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A FIRST 100K AT SUWJECT, BISLIOGRAPKY, AND DISTRIBUTION

hn—dﬁwmlwdm,MQW
often decorated rocks with figures of various kinds. These were
executed by sculpturing, by painting, and by a cosbimation of
sculpturing and painting. Those figures developed by sculpturing——
carving, rubbing, or pecking--are temed petroglyphs. Those de-
veloped by painting alome are termed pictographs. No general term
is applied to those figures developed by use of a combimation of
the two techniques. Usually, such figures are called pictographs
in reference to the fact that they were painted.

I have seen no manifestations of either simple pictographs
or figures executed by both sculpturing and painting in the Upper
Ohio Valley. Some of the petroglyphs may have been painted at
-iu-. Hu,ptmd“ﬂat“mqlhnm.

Study of petroglyphs and pictographs has excited the interest

_ of investigators for many years. Results of studies in terms of

mord—dnhnhadmut_h-h,ﬂ
"picture writing" has not been important in the elucidation of ‘
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cultural content and chanze among American Indians. In consequence,
scholars have placed le¢as emphasis on the intensive investigation
dM—mm-umwmuud
American Indian life,

Nevertheless, serious investirators mave demonstrated patterns
of distribution of petroglyphs and pictographs, patterns of dis- |
tribution of discrete design elements, and meaningful interpretations
of designs that indicate petroglyphs and pictographs are reservoirs
of potential information. Such works as Julian H. Steward's
PETROGLYPHS OF CALIFORNIA AND ADJOINING STATES, 1929, and L. S.
Cressman's PETROGLYPHS OF OREGON, 1937, prove this point.

An acceptable ethnographic interpretation of pecroglyphs was
made by Robert F. Heiser and Martin A. Baumhoff in their GREAT BASIN
PETROGLYPHS AND PREHISTORIC GAME TRAILS which appeared in Science
~ in April, 1959. They concluded petroglyphs in western and central
hnhumdqduru_lmuu trails at those phou whe re
killing of deer by bows and arrows would be easiest, and that the
m-ﬁ«mwmmmum-m-u
hunting by magical means. It is likely detailed study of other

regional petroglyph and design element distribution can produce
more such useful informatiom.

- While it is commonly assumed little has been done with
petroglyphs (Tatum, 1946: 122) when I began studying petroglyphs
in the Upper Ohio Valley, I found available a considerable body
of literature for a student of such decorations. This corpus is
increasing at a rapid rate, for currently there is a revival of
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interest in petroglyphs and new publications appear quite oftem.
Wiile soms of these are concermed with msthed (Hedden, 1958),
mmmnum“;munmuu
of petroglyph and pictograph sites. Most deal with sites far from
the Upper Ohio Valley, David S, Geblard writing of petroglyphs in
Wyoming (Gebhard, 1951) and Texas (Gebhard, 1960), to mention but
mdm“mmu-umumthmhnm
years; Selwyn Dewdney of petroglyphs in Canada (Dewdney, 1959);
'ammmmuuﬁwnmmm.
(Frassetto, 1950). Others, Delf Norona (1952, 1955) and Sigfus
Olafson (1950, 1952), are concerned with areas nearer home.

Thus, there is a fund of published information at hand.
Much of it is purely descriptive. Much of it is purely specula-
tive. Much of it is a mixture of description and speculation.
But it does serve as a springboard,

My first task after determining to investigate the petro-
glyphs of the Upper Ohiq Valley was to survey the major literature
available to determine the amount and kind of work that has been
dome with petroglyphs in the Upper Ohio Valley, and to become
_fd.lhr with the distribution of reported sites,

Ares of the Upper Ohio Valley
The area within which initial petroglyph studies are being

made is the Upper Ohio Valley as defined by William J. Mayer-Oakes
on page 36 of his PREHISTORY OF THE UPPER OHIO VALLEY, 1955, as
"....all territory draining into the Ohio River basin upstream
from New Martinsville, W. Va.," and as figured on Map 12, "Counties
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in Upper Ohio Valley," page 250 of the PREHISTORY. bm
mmmmumummwmm
umw-nm.-lw-amo-m
umm—.—mmmwmummw
mmmumnmmu.mm,m.
m.tthlnrmw.uHh.lm,rwhlﬂnﬂ,
Ohio, and West Virginia, and those used by Mayer-Oakes (Mayer-Oskes
1955: 255-263) for New York and Pennsylvania. The listing includes
1 county in Maryland, 3 in New York, 12 in Ohio, 24 in Pennsylvania,
and 16 in West Virginia; 56 counties in 5 states.

2

State County

Maryland Garrett 18 Ga

New York 30A
Cattaraugus 30 Ca
Chautauqua 30 Ch

Ohio Ashtabula 33 As
Belmont 3R
Carroll 33 Ca
Columtiana 33 Co
Geauga -33 Ge
Harrison 33 Hn
Jefferson 33 Je
Mahoning 33 Mh
Monroe 33 Mo
Portage 33 Po
Stark 33 st
Trumbull »m

Pennsylvania Allegheny 36 A
Armstrong 36 Ar
Beaver 36 Bv
Butler 36 Bt
Cambria 36 Cb
Clarion 36 Cl
Clearfield 36 cf
Crawford 36 Cw
Elk 36 Ex
Erie 36 Er



State County Code Wo.
Pennsylvania Fayette 36 Fa
Cont. 'd Forrest 36 Fo
Green 36 Gr
Indiana 36 In
Jefferson 36 Je
Lawrence 36 Lr
'McKean 36 Me
Mercer 36 Me
Potter 36 Po
Somerset 36 So
Venango 36 Ve
Warren 36 va
Washington 36 W
Westmoreland 36 W
West Virginia Barbour L6 Ba
Brooke Wb Bk
Hancock 46 Hn
Harrison L6 Hs
Lewis L6 Le
Marion L6 Ma
Marshall L6 Ms
Monongalia W6 ML
Ohio 46 Oh
Pocahontas k6 Po
Preston L6 Pr
Randolph L6 Rn
Taylor 46 Ta
Tucker 46 Ta
Upshur L6 Up
Wetszel L6 Wt
Bibliographical References

Mayer-Oakes' PREHISTORY is the basic reference for archeo-
logical studies in the Upper Ohio Valley. His "Summary of Sites
by County" on pages 251-263 of that work 1isted only four petro-
glyphe recorded by the Upper Ohio Valley Archeological Survey
conducted by him from Pebruary, 1950, until May, 1956. Three of
these are in Pennsylvania: 36 Bv 7, the Smith's Ferry Petroglyphs;
ﬁhb,ﬂrﬁhlﬂt;ﬂ%&i,*ﬂmnt. The fourth
is in West Virginia: 46 Hs 1, the Indian Cave Petroglyphs.
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-

Mayer-Oakes was aware there were petroglyphs other than those
listed in his book. For instance, his Site Survey Record sheet for
36 Fa 15, April, 1952, recorded the occurrence of petroglyphs now
.‘du,‘h”,tﬁh‘lchnwm.wm
Francis Farm Site; and the location of the Indian God Rock, now
coded as 36 Ve 26, was marked on the Franklin Quadrangle topo-
'anm-umnmnm‘m.orh,
Carnegie Museum. As noted above, however, petroglyphs have the
roputation of being unproductive of meaningful cultural information,
and Mayer-Oskes rightfully placed less emphasis on petroglyphs than
on other far more productive cultural remains. His PREHISTORY
underlined the prevailing opinion that petroglyphs are not prime
l.-lu‘ndn“ono-for understanding prehistory.

The most useful starting point I found for a petroglyph study
‘was the article DISTRIBUTION AND BIELIOGRAPHY OF THE PETROGLYPHS OF
THE UNITED STATES by Robert M. Tatum which appeared in American
- Antiguity in October, 1946. Tatum discussed the reasons for study
‘of pstroglyphs being the "....most neglected field of archasology”
(Tatum, 1946: 122); gave a resume of serious work by such men as
Garrick Mallery (1886, 1893), Julian H. Steward (1929, 1936),

L. S. Cressman (1937), A. T. Jackson (1938), E. B. Renaud (1936),
and W, H. Over (1941), in various areas of the United States; and
discussed methods to be followed in petroglyph studies. He prepared
a list of the in-those-days A48 states to include the name of the
state, the nusber of petroglyph sites known for the state, their
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gemeral distribution, whether the location of the sites and the
‘distribution of the design elements is continuous with those
elsewhere, whether or not surveys of known sites are considered
complete, and authorities on the petroglyphs of each state.

For the five states with which I am immediately concerned,
he listed the following informationm: _

m: five petroglyphs reported; northem part of the
state; location and design elements continuous with those elsewhere;
study not considered complete; Mallery, 1886, 1893, and W. B. Marye,
1938e.

New York: twenty petroglyphs reported; Domald A. Cadsow,
1934, Mallery, 1886, 1893, and Arthur C. Parker, 1920,

Ohio: twenty petroglyphs reported; scattered over the state;
location and design elements continuous with those elsewhere; study
not considered complete; A. R. Altick, 1937, L. G. Banks, 1910,
A. H. Davis, 1937, G. Fowke, 1902, W. D, Hampton, 1886, Mallery,
1886, 1893, J. W. Ward, 1872, and C. Whittlesey, 1878.

mt thirty-five petroglyphs reported; scattered
over the state; location and design -l.-aﬁ cont inuous with those
elsewhere; study not considered complete; Cadzsow, 1934, -ll Mallery,
1886, 1893. .

West Virginia: thirty petroglyphs reported; scattered over
the state; location and design elements continuous with those else-
where; study not considered oi.hh; Mallery, 1886, 1893.

Tatum said of Mallery's PICTOGRAPHS OF THE NORTH AMERICAN
INDIANS, 1886, and PICTURE-WRITING OF THE AMERICAN INDIANS, 1893, .
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that they were "The first monumental attempt to study petroglyphs
«es® and that they "....formed the basis for all later investi-
sations” (Tatum, 1946: 122). To them I turned first for informa-
tion regarding petroglyphs in the Upper Ohio Valley.

In neither work did Mallery list any petroglyphs in Garrett
County, Maryland (Mallery, 1886, 1893). Neither did Marye (1938),
On the basis of the Tatum references, no petroglyphs are known
from Garrett County. From no other source has come a reference
u-udpw.

Mallery (1886, 1893) listed no petroglyphs for Allegany,
Cattaraugus, or Chautauqua counties in New York. Neither did
Parker (1920, 486-488, 492-500, 507-536) in his detailed study
of sites in those countiss. Nor did Cadzow (1934).... Again
on the basis of Tatum references, no petroglyphs are known from
New York counties in the Upper Ohio Valley. No reference to
any was found in any other source consulted.

" hﬁ references were more fruitful for Ohio. They
muumanom-‘mmmutmm
Ohio Valley. These are the Bamesville Track Rocks (also known
as the Barnesville Track Rock), near Bamesville, Belmont County,
nl:;mmummnhum, Columbiana
County, 33 Co 1; and the Smith's Ferry Petroglyphs near George-
town, Beaver County, Pennsylvania, coded as Pennsylvenian, 36 Bv 7.’

Mallery discussed the Bamesville Track Rocks in both his 1886
PICTOGRAPHS, 21, 22; and his 1893 PICTURE-WRITING 102-104. He pub-
lished drawings of design elements found on the rocks in PICTURE-
WRITING.
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Seciety's Historical amd Archaeclogical Tracts, Charles Whittlesey
published Both a detailed description and drewings of the Bames-
ville Track Rocks in ROCK SCULPTURES NEAR BARNESVILLE, BELMONT COUNTY,
OHIO, Vol. 1, No. 11, of the Historical and Archasclogical Trasts,
1872. Included in the article were letters by James W. Ward and
James W. Walton conceming the Barmesville petroglyphs. These
mnm-tuuuwmumu.-ummo.

Widttlesey further discussed the Bamesville Track Rocks in his
ANCIENT ROCK SCULPTURES, which was Chapter II, Part II, of the FINAL
REPORT OF THE OHIO STATE BOARD OF CENTENNIAL MANAGERS...., 1672,
which he co-authored with M. C. Read, pages 89-93, and published
drawings of the figures included in the petroglyphs. On page 52
of his ROCK INSCRIPTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES...., 1878, he mentioned
the Barmesville Track Rocks but added nothing to the material given
in his other two presentations. His list of locations of known
petroglyphs on pages 53 and 54 of his ROCK INSCRIPTIONS is the
most important section of that work. '

While Gerard Fowke discussed and figured the Barnesville Track
Rocks on pages 418-421 of his ARCHAEOLOGICAL HISTORY OF OHIO, 1902,
much of his material was taken directly from Whittlesey's ANCIENT
ROCK SCULPTURES, and he added little to Whittlesey's information.

Mallery also treated the Wellsville Petroglyphs in both his
PICTOGRAPHS, 21 and his PICTURE-WRITING, 104. In the latter he
published a so-called "X-ray drawing" (Noroma, 1955). Whittlesey
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discussed them at length and pictured them in his ANCIENT ROCK
SCULPTURES, 104, 105; listed them on page 53 of his ROCK INSCRIPTIONS
ll‘!.“ﬂfﬂ;ﬁnﬂﬂh.&hﬂ:u“n
mterial in his ROCK SCULPTURES NEAR BARNESVILIE, 7.

Fowke listed them on page 424 of his ARCHAEOLOGICAL HISTORY
OF OHIO as a quote from Whittlesey.

L. G. Banks both discussed and figured them in his ROCK CARVINGS
IN THE OHIO RIVER, 38-i4l. ‘

Although coded by Carnegie Museum as Pennsylvanian, the Smith's
Ferry Petroglyphs are mentioned as either Ohiocan or of interest to
Ohio students in the Tatum references, and they might as well be
discusced here.

Mallery did not mention them in either his PICTOGRAPHS or his
PICTURE-WRITING. Whittlesey listed them as "3. South shore of the
Ohio, 4 miles above Steubenvile...." with a brief description on
mssormmmcmmnmmmsnm. Fowke in his
ARCHAEOLOGICAL HISTORY OF OHIO repeated Whittlesey on page A24. Banks
both discussed and figured the Smith's Ferry Petroglyphs in his
ROCK CARVINGS, 38-41. | .

A. R. nuct'umm-u;uomﬂm (Altd ck, 1937)
is not within the Upper Ohio Valley as defined. W. D. Hampton's
article on the West Salem Petroglyphs (Hampton, 1886) is not
pertinent for the same reason. To date I have been unable to find
J. H. Davis' article, PETROGLYPHS ON THE MAHONING RIVER, 1937, so
I'm unable to say whether or not it contains pertinent information.
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-mmumum--ﬂ&mm'
tion on petroglyphs assigned to Ohio in the Tatum references.
Cadsow brought elements from the designs on the Bamesville Track
mmmmuqdpmuup'umm
Safe Harbor, Pa. (Cadsow, 1943, 47). |

Norona discussed Smith's Ferry Petroglyphs in his INDIAN X-RAY
DRAWINGS, 1955. Mayer-Oskes listed them on page 256 of his
PREHISTORY. In 1902, W. J. Holland published four pages of dis-
cussion of the Smith's Perry Petroglyphs in the Iransactions of
the Intermational Comgress of Americanists, 1902, under the titls,
THE PETROGLYPHS AT SMITH'S FERRY, PENNSYLVANIA. -

Surely other references exist for Ohio petroglyphs wi thin
the Upper Ohio Valley, but the publications listed above are the
important ones so far encountered. I am anxious to learm of more
and would appreciate notice of them.

Tatum's listed sources for Pennsylvania included only Mallery,
1886, 1893, and Cadsow, 1934.

Mallery wrote of petroglyphs opposite Millsboro, Pennsylvania,
in 1886, 20, 21, 224, and 225, with a drawing on page 224; and in
1893, 110, 111, with the same drawing given on 22 of the 1886 work
reproduced on page 11l of the 1893 volume. This is 36 Fa 36, called
"Petroglyphs Opposite Millsboro, Pa.," in Museum records. ‘huuy
drew his information from correspondence with J. Sutton Wall of
Monongshela City, Pennsylvania, who, with William Arison, made in
Mthnwdtbi-crbﬂuthtuhryw._m
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petroglyph figures were cut into a samistone rock 390 feet above the
Monongahela River, opposite Millsboro, Fayette County. Norona
(1955, 16) mentioned it in his study of X-ray drawings.

Mallery's 1886 PICTOGRAPHS discussed the Indian God Rock,

36 Ve 26, near Franklin, Venango County, and the Geneva Picture Rock,
36 Fa 37, near New Geneva, Fayette County, on pages 21 and 22.
Pennsylvania pictographs were taken up in his 1893 PICTURE-WRITING
on pages 106-113. The Indian God Rock, the Petroglyphs Opposite
Millsboro, and the Geneva Picture Rock were discussed, and drawings
of characters of the Indian God Rock and the Millsboro Petroglyphs
published. He spoke of a petroglyph found near layton, Fayette
County, the Francis Farm Petroglyphs, 36 Fa 35, and figured
characters from it. He also published carvings on two slate rocks
found in graves in Fayette County. :

In his diecussion of petroglyphs near Safe Harbor, Pennsyl-
vania, Cadsow (1934, 44~51, plates XLV-XIX, plate of drawings on
page 461) mentioned and pictured figures from the petroglyphs near
New Geneva, 36 Fa 37, the Indian God Rock, 36 Ve 26, and Sugar Grove
or Picture Rocks Petroglyphs, 36 Gr 5, and the Francis Farm Petro-
glyphs, 36 Fa 35. There are several mistakes in this material that
will be cleared away when specific sites are discussed.

Mallery was the only author Tatum noted for West Virginia.
His 1886 work mentioned only one petroglyph in West Virginia from
within the area of concern. This was "....on the Hamilton Fam,

6 miles southeast from Morgantown, West Virginia" (Mallery, 1886,
225, 226). It was accompanied by a picture of the designs on it.
This petroglyph we have yet to record at Carnegie Museum.
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In his 1893 work, he repeated the text and the drawings of the
Hamilton Parm Petroglyphs on pages 676-678. In all probability, the
description on pages 124 and 125 from an unknown correspondent fits

In his 1893 PICTURE-WRITING, Mallery quoted on page 475, 476
from William H. Holmes' description of the petroglyphs in a cave in
Harrison County (Holmes, 1890, 217-223). Plate XXXI of Mallery's

- work figures it. This is the only petroglyph I know of in the Upper

Ohio Valley which is described as having been painted. To date, I
have not seen it. . .

There are many other authors, of course, whose work reaches to
immediately contiguous areas. Squier and Davis' mighty ANCIENT
MONUMENTS OF THE MISSISSIPPI VALLEY, 18,8, for instance, described
the Guyandot River Petroglyphs of West Virginia, and Olafson again
considered them in his PETROGLYPHS ON THE GUYANDOT RIVER, 1952.
These have been visited by a Camegie Museum party and will in time
‘be brought within the scope of study, but for the time being they
are not being worked with since they lie outside the Upper Ohio Valley.

I believe the above bibliography includes the basic works for
petroglyph study in the Upper Ohio Valley. In discussions of
individual sites, bibliographical listings for each will be given.

4
' ‘Method

During the field season of 1960, several techniques of

recording were tested by W. C. Reeves, part-time udo.tnt.,

Section of Man, and me. Imuadﬁmdenef-tbumd
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ﬂn‘o““'-".o&‘h‘hm.
1961, release in the Pennsvlvania Archeologist.

: xmuamnﬁn.mmm.m
SEASON, 1960, for the information of the spomsors of the study. It
umau—u,xm.uumm.mu-nnm.
A copy is in the files of the Section of Man.

'mﬂuummmtrmmmmum
of designs only when I think comment will enrich understanding. I
see no point in my speculating about a design just because it exists
when I have nothing to say about it that I consider important. The
mnmnmnp.u;n,umammt
may suggest meaning to others for a design that means nothing at
the moment to me.

Location
The Tatle Rock Petroglyphs Site, 46 Oh 38, is on the Tatle

Rock Farm, Richland Township, Ohio County, West Virginia. (Pig. 1).
The farm is owmed by Mrs. Andrew C, M, Hess. Its postal address

is R. D. 1, Wheeling, West Virginia.
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SIX PETROGLYPH SITES

IN THE UPPER OHIO
VALLEY

JANES L. SWAUGER

8 oge., 1960
“ |venaneo ;
INDIAN GOD ROCK
P
P A.
OHIO 1
ALLEGNENY RIVER
oMo RIVER
.
TABLE ROCKfo= i ‘”{Wn STE o ©
owto o0, [ ~FRANGIS FARM
SUGAR GROVE-\raverre co.
pNEW GENEVA
w. Cva. | MO
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~The Table Rock itself is at 80° 4O' 8" West Longitude, 40°
8' 6" North Latitude—-the seconds are interpolated from direct
measurement on USGS Wheeling Quadrangle topographic sheet. The
elevation is about 1120°', l

Directions for reaching the site as given me by Charles R.
mu,mara-mmmmmmuu
easy to follow. Imdoiithmofidﬂu,!. Va., turning
south on West Virginia State Route 2 to Warwood. In Warwood, I
turned left on the Glenn's Run Road. 2.6 miles east on the Glemn's
Run Road is a sign, "Table Rock." The site is about one hundred
yards to the right, the west, of the sign.

The Glenn's Run Road intersects the Short Creek Road just
south of the Table Rock sign. The road to the Hess house turns
right off M'lhhdafu yards beyond the intersection.

The site was brought to my attention by Clifford M. Lewis,
S. J., Wheeling College, Wheeling, W. Va.

Procedure
Carnegie Museum personnel visited the site twice to make a

full record of it. On 27 July, 1960, I was alone. The site was
photographed in black-and-white, negatives 1984 through 1998,
negative file, Section of Man, Camegie Museum; and in color,
slides 4932 through A9k, slide file, Section of Man. The photo-
graphs were made both before a grid was chalked on the roek and
the designs chalked in, and after chalking was done. A grid one
meter to a side was laid out on the site. The designs were sketched
in relation to this grid. (Fig. 2). Overprints were made of the
designs (Hedden, 1958).



TABLE ROCK PETROGLYPHS— 46 OH 38
COPY OF FIELD SKETONES, 27 JULY, 1960

JAMES L. SWAVEER
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On 19 October, 1960, W. C. Reeves, Herbert J. Moore,
wmu,l-a.w,u.u..-ulma
the site. We made latex molds of the designs. The molds were
lifted by Bem jamin Andrew of Table Rock Farm on 20 October. Moore
mm—runmum“-uum Joseph
Yarmer, Preparator in the Museum's Section of Vertebrate Paleontology,
" prepared plaster casts from the molds. These are a three-dimensional
record of the site,

Overprints, molds, and casts are Accession 19480, Field
Catalog No. 3735.

General Description

The Table Rock Site is a peculiar formation (Figs. 2, 3).
Ammu-m.um.-uruuunmm
about 2 to mearly 3 m. in diameter supports an irregular hori-
sontal sandstone slab averaging a little more than 2 m. thick
(the "Table" of "Table Rock"), about 20 square m. in maximum
m,&n.hgmhuununum“d.,MSn.
in greatest north to south measurement. Projecting vertically
from the center of the "Table" is a cylinder of sandstone 60 cm.
high in the west, 1 m. high on the east, with approximately the
“Zhjmmoud-ouracthuupbm.l

The formation is a sandstone of the Dunkard Series
(Grimsley, 1907, 43, Ak; White, 1906). Its elevation is about 1100'.

The designs on the Table Rock were carved into the upper
surface of the'Table.," I distinguished only four. There are
many indefinite markings, but at some time in the past a thin
coating of cement was applied to the rock, and this obscures
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TABLE ROCK PETROGLYPHS SITE, GENERAL VIEW (Neg, 1997)

FIG, 3
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most of the markings so I hesitate to define any tut the four
designs mentioned above as true Indian petroglyphs.

The cement coating prevented a reasomable definition of the
manufacture of the designs, i.e., whether they were pecked, rubbed,
incised, or the like. It also prevented an accurate measurement
of their depth, tut they are shallow,

Designs
Pigs. 2, 4, and 5 locate and picture the various designs of

the Table Rock Site. Note that on these and subsequent figures,
maps, sketches, and photographs alike, numbers designate N-S lines
of the grid, letters, E-W, :

I do not believe the chalked N-S line with a sort of bulb
at its northern end lying southwest of Design L is a true petroglyph
as I had first thought (Pig. 5). A

In the area defined by A-2, B-2 through B4, A-4 (Pig. 2),
there is a particularly prominent series of the obscured im.
mentioned above. While they may be Indian pt.nm, I hesitate
to define them so at this time since I am not certain they are not
natural markings. The only solution to the problem is the chisel-
ing off of the coating, and this is not feasible at this time,

Bibliography
As of the date of the writing of this description, I know of

no published report concerning the Table Rock Site.
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Location

The Timmons Farm Petroglyphs Site, 46 Oh 64, is on the
farm of H. M. Timmons, R. D. 1, Short Creek, Richland Township,
Ohio County, West Virginia. (Pig. 1).

The site itsslf is at 80° 38' 25" West Longitude, LO° 8'
42" North Latitude—the seconds are interpolated from direct
measurement. on USGS Wheeling Quadrangle topographic sheet.

. The elevation is about 1100'.

To reach the site from Pittsburgh on 22 June, 1960, the
Camegie Museum party drove from Pittsburgh to Triadelphia, W. Va.,
reaching there by way of U. S. Route 4O, then right up McGraw Run
Road 1.5 miles to the home of Herbert J. Moore, a West Virginia
Conservation Officer, who guided us from there to the site.,

From Moore's home, we continued north on McGre~ Run Road for
2.1 miles to Short Creek Road, thence northwest on Short Creek
Road for 313 miles to its intersection at the Clinton School and
the Fort Van Metre historic monument with the Boone Hedges Road.
Turning right on the Boone Hedges Road, we traveled for 1.6 miles
m'n“mmdm_ow,uwm
left into a lane. Along this lane and across fields of the Hughes
farm, we drove for 0.6 miles to a barbed wire fence. Just across
the fence was the ledge of rock which is the Timmons Farm

Petroglyphs Site.
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b“ﬁmtmmmﬂmmo,
k6 Oh 38, on 19 October, lﬂo,hhmﬂom’rwdm
southeast on the Glenn's Run Road to Long Run Road, then east to
the Clinton Sehool.

l The site was brought to my attention through the agency of
Herbert J. Moore who, on li October, 1958, sent two photographs
" of the site to Dr. Don W. Dragoo, Associate Curator, Section of
Man, Camegie Museum. Dragoo turned them over to me on
hm,lﬁl.

Procedure
Carnegie Museum personnel visited the site twice. Reeves,

Moore, and I were there together on both 22 June and 19 October,
1960. On 22 June, we laid out a one-meter grid with string
(Pig. 6), photographed both before and after chalking figures
on the rock, and sketched the figures. On 19 October, we laid
down a latex mold body. Moore was to pull this mold after it
dried, but in a letter to me dated 6 November, 1960, he wrote
the rain which was beginning just as Reeves and I left the site
had dissolved the latex before it hardened. He will make a
mold for us, but at this writing, he has been unabtle to do so.

The black-and-white photographic record are negatives
1921 thru 1934, 1999, 2500-2502, the color photograph record
L94k, 4953 thru 4958, negative and slide files, Section of Man.

Molds and casts, when they finally arrive and are made,
respectively, have been assigned Accession Number 19480, Field
Catalog No. 3739.
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General Description

. The designs of the Timmons Farm Site were cut into the
smooth and gently rounded surface of part of a sandstone ledge
Mhamﬂu“hw._ The area covered by
designs is roushly half-moon shape. It is 6.4 m. in greatest
length, I.GI.hgmM width (Pig. 7). Its western lip is
2,44 m. above ground surface at its greatest height.

The sandstone was identified as Fish Creek sandstone, one
of the Dunkard Series sandstones (Grimsley, 1907, 43, L4; White,
1906), by Moore.

Eight designs were distinguished. All were rubbed. Some
show signs of having been pecked, and it is likely all were first
pecked, then rubbed. The grooves are shallow. They average
3 cm. wide.

Desd gns
Figs. 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 locate and picture the various

designs of the Timmons Farm Site.

Design 1 (Pig. 8) is an X-ray figure of the kind studied
and published by Delf Noroma (1955) and is an addition to his list,

Design 2 (Fig. 9) is a bird figure I call a "Dancing Duck,"
a duck-shaped bird whose head is on the north, whose "feet" are
on the south extremities of the figure. Its "wings" are a double
“mhunohﬂuitouaﬁmm.r,ndldnlo
curved, northwestward swooping curve on its western. Matching
these northern curved elements, two northward sweeping single
curves protrude from the southwestem amd southeastem portions
of its bulbous body. Its feet are represented by a stubby
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pedestal with a line slanting southeast to northwest from its base.
Just northeast of the constriction between the pedestal and the
base, a fringed member projects southeastward. From the northwest
m«mm,a.womuw. ht.ho
southeastern section of the bird's body is a shallow hole.

My interpretation of this figure as a bird is hardly open to
question but certainly open to both elaboration and modification.
It is quite likely that the hook suspended in the bird's body makes
the figure another X-ray figure drawing in Norona's tems.

I treat this design as if I were certain the man who pecked
and rubbed it was figuring a duck with its head at the northern tip.
D PP Sy S S —
it can be interpreted as the exact opposite of my approach, i.e., it
can be argued quite reasonably that the head of the bird is the southern
element of the figure and that I am completely turned around.

‘It is also possible to argue that the figure represents two
m-.“dﬂucnmdoﬂ'ofﬂo,MWh
their middles. ‘

There is certainly no positive identification of the plan of
the artist who made the figure,

Design 4 (Fig. 10) has five elements. Its northeastern element
‘48 a short, straight line running northwest to southeast. From
either extremity, a zig-sag element extends in a southwesterly
direction. The more northerly of these is curvilinear, rather
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TIMMONS FARM PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 4L AND 5 (Neg. 1927)
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than angular. Below the inner shoulders of these elements, two
M-‘“.m.ﬁ‘tﬁm.

Locally this design is called a Thunderbtird. I find no
validity in thisappellatiom, although there is no doubt it can be
considered a stylised bird figure,

In the northern area of the site (Fig. 10, 11) D-1 to P-1,
F-2 to D=2, are a mmber of hemispheres ground into the rock.
There is no evidence that these either are or are not associated

Amhtbfu-u.

Compard sons
No elements of design on the Timmons Farm Petroglyphs Site

compare with any on the Table Rock Petroglyphs Site. Both occur
on a sandstone of the Dunkard Series. The elevation of the sand-
stone exposure is much the same, about 1100 u-hntnzo".

Bibliography
I know of no published report conceming the Timmons Farm
Site.
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riheE P FRGSILIANTL (52 Fa 35)

Location

The Francis Fam Petroglyphs Site, 36 Fa 35, is on the
Francis Fam in Jefferson Township, Fayette County, Pennsylvania.
(Pig. 1). The farm is owned by Joseph and Victor Francis. Its
postal address is Perryopolis, Pennsylvania.

The petroglyphs are at 79° 47' 30 West Longitude, 40°
3' 53" North Latitude—the seconds are interpolated from direct
measurement on USGS Brownsville Quadrangle topographic sheet.
The elevation is about 1140°'.

h.MOMhZ.S miles southwest of the intersection
~ of State Legislative Route 26137 and State Highway 51 just west of
Perryopolis by way of State Legislative Routes 26137 and 26012.
Just west of the junction of 26012, as it comes northwest from
Star Junction, and 26137, Township Road 7759 leads southwest to
the Little Redstone Creek Valley, Kenneth and California. The
Francis Fam is 0.4 of a mile along 7759 from its intersection
with 26012. The route can be easily traced on the Brownsville
Quadrangle.

Cadsow's location of the Francis Fam as "...between Layton
and Perryopolis...” (Cadsow, 1934, 51) is incorrect. Layton is
east of Perryopolis, and between Layton and Perryopolis is the
Youghiogheny River.
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Procedure

Mayer-Oskes' Site Survey Record sheet for 36 Fa 15 (see
page 4 above), noted that a cast of the Francis Fam Petroglyphs
was in the Westmoreland-Fayette County Historical Society Musewm
at West Overton, Pa. Robert D. Christie, Director of the Museum
cmnmlm«mmxm.uux
turned on 26 May for information concerning the Westmoreland-
Fayette County Museum, suggested I call Buell B. Whitehill of
Uniontown, Pa., President of the Westmoreland-Fayette County
Historical Society. A telephone call to Whitehill was made at
a propitious moment. Ray Musgrove, Curator of the Westmoreland-
Fayette County Museum was in Whitehill's office when my call came
through. I made an appointment with Musgrove to meet him in West
Overton on 1 June.

With Reeves and Musgrove I inspected the cast in the museum
at West Overton on 1 June. LlouWnrkattboﬂanl
site proved, this cast is an excellent reproduction. Except for a
purist, a visit to the museum to see the replica is as good as a
trip to the site to see the original. Musgrove gave us permission
to make a cast from the molds which were still on the third floor
of the museum building. This permission was revoked on 6 June
through no fault of Musgrove.

mmmm,ndmthMhhnMehnM
through inquiries at the Perryopolis Post Office. We talked with
Victor Francis, who gave us permission to work at the site, and later
in the day with Joseph Francis, who seconded Victor's authorization.
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The petroglyph rock is about 200 meters west of the Francis
brothers' fam house down a hill that shelves onto a flat curving
north and south in a broad bow. This flat is part of the Francis
Farm Site, 36 Fa 15. The rock is just inside the trees bordering
the flat on the west.

On 1 June, we photographed, laid out the site in a one-meter
grid, chalked designs, sketched, ani overprinted designs. On
6 June, I was alone at the site. I spread a coat of rubber on the
rock and left about 1300. I returned on 9 June to discover someone
had ripped my rubber from the rock. There was nothing to do tut put
on a heavier coat and wait for it to dry. This I did and left late
in the day with the mold. _

mDJ-l,Imuamuonﬁ.Jth. Cotter,
Regional Archeologist, Region Five, National Park Service,
Philadelphia, Pa., that the Francis Farm Petroglyphs Site be
considered for declaration as a national monument site.

Photographic record of the site is as follows: black-and-
white, negatives 1935 through 1944; color, slides 4891 through
4900. Overprints, molds, and casts made by Yarmer are Accession
19480, Field Catalog No. 3738.

General Description
The petroglyphs are carved on the slightly curving surface
of a nearly rectangular but curved-edge outcrop of a ledge of
sandstone of the Dunkard Series (Hickock and Meyer, 1940, 167).
The outcrop measures at greatest extent, 6.3 meters north to south,
5-7m;-lttoan. On the west, the outecrop rears 3.2 meters
above the ground. On the east, its lip is at ground level. (Fig. 12).
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‘Mn‘“ﬁlhg&ﬂmﬂﬁhdﬁ
on which we saw figures carved that we accepted as Indian. Just
north of the rock are four more large outcrops some of which bear
modern carvings chiefly of the "Kilroy was here” genre: initials,
a crudely pecked human head and shoulders, a rifle and the like.

Joseph and Victor Francis independently told us there had
been another outcrop with carvings on it to the east of the petro-
glyph rock. Musgrove also told us of this second group. We know
of no recording of the second group.

In any event, the second group is no longer extant. The
Francis brothers said that when the road in front of their home
was built during the middle 1930s, rock was taken from a small.
quarry behind the second petroglyph rock and in the process the
petroglyph was destroyed. Musgrove corroborated this tale. We
found no reference to it in any of the literary sources consulted.

The number of carvings on the rock is reckoned by us as
sixteen. Figure 13 illustrates their positions on the rock and
their relationship to each other. All were rubbed.

Designs
Figs. 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 locate and picture the various

designs of the Francis Farm Site. _

Design 1, Fig. 14, and Design 15, Fig. 17, are both of humen
heads., 1 is in profile with an upraised right hand with four
fingers. 15 is in full face. 1 has only two eye dots to delineate
the fact, 15 has a mouth in addition. Amorphous lines attach to
each, lines that may have been meant to suggest bodies.
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FRANCIS FARM PETROGLYPHS— 36 FA 38
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Design 2, Fig. 1sm.m.-nnruo¢&qnu
&h“o,t&oMuMeMtemw.ﬂqm,
-squared-end legs. The northeastern leg has a2 hook running first
southwest to northeast, then southeast to northwest, at its extremity.
The body protrudes into the round head into a point about where a nose
would be if this bird had been carved with a nose. From the most
southwesterly point of the western curve of the head, a straight line
t_.mh-rﬁtomwtbnuthﬁﬂ.

Designs 3, arrows; 4, foot; 8, a "Y"; 9, a hand; and 14, a bird
tud;m‘ulf-wh—tou. 8 may have been a bird track, but there
is now no sign of a third forward toe.

m_S.m.nhu-nrtduﬂ-l. The head is the most
southerly element of the carving. - It is round with eye and mouth
dots. From the n"urly portion of the head, a curved line runs east
to west. There are four limbs. The "ams" are angular, cut off within
40 cem. of the body. The legs, too, at the extreme west and east of the
bulbous body, are angular. Only the more westerly has a definite end
line, a straight, chopping finish to the leg. Across the body are
seven full chevrons and one partial chevron. The most southerly fouwr,
and the partial, chevrons are angular. The others are rounded. From
between the legs, extending southwest to northeast, is a rounded,
double-curved structure that may well represent a tail., At its
extreme northeastemn edge, a pair of lines, the westerly more curved
than the easterly, protrudes to touch the head of Design 10. From
near the end of its northwestem side, a sort of knife-blade shaped
figure protrudes southeast to northwest.
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~ Design 5 is spoken of by Cadsow (1934, 51) as "...the banded
monster with the spread legs and a tail (Plate XVII). This is
strongly suggestive of the spirit otter or underworld panther of

the Lenape. These spiritual animals have always played an important
part in Lenape ceremonial life as well as in that of the Chippewa."
Not so well versed in Lenape ceremonial figures as I hope to become, I
am reserving judgment as to whether or not Cadsow's suggested inter-
pretation of Design 5 is acceptable. '

Incidentally, the figure showing petroglyphs and entitled
"A Group of Pictographs on the Francis Fam in Fayette County, Pa.,"
on 46 of Cadgow's PETROGLYPHS...NEAR SAFE HARBOR..., 1934, is
wrongly labeled. These are petroglyphs from the Indian God Rock,
36 Ve 26. Cadsow's illustration was copied from Sherman Day's
HISTORICAL cm.i:uoncrmsmmn, 1843, 639. The lower photo-
graph of Plate XVII, following page L4 of the Cadzow publication, is
of a Francis Farm design. -

The Cadsow Plate XVII referred to above shows our Design 6, as
a figure that might well be taken for a sort of long-billed bird with
streamer-like appendages from its back. We did not find Design 6 of
this nmature. We might have missed the beak-like projectiom, or it
may have weathered away.

Design 10, Fig. 17, is a human figure, full face, with spread
arms and legs. The face is round with eye dots and a mouth slit.
The left amm, the northem one, is curved, the elbow joint, for
instance, being an arc, not an angle. The amorphous hand has five
fingers, the thumb being set far back from the finger lime. The
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right arm, the southern one, is cut off near the shoulder. An
-sw“.-mamc,u-nuﬂannm
inclines from north to south just east of where the right am is

cut off. This may well be the rest of the right am of the figure
even though its connection with the shoulder and upper am is no longer
distinguishable. There is a line across the junction of the leg and
foot on the left leg as if of a shoe line, but there is none at the
Junction of the right leg and foot, e

Design 13 is a cluster of six scooped-out, small hemispheres
surrounding a seventh.

Design 16 is a sort of "W', may have been a bird track at ome
tm,&it-thhﬂbw;rmtﬂ*lﬂthmMU
now worn away, or it may have been a "W" whether done as a letter as
a Buropean, or as a design by an Indian. I believe it Indian, not

In 2 B are two arrows, the heads pointing east. In 3 B is a
human figure, round head, two eye dots, round abdomen, two stick
legs, head south, lege north. I believe these of recent origin and
mmum:-uuetu-pm. Lying in the
southeast portion of 3 F is a sort of grapnel-hook shaped figure
with curved lines at its head.

Compard sons
ummammummmhw

Sites, the Francis Fam Site is on a sandstone of the Dunkard
Series. The elevation being 1140' and 1100', respectively.
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I believe the only significance to this harmony is that this
particular sort of sandstone is easy to peck and rub, was
recognisable as such to the Indians who carved upon it, and that
- its exposures generally occur at about 1100' in the area in which
I have worked.

m“.-muanthmpms Design 2,
the snail, of the Table Rock; Designs 1, the X-ray animal figure,
2, the dancing duck, and possibly 4, of the Timmons Farm; and
Design 2, the bird, and 5, the "spirit otter" of the Francis Fam,
m‘dﬂun‘WEﬁhlmMﬂo_&mo.
I see no relationships among these designs. Bird tracks ocour
only on the Francis Fam Site.

Human figures are on only the Francis Famm Site, and here,
also, are the only human head and foot prints.

Geometric designs are on all three, I see no relationships
among them, with the possible exception of hemispheres ground in
the rock as noted for the Timmons Fam for the Area D-1 and D-2
to F-1 and F-2, and as Design 13 of the Francis Farm. Even here
the likeness is not striking, those of the Timmons Fam being
larger and more carefully worked than those of the Francis Farm,
Geometric figures for which I have no explanation occur on all
three. -

L7
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weailn

. The New Gemeva Petroglyphs Site, 36 Fa 37, lies opposite
M@-m“mnmmhnurum
Township, Fayette County, Pennsylvania (Fig. 1). It is just wp
river from where a ravine known locally as "Picture Rock Hollow"
meets the river. Along the river bank, it is about 0.4 miles
north of New Geneva, 0.7 miles south of Martin,

The petroglyphs are at 79° 54' 30" West Longitude, 39° 47'

52;' North Latitude--the seconds are m.rpéhtod from direct
measurement on USGS Masontown Quadrangle topographic duot.._ The
elevation is about 770'.

Procedure
With W, C. Reeves, I worked at the New Geneva Site on 30 June

and 6 July. On 30 June we leamed the approximate location of the
site from Mrs. Mary S. Ford of New Geneva. Taking her advice, we
drove to Martin and walked south along the railroad until we came
to Picture Rock Hollow near which we found the site. Having
satisfied ourselves that this was the "Picture Rock" Site drawn by
J. Sutton Wall and William Arison and published by the American
Philosophical Society (1884, Plate II following page 686) and the
New Geneva Site of Cadzow (1934, 51, Plate XVI), we left.
@Gm,um,ﬁw,M“amdmO
site. While waiting for the mold to dry, I pecked and rubbed a

L9
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groove 20 em. long, 1 cm. wide, and 5 em. deep in 4 minutes using

a bluntly pointed piece of slate Reeves picked up from the river.

I_trchdy resembled the grooves of the petroglyph designs.
Photographic record of the site is as follows: black-and-white

negatives 1945 through 1960; color, slides 4901 through 4919. Over-

prints, molds, and casts made by Yarmer are Accession 19480, Field

Catalog No. 3736,

General Description
The petroglyphs are clustered on the northem end of a ledge

of udatom exposed for more than 100 meters in length and anywhere
from 3 to 8 in width at this point.

George S. Fisher's report to Cadzow that the petroglyphs were
eroding rapidly (Cadsow, 1934, 50) was well founded. The sandstone
here is a friable member of the Connellsville Sandstome of the
Conemaugh Group (Hickock and Moyer, 1%0, 77-79); also Catheart,
Hickock and Moyer, 1938, GEOLOGIC MAP OF FAYETTE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA,
1938). It scales continually, and perhaps we were unable to orient
ourselves with either the picture in Cadsow or in the American
Philosophical Society 1884 Proceedings, because much of it has already
sloughed away. Sunotthhnnnlhduteb\—nm,rerthn
was definite evidence thtmo-hdbntqmitomwﬁ. slab
on which the largest cluster of ciu'lgna remains.,

While there are a number of carvings on the rock, I lumped

ﬁmlwﬁm‘nﬂnhmmm,lﬁom
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southern, a single design, and 2, the more northern, a group of
many designs. Figs. 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 locate and picture them,

There are numerous partly obliterated figures at this site
Mwhnbﬂpm-ﬁbyhﬁulnﬂl,ﬁm
mmmmutumcmt-;m-t. Observation of
these latter proved that at such a site as this the amount of wear
has less to do with age—-if the dates can be trusted--~tham with
position on the rock. A 1923 date and name in a location that took
“nhrohﬂunlnrﬁromth-thondméuntnu
higher and past which water would but slip.

Design 1, Fig. 20, might have been a series of concentric
circles around a central pit, or a spiral. It is too worn now for
exact description, but I think it was once all one pattern rather
than the segments now exposed,

Segments of Design 2 are seen in Figs. 21 amd 22, Fig. 21
gives the more southerly portion. Distinguishable elements of the
design are bird tracks, deer tracks, hooked figures, straight lines,
and loop-ended rods. There are also various small pits in no
apparent pattem. I could not distinguish the human and bear tracks
of the Cadzow (1934, following page 44) and Wall and Arison (188,
following page 686) plates. Perhaps they were there and have been
so badly worn they are no longer apparent. Perhaps Wall's comment
that the construction of Lock and Dam No. 7 (Wall, 1884, 688),
covered part of the figures is the answer,



o
1
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NEW GENEVA PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGN 2 (Neg. 1947)
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NEW GENEVA PETRUGLYPHS SITE, DESIGN 2 (Neg. 1946)

Fig., a2
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Compe risons
The only design elements I saw on the New Geneva Site that

compare with those of the three sites previously discussed are
bird tracks. The Francis Famm Site had these.

Perhaps Design 1 is the remnant of a snail figure. This is
by no means a positive identification, but if it has any validity,
mlpfluﬁﬂniloath order of Design 2 of Table Rock.

If the Cadzow and Wall and Arison plates are representative
of designs that were on the New Geneva Site at one time, then
human footprints and, possibly, hand prints occurred on both the
New Geneva and the Francis Famm Sites.

Bibliography
Mallery, 1886, 21,
", 1893, 111,
Cadzow, 1934, 50, Plate XVI.
Engberg, 1931, 179, 180.
American Philosophical Society, 188, 685-689, Plate II.
Wall, J. Sutton, 1884, 687-689, Plate II.
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The Sugar Grove Mfm. Site, 36 Gr 5, 1s on the Earl
Livingood Farm in Monongahela Township, Greene County, Pemnsylvania.
(Pig. 1). The site has been called the Picture Rocks Site as well
as the Sugar Grove Petroglyphs Site. All information amassed on it
as Picture Rocks by Camegie Museum is now filed under Sugar Grove.

The petroglyphs are at 790 57' 4LO" West Longitude, 39° 49'

36" North Latitude--the seconds are m-mm from direct measure-
ment on USGS Masontown Juadrangle t.opqup_hte sheet. The elevation
is about 1120', '

To reach the site, one drives west along State Legislative
Route 30098 from its intersection with State Highway €8 for 0.4
mile. At this point a farm road turns sharply left to the south.
After following this for about 15 yards, one turns right, to the
west, and follows a rough road that winds generally lol’l’-h“ﬂ.’. for
about a mile to emerge on a steep pasture. The petroglyphs are
Just to the north of the northwest cormer of the pasture. They
are about 0.6 mile east of south of Sigsbee.

Procedure
Carnegie Museum personnel visited the site twice, on 15 July

and 19 July, 1960. Reeves and I were accompanied on each occasion
by Mrs. Carolyn E. Lindsay, a volunteer aide. Mrs. Lindsay sketched
the site and it was photographed. Overprints were made. No mold
was made because of the possibility that Dr. Paul R. Stewart,
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President of Waynesburg College, Waymesburg, Pa., will ask the
Section of Man to cast the site for him, and we will then make
a duplicate for our own record. Overprinting was particularly
successful at this site and made a fine check for use with our
own sketches and photographs and figures in literature,
Mayer-Oakes recorded 36 Gr 5 as the Picture Rocks Site on
1 August, 1950. I saw no signs in 1960 of the quarrying of the
cutcrop here which his informants ga!.d was being carried on by
chrﬁo Everhart, former owner of the property, but the area is
much grown up, particularly with a luwxuriant growth of poison ivy,
and signs of quarrying —y have been observed by vegetation.
Livingood was not. doing any quarrying. '
On 23 October, 1958, I visited with Dr. Stewart who had
led David Rial and me to the Sugar Grove Site in the late 1940s.
Stewart confirmed my belief that the Picture Rocks and Sugar
Grove Sites were two different names for the same site.
Photographic record of the site is as follows: black-and-
white, negatives 1961 through 1983; color, slides 4917 through
4931. Overprints are Accession 19480, Field Catalog No. 3737.

General Description
The Sugar Grove Petroglyphs were carved on a level section

portion of a long outcrop of sandstone. The area on which designs
occur is about 8 m. by 8 m. (Fig. 23). The western tip of the
outcrop at the location of the petroglyphs is about l.4 m. on an
average above ground level, but the other edges are more or less
flush, A
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SUGAR GROVE PETRUGLYPHS SITE, GENERAL ViZW (Neg. 1962)
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The formation is a sandstone of the Dunkard Series according
to Dr.\l. R. Eller, Curator of Geology and Invertebrate Fossils at
Carnegle Museum. Its elevation, as noted before, is about 1120°',

We distinguished 48 designs. (Pig. 24). They were pecked and
rubbed. Some white carvings have been added, and they were not always
easy to differentiate from Indian Ju:lgns. Only chalking, for instance,
enatled us to see that a puzzling design in A-6 (design not shown in
field sketch) was "J, V."., There was evidence that some small sections
had been chopped from the tocp of the rock. This may be the source of
the quarrying report received by Mayer-Oakes.

. Plate XIX ef Cadzow's 1934 PETROGLYFHS....SAFE | .RBOR proved
guite accurate when compared with the actual site at Sugar Grove.
This was contrary to our experience with his Plate XVI and the New
Geneva Site.

Designs
Figs. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 locate and

picture the many designs on this large site. Distinguishable
designs include arrows, human heads, hands, and feet, comb-like
elements, animal heads, tird tr:cks, deer tracks, arrows, a large
animal, and unidentifiably geometric forms both straight-sided and
curved,

Human heads as exemplified by Designs 6, 8, 27, 33, and 45,
Figs. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29, vary from distinct full face
presentations with eye holes and mouth slits to amorphous full
face and profile drawings with only eyes noted. Hands and feet,
Designs 20, 24, and 26, Figs. 27, 28, and 30, are all distinct.
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SUGAR GROVE PETRUGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS L THRUUGH 10 (Neg. 1967
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 3 THROUGH 10 (Neg. 1965)
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 29 AND 33 (Neg. 1980)

FIG. 27
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 18 THROUGH 20, 27, 34 THROUGH 37
(Neg. 1979)

FIG, 28
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 44 THROUGH 4B (Neg. 1982)

F1G. 29
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 11 THROUGH 17, 21 THROUGH 23 (Neg. 1971)
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 40 AND 41 (Neg. 1981)
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 11 THROUGH 15, 21 THROUGH .4,
28 THROUGH 30, AND 38 (Neg. 1975)
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SUGAR GROVE PETROGLYPHS SITE, DESIGNS 23 THROUUGH 25, 30 THROUGH 32
(Neg. 1978)
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The comb-like elements, Designs 9 and A1, Figs. 25, 24, and
31, may well be representations of wings of birds, Design 3,

Fig. 26, is a poor rendition ar an animal head.

The most intriguing single design is 16, Fig. 30. A square
snouted, curved, tailed, animal figure, it lies in C-4, D-4, D-5,
C-5. Just what the various elements contained in its belly region,
a sort of vertebrae-like element, two elements that might represent.
heads, and the like are supposed to represent, I don't know.

Compa risons

Human heads, hand, possibly foot tracks--depending on one's
interpretation of the Francis Famm Petroglyphs Design L--and arrows
oceur on the Sugar Grove and Francis Farm Sites. Again depending on
interpretation, if Design 13 of the Francis Fam Site contains deer
tracks, then bird tracks and deer tracks occur on the Sugar Grove,
Francis Farm, and New Geneva ait.u. Gecmetric figures on many of
the sites bear resemblances to each other, but the likenesses are
not really strong enough to warrant matching one site with another.

As pointed out by Engberg (1931, 179) and Cadzow (1934, 51)
the Francis Farm Petroglyphs and those at Sugar Grove are much
alike in conception and treatment. Beyond that, I hesitate to go
at this time.

The Sugar Grove Site is the fourth of the five investigated
that was carved on a sandstone of the Dunkard Series at about
1100' elevation.
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Cadzow, 1934, 50, 51, Plates XVIII and XIX.

Engberg, 1931, 179.
Mayer-Oakes, 1955, 259.
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