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management summary

The following report describes a combined Phase I and II archaeological investigation carried out in connection 
with the demolition of 20th-century additions to the Asbury Graphite Mill and related river bank improvements 
in Franklin Township, Warren County, New Jersey.  This work was performed for Engineering & Land Planning 
Associates, Inc. and the Musconetcong Watershed Association in response to review comments provided by 
the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office (NJHPO).  This project is being reviewed by NJHPO under the 
provisions of the New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act (N.J.A.C. 7:4) since  it is being paid for in part 
by public funding from the Warren County Municipal and Charitable Conservancy. The Asbury Graphite Mill 
is listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places as a contributing element of the Asbury Historic 
District (listed November 2, 1992 in the State Register and March 19, 1993 in the National Register).  Please 
note that the project site lies within the New Jersey Highlands Planning Area. 

The purpose of this archaeological investigation was threefold:  1).  to monitor the demolition of 20th-century 
sections of the mill building and associated river bank stabilization efforts; 2). to determine the presence or 
absence of significant cultural resources within the archaeological Area of Potential Effect (APE)  and 3). to 
assess likely project effects on significant cultural resources.  An archaeological work plan was developed 
for this project by Hunter Research, Inc. and approved by the NJHPO.  The survey tasks, as specified in the 
scope-of-work, comprised:  background and documentary research (consultation of relevant agency maps and 
files; examination of pertinent primary sources, secondary sources, historic maps and aerial photographs; and 
informant interviews); fieldwork, including archaeological monitoring and field testing; laboratory and data 
analysis; and preparation of this report.

Background research suggests that the original gristmill was located within the footprint of the existing mill 
building built circa 1865.  In addition, no soils that could predate the mills and have prehistoric archaeological 
potential were identified.  An examination of landscape and observations during the archaeological excavation 
suggests that the ground surface around the mill is largely historic fill.  Demolition monitoring and archaeo-
logical investigations of the Asbury Graphite Mill project’sAPE identified sections of stone masonry founda-
tions associated with the circa 1895 conversion and expansion of the circa 1865 gristmill to produce graphite 
products.  These foundations supported frame additions to the graphite mill that were used for storage.  The 
foundations were heavily modified and expanded in the 1930s or 1940s when company operations were moved 
to newly purchased and renovated mills across the Musconetcong River to the southeast and the existing mill 
was relegated to limited screening and sorting of raw materials.  The modifications included extending and 
repairing the foundations with poured concrete and the construction of more substantial concrete block build-
ings, used for storage and shipping graphite.  In addition to these foundation remains, fragmentary walls of the 
mill’s tailrace (likely dating to circa 1865) survive within the APE along the edge of the Musconetcong River.  
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management summary (Continued)

The project undertaking includes the construction of parking areas to the northwest and southeast of the mill, a 
concrete retaining wall running southwest-northeast from the mill along the tailrace, stairs at the southwestern 
end of the parking area, and a walkway alongside the mill’s tailrace.  In addition, a new protective concrete 
footing will be poured at the base of the mill building along the river and sections of the existing masonry tail-
race walls will be removed and replaced with gabion baskets with river stone.  Archaeological monitoring is 
recommended in connection with the parking area grading, retaining wall construction and tailrace replacement. 
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A.  Project BAckground And ScoPe-
of-Work

The following report describes a combined Phase I 
and II archaeological investigation carried out in con-
nection with the demolition of 20th-century additions 
to the Asbury Graphite Mill and related river bank 
improvements in Franklin Township, Warren County, 
New Jersey  (Figure 1.1).  This work was performed 
for Engineering & Land Planning Associates, Inc. and 
the Musconetcong Watershed Association in response 
to review comments provided by the New Jersey 
Historic Preservation Office (NJHPO) (email from 
Maresca to Leavens, April 5, 2012).  This project is 
being reviewed by NJHPO under the provisions of the 
New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act (N.J.A.C. 
7:4) since  it is beng paid for in part by public funding 
from the Warren County Municipal and Charitable 
Conservancy.The Asbury Graphite Mill is listed on 
the State and National Registers of Historic Places as 
a contributing element of the Asbury Historic District 
(listed November 2, 1992 in the State Register and 
March 19, 1993 in the National Register) (Bertland 
1992).  Please note that the project site lies within the 
New Jersey Highlands Planning Area. 

The purpose of this archaeological investigation was 
threefold:  1).  to monitor the demolition of 20th-cen-
tury sections of the mill building and associated river 
bank stabilization efforts; 2). to determine the presence 
or absence of significant cultural resources within the 
archaeological Area of Potential Effect (APE)  and 3). 
to assess likely project effects on significant cultural 
resources.  An archaeological work plan was developed 
for this project by Hunter Research, Inc. and approved 
by the NJHPO (Saunders to Gullage, July 23, 2012 
[HPO-G2012-223]).  In addition, these investigations 

were conducted in accordance with the instructions 
and intents of various applicable Federal and State 
legislation and guidelines governing the evaluation of 
project impacts on archaeological resources, notably:  
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended; the regulations and guidelines 
for the protection of historic properties as published in 
the Federal Register on May 18, 1999 by the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800); 
the “Guidelines for Preparing Cultural Resources 
Management Archaeological Reports Submitted to the 
Historic Preservation Office,” issued by the NJHPO 
in December, 1994; and the various draft and final 
Historic Context papers issued by the NJHPO as part 
of the “New Jersey Historic Preservation Plan.” 

Senior Hunter Research personnel who were respon-
sible for undertaking these investigations meet the 
federal standards for qualified professional archaeolo-
gists as specified in 36 CFR 66.3(b)(2) and 36 CFR 
61.  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 Musconetcong Watershed Association  in Asbury, 
New Jersey for permanent curation. 

The survey tasks, as specified in the scope-of-work, 
comprised:  background and documentary research 
(consultation of relevant agency maps and files; 
examination of pertinent primary sources, secondary 
sources, historic maps and aerial photographs; and 
informant interviews); fieldwork, including archaeo-
logical monitoring and field testing; laboratory and 
data analysis; and preparation of this report.
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Figure 1.1.  Detailed Location of Project Site (Outlined).  Source:  uSGS 7.5’ Topographic Series, Bloomsbury, 
N.J. (1955 [photorevised 1970]) and High Bridge, N.J. (1955 [photorevised 1970]).  Scale: 1 inch= 1,000 feet. 
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b.  desCriPtion oF the undertaking 
and deFinition oF areas oF 
Potential eFFeCt

The project proposes to demolish three, 20th-century 
concrete block additions to the 19th-century Asbury 
Graphite Mill, create a parking area, construct a con-
crete retaining wall, and build steps leading down to 
a walkway along the river.  The fragmentary dry-laid 
masonry of the mill’s tailrace will also be replaced 
with gabion baskets and a concrete footing poured 
along the foundation of the mill to prevent erosion.

The project’s area of potential effect (APE) for 
archaeological resources was determined through con-
sultation between Hunter Research, Inc., Engineering 
& Land Planning Associates, Inc.,  the Musconetcong 
Watershed Association, and the NJHPO.  The archae-
ological APE corresponds to the existing driveway, 
the footprint of the three additions and the tailrace of 
the mill.  The APE varies from between 140 and 75 
feet wide and is 190 feet in length. The limits of the 
archaeological APE are shown superimposed on proj-
ect plans in Figure 1.2.  

C.  Criteria oF evaluation

The information generated by these investigations 
was considered in terms of the criteria of evaluation, 
the guidelines established for making determinations 
concerning National Register eligibility as outlined by 
the u.S. Department of the Interior, National Register 
Program in 36 CFR 60.4:

The quality of significance in American history, archi-
tecture, archaeology and culture is present in districts, 
sites, buildings, structures and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, work-
manship, feeling and association, and:
  

A.  that are associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history; or

B.  that are associated with the lives of persons sig-
nificant in our past; or

C.  that embody the distinctive characteristics of 
a type, period or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or

D.  that have yielded, or may be likely to yield infor-
mation important in prehistory or history.

Properties which qualify for the National Register, 
must have significance in one or more “Areas of 
Significance” that are listed in National Register 
Bulletin 16A.  

Ordinarily, cemeteries, birthplaces or graves of his-
torical figures, properties owned by religious insti-
tutions or used for religious purposes, structures 
that have been moved from their original locations, 
reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily 
commemorative in nature, and properties that have 
achieved significance within the past 50 years shall 
not be considered eligible for the National Register.  
However, such properties will qualify if they are inte-
gral parts of districts that do meet the criteria or if they 
fall within the following categories:

A.   a religious property deriving primary signifi-
cance from architectural or artistic distinction or his-
torical importance; or

B.  a building or structure removed from its original 
location but which is significant primarily for archi-
tectural value, or which is the surviving structure 
most importantly associated with a historic person 
or event; or
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C.  a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of out-
standing importance if there is no other appropriate 
site or building directly associated with his produc-
tive life; or

D.  a cemetery which derives its primary signifi-
cance from graves of persons of transcendent impor-
tance, from age, from distinctive design features, or 
from association with historic events; or

 E.  a reconstructed building when accurately 
executed in a suitable environment and presented 
in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master 
plan, and when no other building or structure with 
the same association has survived; or
   
F.  a property primarily commemorative in intent of 
design, age, tradition, or symbolic 
value has invested it with its own historic signifi-
cance; or

G.  a property achieving significance within the past 
50 years if it is of exceptional importance.

d.  deFinition oF terms

The following definitions are from the Department 
of the Interior, National Register of Historic Places 
36 CFR 63 (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 183, Wed. 
Sept. 21, 1977, pp. 47666-67):

1.  A “site” is the location of a significant event, or 
prehistoric or historic  occupation or activity or a 
building or structure whether standing, ruined, or 
vanished where the location itself maintains histori-
cal or archaeological value regardless of the value of 
any existing structures.

2.  A “building” is a structure created to shelter 
and form of human activity such as a house, barn, 
church, hotel or similar structure.  “Buildings” may 
refer to a historically related complex, such as a 
courthouse and jail or a house and barn.

3.  A “structure” is a work make up of interdepen-
dent and interrelated parts in a definite pattern or 
organization.  Constructed by man, it is often an 
engineering project large in scale.

4.  An “object” is a material thing of functional, 
aesthetic, cultural, historical, or scientific value that 
may be, by nature or design, movable yet related to 
a specific setting or environment.

e.  Previous researCh and PrinCiPal 
inFormation sourCes

Asbury, New Jersey was surveyed as part of cultural 
resource surveys of Warren and Hunterdon Counties 
(MAAR, Inc. 1991; Hunterdon County Planning 
Board 1979).  The Asbury Historic District was listed 
in the State and National Registers of Historic Places 
in 1992 (Bertland 1992).  Outside of these architec-
tural surveys, the current project site has not been the 
subject of a cultural resource investigation prior to the 
current archaeological investigation.  

Hunter Research consulted materials at the New Jersey 
State Museum, New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Office, New Jersey State Library and New Jersey 
State Archives in Trenton, New Jersey.  Historic maps 
including Gordon’s Map of Warren (1825), Cornell’s 
Map of Hunterdon County, New Jersey (1851), 
McCarty’s Map of Warren County (1852), Walling’s 
Map of the County of Warren (1860), Beers’ Atlas of 
Hunterdon County, New Jersey (1873) and County 
Atlas of Warren, New Jersey (1874) and Pugh and 
Downing’s Map of Hunterdon County, New Jersey 
(1902) provided key information.  Significant pub-
lished secondary sources included J.P. Snell’s History 
of Sussex and Warren Counties, New Jersey (1881), 
A. Van Doren Honeyman’s Northwest New Jersey: A 
History of Somerset, Morris, Hunterdon, Warren and 
Sussex Counties (1927), D.H. Moreau’s Traditions 
of Hunterdon (1957), Wacker’s The Musconetcong 
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Valley of New Jersey: A Historical Geography (1968) 
and J.P. Snyder’s The Story of New Jersey’s Civil 
Boundaries, 1606-1968 (1969). 

Members of the Musconetcong Watershed Association 
provided some history of the mill buildings.  The cur-
rent manager of the active Asbury Graphite plant, 
located along the Hunterdon County side of the river 
just opposite the mill, was also interviewed and pro-
vided some historic information.
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Chapter 2

geograPhiCal setting

a.  PhysiograPhy

The area under investigation lies within the Western 
Highlands subprovince of the New Jersey Highlands 
physiographic province (also known as the Reading 
Prong). The Kittatinny Valley (the eastern subprov-
ince of the Appalachian Valley and Ridge physio-
graphic province) lies immediately adjacent to the 
northwest (Figure 2.1).  The Piedmont lowlands lie 
to the southeast.  The Western Highlands generally 
consist of a broad, flat-topped highland belt with inter-
montane valleys.  Near the Delaware River, the north-
east-southwest trending ranges are broken by wide 
inter-highland valleys and low irregular ridges, pro-
ducing some considerably pronounced and variable 
topography.  Mountain ridge elevations in the Western 
Highlands range from 1,000 to 1,500 feet above sea 
level  with intermontane valleys ran ging from 300 to 
800 feet above sea level (Wolfe 1977:226-243).  The 
project site lies along the banks of the Musconetcong 
River in one of these wide inter-highland valleys 
approximately 330 feet above sea level, between the 
ridges known as Pohatcong Mountain to the north-
west and Musconetcong Mountain to the southeast.  
The Musconetcong River meets the Delaware River 
roughly 12 miles to the southwest.

b.  geology

The hills around the project area are formed on 
Precambrian gneisses and schists, while the underly-
ing geology of the valleys consists predominantly 
of Paleozoic limestones and shales.  Some valleys 
contain small outcrops of Precambrian limestone 
and infolds of Devonian sandstone and shale.  The 
limestones present produce a low grade chert similar 
to the dark blue to gray Helderberger chert of eastern 

Pennsylvania.  This chert is suitable for knapping as 
is evidenced by a number of prehistoric artifacts made 
of this material in local collections.

C.  soils

The project site is located just south of the terminal 
moraine deposited by the Wisconsin ice advance 
that extends across the New Jersey Highlands from 
Belvidere to Dover.  Because of this, the soils within 
the project site were formed in either glacial till or in 
material that has weathered from bedrock and depos-
ited through the alluvial action of the river.  The soils 
are classified as Hazen-Hoosic complex (HdxAb), 
which are well drained stony soils with a loam topsoil 
overlying stratified sandy soils (Natural Resource 
Conservation Service).  However, it is likely that a 
significant amount of soil was brought to the site dur-
ing historic fill episodes (see below, Chapter 5).  

d.  vegetation and modern land use

Although the present vegetation of the New Jersey 
Highlands is dominated by trees belonging to the 
mixed-oak forest association of the eastern decidu-
ous forest formation, the current vegetation cover has 
been largely cleared by commercial, residential and 
transportation development, including commercial 
sod, opportunistic vegetation found along fence rows 
and road edges and some agricultural crops (pre-
dominantly corn).  The project site consists of a small 
section of lawn along the road edge with some brush 
around the edges of the mill buildings.  The rest of the 
area consists of partially paved or gravel covered road 
and parking surfaces.
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Figure 2.1.  Physiographic Map of the New Jersey Highlands Showing the Location of the Project 
Site (starred).

O
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Chapter 3

PrehistoriC baCkground

a.  regional overview

The prehistory of northern New Jersey is conven-
tionally divided into five major cultural periods:  
Paleo-Indian; Archaic; Transitional; Woodland; and 
Contact.  The Archaic and Woodland prehistoric 
periods are further divided into early, middle, and late 
sub-periods (e.g., Early Archaic, Middle Archaic and 
Late Archaic).  This cultural-temporal framework has 
been assembled by comparing artifacts derived from 
stratigraphically excavated archaeological contexts 
with the age of similar artifacts  determined by either 
radiocarbon dating or stratigraphic association.  Each 
period or sub-period is also characterized by its own 
distinctive technologies and subsistence and settle-
ment strategies that enabled these prehistoric peoples 
to adapt to ongoing change in their natural and social 
environments (Kinsey 1972; Kraft 1977, 1986, 2001; 
Ritchie 1980; Custer 1996).

In addition to analyzing material culture remains 
within this established temporal framework, prehis-
torians will typically place considerable emphasis 
on the reconstruction of the paleoenvironment when 
attempting to understand Native American subsis-
tence and settlement strategies.  This latter field of 
research necessitates the interaction of archaeologists 
with scientists from several other disciplines, notably 
geology, glaciology, geomorphology, paleobotany and 
paleontology.  Prehistoric peoples in the region were 
intimately connected with components of the natural 
environment that affected their subsistence and settle-
ment strategies.  These included:  local availability of 
lithic and organic raw materials; seasonal fluctuations 
in the abundance, quality and distributions of edible 
plant and animal resources; weather; and the configu-
ration of local edaphic factors.  It is therefore assumed 

that the archaeological patterning within and between 
sites is a reflection of the choices made by prehistoric 
Native American groups within the limitations of their 
respective environments.

1.  the Paleo-indian Period (circa 12,500 to 
8,000 b.P.)

The earliest recognized groups of hunter-gatherers on 
the North American continent are referred to as Paleo-
Indians.  The archaeological hallmark of these people 
is a distinctive style of projectile which was used to 
tip javelins or spears and could also have served as a 
knife used in butchering.  These points are easily rec-
ognized from those of later periods through the pres-
ence of single or multiple flake scars which extend 
vertically from the base of the artifact toward its tip.  
This distinctive manufacturing technique, presumed 
to aid in hafting the point to a foreshaft, has resulted 
in these tools being collectively referred to as “fluted 
points.”  Fluted points typically occur as isolated sur-
face finds and have been found in 19 of New Jersey’s 
counties.

In the Northeastern united States, the initial appear-
ance of small, familial bands of Paleo-Indian hunter-
gatherers is believed to have occurred between 13,000 
to 12,000 years ago in the wake of the receding 
Laurentide glaciation.  With sea level still low and 
the Atlantic coastline still a considerable distance 
to the  east of its present-day location, the climate 
in interior areas like the Delaware Valley was prob-
ably more continental than it is today.  Traditionally, 
the post-glacial environment of the region has been 
viewed as characterized by a series of vegetational 
changes.  Initially dominated by tundra vegetation, the 
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area was then considered to have become successively 
parkland, spruce forest and pine or pine-hardwood 
forest, the latter taking root around 9,000 to 8,000 B.P.  
During the boreal spruce forest stage it was believed 
that the region was uniformly covered by conifers.  
However, recent studies of fossil pollen cores reveal 
a high percentage of oak in the early spruce forest.  
Spruce, for example, seems to have dominated in the 
poorly drained lowland areas, but mixed deciduous-
coniferous woodland characterized many well-drained 
upland locales (Eisenberg 1978).  Thus, the pattern of 
vegetational communities during Paleo-Indian times 
is perhaps better viewed as a changing mosaic than as 
a series of successive broad zones of more homoge-
neous composition.

Animal communities during the Paleo-Indian period 
included both extinct and extant species.  Largest and 
most exotic of these were the proboscideans;  mast-
odon and mammoth.  While both species were con-
temporaries of Paleo-Indian peoples, no direct asso-
ciations of Paleo-Indian artifacts with proboscideans 
have yet been discovered east of the Mississippi River.  
By 10,000 years ago, the majority of large Pleistocene 
fauna had become extinct (Funk 1977:325).

2. the archaic Period (circa 8,000 to 3,300 
b.P.)

Generally speaking, the Archaic Period was marked 
by an ameliorating climate resulting in continued 
glacial melt and rising sea levels.  The retreat of the 
tundra and spruce boreal forest environment in the 
Archaic period was accompanied by new cultural 
adaptations to this changing landscape.  During this 
period there was a change in the style of projectile 
points, as the fluting technique was abandoned and 
replaced by notching.  The earliest notched points are 
the Kirk series, bifurcated base points and Stanley-
like points (Coe 1964; Funk 1976).  The appearance 
of these point types has traditionally been used to 

mark the beginning of the Early Archaic phase.  More 
recently, however, it has been suggested that this 
change in projectile point style does not necessarily 
indicate a new way of life.  Late Paleo-Indian popula-
tions and Early Archaic peoples probably followed 
the same basic type of existence, with the change in 
projectile point style merely reflecting a technological 
rather than an economic shift (Gardner 1974; Cavallo 
1981).  The Archaic period is also characterized by the 
appearance in the archaeological record of new imple-
ments such as bola stones and spear-thrower weights.

One of the major research topics in New Jersey pre-
history and other areas of the Northeast relates to the 
apparent scarcity of archaeological sites between the 
period of 9,000 to 7,500 B.P.  Studies of plant and ani-
mal successions suggest that there was a continuous 
expansion of a spruce-fir parkland biome of moderate 
density in the region during this time (Davis 1969).  
This type of forest environment is noted for its sparse 
populations of edible plant and animal resources as 
opposed, for example, to the carrying capacity of late-
glacial park-tundra habitats or more modern decidu-
ous forests (Butzer 1964:137-138, 145).

If Early Archaic populations were present in the more 
northern areas of New Jersey, the Lower Hudson or 
New England, Funk (1976:232) believes that the num-
bers of people were extremely low and the population 
widely dispersed.  In the upper Susquehanna Valley, 
Rippeteau (1977:393) argues that the paucity of Early 
Archaic floodplain sites may be due to their destruc-
tion by the river’s meandering and cutting actions 
prior to its stabilization at approximately 9,000 B.P.  
Other suggested explanations for the postulated hiatus 
include sampling bias and the possibility that early 
point types in this region may differ from traditional 
diagnostics and, as a result, have gone unrecognized 
in early occupation assemblages (Funk 1977:326; 
Funk and Wellman 1984:84-88).  Very few Early or 
Middle Archaic sites have been identified in northern 
New Jersey, the most important being those identified 



Page 3-3

ArchAeologicAl investigAtions: Asbury grAphite Mill, WArren county, neW Jersey

in the upper Delaware Valley, such as the Shawnee-
Minisink, Harry’s Farm, Miller Field, Faucett and 
Rockelein sites (Kraft 1986:51-62).

3. the transitional Period (circa 4,000-
3,000 b.P.)

For many archaeologists, the Transitional period is 
regarded as indistinguishable from the Late Archaic 
period.  Although there is evidence of increasingly 
intensive subsistence strategies through much of 
the mid-continental and eastern united States that 
may reflect changes in social relations which are not 
necessarily direct responses to environmental trans-
formations (Bender 1985).  Ritchie (1980) and oth-
ers identify the Transitional period as the time when 
broad blade projectile points, knives and stone bowls 
(generally carved from a soft stone known as steatite 
or soapstone) were first introduced into the Northeast.  
The introduction of soapstone is significant, reflect-
ing the establishment of extensive trade networks to 
provide aboriginal groups with the relatively scarce 
material.

4. the woodland Period (circa 3,000 b.P.-
a.d. 1600)

Although changes over time in the Woodland catalog 
of domestic goods may suggest substantial cultural 
shifts, possibly reflecting the intra-continental move-
ment of different Native American groups, scholars 
in the Middle Atlantic currently also argue for strong 
cultural continuity through the Late Archaic, Early 
Woodland, and Middle Woodland periods based on 
the archaeological record (Custer 1989).

The Woodland period is often said to begin with the 
introduction of ceramic technology.  Northern New 
Jersey’s environment during this period was virtually 
the same as that which existed during the historic 

period.  The most important exception to this was the 
level of the sea, which continued its gradual rise but 
still remained lower than at present.  Estuarine envi-
ronments were being established for the first time in 
many areas of the Atlantic seaboard.

In addition to ceramics, the Early Woodland period 
(circa 3,000-2,000 B.P.) is also marked by the increas-
ing appearance of socio-religious artifact types such 
as tubular smoking pipes, tubular copper beads and 
two-holed gorgets.  Although details are unclear, early 
cultigens may also appear in the region at this time.  A 
well-developed complex of mortuary ceremonialism 
is carried over from the Transitional period.

During the Middle Woodland period (circa 2,000 B.P. 
through A.D. 1000) the Fox Creek culture flourished 
in this region and is thought to be strongly associated 
with fishing activities (Kraft 1986:105).  Sites of this 
cultural affiliation are characterized by the presence of 
Fox Creek stemmed and lanceolate points, ungrooved 
axes (or celts), hammerstones, anvils and pestles, 
stamped and impressed pottery, as well as elbow and 
platform pipes.  This period also represents the flores-
cence of mortuary ceremonialism, while formalized 
horticulture may have begun to play some role in the 
settlement-subsistence pattern.  In the Delaware Valley 
the appearance of larger storage pits and ceramic ves-
sels may herald a trend toward increasingly sedentary 
and/or concentrated settlement.

The principal distinguishing characteristic of the 
Late Woodland period (after circa A.D. 1000) is 
the indisputable importance of cultigens, especially 
corn, beans and squash.  In addition, there was a con-
comitant shift in settlement patterns with large semi-
sedentary, villages appearing, especially on the flood 
plains and river terraces.  The Late Woodland toolkit 
remained functionally similar to those of previous 
cultures.  Important variations included an increasing 
emphasis upon tools related to plant and fish resource 
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exploitation and certain stylistic shifts, most notably 
marked by the appearance of triangular projectile 
points (Kraft 1978).

5. the Contact Period (after circa a.d. 
1600)

At the time of initial contact with Europeans during the 
late 16th and 17th centuries the Delaware Valley was 
occupied by Algonquian-speaking peoples who have 
generally been classified as Delaware.  Their socio-
political organization was that of loosely structured, 
autonomous village bands of perhaps a few hundred 
each.  Two closely-related Eastern Algonquian dia-
lects, Munsee and unami, were spoken in this region.  
Munsee speakers inhabited the northern part of the 
region, roughly the area northeast of the Delaware 
Water Gap, while the unami speakers occupied the 
southern part of the region.  

Although the Indians had probably made European 
trading contacts even before Verrazano entered New 
York Bay in 1524, the first substantial records of 
contact are from Henry Hudson’s 1609 voyage up the 
river which now bears his name.  European contact 
also brought severe changes to the Delaware way of 
life including the destruction of native traditions and 
an increasing dependence on European trade goods.  
In addition to voluntary migration, disease, alcohol-
ism, and, to a lesser extent, warfare all contributed 
to the decimation of the Delaware population of the 
Wallkill and Lower Hudson Valleys (Ruttenber et al. 
1881:9-11; Goddard 1978:214).

b.  loCal Prehistory

The Delaware River, along with its principal tributar-
ies such as the Musconetcong River, has been a major 
transportation route throughout prehistory and history.  
Aboriginal peoples would have frequently traveled 

this watercourse and its major tributaries.   Distribution 
patterns of known prehistoric sites, especially in the 
later prehistoric periods as Native American popula-
tions increased in number and became more sedentary, 
show a strong preference for floodplain locations in 
major river valleys.  Well-drained terraces adjacent 
to confluences, for example, will typically produce 
archaeological evidence of aboriginal activities asso-
ciated with the procurement and processing of food 
and the manufacture or maintenance of tools.

By the time of the first European contact, a dense net-
work of aboriginal trails was in existence which served 
to link village sites, hunting and fishing grounds and 
camp sites.  Two conjectured aboriginal trails are 
located in the vicinity of the project area.  The closest 
is the Malayelick Path which appears to have linked 
the Washington area with the cluster of sites known 
as the Abbott Farm complex near Trenton.  This trail 
may be an extension of the Maxatauny Path which is 
supposed to have led from Reading to Easton, cross-
ing the Delaware River into the Phillipsburg area 
and continuing east through New Jersey (Wallace 
1965).  A branch of the Minisink Trail originating at 
Phillipsburg may also have passed through the proj-
ect area before continuing on to the Hampton area 
(Wacker 1968, 1975).

Numerous prehistoric sites have been documented in 
the Highlands and Valley and Ridge provinces in the 
Delaware drainage basin and Musconetcong River 
sub-basin.  Many of these are represented by surface 
scatters of non-diagnostic cultural materials (e.g., 
lithic waste and tools that cannot be attributed to any 
particular cultural period), but a large number are 
likely to be Late Archaic or Woodland period camp 
sites that were occupied for relatively short periods.  
Numerous other sites are known along this middle 
section of the Delaware River, especially on terraces 
surrounding confluences of the Delaware with its 
larger tributary drainages, such as the Musconetcong 
River.  It is probable that there was considerable 
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activity during prehistoric times at the mouth of the 
Musconetcong Valley, which is located a few miles 
south of the mouth of the Lehigh River. From this 
location, populations likely extended up the river and 
along smaller creek valleys creating smaller, task spe-
cific sites for resource procurement.  Also, just to the 
east of the project site near Hampton, New Jersey is a 
gap in the mountain ridge that leads to the southeast 
into central northern New Jersey.

Several sites have been identified in the general vicin-
ity of the project site, all but one of these sites were 
identified by Max Schrabisch in the 1917 survey of 
Warren and Hunterdon Counties (Schrabisch 1917).  
Schrabisch gives no details about these sites and, 
surprisingly, gives very little information about the 
Musconetcong Valley as a whole, simply talking about 
the presence of argillite lithic material at sites in the 
valley in contrast to the lack of naturally occurring 
argillite outcrops (Schrabisch 1917:65).  

At Schrabisch’s time it was unknown that the 
Musconetcong Valley contains one of the most 
important Paleo-Indian sites in New Jersey and 
the Northeastern united States.  The Plenge site 
(28Wa636) is located in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site.  According to Kraft, “The Plenge site has 
produced a Paleo-Indian expression of major signifi-
cance in the east.  The number and variety of fluted 
points are quite unique, and so too are the quantity 
and quality of domestic and utilitarian implements.  
With few exceptions, almost every recognized type of 
Paleo-Indian artifact is represented on this site” (Kraft 
1973:112).  Although the exact location of the site is 
undisclosed, it is known to be located about 200 feet 
from the Musconetcong River, 15 to 18 feet above the 
floodplain, in a different topographic setting than the 
current project site, which lies right on the banks of 
the Musconetcong River.
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The project site is located on the north bank of the 
Musconetcong River in the village of Asbury, Franklin 
Township, Warren County. Franklin Township was 
formed from parts of Greenwich, Mansfield and 
Oxford Townships and incorporated in 1839 and 
its boundaries have remained unchanged since that 
time. At this location, the Musconetcong River forms 
the boundary between Franklin Township, Warren 
County on the north side of the river and Bethlehem 
Township, Hunterdon County on the south side of the 
river. The Old Main Street Bridge, located at the mill’s 
southwest quadrant, connects the two counties and the 
north and south sections of Asbury village.

The earliest immigrants to the region in the first 
half of the 18th century were predominately English 
subsistence farmers who tended to settle on cleared 
land near water and along the transportation corridors 
provided by existing Native American paths.  Early 
18th-century subsistence farming included crops such 
as buckwheat, rye, flax and livestock.  With the exten-
sion of cleared land and developments in transporta-
tion, subsistence agriculture shifted to commercial 
agriculture and production changed as well.  In the 
Musconetcong Valley, this shift occurred in the mid-
18th century and by the end of that century, wheat and 
rye were the primary cash crops of the valley (Wacker 
1968: 37, 55-56).  

The shift to commercial agriculture was aided by 
development of a formal, yet sparse, road network and 
the opening of milling sites along the Musconetcong.  
By 1781 a road running parallel to the Musconetcong 
River on the northwest (Warren County) side of the 
river had been laid out (Figure 4.1).  During the late 
18th and early 19th centuries, nucleated settlements 
developed around mill sites that were erected along 

the Musconetcong. Asbury was one such village. In 
1781, Peter Woolever, who had purchased some 500 
acres encompassing the site of Asbury in 1754, sold 
a 2-acre lot on the north side of the river to Adam 
Hall. Hall erected a grist mill and in 1787 advertised 
that the gristmill and “a commodious house” were for 
lease (Wilson 1988:95). With the opening of this mill, 
Asbury, which was originally known by the place 
name of Hall’s Mill, became one of about a dozen 
small industrial villages built around the technol-
ogy of waterpower derived from dams erected on the 
Musconetcong River in Warren and Hunterdon coun-
ties (Wacker 1968; Bertland 1992:8:1-4).

In 1792, William McCullough (1759-1840) pur-
chased Hall’s gristmill. McCullough was raised near 
Bloomsbury, about 5 miles downstream from Hall’s 
Mill, where his father owned a mill. McCullough 
settled at Hall’s Mill in 1784 and may have been in 
partnership with Hall prior to purchasing the mill 
outright. McCullough prospered both as a miller and a 
major landowner in the area. Between 1803 and 1806, 
he purchased two additional mill seats across the river 
from his mill from David Henderson, who had oper-
ated a sawmill there. McCullough sold one of these 
mill seats to Thomas H. and James D. Wiggins for the 
erection of a woolen mill in 1812.  The other mill seat 
he kept for himself erecting, no later than 1814, a sec-
ond gristmill, a sawmill, a plaster mill and a linseed 
oil mill. By 1831, he had also added a clover mill, but 
it is unspecified whether this mill was associated with 
the north or south bank mills. The Gordon map of 
1825 shows Asbury as a nucleated mill village with its 
residential area concentrated at the crossroads to the 
north of the mills on the river (Figure 4.2) (Bertland 
1992:8:4-5; Litchfield et. al. 2012: 73).
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Figure 4.1.  Skinner, A.  Detail of A Map Containing Part of the Provinces of New York and New Jersey.  Drawn 
for Oliver Delancey, Adjutant General of N. America & Major of the 17th Light Dragoons.  1781.  Project Area 
Circled.  Scale: 1 inch = 3,100 feet (approximately).
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Figure 4.2.  Gordon, T.  Detail of Map of Warren.  1825.  Project Area Circled.  Scale: 1 inch = 2.5 miles (ap-
proximately).
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In 1836, McCullough sold the entire Asbury mill com-
plex to his son-in-laws, Israel D. Disosway of Newark 
and William Van Antwerp of New York City. In 1838, 
they divided the property with Van Antwerp taking 
ownership of the north gristmill and Disosway taking 
ownership of the larger south mill complex, consisting 
of the woolen mill, which McCullough had purchased 
from the Wiggins in 1834, and the combination grist-
mill, sawmill, plaster mill and oil mill.  In 1850, David 
Hoffman purchased the southern mill complex from 
Disosway, and seven years later in 1857, purchased 
the north gristmill from Van Antwerp. This complex 
of mills, consisting of three distinct mill seats sharing 
the same mill pond, is clearly evident in the McCarty 
map of 1852 (Figure 4.3) and the Walling map of 
1860 (Figure 4.4). The Beers map of 1874 provided 
one of the more detailed cartographic depictions of 
the Hoffman mills and waterpower system at Asbury 
in the latter half of the 19th century (Figure 4.5). The 
map shows the gristmill at its current location with 
a scale house at its northeast quadrant (Beers 1874; 
Bertland 1992:8:7; Litchfield et. al. 2012: 76).

John M. Hoffman purchased the north gristmill from 
his father David Hoffman in 1864 (Warren County 
Deed S9/339). The deed described the property as 
measuring “a little over one acre” with the southeast 
corner located at the “center of the mill dam.” This 
dam provided water to the mills on both sides of 
the river, and the younger Hoffman was responsible 
for a one-third share of the costs of maintaining the 
dam. Hoffman erected the present-day 3.5-story stone 
mill in 1863 or possibly 1864 or 1865 depending on 
the source. Whatever the exact date, it seems likely 
that the original late-18th-century mill of Adam Hall 
would have been considered quite antiquated after 
nearly 70 years of service.  In 1860, this old mill was 
described by the industrial schedules of the federal 
census as having three runs of stone with annual pro-
duction of 3,000 bushels of wheat and 16,000 bushels 
of other grains. It is unclear how much of Hall’s 
old mill may have been incorporated into the later 

Hoffman mill (physical evidence suggests it may have 
only been foundational material), but the new mill 
was described as having four runs of stone, one more 
than the earlier mill, with “a capacity of 200 bushels 
per day, though its average product is 100 bushels 
per day” (Snell 1881: 708).  Data from the industrial 
census of 1870 confirmed that the mill had four burr 
millstone sets powered by a waterwheel rated at 30 
horsepower. In 1870, the mill processed 24,100 bush-
els of grains, representing about a 27 percent increase 
in production over the data collected ten years earlier 
in 1860, consistent with the addition of a fourth run 
of stones. The industrial census of 1880, however, 
reported that Hoffman processed 40,000 bushels of 
grains with its four run of stone, a substantial increase 
of 66 percent over the prior decade. The 40,000 bushel 
figure suggested that the mill had either worked near 
its full capacity of 200 bushels per day that year or that 
the mill machinery had been upgraded and was work-
ing with greater efficiency. Evidence for the latter 
was that sometime between 1870 and 1880, Hoffman 
had replaced a waterwheel with two turbines of 5-feet 
diameter and operating speeds of 53 revolutions per 
minute generating 32 horsepower (Federal Census of 
New Jersey 1860, 1870, 1880; Bertland 1992:8:9).

In 1895 Harry M. Riddle (1865-1937) leased the 
Hoffman gristmill and converted it to crushing raw 
graphite for use as an additive to paint and stove pol-
ish. Riddle grew up on a farm in nearby New Hampton 
and after graduating college from the Trenton State 
Normal School, set up as a storekeeper with gen-
eral stores in Asbury and New Hampton. He was 
also the Asbury postmaster. At age 30, he expanded 
his entrepreneurial undertaking by leasing the former 
Hoffman gristmill from his wife’s aunt, an heir of 
Jonathan Hoffman, and setting up the Asbury Graphite 
Company. Initially, Riddle purchased raw graphite 
from brokers in New York City and adapted the mill’s 
waterpower system and millstones to grinding hunks 
of the soft black mineral into a powder. Hoffman 
aggressively marketed the powder, apparently under-
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Figure 4.3.  McCarty, D.  Map of Warren County, New Jersey.  1852.  Project Area Circled.  Scale: 1 inch = 350  
feet (approximately).
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Figure 4.4. Walling, H. F. Map of Warren County, New Jersey.  1860.  Project Area Circled.  Scale: 1 inch = 150  
feet (approximately).
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Figure 4.5.  Beers, F. W.  Franklin Township in County Atlas of Warren, New Jersey.  1874.  Project Area 
Circled.  Scale: 1 inch = 200 feet (approximately).
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taking a sustained letter writing campaign to potential 
customers. He met with such success that by 1903 he 
purchased the gristmill, and in 1908 he also purchased 
the mills on the south side of the river and converted 
them to graphite production.  The old Hoffman mill 
on the north side of the river became known as Plant 
No. 1 and the one on the south side of the river as 
Plant No. 2. A postcard view showed Plant No. 1 at 
about the time that Riddle purchased the south side 
plant (Photograph 4.1). The Sanborn map of 1909 
recorded Plant No. 1 as a 3.5-story stone mill with a 
series of three 1 to 1.5-story wood sheds for storage 
of raw graphite off of its west elevation (Figure 4.6). 
Operations in the mill were grinding on the first floor 
and bolting (sifting) on the second and third floors. 
The mill had a single turbine for generating power for 
the machinery and a dynamo for generating electric-
ity for light (Sanborn Map Company 1909; Lefferts 
and Peifer 1979: 201-2; Bertland 1992:8:10; Asbury 
Carbons 2013).

In 1914, Riddle’s son, Harry Riddle, Jr., joined the 
company and helped boost production to meet the 
growing demand for graphite as a lubricant for motors 
and other electrical machinery. During the 1910s and 
1920s, the company supplemented its waterpower 
system with diesel engines and adopted many techno-
logical improvements including flotation separation 
equipment and grinding equipment capable of pro-
ducing various grades for special industrial applica-
tions. After the acquisition and improvements to Plant 
No. 2, it became the center of the Asbury Graphite 
Company’s operations.  Plant No. 1 was used to grind 
graphite intermittently since its old millstone system 
was considered very inefficient. After a time, the old 
stone mill was mostly used to screen graphite hunks 
into various sizes. At some point, probably in the 
1930s or 1940s based on physical evidence, a bin 
and elevator/screw system were added to the mill so 
that the graphite could be conveyed from the sheds to 
the mill’s upper floor rather than hauled up in bags 
(Lefferts and Peifer 1979: 202; Asbury Carbons 2013).

Screening operations at Plant No. 1 wound down in 
the 1970s, and it was eventually sold by the Riddle 
family to the Musconetcong Watershed Association 
(MWA) in 1999. The MWA is currently planning to 
rehabilitate the building for use as offices and meeting 
space. The Asbury Graphite Company, now known as 
Asbury Carbons, is currently under the fourth genera-
tion of Riddle family management. During the 20th 
century, the company grew into a major international 
manufacturer and supplier of graphite and other car-
bon products. Asbury Carbons owns plants throughout 
the united States and Canada.  Plant No. 2 across the 
river from the project site continues in operation and 
Asbury remains the company’s headquarters (Gary 
Ziegler, person communication 2012; Asbury Carbons 
2013).



ArchAeologicAl investigAtions: Asbury grAphite Mill, WArren county, neW Jersey

Page 4-9

Fi
gu

re
 4

.6
.  

Sa
nb

or
n 

M
ap

 C
om

pa
ny

. D
et

ai
l o

f S
he

et
 2

, A
sb

ur
y,

 W
ar

re
n 

C
ou

nt
y.

 1
90

9.



hunter research, inc.

Page 4-10

Photograph 4.1. Postcard view of Asbury mills, looking south with the old Hoffman Mill/Asbury 
Graphite Plant No. 1 to right of the bridges and mill pond to left.  Circa 1906. Source: West Jersey 
History Project 2011.



a.  ProJeCt site desCriPtion

The Asbury Graphite Mill project site is located at 478 
Old Main Street, Block 55, Lots 1 and 2, in the unin-
corporated village of Asbury in Franklin Township, 
Warren County, New Jersey (Photograph 5.1).  The 
site is composed of the Asbury Graphite Mill, a 
four-story stone mill building, and its surrounding 
driveway and parking surfaces, and a small section 
of lawn along Old Main Street (Figure 5.1).  The 
Musconetcong River forms the southeastern boundary 
of the project site, running along the short, deteriorat-
ing tailrace wall that extends out from the basement of 
the mill (Photographs 5.2 and 5.3).  A steep masonry 
and bedrock wall forms the northwestern boundary of 
the project site across the mill’s driveway (Photograph 
5.4).  This driveway also serves a private residence 
further to the southwest.  A wagon scale is shown on 
the F.W. Beers plan of Asbury from 1874 just north of 
the mill building in an area that is now a grassy slope 
adjacent to this driveway.  This area appears to have 
been filled when new bridge and its approaches were 
built, burying the location of this feature.

The steeply sloping bedrock, combined with the dra-
matic curve in the Musconetcong River at this point 
suggests that prior to the construction of the mill, the 
project site was within or on the rocky edge of the 
Musconetcong River, in an area where the flow of the 
river abraded its northwestern bank.  The construc-
tion of the first mill dam at this location in the late 
18th century probably redirected the flow of the river 
away from the bank allowing the first mill to be situ-
ated at the northwestern end of the dam.  If this was 
the case, much of the ground around the mill was 
probably brought in as fill during the 18th century, 
and added to in the 19th century when the mill was 

rebuilt.  While the exact location of the 18th-century 
mill is uncertain, a deed from 1864 (just prior to the 
construction of the 19th-century mill) puts the north-
east corner of the original mill halfway along the mill 
dam.  The position of the dam does not appear to have 
been moved in the 19th century as other 19th-century 
mills located to the southeast relied on essentially the 
same impoundment.  This suggests that the presently 
existing mill building, which was also situated on the 
old road (and only 16 feet from the existing, modern 
road), was built on the same site as the original mill.  
Assuming the original mill was less than 40 feet wide 
(along the river) and 55 feet long, the footprint of 
the 19th-century mill likely encompasses the earlier 
building, making it unlikely that evidence of the ear-
lier mill will be identified further downstream under 
the additions slated for demolition.

At the beginning of this project the Asbury Graphite 
Mill had two, one-story additions, both constructed of 
concrete block.  These were set on foundations built 
mostly of concrete block with some stone masonry.  
The first addition (Addition 1) extended 10 feet off of 
the northwestern facade of the mill and wraps around 
it, covering 30 feet of the 55-foot-wide southwest-
ern facade of the mill and extended 25 feet to the 
southwest.  The northwestern portion of the building, 
built as a loading and receiving dock for trucks, was 
built on a concrete pad.  The section that abutted the 
southwestern facade of the mill was built on stone 
masonry at its northwestern end and, closer to the 
river, on poured concrete and concrete block founda-
tions.  There was a double floor in the southwestern 
section with a space approximately 4 feet high to store 
graphite (Photograph 5.5).  This floor was constructed 
of steel I-beams, sheet metal and concrete.  An eleva-
tor/screw system carried graphite from this storage 
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Photograph 5.1.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing south (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI 
Neg.#12001/D1:001]).
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Photograph 5.2.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing west showing Musconetcong River adajcent to 
the mill’s southeastern foundation  (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:005]).
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Photograph 5.3.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing south showing the remnant tailrace wall in the 
Musconetcong River (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:050]).
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Photograph 5.4.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view looking west showing the sloping bedrock northwest of 
the mill  (Photographer:  James Lee, February 2013 [HRI Neg.#12001/D3:007]).
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Photograph 5.5.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing down showing 
the double floor for storing graphite in the Addition 1 (Photographer:  
James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:035]).
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area (Photograph 5.6), through a hole roughly broken 
into the stone mill’s exterior wall, into the stone mill 
for screening/sorting.  The area below the double floor 
was wet at the time of the investigation with the river 
flowing into the basement during times of high water.  

The second addition (Addition 2), was 25 feet wide 
and abutted the first addition, extending 52 feet fur-
ther to the southwest (Photograph 5.7).  This addition 
consisted of a large open warehouse with a concrete 
floor (Photograph 5.8).  Sliding garage doors made 
up the northwest facade.  The foundation was made 
of partially poured concrete with a 36.5-foot-long 
section of stone masonry extending along the river 
southwestward from the first addition (Figure 5.1; 
Photograph 5.9).  

No additions to the mill are depicted on maps prior to 
1909 when the Sanborn Map Company’s plan of the 
mill property shows two extensions to the southwest 
of the main mill building.  This plan describes the 
additions to the mill as being timber structures and it 
is assumed that these were likely built as part of the 
growing graphite operation post-1895.  They are obvi-
ously not the concrete block additions that were still 
present at the beginning of this project.  According the 
background research, after the mills to the southeast 
(Plant No. 2) were purchased and upgraded, activi-
ties in the stone mill (Plant No. 1) were intermittent 
and the mill was used largely for screening/sorting 
the graphite.  A bin and elevator/screw system was 
reportedly installed in the 1930s or 1940s to aid in this 
operation.  The concrete block additions examined as 
part of this study were likely constructed at this time 
and in part made use of the foundations of the earlier 
timber shed additions built during an earlier expansion 
to the graphite milling operation sometime after 1895 
but before 1909.

b.  subsurFaCe arChaeologiCal 
investigation

1.  methodology

The subsurface investigations at the Asbury Graphite 
Mill were conducted in coordination with the demoli-
tion of the two concrete-block additions and, accord-
ing to a work plan submitted to the New Jersey 
Historic Preservation Office, as part of the Application 
for Project Authorization.  After the Addition 2 was 
removed a series of three trenches were excavated 
within its footprint perpendicular to the mill’s tailrace 
to search for evidence of or features related to the 
18th-century mill and to examine the stratigraphy 
underlying the project site.  These trenches were 
intended to be excavated to the depth of the footing 
of a proposed retaining wall and sidewalk foundation, 
approximately 15 feet below floor of the addition.

2.  trench excavation

Trench 1 was excavated 37 feet from the southwest-
ern end of the second addition (Figure 5.1).  The 
trench was approximately 20 feet long and intended 
to be 5 feet wide.  However, the trench became much 
wider as excavation continued deeper.  The trench 
was excavated almost entirely within a fill composed 
of a loamy soil, coal, cinders, large stones and con-
crete rubble (Photograph 5.10). This complicated the 
excavation and caused a large amount of slumping 
of the sidewalls that prevented the trench being dug 
any deeper than 9 feet below the surface at its south-
eastern end, at which point excavation was halted.  A 
mortared stone wall was identified running parallel 
to the trench just to the northeast and the excavation 
was widened to expose this feature (Photograph 5.11).  
The wall, which represents the southwestern end of 
the second addition, was 1.25 feet thick and composed 
of roughly dressed field stones. The wall rested on top 
of the sloping, strong brown clayey context observed 
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Photograph 5.6.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing north showing the elevator screw system in Addi-
tion 1 (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:032]).
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Photograph 5.7.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing east showing Addition 2 (Photographer:  James 
Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:063]).
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Photograph 5.8.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing northeast showing the interior of Addition 2 (Pho-
tographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D1:061]).
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Photograph 5.9.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing north showing the stone masonry and poured con-
crete sections of foundation of Addition 2 (Photographer:  James Lee, May 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/
D1:059]).
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Photograph 5.10.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing east showing Trench 1 during excavation.  Note 
the millstone recovered from the fill of the trench (Photographer:  James Lee, September 2012 [HRI 
Neg.#12001/D2:016]).
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Photograph 5.11.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing north showing the masonry wall in Trench 1 dur-
ing excavation.  Note the strong brown clay soil at the northwestern end of the trench (Photographer:  
James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:009]).
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in the northwest end of the unit. Several iron anchor 
bolts projected out of the top of the wall to attach a 
timber sill, suggesting that this wall was the founda-
tion of one of the frame additions built between 1895 
and 1909.  

Because of safety concerns the trench was not entered.  
Notes, photographs and measurements were taken 
from the top of the newly uncovered wall, but no 
profile was drawn.  A strong brown clayey soil with 
large rocks was identified at the base of the excavation 
(5 feet below the ground surface) at the northwestern 
end of the trench (Photograph 5.11).  This context, 
interpreted as a historic period fill because of the large 
number of stones, sloped down towards the river, 
extending below the extent of excavation at the south-
eastern end of the trench (9 feet below the ground sur-
face).  A single fill context, the soil and rubble context 
described above, overlay this and covered the adjacent 
masonry wall.  

Several mill-related items were recovered from the fill 
of this trench.  Two millstones were pulled out of the 
trench.  One was a complete specimen and the other 
was roughly one half of a stone (Photograph 5.12).  
Both were approximately 4 feet in diameter.  An iron 
keyed shaft, 8 feet long, was recovered (Photograph 
5.13).  This is probably a power shaft from one of 
the mill’s turbines.  A copper-alloy bushing was also 
found (Photograph 5.14).  This bearing has a similar 
diameter to the shaft but corrosion prevents the two 
pieces forming an exact fit.  An iron bearing assembly, 
again related to the turbine, was retrieved (Photograph 
5.15).  The final artifact found during the investiga-
tion was a 10-inch-diameter graphite crucible, an item 
commonly used for melting a variety of metals in fur-
naces (Photograph 5.16).  It remains unclear whether 
this was made by Asbury Graphite or was manu-
factured elsewhere for use at the mill.  These items 
were left in the care of the Musconetcong Watershed 
Association.  No other artifacts were observed.

Trenches 2 and 3, excavated 24 and 8 feet north-
east from the southwestern end of the second addi-
tion, respectively, yielded similar results (Figure 5.1; 
Photographs 5.17, 5.18 and 5.19).  An unconsolidated 
rubble-strewn fill was present in both of these 20-foot-
long trenches, extending beyond the full depth of 
excavation (10 feet below the ground surface) at their 
southeastern ends.  The slumping rubble prevented 
the excavator from reaching the intended depth of 15 
feet below the ground surface.  A strong brown clayey 
fill with rubble was identified at the northwestern 
end of each trench at approximately 5 feet below 
the ground surface, sloping down towards the river 
under the upper rubble fill layer.  Again, the amount 
of stone rubble visible in this clayey soil suggests that 
it is historic fill.  No further archaeological features 
or artifacts were identified.  Given the very unstable 
conditions of the trench walls and the presence of only 
two contexts no profile was documented.

It is interesting to note that the only mill-related items 
recovered were from Trench 1, located outside (south-
west) of the masonry foundation also identified in that 
trench.  This suggests that the turbine was decom-
missioned after this Addition 2 was built sometime 
between circa 1895 and 1909 and after the turbine is 
illustrated on the Sanborn Map Company’s plan of the 
mill dating to 1909.

C.  Post-demolition building 
Foundation insPeCtion

During and after the conclusion of the demolition 
of the two concrete block additions, the founda-
tions of the buildings were inspected for evidence 
of earlier structures, particularly the 18th-century 
mill (Photographs 5.20, 5.21 and 5.22).  The stone 
retaining wall that formed part of the foundation of 
the Addition 2 lines up well with the footprint of the 
addition shown on the Sanborn Map Company’s plan 
dating to 1909.  It is believed that this addition was 
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Photograph 5.12.  Asbury Graphite Mill: partial millstone recovered from Trench 1 (Photographer:  
James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:037]).
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Photograph 5.13.  Asbury Graphite Mill: keyed shaft, likely from 
the mill’s turbine assembly, recovered from Trench 1 (Photographer:  
James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:043]).
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Photograph 5.14.  Asbury Graphite Mill: copper alloy bushing recovered from Trench 1 (Photographer:  
James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:057]).
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Photograph 5.15.  Asbury Graphite Mill: bearing assembly, likely from the mill’s turbine assembly, 
recovered from Trench 1 (Photographer:  James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:048]).
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Photograph 5.16.  Asbury Graphite Mill: graphite crucible recovered from Trench 1 (Photographer:  
James Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:053]).
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Photograph 5.17.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing southeast 
showing Trench 2 during excavation (Photographer:  James Lee, 
September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:022]).
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Photograph 5.18.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing southeast show-
ing Trench 3 during excavation.  Note the fragment of stone masonry 
foundation that partially supports Addition 2 (Photographer:  James 
Lee, September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:027]).
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Photograph 5.19.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing north showing 
the northwestern end of Trench 3 during excavation.  Note the pres-
ence of strong brown clay at this end (Photographer:  James Lee, 
September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:033]).
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built sometime after circa 1895 when the graphite 
milling operation was being established.  This foun-
dation appears to have been expanded in the 1930s or 
1940s to build the warehouse addition that still stood 
at the start of this project.

The foundation under the first addition has several 
different elements.  The portion of this building north-
west of the stone mill building is simply built on a 
concrete slab.  A masonry stone foundation runs in 
a line under this addition extending the northwestern 
foundation wall of the mill 25 feet to the southwest.  
This masonry stone wall then turns to the southeast, 
towards the river and extends 24 feet to a vertical 
seam in the masonry (Photograph 5.23).  This was 
possibly part of doorway filled in when the frame 
second addition was built.  Mortared stone masonry 
continues on the other side of this seam for another 
3 feet before it is roughly connected to a poured con-
crete and concrete block wall that extends another 3 
feet to the southern corner of the addition.  This stone 
masonry wall also appears to be part of the addition 
that was built between circa 1895 and 1909 and which 
is shown on the Sanborn Map Company plan.  While 
its width matches that plan, the plan shows it as being 
36 feet long, not 30 feet.  This missing 6 feet may have 
been removed to build the large opening that is cur-
rently in the concrete section of the addition’s south-
eastern basement wall.  This removal might account 
for the rough transition from stone to poured concrete 
and concrete block.  Two sections of crumbling stone 
wall project from the southwestern wall inside the 
basement of the second addition, dividing this wall 
into thirds (Figure 5.2).  These are interpreted as the 
remnants of bins for storing the raw graphite (note that 
the Sanborn Map Company plan does identify these 
additions as “Storage Raw Stock”).

At the conclusion of the fieldwork for this investiga-
tion both additions and parts of their foundations had 
been demolished.  The northwestern section of their 

foundations, located furthest from the river, were bur-
ied.  After demolition the ground was stabilized and 
sloped down to the river bank.
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Photograph 5.20.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing south showing the mill after the removal of Ad-
dition 2 and a portion of Addition 1 (Photographer:  James Lee, February 2013 [HRI Neg.#12001/
D3:016]).
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Photograph 5.21.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing northeast showing the mill after the removal of 
Addition 2 and a portion of Addition 1 (Photographer:  James Lee, February 2013 [HRI Neg.#12001/
D3:001]).
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Photograph 5.22.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing northeast showing the mill after the removal of 
Additions 1 and 2 (Photographer:  James Lee, February 2013 [HRI Neg.#12001/D3:029]).
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Photograph 5.23.  Asbury Graphite Mill: view facing northeast showing vertical seam in the southwest-
ern foundation wall of Addition 1 visible after the demolition of Addition 2  (Photographer:  James Lee, 
September 2012 [HRI Neg.#12001/D2:071]).



ArchAeologicAl investigAtions: Asbury grAphite Mill, WArren county, neW Jersey

Page 5-29

Figure 5.2.  Plan of Addition 1 Foundation.
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a.  ConClusions

Demolition monitoring and archaeological investiga-
tions of the Asbury Graphite Mill project’s Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) identified sections of stone 
masonry foundations associated with the circa 1895 
conversion and expansion of the circa 1865 gristmill 
to produce graphite products.  These foundations 
supported frame additions to the graphite mill that 
were used for storage.  The foundations were heavily 
modified and expanded in the 1930s or 1940s when 
company operations were moved to newly purchased 
and renovated mills across the Musconetcong River 
to the southeast and the existing mill was relegated to 
limited screening and sorting of raw materials.  The 
modifications included extending and repairing the 
foundations with poured concrete and the construction 
of more substantial concrete block buildings, used for 
storage and shipping graphite.  In addition to these 
foundation remains, fragmentary walls of the mill’s 
tailrace (likely dating to circa 1865) survive within 
the APE along the edge of the Musconetcong River.  

Although the target depth of 15 feet for each trench 
was not reached because of the slumping rubble fill, 
and excavations only attained a depth of 10 feet, no 
evidence of the 18th-century mill was identified.  
Background research suggests that the original grist-
mill was located within the footprint of the existing 
mill building built circa 1865.  In addition, no soils 
that could predate the mills and have prehistoric 
archaeological potential were identified.  An examina-
tion of landscape and observations during the archaeo-
logical excavation suggests that the ground surface 
around the mill is largely historic fill.

Given the limited area of archaeological excavation 
the full archaeological significance of the Asbury 
Graphite Mill site could not be evaluated within the 
scope of this investigation.    

b.  reCommendations

The project undertaking includes the construction of 
parking areas to the northwest and southeast of the 
mill, a concrete retaining wall running southwest-
northeast from the mill along the tailrace, stairs at the 
southwestern end of the parking area, and a walkway 
alongside the mill’s tailrace.  In addition, a new pro-
tective concrete footing will be poured at the base of 
the mill building along the river and sections of the 
existing masonry tailrace walls will be removed and 
replaced with gabion baskets with river stone (Figure 
6.1). 

The visual effects of these changes on the Asbury 
Historic District are not addressed by this archaeologi-
cal investigation.  These are being handled through 
direct consultation between the Musconetcong 
Watershed Association, Engineering & Land Planning 
Associates, Inc. and the New Jersey Historic 
Preservation Office.  

The construction of parking lots northwest and south-
east of the mill has little potential to impact archaeo-
logical features related to the mill.  The wagon scale 
shown on the F.W. Beers’ map from 1874 does fall 
within this area just north of the mill building but 
there is a good possibility that modern road and site 
improvements have removed this feature in the inter-
vening 139 years.  There is a low potential to encoun-
ter evidence of the structure during site grading but 

Chapter 6
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these activities should be archaeologically monitored 
in this area (Figure 6.1).  The proposed stairs will be 
placed approximately 75 feet southwest of the exist-
ing mill building, well outside the footprint of any 
known structures, and this feature has little potential 
to impact significant archaeological features. 

Construction of the retaining wall and boardwalk has 
a moderate potential to encounter mill-related archae-
ological features, specifically earlier tailraces that 
may have served the 18th-century mill.  However, the 
areas that will be affected by the construction of these 
structures are currently inaccessible for archaeological 
testing.  Because of this, archaeological monitoring of 
the construction excavation for the footings is recom-
mended with the aim of documenting any evidence 
of these structures prior to their removal (Figure 6.1).

The removal and repair of the tailrace walls and 
“island” in the river will impact archaeological remains 
associated with the mid-19th-century mill.  However, 
these simple dry-laid stone walls have already been 
well photographed and are delineated on surveys of 
the project site.  Archaeological monitoring of their 
removal is recommended in the event that unexpected 
structural elements (such as timber cribbing) are iden-
tified (Figure 6.1).

As a general rule, it is also recommended that any 
other ground-disturbing activities around the mill be 
monitored by an archaeologist.  While the 18th-cen-
tury mill building is likely to lie within the footprint 
of the later mill, ancillary structures associated with 
either mill, particularly the headrace, may survive.
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Archaeological Work Plan 
Asbury Gristmill Restoration Project 

Franklin Township, Warren County, New Jersey 
 

June 18, 2012 
 

This work plan details the archaeological investigation planned in connection with the restoration 
of the Asbury Graphite Mill in Franklin Township, Monmouth County, New Jersey.  Hunter 
Research, working as a subcontractor to Engineering & Land Planning Associates and the 
Musconetcong Watershed Association (MWA), will provide historical background research and 
a combined Phase I and II archaeological investigation and evaluation of project effects on 
archaeological resources sufficient for review by the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office 
(NJHPO).  This work scope was prepared as an appendix to an application for project 
authorization under the New Jersey State Register Act, as per recent consultation between the 
NJHPO and the Musconetcong Watershed Association (Memorandum, Maresca to Leavens, 
April 5, 2012). 
 
The proposed investigations will be conducted in accordance with the instructions and intents of 
applicable Federal and State legislation and guidelines governing the identification and 
evaluation of archaeological resources and the management of project effects on cultural 
resources.  Specifically, the project undertaking will need to be compliant with the New Jersey 
Register of Historic Places Act because the mill is listed in the State and National Register of 
Historic Places as a contributing element of the Asbury Historic District.  These investigations 
will be conducted at the combined Phase I and II level and will be sufficient to identify 
archaeological deposits and/or features and preliminarily evaluate the significance and integrity 
of archaeological resources within areas where project-related ground disturbance will occur.   

 
Following completion of background research, the acceptance of the Application for Project 
Authorization by the NJHPO, and start of demolition work, three archaeological tasks are 
proposed: 
 

Task 1 – Demolition Monitoring.  Hunter Research will archaeologically monitor the 
removal of any structural elements below the floor of the addition.  Any 
archaeological features or deposits identified during monitoring will be documented 
and investigated further as part of Task 2. 
 
Task 2 – Phase I Investigation.  Immediately following the completion of the 
demolition, Hunter Research will, using suitable excavation machinery provided and 
operated by the demolition contractor, excavate three test trenches below the concrete 
floor of the addition.  The objective of the trench excavations is twofold:  1). to 
examine the riverbank stratigraphy in relation to potential prehistoric and early 
historic archaeological deposits and; 2). to search for subsurface remains of the 18th-
century mill that once stood on the property.  The potentially deep nature of deposits 
and structural features of interest necessitates the use of a machine for this 
investigation.  Trenches will be aligned perpendicular to the Musconetcong River at 
regular, approximately 12.5-foot intervals and will be excavated to a depth of 



approximately 15 feet below the highest grade, thereby exceeding the depth necessary 
for the proposed retaining wall footing and boardwalk.  The trenches and any 
archaeological features or deposits within them will be documented.  In-field 
recording will entail the mapping of archaeological features in plan and profile views, 
the taking of digital photographs, annotation of maps and the generation of written 
descriptions of cultural features.  At the conclusion of fieldwork Hunter Research will 
prepare a letter for submittal to the NJHPO detailing the findings of the Phase I 
fieldwork.  This letter will make preliminary recommendations regarding the integrity 
and significance of any archaeological remains encountered and will assess the effect 
of the proposed undertaking on any potentially significant archaeological features.  If 
it is determined, in consultation with the NJHPO, that no significant archaeological 
features will be affected by the proposed construction, a full technical cultural 
resources report will be completed that also addresses the entire mill and mill 
property and the likely effects of the proposed restoration. 
 
Task 3 – Phase II Investigation.  If potentially significant archaeological features are 
identified during the Phase I investigation a new archaeological scope of work will be 
developed in consultation with the NJHPO and the MWA, taking into account the 
type and scale of the archaeological remains found during the Phase I investigations.  
While the exact scope of this investigation cannot be determined at this time, it will 
likely include additional mechanical excavation and archaeological investigation of 
the area prior to construction and/or archaeological monitoring during construction.  
At the conclusion of the Phase II fieldwork, a full technical cultural resources report 
will be completed that also addresses the entire mill and mill property and the effects 
of the proposed restoration.  Hunter Research will initiate consultation with the 
NJHPO and MWA regarding whether or not there is a need for Phase III 
investigations or mitigation. 

 
Artifacts recovered during any of the above tasks will be taken to Hunter Research’s offices in 
Trenton, New Jersey for processing and analysis.  A catalog of the artifacts will be included in 
the full technical report.  The artifacts will be returned to the property owner at the conclusion of 
the project. 
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JAMES S. LEE, III 

Principal Investigator, M.A. RPA 
 
 
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-  Principal Investigator/Report Manager 
present  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 

 
 
1997-2001      Principal Investigator/Project Manager 
                        Cultural Resource Consulting Group, Highland Park, New Jersey 
 
 
1997-2000       Laboratory Supervisor 
                        Cultural Resource Consulting Group, Highland Park, New Jersey 
 
 
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 

HUNTER RESEARCH   Richard W. Hunter 
  PRESIDENT 

  Ian C. Burrow 
               VICE PRESIDENT 

 

 
Hunter Research, Inc.    Historic Resource Consultants    120 West State Street, Trenton, NJ 08608-1185    609/695-0122    609/695-0147 Fax 
e-mail address: hri@hunterresearch.com                                                                                               www.hunterresearch.com 

Member: ACRA  American Cultural Resources Association 

 





 
 
 
 
 

 

PATRICK HARSHBARGER 
Principal Historian/Architectural Historian, M.A., M.P.A. 

 
EDUCATION 
 
1990, M.A., History, University of Delaware, Newark, Del. (Hagley Fellows Program) 
 
1988, M.P.A., Public Administration, Florida International University, Miami, Fla. 
 
1984, B.A. magna cum laude, American History, Brown University, Providence, R.I. 
 
EXPERIENCE 
 
2010-present Principal Historian/Architectural Historian, Hunter Research, Inc., Trenton, N.J. 
 

Technical and day-to-day managerial responsibilities for historic and archival research in 
support or historic architecture and archaeology; historic architectural survey, evaluation 
and recording of buildings and structures; historic preservation planning; public outreach; 
historic exhibits and signage; interpretive planning and development; report preparation; 
proposal preparation. 

 
1996-present National Editor, Society for Industrial Archeology Newsletter 

(www.sia-web.org/siapubs/publications.html) 
 

1991-2010  Senior Historian/Preservation Planner, TranSystems Corp. (formerly Lichtenstein 
Consulting Engineers), Langhorne, Pa. and Paramus, N.J. 

 
1991-2009 Historian/Editor, McKelvey Museum Services, Wilmington, Del. (more than two dozen 

museum planning, exhibit and curatorial projects on an on-call basis). 
 
 
SPECIAL SKILLS AND INTERESTS 
 
historic bridges and transportation systems (roads, canals, railroads) 
preservation of historic machinery and tools 
industrial and commercial architecture 
public history and heritage tourism 
photography 
historic survey digital databases 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
 
Association for Preservation Technology International 
National Railway Historical Society 
National Society for the Preservation of Covered Bridges 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Newlin Foundation, Board of Directors 
Society for Commercial Archeology 
Society for the History of Technology 
Society for Industrial Archeology 
Society for the Preservation of Old Mills 
Vernacular Architecture Forum 

HUNTER RESEARCH   Richard W. Hunter 
  PRESIDENT 

  Ian C. Burrow 
               VICE PRESIDENT 

 

 
Hunter Research, Inc.    Historic Resource Consultants    120 West State Street, Trenton, NJ 08608-1185    609/695-0122    609/695-0147 Fax 
e-mail address: hri@hunterresearch.com                                                                                               www.hunterresearch.com 

Member: ACRA  American Cultural Resources Association 
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HUNTER RESEARCH, INC.

Bibliographic Abstract

APPENDIX C

Project: Combined Phase I and II, Archaeological Investigations, 
Asbury Graphite Mill, Franklin Township, Warren County, 
New Jersey

Level of Survey: I and II

Location: Asbury Graphite Mill, Franklin Township, Warren County, NJ

Drainage Basin: Musconetcong River

U.S.G.S. Quadrangle: Belvidere, N.J.

Cultural Resources: Asbury Historic District
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Project Administrative Data

HUNTER RESEARCH, INC.
PROJECT SUMMARY

APPENDIX D

Project Name: Combined Phase I and II, Archaeological Investigations, 
Asbury Graphite Mill, Franklin Township, Warren County, 
New Jersey

Level of Survey: I and II

Review Agency: New Jersey Historic Preservation Office
Agency Reference: HPO Project No. 12-1085-2

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

Date of Contract Award: 1/12/2012
Notice to Proceed: 1/21/2012
Background Research: May-September 2012
Fieldwork: September 2012-February 2013
Analysis: n/a
Report Written: April - May 2013

Artifacts/Records Deposited: Musconetcong Watershed Association, Asbury, N.J.

Report Author(s): James Lee, Patrick Harshbarger

12001
Date of Report: May 2013
Client: Musconetcong Watershed Association
Prime: Engineering & Land Planning Associates, Inc.

HRI Project Reference:

PROJECT PERSONNEL

Draftperson(s): Katie Rettinger, Lauren Lembo
Analyst(s): n/a

Field Supervisor(s): Andrew Martin
Background Researcher(s): Alison Haley

Field Assistant(s): n/a

Principal Investigator(s): Richard Hunter, James Lee, Patrick Harshbarger
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