.  However, visible remnants of a tailrace and 
a berm thought to have supported a headrace flume 
allowed for an area measuring roughly 150 feet east-
west by 50 feet north-south to be defined directly 
across the road from the Pleasant Valley Schoolhouse 
property where it was surmised that the mill building 
would most likely have stood.  The archaeological 
excavations were subsequently concentrated in this 
area and are described in Section C below.

Standing on the approximate site of the mill building, 
the tailrace is apparent as partially filled ditch running 
for roughly 75 feet westward to the creek, joining the 
latter just upstream from the Pleasant Valley Road 
bridge crossing (Photograph 3.1).  The north bank of 
the tailrace is formed from the natural slope of the 
ground, built up slightly for the road bed.  Toward 
its western end, piles of rough-dressed argillite in the 

creek bed and along the slope of the ditch suggest 
that the north side of the tailrace may have included 
a retaining wall laid up against the bank.  The south 
bank is comprised of a substantial manmade earthen 
berm, four to six feet high and ten feet wide at the 
base. The ditch itself is approximately ten to 12 feet 
wide.

Standing at the mill building site and facing east, in 
the opposite direction, a roughly 250-foot-long east-
west manmade berm is visible running parallel to and 
25 feet south of the south side of Pleasant Valley Road 
(Photograph 3.2).  This berm, which is 12 to 15 feet 
wide at the base and between four and five feet high 
(reaching its maximum height toward its western end), 
maintains a level crest.  It is interpreted as the base for 
a wooden flume carrying headrace water to the mill 
waterwheel.  There is a definite gap, roughly 50 feet 
in length, between the western end of the berm and 
the site of the mill building and it is hypothesized that 
this final section of the flume or penstock was raised 
aboveground on some form of timber superstructure.  
Further discussion of the penstock and waterwheel is 
provided below.

The eastern end of the berm peters out roughly 300 
feet to the east of the site of the mill building, but 
approximately 50 feet further to the east of this point 
and 40 feet south of the south side of Pleasant Valley 
Road, a manmade ditch is visible with a bank on its 
southern side.  This ditch becomes more obvious as 
it heads to the east and after about 150 feet it begins 
to hug the hillside that defines the northeastern side 
of the river valley (Photograph 3.3).  Partially filled 
and roughly ten feet across at the top, it curves around 
slightly to the south, maintaining a similar elevation to 
the top of the berm further to the west.  The north side 
of the ditch is formed by the hillside; the south side is 
a manmade bank, three to five feet high.  All told, the 
ditch runs east and then southeastward for a distance 
of almost 450 feet.  This feature is interpreted as the 
main segment of the mill headrace.
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Figure 3.1.  Modern Aerial Photograph Showing the Principal Features of the Phillips Gristmill Site.  Source: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 2007.
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Photograph 3.1.  View looking west along the mill tailrace from the site of the mill building.  Pleasant 
Valley Road at right; bridge over the tributary of Moore’s Creek is beyond the figure with the scale 
pole.  Scale in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:002].
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Photograph 3.2.  View looking east from the site of the mill building showing the berm that supported 
the mill headrace.  Pleasant Valley Road at left.  Scale in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 
2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:003].
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Photograph 3.3.  View looking southeast along the mill headrace roughly 500 feet upstream from 
the site of the mill building.  Scale in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. 
#10043/D5:007].
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The transitional area between the western end of 
the headrace ditch and eastern end of the berm that 
supported the headrace flume is difficult to “read” 
in the present-day landscape.  The ground is marshy 
underfoot and shows signs of having been disturbed 
by vehicular traffic and excavation machinery gaining 
access from Pleasant Valley Road.  It is speculated 
that the headrace ditch may have delivered water to 
a small basin or secondary pond in this area and that 
a gate may have controlled the flow of water into the 
headrace flume on top of the berm.  A waste gate or 
sluice, probably on the south side of this hypothesized 
basin, may also have been necessary to regulate the 
water level.

Roughly 750 feet east of the site of the mill build-
ing, the headrace ditch connects to the mill dam 
(Photograph 3.4).  The cross-section of the ditch is 
spanned by the earthen bank of the dam that rises to 
a height of roughly four feet above the southwestern 
side of the headrace.  Remains of an intake and gate, 
probably a combination of timber and iron construc-
tion, may lie buried within the intersection of the 
headrace and mill dam.  This location may also have 
been the subject of additional filling after the mill 
went out of operation to prevent the headrace from 
carrying unwanted floodwaters down toward Pleasant 
Valley Road.

The dam is a substantial earth and rubble embank-
ment, roughly 375 to 400 feet in length and between 
eight and 12 feet in height.  It runs north-south, 
obliquely, across the main river valley at a point 
where the north-flowing creek turns northwestward 
and is joined by a smaller tributary flowing in from 
the east.  The embankment is tree-covered, with a 
somewhat uneven crest, but has at least four recogniz-
able sections (Photographs 3.5-3.8).  At its northern 
end there is a short 24-foot-long segment that runs 
northeast-southwest, perpendicular to the headrace.  
The northeastern end of this segment ties directly in 
to the adjoining hillside.  From the southwestern end 

of this segment a 90-foot-long stretch of embankment 
runs south (Photograph 3.5) and then angles slightly 
westward for another 110 feet (Photograph 3.6), turn-
ing again slightly more to the west for another 20 feet 
(Photograph 3.7), at which point the dam has been 
breached by what is now the main channel of the creek 
(Photograph 3.8).  The width of the breach is roughly 
60 feet and it is possible that a waste gate was for-
merly located here at the opposite end of the dam from 
the head race intake.  This feature would have allowed 
for greater control of the millpond water level dur-
ing times of heavy rain and floods.  A final segment 
of embankment that would have connected with the 
remainder of the dam where the breach has occurred 
is visible running north-south for some 80 feet and 
connecting with the western side of the valley.  

The millpond today exists as an irregularly-shaped 
area of wetland lying on the east, upstream side of 
the dam.  This area has been affected by the construc-
tion of the JCP&L power line, which has modified 
the drainage and resulted in a number of topographic 
anomalies and earthen piles along the northern edge of 
the power line easement.  As the aerial photograph of 
1928 shows, the former millpond stretched southward 
toward the foot of Baldpate Mountain and is discern-
ible as an elongated area of uncultivated land bordered 
by fields.

The area along the creek downstream of the mill dam 
was examined in some detail to establish whether any 
other mill-related remains might still survive in the 
present-day landscape.  One location along the creek 
bed, roughly mid-way between the dam and the site of 
the mill building, was identified as being of potential 
interest.  In this spot, concentrations of rough-dressed 
shale blocks were evident on both banks of the creek, 
possibly hinting at the site of an earlier dam, now 
largely washed out.  It was also noted that the flood-
plain extending upstream from this point to the more 
obvious dam structure was characterized by wetland 
grasses, much like one would expect to find taking 
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Photograph 3.4.  View looking southeast along the mill headrace at its furthest upstream end roughly 
700 feet upstream from the site of the mill building.  The northern end of the mill dam and probable 
location of the headrace intake is visible immediately behind the figure with the scale pole.  Scale in 
feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:009].
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Photograph 3.5.  View looking south southeast along the 90-foot-long northern segment of the mill 
dam.  Scale in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:011].
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Photograph 3.6.  View looking south along the 110-foot-long central segment of the mill dam.  Scale 
in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:016].
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Photograph 3.7.  View looking north along the 110-foot-long central segment of the mill dam.  Scale in 
feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:018].
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Photograph 3.8.  View looking north at the breached northern end of the mill dam.  Scale in feet (Pho-
tographer:  Richard Hunter, October 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D5:020].
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root on sediment within an abandoned millpond.  The 
possibility that the Phillips Gristmill hydropower sys-
tem, as seen in the landscape today, may have been 
preceded by an earlier, smaller-scale, lower-elevation 
hydropower configuration is discussed further in 
Section D below.

c.  ArchAeologicAl excAvAtions

In all, six trenches were excavated in the 150 by 
50-foot area where the gristmill was thought most 
likely to have been situated (Figure 3.4).  The first 
two trenches, Trenches 1 and 2, were dug toward the 
eastern end of the zone of interest and found no trace 
of the mill building.  Trench 3 encountered a founda-
tion that was subsequently identified as the south wall 
of the wheel pit.  expansion of Trench 3 into a large 
area excavation, referred to as Trench 4, uncovered 
most of the wheel pit and the southeast corner of the 
mill building.  Trenches 5 and 6 were excavated to 
pinpoint the west wall and northwest corner of the 
mill respectively, thereby enabling a reconstruction of 
the footprint of the mill building.

Trench 1, 32 feet long by 5 feet wide and oriented 
north-south, was excavated perpendicular to Pleasant 
Valley Road in the open patch of ground between the 
western end of the headrace berm and the location 
where the mill building was later found (Photograph 
3.9).  The northern end of this trench was 27 feet 
south and 13 feet east of the telephone pole tagged 
as NJ478H.W.  excavation proceeded through sandy 
loam [context 2] intermixed with lenses of silty loam 
[5, 6] into the culturally sterile subsoil [3, 4] which 
was encountered at a depth of roughly 1.5 feet at the 
southern end of the trench and 3.0 feet at the northern 
end (Figure 3.5).  No artifacts were retained and no 
evidence of structural remains was noted.

Trench 2, roughly 25 feet long and 5 feet wide, 
was excavated parallel to and 50 feet east of Trench 
1, across the western end of the head race berm 
(Photograph 3.10).  Beneath a thin root mat, the 
berm was composed of silty loam [2] and clay silt 
loam [3] which extended to a depth of 3.5 feet below 
grade.  The berm lay atop a sandy loam subsoil layer 
[4] which graded into bedrock at a depth of five feet 
below grade.  Again, no artifacts or structural remains 
were found.

Trench 3, roughly 25 feet long and 5 feet wide, was 
excavated parallel to and 35 feet west of Trench 1, 
across what initially appeared from surface examina-
tion to be an east-west berm with a ditch on its north-
ern side (Figures 3.6 and 3.7; Photograph 3.11).  At 
the southern end of the trench, the berm was observed 
to be a manmade earthen embankment of mixed 
silty loam with rocks [1], 3.5 to 4 feet in height.  No 
formally laid masonry was employed in this construc-
tion.  The berm overlay a buried A horizon of clayey 
silty loam with a few rocks [2], which in turn overlay 
layers of decomposed shale [3] and decomposed bed-
rock [4].

As Trench 3 was extended northward, the uppermost 
layer of mixed silty loam sloped down, and abutted a 
shallower, darker silty loam with few rocks [10], cap-
ping a layer of sandy clay loam [5] which appears to 
be recently redeposited decomposed shale.  The south-
ern end of this layer, at the foot of the berm, overlay 
a 3-foot-wide, east-west wall foundation constructed 
of rough-dressed shale fieldstone bonded with orange 
clayey mortar [100].  Beneath the dislodged upper 
courses of this wall, a builders’ trench with silty loam 
fill [7, 8] was observed on the southern side of the 
foundation.  The north face of the wall was traced for 
10 feet to the east of Trench 3 at which point a north-
south wall of similar composition [103] extended 
northward beneath a clump of trees.
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Photograph 3.9.  View looking northwest showing Trench 1.  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James 
Lee, May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D3:006].
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Photograph 3.10.  View looking south showing Trench 2.  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, 
May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D3:026].
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Photograph 3.11.  View looking south southwest showing the mill wheel pit in the foreground in 
Trench 4.  Trench 3 extends beyond.  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI Neg. 
#10043/D1:015].
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The original line of Trench 3 was also extended north-
ward for 14 feet from the east-west wall [100] that was 
initially discovered.  Within this section of the trench 
the sandy clay loam [5] overlay a dark brown organic 
fill layer [6] which contained prolific quantities of 
early/mid-20th-century refuse which had reportedly 
been deposited by the Wooden family, occupants of 
the Pleasant Valley Schoolhouse property from 1938 
until 2003 (Tom Wooden, personal communication, 
May 2012).  Since this material post-dated and had 
no association with the operation of the mill, it was 
all discarded in the field.  During the course of the 
removal of context 6, a second east-west wall founda-
tion [102] was encountered 6 feet to the north of the 
first wall.  This second foundation was of constructed, 
like the first, of rough-dressed shale fieldstone bonded 
with mortar of which very little remained.  A high 
water table interfered with the excavation of the fill 
between the two walls and the area to north of the 
more northerly wall, but limited efforts were made to 
remove the mixed matrix of stone rubble and 20th-
century trash [9].  This work was eventually halted 
owing to collapsing side walls and the risk of remov-
ing archaeological features of interest, especially tim-
ber components.  Probing with a metal rod established 
that an intact timber floor likely existed at a depth of 
3.1 feet below the top of northern wall foundation.  
The excavation of Trench 3, in conjunction with 
Trench 4, discussed below, allowed for a confident 
identification of the wall foundations as being part of 
the mill’s wheel pit.

Trench 4 took the form of a large open-area excava-
tion measuring roughly 20 feet east-west by 12.5 feet 
north-south and served as an eastward expansion of 
Trench 3 (Figure 3.6; Photographs 3.12-3.14).  The 
southeastern portion of Trench 4 was taken up by a 
clump of trees which prevented excavation immedi-
ately to the east of the wheel pit.  In essence Trench 
4 was excavated and expanded to trace the various 
walls that were being encountered in Trench 3.  The 
southernmost wall foundation [100], as indicated 

above, was traced eastward for 10 feet and then turned 
north [103], running for a distance of 6 feet where-
upon it joined with the eastward continuation of the 
more northerly east-west wall [102] found in Trench 
3.  This latter wall extended for a distance of 17.5 feet 
east of Trench 3, whereupon it turned northward as a 
north-south wall [101].  All of these foundations were 
composed of rough-dressed shale fieldstone bonded 
with mortar that in places was little more than mud.  
Although abundant early/mid-20th-century refuse was 
recovered from Trench 4, no mill-related or earlier 
artifacts were found.

For the most part, interpretation of the walls found in 
Trenches 3 and 4 was straightforward and it was clear 
that the excavations had exposed the south and east 
foundations of the mill building, along with the major-
ity of the wheel pit.  The south wall was exposed for a 
distance of almost 25 feet and survives to a depth of at 
least 3 feet at its western end.  At its eastern end it rises 
upward to join with the northern end of wheel pit’s 
east wall and then just beyond this with the southern 
end of the mill’s east wall (Figure 3.8).  A noticeable 
feature of the south wall is a longitudinal seam or face 
within the foundation that appears to be the result of 
two separate building episodes (Photographs 3.15 and 
3.16).   The southern portion of the wall, which is 
bonded into the southern end of the mill’s east wall 
and the wheel pit, is 1.75 to 2 feet thick; against this 
has been applied a narrower, 1 to 1.25-foot thick sec-
tion of masonry.  This northern section, which is not 
bonded into the mill’s east wall, may represent a later 
buttressing of the original southern portion of the wall, 
possibly to stabilize the mill building, or perhaps less 
likely, it may reflect a more radical rebuilding of the 
mill at some point in its history.

Limited excavation and probing in the area to the 
south of the junction of the east and south walls of the 
mill building (beneath and around the clump of trees) 
found no evidence either for the east wall continuing 
further to the south or for the wheel pit extending 
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Photograph 3.13.  View looking east across Trench 4 showing the mill wheel pit and the south wall of 
the mill building (at left).  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/
D1:034].
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Photograph 3.14.  View looking southeast across Trench 4 showing the mill wheel pit and the south 
wall of the mill building (at left).  Scales in feet (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, May 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D2:059].
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Photograph 3.15.  Detailed view looking east across Trench 4 showing the eastern end of the mill 
wheel pit and the south wall of the mill building (at left).  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, 
May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D1:006].
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Photograph 3.16.  View looking east across Trench 4 showing the southeast corner of the mill building.  
Note the foundation in the center of the view shows evidence of two separate building phases.  Scales 
in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D4:025].
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Photograph 3.17.  View looking northeast showing Trench 5.  The shallow west foundation of the mill 
building is at the far end of the trench.  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D4:006].
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Photograph 3.18.  View looking north showing the eastern end of Trench 5.  The shallow west foun-
dation of the mill building is at right.  Scales in feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D4:002].
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Photograph 3.19.  View looking north showing Trench 6 and the northwest corner foundation of the 
mill building.  Scales in feet and tenths of feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI Neg. 
#10043/D4:051].
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Photograph 3.20.  View looking southeast showing Trench 6 and the northwest corner foundation 
of the mill building.  Scales in feet and tenths of feet (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D4:064].



ArchAeologicAl explorAtions: phillips gristmill site, howell living history FArm

page 3-29

Photograph 3.21.  View looking northwest showing visitors observing the excavations on the “open 
day” on Saturday, May 26, 2012 (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/
D2:048].
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Photograph 3.22.  View looking southeast showing the mill foundations in Trenches 3 and 4 being 
draped with protective plastic and backfilled (Photographer:  James Lee, July 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/
D4:037].
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Photograph 3.23.  View looking southeast showing the mill foundations in Trenches 3 and 4 being 
covered with marker fencing before final backfilling (Photographer:  James Lee, July 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D4:044].
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further to the east (Figure 3.8).  In fact, the clump of 
trees is rooted in what appears to be undisturbed sub-
soil.  On this basis, it is concluded that the wheel pit 
was exterior to the mill building.  Roughly 5 feet to 
the southeast of the southeast corner of the mill build-
ing a cluster of large shale blocks or dry-laid stone 
pad [104] was recorded which is interpreted as a pier 
base supporting part of the timber superstructure that 
would have carried the wooden flume or penstock to 
the waterwheel (Figure 3.6).  This feature sits directly 
along a line linking the head race berm to the wheel 
pit.  Discussion of the elevation data and likely water-
wheel type follows in Section D below.

Trench 5, 25 feet long and 5 feet wide, was designed 
to pin down the west wall of the mill building (Figure 
3.6; Photographs 3.17 and 3.18).  The shallow 2-foot-
wide footings of the west wall were identified at the 
eastern end of this trench at a depth of between 6 and 
12 inches below the ground surface.  This foundation 
appears to have been set on top of the subsoil and no 
evidence of a builders’ trench was noted.  West of 
the wall a series of culturally sterile silt loam layers 
sloped downward toward the creek.  These probably 
represent accumulated sediment on top of natural 
subsoil.

Trench 6, 5 feet by 7.5 feet in plan, was excavated 
along the line of the projected western wall of the 
mill in search of the northwestern corner of the mill 
building (Figure 3.6; Photographs 3.19 and 3.20).  The 
corner foundation was successfully pinpointed and 
found to survive to a height of 18 inches and up to 
four courses of masonry.  Both the western and north-
ern foundations of the mill, as observed in Trenches 
5 and 6, are considerably shallower than the southern 
and eastern foundations, as observed in Trenches 3 
and 4.  It is assumed that the footings for both the 
west and east walls become deeper toward the south 
as this southern end of the mill building, immediately 
adjacent to the wheel pit, was designed to encompass 
shafts and gearing in the basement.  A small number 

of historic artifacts were recovered from Trench 6, 
from the soils above and alongside the mill founda-
tions.  These materials, which included 21 fragments 
of pearlware, fragments of wood, glass and metal 
(Appendix A), may date from the period of the mill’s 
operation, but have no obvious association with the 
milling activity.

A weekend day (May 26, 2012) was set aside during 
the period of the archaeological fieldwork for public 
access.  Fencing was erected around the excavation 
area and visitors were transported from the Howell 
Farm Visitor Center to the mill site.  Over the course 
of six hours, many adults and children were greeted 
at the excavations where the history and archaeol-
ogy of the Phillips Gristmill, and the role of the mill 
in the Pleasant Valley community, were explained 
(Photograph 3.21).

Once the mill foundations were exposed to view and 
seen to be reasonably substantive, debate ensued as 
to how they should be treated.  While the value of 
leaving the mill ruins visible for historic interpretive 
purposes was widely recognized and their stabiliza-
tion and display may ultimately emerge as a viable 
long-term goal, safety issues and short-term concern 
over deterioration of historic fabric resulted in a deci-
sion that the site should be backfilled.  Following 
completion of field documentation and surveying, the 
mill foundations were draped in protective plastic and 
the excavations were carefully filled in (Photographs 
3.22 and 3.23).  A layer of orange snow fencing was 
also placed as a marker for future excavators at the site 
approximately one foot above the level of the deeper-
buried remains in Trenches 3 and 4.

d.  site interpretAtion

Archaeological field survey and excavations have 
generated a considerable body of information about 
the Phillips Gristmill Site which enables its history 
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and physical presence in the landscape to be under-
stood more clearly, while at the same time raising 
numerous questions about the mill building and mill’s 
hydroengineering.  This section of this chapter sum-
marizes and discusses the archaeological findings, 
offering a number of interpretations which can help 
to both frame future archaeological studies and guide 
future management of the site.

Beginning at the core of the mill site, excavations 
have delineated the stone foundations of a structure 
measuring roughly 32 feet east-west by 25 feet north-
south which would seem to provide the basic footprint 
for the gristmill building (Figure 3.9).  excavations 
have also exposed the foundations of a wheel pit with 
an interior width of 6.5 feet, adjacent and exterior to 
the south side of the mill building, which would have 
contained a vertical waterwheel.  The deduction that 
the waterwheel was positioned outside the building is 
based on the fact that the mill’s eastern foundation did 
not extend southward beyond the northern edge of the 
wheel pit, although there does remain the possibility, 
remote in our view, that the wheel pit and waterwheel 
could have been contained within a mill building with 
a longer north-south dimension.  under this latter sce-
nario, the south wall of the wheel pit would need to 
have continued eastward to a point where it intersects 
with the east wall of the mill, producing an alterna-
tive mill building footprint measuring roughly 32 feet 
east-west by 34 feet north-south.  unfortunately, a 
clump of trees obscures this part of the site, although 
limited probing found no evidence for foundations in 
this area.

The mill building foundations increase noticeably in 
depth from north to south, taking into account the 
natural southward slope of the ground toward the 
creek and the depth required for the wheel pit and 
tailrace construction.  The southern half of the mill 
building was likely dug out to create basement space 
for the main shaft, gearing and face wheel.  Although 
not proven, it is thought that the mill most likely con-

tained two sets (pairs or runs) of millstones, one for 
hulling and the other for grinding, which would have 
allowed for processing of oats, barley, buckwheat and 
corn, in addition to wheat.  The millstones were likely 
positioned to the east and west of the main shaft in 
the southwest and southeast quadrants of the building.

The mill building is believed to have been of timber 
frame construction and erected on stone foundations.  
This conclusion is based in part on a strong local oral 
tradition that timbers from the mill were removed 
from the site after it went out of operation and were 
re-used in a barn or barns on nearby farms (Jepson 
Hunter and Tom Wooden, personal communication, 
May 2012).  Also, one would also anticipate much 
greater quantities of dressed and undressed stone, 
brick and mortar to be present on the site had the shell 
of the building been of masonry rather than timber-
framed construction.

The mill building was likely two or two-and-a-half 
stories in height, so as to provide sufficient space for 
milling equipment and storage of grain and flour).  
There is some uncertainty over the orientation of the 
building, but comparison with other gristmills in the 
region suggests that its gable (or ridge line) would 
most likely have run north-south, perpendicular to the 
flow of water through the wheel pit.  Such an orienta-
tion means that the northern gable end of the building 
would have faced Pleasant Valley Road and included 
a door in the uppermost story through which bags 
of incoming grain could have been hoisted.  Bags of 
outgoing flour would also have exited the mill on the 
north side of the building at street or first floor level, 
which likely corresponded with the floor on which the 
millstones were located.  However, on the evidence at 
hand, an alternative east-west orientation of the mill 
building cannot entirely be ruled out, even though 
mills with side-mounted (as opposed to gable end-
mounted) exterior waterwheels are comparatively rare 
and in this particular instance the movement of grain 
into and flour out of the building may have been con-
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strained by limited off-road space on its east or west 
sides.  Interestingly, the road survey map of 1824, if 
its depiction of the mill is to be taken literally, appears 
to show a two-story building with a gable running 
east-west, the side of the building lying adjacent to 
Pleasant Valley Road, and the wheel within the build-
ing (Figure 2.3).  Because of the lingering uncertainty 
over the orientation of the mill building and the issue 
of whether the waterwheel is inside or outside the mill 
building should remain an open question.

Among the many other gristmills in the surrounding 
area, one in particular stands out as a useful compari-
son.  This is the William Dawliss Gristmill, located 
in old Amwell Village, just outside Ringoes in east 
Amwell Township, Hunterdon County, New Jersey 
(Figures 3.10-3.13; Photograph 3.24).  This mill was 
thoroughly documented by the Historic American 
Buildings Survey (HABS) in the late 1930s not long 
before its collapse and demolition (Historic American 
Buildings Survey 1937-38:NJ-451).  Located less 
than ten miles from the Phillips Gristmill and purport-
edly built in the late 1730s, the Dawliss mill, through 
its HABS drawings and photographs, provides an 
extraordinary record of a colonial custom gristmill 
in the central New Jersey countryside.  In terms of 
its overall size, form, waterwheel and machinery, 
this mill serves as a good template for analyzing and 
understanding the Phillips Gristmill and is probably a 
close match for what the mill may have looked like.  
Indeed, it would not be unreasonable to suggest that 
same millwright was responsible for the construction 
of both mills.

Owing to the persistent oral tradition that framing 
members from the Phillips Gristmill had been re-used 
in the construction of local area barns after the mill 
ceased operation, a brief visit was made to the Lowell 
Hunter Farm, a mile and a quarter from the mill 
on Hunter Road, which had been suggested as one 
property where there were barns that might contain 
mill timbers.  The main barn at this farm, a bank barn 

used for housing crops and livestock, is one structure 
that contains re-used timbers with mortise-and-tenon 
joints that do not immediately appear to signify usage 
in another barn or house (Photograph 3.25).  Such 
timbers may perhaps have originated from a mill.  
One particular beam, running longitudinally through 
the center of the barn in basement ceiling, measured 
almost 35 feet and seemed like a reasonable candi-
date (Photograph 3.26), but the length of this timber 
does not correspond well with dimensions of the mill 
building as observed archaeologically (the beam is too 
long).  A more thorough examination and analysis of 
re-used timbers in Pleasant Valley barns, say within 
a mile and a half of the mill site, by someone suit-
ably knowledgeable about both mill and barn fram-
ing techniques, might well result in a more positive 
identification of timbers emanating from the Phillips 
Gristmill.  Assuming that beams of interest will derive 
from mature trees cut down in the period circa 1740-
70, such a study might also benefit from dendrochro-
nological analysis.

Turning next to the Phillips Gristmill’s hydropower 
system, archaeological field and elevation data recov-
ered at the site of the mill building and wheel pit, and 
immediately to the east on the berm that carried the 
headrace flume, indicate strongly that the mill was 
powered by an overshot waterwheel.  An elevation of 
77.2 feet above sea level was obtained for the project-
ed base of the wheel pit (the surface of a timber floor 
reached through probing with a metal rod), while an 
elevation of 92.8 feet above sea level was established 
for the top of the berm carrying the flume.  The differ-
ence of 15.6 feet suggests a wheel diameter of around 
16 feet, which would allow for a snugly fitting wheel, 
four to five feet wide, centrally positioned against the 
south wall of the mill building (note that the circularity 
of the wheel permits the eastern [upstream] wall of the 
wheel pit to slope inward and downward).  The mill’s 
tailrace, based on topographic evidence, appears to 
have extended west from the wheel pit to the creek, a 
distance of around 75 feet, which was likely more than 
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Photograph 3.25.  View looking southwest showing the main barn at the Lowell Hunter Farm on 
Hunter Road.  Based on oral tradition, this barn may have been assembled in the mid-/late 19th century 
using framing members from the Phillips Gristmill (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, May 2012) [HRI 
Neg. #10043/D2:039].
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Photograph 3.26.  Interior view of the main barn at the Lowell Hunter Farm on Hunter Road.  Based on 
oral tradition, this barn may have been assembled in the mid-/late 19th century using framing members 
from the Phillips Gristmill.  The long truss beam in the ceiling is a possible candidate as a re-used tim-
ber from the gristmill (Photographer:  Richard Hunter, May 2012) [HRI Neg. #10043/D2:011].
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sufficient to prevent water backing up into the wheel 
(Figure 3.9).  The tailrace as observed in the field cor-
responds well with the stylized tailrace shown on the 
road survey map of 1824 (Figure 2.3).

It is important to emphasize that the bulk of the field 
evidence gathered through landscape analysis and 
archaeological excavation will relate to the configu-
ration of the mill and its hydropower system during 
the final stages of its operation.  Since the gristmill 
appears to have been in existence for perhaps as much 
as a century (possibly being built as early as the late 
1730s or 1740s and continuing to function until the 
1850s or 1860s), it is likely that the site and buildings 
were modified over time in response to changes in 
milling technology and increased demand for milling 
services.  While there is no specific evidence to sug-
gest that the site of the mill building was ever changed, 
or indeed that the mill building was rebuilt, there are 
tantalizing clues that indicate that the mill’s hydro-
power system may have been altered and expanded.

The mill dam and headrace as seen in the landscape 
today are substantial engineering works.  The con-
struction of the dam, a linear earthen embankment at 
least 375 to 400 feet in length and upwards of 12 feet 
in height, and the headrace ditch, roughly 450 feet in 
length, would have required a significant investment 
in labor and capital, quite possibly beyond the means 
of the Phillips family in the pre-Revolutionary period.  
It seems unlikely, in our view, that this dam and the 
headrace ditch represent original components of the 
colonial mill site.  They are more likely the result 
of a 19th-century expansion of the mill in response 
to increased agricultural production in the Pleasant 
Valley area.  exactly when this suggested expansion 
might have occurred is uncertain – possibly during the 
period of John H. Phillips’ ownership (1809-32) or 
perhaps more likely after his death in the 1840s when 
the mill was in the hands of absentee owners.

Two tenuous pieces of field evidence lend some sup-
port to the hypothesis that the mill site underwent a 
major reconfiguration at some point during its his-
tory.  In the creek bed, midway between the dam and 
the Pleasant Valley Road crossing of the creek, there 
are traces of what may be an earlier dam, now almost 
entirely washed out.  A concentration of stone rubble, 
some of it rough-dressed, may represent the southern 
end of a dam and perhaps the remains of a waste gate.  
In addition, the floodplain extending upstream from 
this point to the main surviving dam has the appear-
ance of being a drained millpond.  This area also 
shows up on the aerial photograph of 1928 (Figures 
2.8 and 3.2) as a zone of recognizably different veg-
etation which is still discernible to some degree today.

On the basis of the above-described field evidence, a 
two-phase sequence of development is hypothesized 
for the Phillips Gristmill Site and illustrated schemati-
cally in Figure 3.14.  An initial 18th-century design 
of the mill site is envisaged where a mill dam was 
constructed across the valley downstream from the 
well-preserved present-day dam remains.  The north-
ern end of this first dam is thought to have been in 
the vicinity of the eastern end of the berm that carried 
the headrace flume, with the southern end of the dam 
corresponding to the concentration of stone rubble 
in the creek bed where a waste gate may have been 
located.  This dam would have retained a smaller 
millpond at a lower elevation than the later phase of 
the mill’s development, and a much shorter headrace, 
probably in the form of a ditch with a control gate at 
the upstream end, would have been used to supply the 
mill with water.  The mill’s waterwheel is more likely 
to have been of the undershot variety.

The second phase saw a reconfiguration and enlarge-
ment of the mill site, probably in the early to mid-19th 
century, in an effort to increase the capacity of the 
hydropower system and better regulate the flow of 
water to the mill.  In this system, a much larger dam 
was constructed further upstream, retaining a larger 
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millpond.  A long headrace ditch fed a smaller pond 
(a vestige of the original millpond) from which water 
was funneled via a control gate into a headrace flume 
consisting of a wooden trough set on top of an earthen 
berm.  The downstream end of the flume appears to 
have been supported aboveground by a timber super-
structure and directed water on to an overshot wheel.  
In both phases, one can envisage the miller, probably a 
member of the Phillips family living in one of the two 
nearby Phillips houses, walking down to a gate at the 
upstream end of the ditch/flume to release water from 
the pond to the mill.

The development of multiple millponds operating, 
either sequentially or concurrently, in the service 
of a single mill site is not an unusual phenomenon.  
Locally, in its later stages of operation, the Somerset 
Roller Mills (also known as Conover Mills and Lott’s 
Mill) at the mouth of Jacobs Creek, just downstream 
of Moore’s Creek along the Delaware Valley, made 
use of a pair of millponds (Hunter Research, Inc. 
1996).  Likewise, the Prallsville Mills complex at 
the mouth of Wickecheoke Creek, a short distance 
upstream along the Delaware, drew water from a pair 
of millponds for powering a gristmill, sawmill and 
oil mill in the late 18th and 19th centuries (Hunter 
Research, Inc. 1992).  Further afield, published stud-
ies of watermills in selected drainages in Connecticut 
(Gradie and Poirier 1991) and in the Shaker village 
of Canterbury, New Hampshire (Starbuck 1986) also 
testify to the practice of stringing millponds in series.

However, the veracity of the two-phase sequence of 
mill development postulated for the Phillips Gristmill, 
and the use of more than one millpond in the evolving 
hydropower system, must certainly remain open to 
question.  Although difficult to prove, soil augering 
in the floodplain upstream, downstream and along the 
line of the suggested early dam may be able to throw 
light on the former existence of the early dam and 
millpond.  Further archaeological excavation, both 
within and around the site of the mill building and at 

the upstream end of the headrace flume, may also be 
revealing.  unfortunately, the chances of additional 
information being found in the documentary record 
are relatively slight.
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chapter 4

ArchAeologicAl evAluAtion And recommendAtions

A.  summAry

The archaeological explorations at the Phillips 
Gristmill Site have successfully pinpointed the loca-
tion of the mill building and related its excavated 
remains to various hydropower elements that are 
clearly visible in the landscape, notably a tailrace, a 
berm and ditch (both part of the headrace), a mill dam 
and millpond.  Faint traces of a second, earlier mill 
dam and millpond have also been noted in the valley 
floor downstream from the well preserved remains 
of the above-mentioned dam.  The more substantial 
hydropower features in the landscape are thought to 
represent a 19th-century modification and expansion 
of the mill site with increased waterpower capacity, 
replacing an earlier colonial-era arrangement that is 
now largely lost from view.  

The location of the mill building is thought to have 
remained the same throughout the mill’s history.  The 
mill building was of timber-framed construction on 
stone foundations.  While its form and orientation 
remain uncertain, it was most likely two to two-and-
a-half stories in height with its gable running north-
south.  The later phase of the mill’s operation involved 
an overshot waterwheel, apparently positioned adja-
cent and exterior to the south wall of the mill building.  
The type of wheel used during the earlier phase is 
unknown, but may have been of the undershot variety, 
and probably occupied the same wheel pit as the later 
overshot waterwheel.

b.  Future reseArch

The chances of additional archival research shedding 
more light on the physical arrangement and develop-
ment of the mill site are remote.  Standard sources of 
historical information, such as maps, deeds, wills and 
inventories, tax and census records, and road surveys, 
have all been exhaustively studied.  No collections of 
Phillips family papers have been identified that might 
yield data on the mill.  Archaeological testing of the 
landscape and further archaeological excavation in 
key parts of the mill site thus remain the most likely 
future sources of new information.

With regard to the conjectured two-phase develop-
ment of the mill site and modification of the mill’s 
hydropower system, carefully targeted soil augering 
and shovel testing of the suggested earlier mill dam 
and millpond locations may help to confirm or dis-
prove this hypothesis.  Archaeological testing of the 
area around the upstream end of the headrace flume 
may also be revealing in this respect.  expanded open-
area excavation of the core of the mill site, however, 
is likely to be the most helpful approach to increasing 
our understanding of the evolution of the mill.  This 
effort could usefully expose the full footprint of the 
mill building and make provision for a more detailed 
examination of the wheel pit and penstock location.  
Removal of selected larger trees would be required 
as part of this work, but it is possible that a more 
thorough and expansive archaeological excavation 
will establish whether there is evidence of wheel pit 
and headrace modification supporting the two-phase 
hypothesis of site development.  expanded excavation 
may also clarify whether the main mill building had 
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shed additions and whether the wheel pit was always 
exterior to the mill, which, in both cases, may help to 
establish the orientation of the building.

A minor, specific avenue for further research concerns 
the purported re-use of parts of the mill’s timber frame 
in local area barns.  examination of selected barn 
structures, measurement and analysis of barn timbers 
and joinery, and dendrochronology may result in the 
identification of beams from the mill and confirmation 
of oral historical tradition.

c.  site treAtment options

The Phillips Gristmill Site has an important role to 
play in achieving the mission of the Howell Living 
History Farm to preserve, recreate and interpret the 
historic landscape, structures, rural life and farming 
practices of Pleasant Valley.  Although historic inter-
pretive activities at the Howell Farm itself are focused 
on the 1890-1910 period (several decades after the 
mill had ceased operation), the gristmill and its hydro-
power system are nevertheless an integral part of the 
agricultural landscape and evolving agrarian history 
of Pleasant Valley.  The mill, its ponds and raceways 
have left an indelible imprint on the valley that is vis-
ible in early 20th-century aerial photographs and on 
the ground today.  They are a valuable historic and 
educational resource that provide an important link 
in our understanding of the rural economy of central 
New Jersey in the 18th and 19th centuries.

The mill site, in its current wooded and unexcavated 
state, is largely invisible to the casual Howell Farm 
visitor.  It is difficult for the Farm’s historic interpret-
ers to explain both its position and expression in the 
landscape and its operation and evolution as a hydro-
powered agricultural processing system.  The fol-
lowing approaches to the site’s treatment are offered, 
arranged in order of increasing cost and complexity:

1.  Historic Interpretive Development Scheme – it 
is recommended that the managers and trustees of 
the Howell Living History Farm deliberate carefully 
on the future of the gristmill site, perhaps through a 
facilitator-led design workshop of some sort, making 
use of the historical, archaeological and topographic 
data that have been assembled through the current 
study.  A workshop could help to focus attention on 
the future of the site in a constructive and realistic 
way, highlighting issues such as:  the relationship of 
the mill site to other historic resources in Pleasant 
Valley; the educational value and relevance of the site 
within the overall Howell Farm mission and inter-
pretive programming; the types of questions further 
archaeological study might answer; and the types of 
resources that are available for preserving and inter-
preting the site for the future.  Some limited prepara-
tion of interpretive graphic materials and comparison 
with other interpreted mill sites in the region (e.g., 
the Cooper Gristmill, Washington Township, Morris 
County, New Jersey; Newlin Mill, Delaware County, 
Pennsylvania; the Mill at Anselma, Chester Springs, 
Chester County, Pennsylvania; and the Thomas Mill, 
exton, Chester County, Pennsylvania) could usefully 
underpin this deliberative process.  Approximate cost:  
$5,000-$10,000.

2.  Marking  the Mill Footprint – a more formal 
marking of the outline of the buried mill foundation 
and wheel pit may be desired at some point in the 
future.  This would require some careful devegetation 
and grading of the site to create a more level surface 
into which could be set a “mock” foundation (in stone 
or concrete).  Ideally, delineation of the mill footprint 
at the surface should echo as accurately as possible 
what is buried below.  engineering drawings and 
specifications would be required if undertaking this 
treatment.  Approximate cost:  $25,000-$50,000.

3.  Mill Trail – the mill building ruins (whether 
exposed or recreated in some fashion at the ground 
surface) form the hub of a larger mill system that also 
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comprises the millpond[s], mill dam[s], headrace and 
tailrace.  The system as a whole would lend itself well 
to the development of a “mill trail” that could run up 
the valley along the south side of the Moore’s Creek 
tributary (perhaps the creek could be more formally 
named as “Phillips Creek”?), cross the mill dam, fol-
low the headrace ditch and then terminate at the mill 
building and tailrace.  A secondary trail loop could 
perhaps extend upstream from the mill dam and encir-
cle the millpond.  Access to the primary loop across 
Pleasant Valley Road (from the schoolhouse and 
Hunter Road) will need to be carefully considered to 
minimize risk to pedestrians.  engineering drawings 
and specifications would be required if undertaking 
this treatment.  Approximate cost:  $40,000-$75,000.

4.  Interpretive Signage – a mill trail or trails will 
benefit from strategically placed historic interpretive 
signage.  To facilitate an understanding of the history 
and operation of the gristmill within the modern land-
scape, we suggest the use of perhaps two signs at the 
site of the mill building, one at the upstream end of the 
headrace flume, and one at either end of the mill dam.  
Approximate cost:  $10,000-$15,000.

5.  Future Exposure, Stabilization and Display of the 
Mill Foundation – at some point in the future, con-
sideration could perhaps be given to re-excavation and 
full exposure of the mill foundation, stabilization of 
the masonry remains, limited reconstruction of walls 
and display of the site.  Such an approach would make 
the mill ruins considerably more tangible and under-
standable to visitors.  However, this would require 
design and engineering work to ensure satisfactory 
protection of the site, stabilization of the ruins, suit-
able access, appropriate drainage, etc.  Approximate 
cost:  $400,000+

6.  Mill and Hydropower System Reconstruction – 
the most ambitious treatment of the mill site would 
be to attempt a reconstruction of the mill building, 
either on or directly above the mill ruins, along with 

restoration of all or parts of a hydropower system.  A 
minimalist approach to reconstruction could adopt a 
rough steel frame outline for the mill building and 
waterwheel (à la Franklin Court), supplemented with 
explanatory signage.  Re-introducing a “flowing 
water” component to the site would be both visually 
and aesthetically appealing.  This could be accom-
plished independently of reconstructing the mill build-
ing, with or without a waterwheel, and is perhaps the 
most scholarly and interpretively sound of the recon-
struction options since there is good archaeological 
evidence on which to base it.  It would also be much 
less expensive and conjectural than a full reconstruc-
tion of the mill or even a ghosting of it.  The most 
elaborate and fully developed reconstruction could 
involve a frame mill building containing an opera-
tional waterwheel and millstones with waterpower 
being delivered to the mill from an impoundment 
upstream.  The design, engineering, regulatory and 
maintenance challenges of such a treatment of the site 
would be considerable and possibly cost-prohibitive.  
Approximate cost:  $250,000 to several million $$s.
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APPENDIX A

Trench General Provenience 6,  Catalog # 1

Historic

1 1Row # Composite,  Mortar fragment,  tan and white,   24g

1 6Row # Fired Clay - Ceramic,  Refined Earthenware,  Pearlware, bowl base and foot ring fragment,  hand painted,  linear pattern,  
blue,  1790 - 1840

8 4Row # Fired Clay - Ceramic,  Refined Earthenware,  Pearlware, bowl rim and body fragment,  hand painted and molded,  floral 
and linear pattern,  blue,  1790 - 1840

3 3Row # Fired Clay - Ceramic,  Refined Earthenware,  Pearlware, bowl rim fragment,  hand painted,  floral and linear pattern,  
blue,  1790 - 1840

3 5Row # Fired Clay - Ceramic,  Refined Earthenware,  Pearlware, bowl base and body fragment,  hand painted,  linear pattern,  
blue,  1790 - 1840

6 2Row # Fired Clay - Ceramic,  Refined Earthenware,  Pearlware, bowl body fragment,  hand painted,  floral and linear pattern,  
blue,  1790 - 1840

8 11Row # Flora,  Wood, cut timber fragment

1 7Row # Glass,  Curved, bottle mouth and neck fragment,  trumpet finish,  light aqua,  mold blown

1 8Row # Glass,  Curved, container fragment,  white

1 9Row # Metal,  Ferrous metal, wall hook/fixture, hardware whole,  encrusted and corroded

3 10Row # Metal,  Ferrous metal, cut type, nail fragment,  encrusted and corroded

Total Artifacts in  Suface Collection:    36

Total Artifacts in General Provenience  6  :    36

Total Number of Artifacts:   36

* Item Discarded in Laboratory
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EDUCATION 
Ph.D.  Geography, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1999.  
 Dissertation Title: Patterns of Mill Siting and Materials Processing: A Historical 

Geography of Water-Powered Industry in Central New Jersey  
M.A.  Archaeological Science, University of Bradford, England, 1975 
B.A. Archaeology and Geography, University of Birmingham, England, 1973 
 
 
EXPERIENCE 
1986-present President/Principal Archaeologist 
     Hunter Research, Inc., Trenton, NJ 
 

Founder and principal stockholder of firm providing archaeological and 
historical research, survey, excavation, evaluation, and report preparation 
services in the Northeastern United States.  Specific expertise in historical and 
industrial archaeology (mills, iron and steel manufacture, pottery manufacture), 
historical geography, historic landscape analysis.   

  
1999-present Faculty Member, Certificate in Historic Preservation 
 Office of Continuing Education, Drew University, Madison, NJ 
  
1983-1986  Vice-President/Archaeologist 
  Heritage Studies, Inc., Princeton, NJ 
 
1981-1983   Principal Archaeologist 
  Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger & Associates, Inc., East Orange, NJ 
  
1979-1981   Archaeological Consultant, Hopewell, NJ 
 
1978-1981   Adjunct Assistant Professor, Department of Classics and 
 Archaeology, Douglass College, Rutgers University, NJ 
 
1978-1979 Research Editor 
 Arete Publishing Company, Princeton, NJ 
 
1974-1977 Archaeological Field Officer 
 Northampton Development Corporation, Northampton, England 

  
1969-1970 Research Assistant 
 Department of Planning and Transportation, Greater London Council 
   
 
SELECTED PUBLICATIONS 
“On the Eagle’s Wings: Textiles, Trenton, Textiles, and a First Taste of the Industrial Revolution.”  
New Jersey History 124, Number 1, 57-98 [2009] (with Nadine Sergejeff and Damon Tvaryanas). 
 
“The Historical Geography and Archaeology of the Revolutionary War in New Jersey.”  In New 
Jersey in the American Revolution, edited by Barbara J. Mitnick, pp.165-193.  Rutgers University 
Press [2005] (with Ian C.G. Burrow). 
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“Keeping the Public in Public Archaeology.”  In:  Historic Preservation Bulletin, pp. 6-9.  New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Parks and Forestry, Historic 
Preservation Office [2004]. 
 
“A Coxon Waster Dump of the Mid-1860s, Sampled in Trenton, New Jersey.”  In:  Ceramics in 
America, edited by Robert Hunter, pp. 241-244.  University Press of New England [2003] 
 
“The Richards Face – Shades of an Eighteenth-Century American Bellarmine.”  In:  Ceramics in 
America, edited by Robert Hunter, pp. 259-261.  University Press of New England [2003] 
 
“The Pottery Decorating Shop of the Mayer Arsenal Pottery Company.”  Trenton Potteries 4(2):1-
7 [2003]. 
 
“Eighteenth-Century Stoneware Kiln of William Richards Found on the Lamberton Waterfront, 
Trenton, New Jersey.”  In:  Ceramics in America, edited by Robert Hunter, pp. 239-243.  
University Press of New England [2001] 
 
From Teacups to Toilets: A Century of Industrial Pottery in Trenton, Circa 1850 to 1940, Teachers 
Guide sponsored by the New Jersey Department of Transportation, 1997 (with Patricia Madrigal 
and Wilson Creative Marketing) 
 
"Pretty Village to Urban Place:  18th Century Trenton and Its Archaeology." New Jersey History, 
Volume 114, Numbers 3-4, 32-52 [Fall/Winter 1996] (with Ian Burrow) 
 
Hopewell:  A Historical Geography.  Township of Hopewell [1991] (with Richard L. Porter)  
 
"Contracting Archaeology? Cultural Resource Management in New Jersey, U.S.A." The Field 
Archaeologist (Journal of the Institute of Field Archaeologists) 12, 194-200 [March 1990] (with Ian 
Burrow) 
 
"American Steel in the Colonial Period:  Trenton's Role in a 'Neglected' Industry." In Canal History 
and Technology Proceedings IX, 83-118 [1990] (with Richard L. Porter) 
 
"The Demise of Traditional Pottery Manufacture on Sourland Mountain, New Jersey, during the 
Industrial Revolution."  Ch. 13 in Domestic Potters of the Northeastern United States, 1625-1850.  
Studies in Historical Archaeology, Academic Press [1985] 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
Registry of Professional Archeologists (RPA) [formerly Society of Professional Archeologists] 
    (accredited 1979; certification in field research, collections research, theoretical or archival 

research) 
Preservation New Jersey (Board Member, 1994 - 2003) 
New Jersey State Historic Sites Review Board (Member, 1983 -1993) 
Professional Archaeologists of New York City (PANYC) 
Society for Historical Archaeology 
Society for Industrial Archaeology 
Society for Post-Medieval Archaeology 
Council for Northeast Historical Archaeology 
Archaeological Society of New Jersey (Life Member) 
Mount Hope Historical Conservancy (Board Member, 1995 - 2000) 
 
 
OTHER AFFILIATIONS 
 
Trenton Downtown Association (Board Member, 1998 – present; Board Chair 2007-2008)  
Port of Trenton Museum Foundation (Board Member 2003-present) 
Hopewell Township Historic Preservation Commission (Member, 1998 – 2006; Chair 2003-2004) 
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EDUCATION 
 
M.A., Archaeology, University of Durham, Durham, United Kingdom, 1996 
 
B.A., Anthropology and History, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1995 
 
 
EXPERIENCE 
 
2001-present Principal Investigator/Report Manager 
  Hunter Research, Inc., Trenton, NJ 
 
 Technical and managerial responsibilities for survey, evaluation and mitigation of  
 selected archaeological projects.  Technical and managerial responsibility for report 
  production.  Participation in: 

 overall site direction and day-to-day management  
 development and implementation of research, excavation and analysis strategies 

for prehistoric and historic archaeological sites 
 report and proposal preparation 
 supervision of cartographic and GIS product, graphic design and report layout 
 hiring and supervision of personnel 
  

    
2001            Crew Chief 
                           Kittatinny Archaeological Research, Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania 

 survey and excavation 
 supervision of field personnel 
 stratigraphic and artifact analysis 
 

 
1997-2001      Principal Investigator/Project Manager 
                        Cultural Resource Consulting Group, Highland Park, New Jersey 

 overall site direction and day-to-day management  
 development and implementation of research, excavation and analysis strategies 

for prehistoric and historic archaeological sites 
 report and proposal preparation 
 hiring and supervision of personnel 

  
 
1997-2000       Laboratory Supervisor 
                        Cultural Resource Consulting Group, Highland Park, New Jersey 
 

Technical and managerial responsibilities for laboratory components of 
archaeological projects.  Participation in:  
 management of laboratory operations 
 supervision of laboratory personnel 
 computerization of artifact data 
 prehistoric and historic ceramic analysis 
 preparation of artifact inventories and writing of artifact sections of reports 
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1996-1997            Field Technician 
                             Cultural Resource Consulting Group, Highland Park, New Jersey 
                               
                          
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
Society for Industrial Archaeology 
Archaeological Society of New Jersey, Recording Secretary 
Society for Pennsylvania Archaeology  
New York State Archaeological Association 
Canal Society of New Jersey 
Warren County Morris Canal Committee 
Society for Industrial Archeology 
Eastern States Archaeological Federation 
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APPENDIX C

Project: Archaeological Explorations, Phillips Gristmill Site, Howell 
Living History Farm, Hopewell Township, Mercer County, 
New Jersey

Level of Survey: II

Location: Howell Living History Farm, Hopewell Township, Mercer 
County, NJ

Drainage Basin: Delaware River

U.S.G.S. Quadrangle: Lambertville, PA.-N.J.

Cultural Resources: Phillips Gristmill Site
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HUNTER RESEARCH, INC.
PROJECT SUMMARY

APPENDIX D

Project Name: Archaeological Explorations, Phillips Gristmill Site, Howell 
Living History Farm, Hopewell Township, Mercer County, 
New Jersey

Level of Survey: II

Review Agency:
Agency Reference:

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

Date of Contract Award: 7/21/10
Notice to Proceed: 7/21/10
Background Research: May - November 2012
Fieldwork: May and July 2012
Analysis: July 2012
Report Written: September - November 2012

Artifacts/Records Deposited: Hunter Research, Inc., Trenton, N.J.

Report Author(s): Richard Hunter, James Lee

10043
Date of Report: November 2012
Client: Mercer County Park Commission
Prime:

HRI Project Reference:

PROJECT PERSONNEL

Draftperson(s): Katie Rettinger, Lauren Lembo

Analyst(s): Joshua Butchko

Field Supervisor(s): Andrew Martin

Background Researcher(s): Alison Haley and Patrick Harshbarger

Field Assistant(s): Christopher Connallon, Katie Rettinger, Hannah LeBon

Principal Investigator(s): Richard Hunter, James Lee
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