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THE V I R G I N I A  DIIJISION OF HISTORIC LANDMARKS 
SURVEY AND PLANNING SUBGRANT PROGRAM: AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL OVERVIEW 

J. Mark Wittkofski 

The Virginia Division of Historic Landmarks is the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and is located across from the 

State Capitol and State Library at 2 2 1  Governor Street in downtown 

Richmond. Recognizing the importance of Virginia's many h is tor ic  

buildings and s i t e s ,  the Virginia General Assembly created the 

Virginia Historic Landmarks Comnission in 1966.  It was directed t o  

survey and recognize the most significant properties by l i s t i n g  them 

on a Virginia Landmarks Register. The Comnission w a s  also t o  

encowage and promote the preservation of these significant cul tural  

assets  of the Commonwealth. 

In 1985, the Historic Landmarks Commission s ta f f  became part of 

the newly created Deparhnent of Conservation and Historic Resources. 

A t  t h a t  time, the  agency's name was changed t o  the Division of 

Historic L a n h k s .  The eleven members of the Historic Landrrarks 

Board (nine of whom are appointed by the Governor) continue t o  

oversee the ac t iv i t i e s  and programs of the Divisiont s professional 

s t a f f  and i ts  Director. A State Review Board comprised of pmfes- 

sional archi tects ,  archaeologists, architectural historians,  

his tor ians,  and other special is ts ,  appointed by the Division's 

Director, oversees the agency's federally rrandated ac t iv i t ies .  

The Division of Historic Landmarks is responsible fo r  carrying 

out the fedemlly sponsored h is tor ic  preservation program in 

Virginia and f o r  administering funds awarded t o  Virginia by the 

National Park Service fo r  those preservation ac t iv i t i e s .  Included 



in t h i s  program are completion of reconnaissance and intensive 

surveys ; the nominayion of Virginia landmarks t o  the National 

Register of Historic Places; review 3f rehabili tation ~ m j e c t s  

u t i l iz ing  the Investment Tax Credits t o  assure cgmpliance with the 

Secretary of the Inter ior 's  Standards fo r  --- Rehabilitation; review and 

comment upon a l l  federally funded, licensed, o r  sponsored projects 

which m y  threaten an h is tor ic  building, d i s t r i c t ,  o r  archaeological 

s i t e  ; prepmat ion of a comprehensive statewide preservation plan ; 

administration of the Certified Local ( b v e m n t  program which is  

designed t o  involve local  governments i n  d i rec t  participation in the 

federal preservation program; and administration of funds devoted t o  

a program of grants awarded for  survey z m d  planning projects around 

the s ta te .  The last ac t iv i ty  is the f o c ~ ~ s  of t h i s  repor% 

Virginia's cul tural  heritage spans not: only the last 330 years 

of h is tor ic  ~ e t t l e r n e ~ t ,  but d s o  an addi-ti-onal 10,000 o r  mre years 

of prehistory. A r i ch  and diverse variety of archaeological s i t e s  

has been discovered kcluding not only those relat ing t o  Virginia's 

f m u s  ci t izens and soldiers but a lso those of ordinary hclividuals 

and/or minority c o m i t i e s  such as  slaves and free blacks from the 

colonial period. Other s i t e s  have included church-es , taverns , 
forges, and canals, as w e l l  a s  prehisto19ic Indian vi l lages,  hunting 

camps, quarries, anC. mckshelters. These precious resources are 

nonrenewable and deserve constant attention i n  order tc protect them 

from huma~ and/or natural destruction, 

A t  present, archaeologists working in Virginia have helped 

record nearly 20,000 archaeological s i t e s .  However, when realized 

tha t  the Comnwealtk of Virginia contains s l ight ly  m r ~  t h m  43,000 

square miles, the &we number of inven t~ r i ed  s i t e s  is equal t o  l e s s  

than one recorded archaeological s i t e  per every two square miles (or  
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one s i t e  per nearly 1 , 5 0 0  acres ) ,  an extremely low s i t e  density 

figure. 

Recent calculations fo r  determining the amount of time 

necessary t o  complete the identification of a l l  archaeological s i t e s  

within the Commonwealth indicate tha t  it would be 500 years o r  

longer a t  the current r a t e  of archaeological survey e f fo r t s  

(Mitchell e t  al. 1986:l). A complete archaeological inventory would 

be the mst thorough way t o  identify those s i t e s  worthy of protec- 

t ion.  Recognizing, however, the near impossibility of creating such 

a complete inventory, a program was developed by the Division t o  

begin sampling discrete uni ts  of space ( i . e . ,  counties, c i t i e s )  and 

develop predictive models f o r  s i t e  locations. These models, when 

combined with other data,  could then be converted into preservation 

documents available t o  planners, developers, archaeologists, and 

other cu l tura l  resource managers concerned with both long-range and 

hnedia te  preservation problems i n  the area. 

Virginia, l i ke  its neighboring eastern seaboard s t a t e s ,  has 

seen a tremendous v w t h  in i ts  population during the last f ive 

years. This growth has resulted in an increase i n  new housing 

starts, new industr ia l ,  conrmercial, and off ice  development, a s  well 

as great pressure t o  construct more and be t te r  transportation 

networks. As an example of t h i s  growth in the metropolitan Richmond 

area alone, nearly $100 million was spent f o r  new industr ia l  space 

in 1985; in the f i r s t  half of 1986, t h i s  f igure increased by more 

than twenty percent. Creation of space in the same area was respon- 

s ib le  f o r  an expenditure of some $61 million in 1985; during the 

f i r s t  s i x  months of 1986 nearly $140 million had been spent, an 

increase of close t o  130 percent over the en t i re  previous twelve 

months (Foxwell 1987:personal c o m i c a t i o n ) .  Other areas 
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experiencing tremend~3us growth have been Tidewater and Northern 

Virginia, and t o  a lesser  degree the Charlottesville area, Roanoke e, 

and Blacksburg. The majority of corrmrlities in Virginia have 

experienced some level  of impact caused by the reel-nt surge in 

p w t h  and developmert. 

Sadly enough during the same l a s t  f ive years, funding for  

h is tor ic  preservaticn programs has rumabed s t a t i c  o r  actually 

decreased. The U.S. Department of the Inter ior  through i ts  Historic 

Preservation Fund had provided t o  the  s4:ates considerable money fo r  

archaeological surveys and planning studies. The current admini- 

s t rat ion has endeavcred t o  eliminate t h i s  money from the federal 

budget, while Congress has voted t o  min ta in  preservation funding a t  

level spending which in and of i t s e l f  i.s way below the 1980 level. 

Inflation has meant a reduced level  of funding in each succeeding 

year. Consequently, the Division developed a program f o r  greater 

public participation tha t  demanded less mn.etary expenditures. 

The program, involving competitive matching grants, was insti- 

tuted by the Divisicn fo r  Federal Fiscal Year 1984 for survey and 

preservatim planning ac t iv i t ies .  Money fo r  t h i s  pact: prc:gram w a s  

provided 70 Virginia on a mtching hasis by Congress from the 

Historic Preservation Fund. Activit ies e l ig ib le  for  these mtching 

grants can be any of the following: 

1) Surveys: Comprehensive (both hi.storic/architectural and 

archaeological resources ) ; Histc~ri.c/Architectural Resources ; 

Archaeological Resources ; and Tl1e~n2-tic (a type of architec- 

tural o r  archaeological resource). All  surveys must use 

WHL inventcry forms and procedures. Recomndat:ions for  

reconnaissance level  survey s t rategies  are available f m  

tke VDHL. 



2 )  Planning: Comprehensive cul tural  resource protection plans 

for  both his tor ic/archi tectural  and archaeological re- 

sources. 

3 ) National Register Nomination Reports : Multiple Property 

Nominations and Historic Distr ic t  Nominations. Guidelines 

and samples of nominations are available from the VDHL upon 

request. 

4 )  Education: Curriculum modules on preservation topics fo r  

elementary and secondary schools. 

Rehabilitation of h is tor ic  structures and full-scale archaeological 

research projects are not considered by the National Park Service t o  

be survey and planning ac t iv i t i e s  and are therefore not e l ig ib le  for  

funding through t h i s  program. 

A l l  projects receiving grants rmst be conducted in a manner 

consistent with the Secretary of the In ter ior ' s  Standards and 

Guidelines f o r  Archaeology and Historic Preservation issued i n  the 

Federal Register (1983). Eligible applicants fo r  these subgrants 

can be any of the following: 

1) Local g o v e m n t a l  uni ts  including towns, c i t i e s ,  o r  

counties and local ,  s t a t e ,  o r  regional agencies; 

2 )  Educational inst i tut ions;  

3) Non-profit, tax-exempt organizations, such as h is tor ica l  

societies and foundations; and 

4 Private businesses. 

Applicants are required t o  demnstrate t h e i r  capacity t o  administer 

the grant and provide f o r  grant expenditure in anticipation of 

quarterly reimbursement. Federal share mtch  in the past has ranged 

from f i f t y  t o  seventy percent of the t o t a l  project costs. 



Applications fcr survey and planning subgrant awards are  

evaluated and rated on comprehensiveness, urgency and significance , 

need fo r  the project in the proposed area,  project design, and 

administrative capacity. Each of these ranking character is t ics  is 

keyed t o  one o r  mre sections of the applicatior.. Final clecisions 

on awards rest with the Division's D b c t o ~ .  

Surveys are evaluated based upon t h e i r  need a s  (determined by 

Division s t a f f  using c r i t e r i a  developed frtm the agency's architec- 

tural and archaeological inventories and statewile cornpr'ehensive 

planning ef for t s .  Proposals f o r  re.connaissance surveys w i l l  be 

given higher pr ior i ty  when conducted in areas not already inten- 

sively surveyed o r  previously reported t o  the National Park. Service 

by the Division. Preference i s  given those proposals t ha t  will 

complete survey effo-s t o  the reconnaissance level  fo r  an en t i r e  

county o r  c i t y  uni t .  There remain m y  such geographic uni t s  within 

the Comnwealth tha t  qualify fo r  reconnaissance level  surveys. 

Comprehensive preservation planning proposals can be submitted 

fo r  any loca l i ty  regardless of the  extent or  adeqcacy of previous 

surveys. In the  past, pr ior i ty  has been given t o  cu l tura l  resource 

protection plans fo r  l oca l i t i e s  t h a t  have achieved survey coverage 

t o  a t  l ea s t  the reconnaissance level-. Preservaticn ?laming pro- 

posals a l so  are required t o  have the  support of the responsible 

local  o f f i c i a l s ,  

h p s a l s  fo r  multiple property Nati.c)nal Register nominations 

have pr ior i ty  i f  they have the  support of the  responsible local  

o f f i c i a l s  and r e l a t e  t o  an area previously surveyed t o  the the  

reconnaissmce o r  intensive level ,  

Education project proposals mst concisely answer cluestions 

about the  project ' s  design, need, and use in the local  cc~mmunity. 
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Particularly important is  whether the mdule w i l l  have application 

beyond those immediately targeted. 

Detailed guidelines containing more specific information about 

the subgrant program are available by contacting the Virginia 

Division of Historic Landmrks. Included within these guidelines 

are data pertaining t o  specific budget items, administrative 

requirements, and grant conditions, a s  well as definit ions and 

copies of appropriate sections of the Secretary of the In te r ior ' s  

Standards and Guidelines. 

As of December 1987, approximately $575,000 had been awarded t o  

e l ig ib le  recipients through the Division's Survey and Planning 

Subgrant Program and related Certif ied b c a l  Government (CLG) 

Subgrant Program. Less than $275,000 w a s  awarded f o r  surveys and 

preservation planning a c t i v i t i e s  involving in part archaeological 

resources. The Appendix lists a l l  archaeologically re la ted sub- 

grants awarded and the products produced from the beginning of the 

program in 1984 u n t i l  December 1987. 

The papers i n  t h i s  volume w e r e  presented a t  the Annual Meeting - 
of the Society f o r  Historical  Archaeology i n  Savannah, Georgia, 

January 1 0 ,  1987 in a symposium ent i t led ,  "The Virginia Division of 

Historic Landmarks1 Survey and Planning Subgrant Program," chaired 

by J. Mark Wittkofski. Since the conference w a s  h i s tor ica l  by 

nature, papers selected from the  Subgrant Program fo r  the symposium 

w e r e  those involving at l ea s t  i n  part h is tor ica l  period investiga- 

t ions.  As such, t h i s  volume should be seen a s  a representative 

sampling of subgrants involving h is tor ica l  archaeology funded by the 

Division during i ts  four years of providing competitive grants. As 

the Appendix indicates, m y  of these subgrants a l so  included 

prehistoric archaeological investigations and archi tectural  studies. 

7 



The f i r s t  paper w a s  writ ten by Dr.. Jeffrey L. Eantmar~ and M r .  

Thomas S. K l a t k ,  koth of the Department of hthropology a t  the 

University of Virginia in Charlottesvil1.e. It disccsses b ~ h a e o -  

logical surveys of n o  county-wide areas (ca. 1 ,400  s q u a ~  miles) 

located in the central  Virginia PiecLnmnt, work funded in p a r t  

through the VDHL subgrant program. The: purpose of the paper is t o  

describe the m e r  in which the  su~?rllys were implemented and to 

i l l u s t r a t e  how the  data obtained in such preliminary survey may be 

used both t o  provide re l iab le  inventory data and t o  address broad 

research questions concerning social  histo]?. The interpretation of 

the h i s to r i c  s i t e s  offers  an additional perspective t o  tha t  re- 

sul t ing from t rad i t iona l  surveys of standing structures and a lso  

provides a comparative data base t o  the  structures used by Henry 

Glassie in h i s  Folk Yousing in Middle V:irg:hia. -- 
Within the Division ' s Archaeol~~giclal Survey and Planning 

Subgrant Program, a smaller non-competitive subgrart was awarded t o  

Historic Gordonsville , Inc . (HGI , a pr7ivate consemat ion organiza- 

tion, t o  conduct an intensive archaeological survey of the densely 

vegetated acreage s m m d i n g  the  Natioi~al Register s i t e  of Governor 

Alexander Spotswood ' s 18th-century p1antat:ion h o r n  as the "enchan- 

ted castle." The s i t e  and much of i ts  adjoining acreage w a s  

threatened by destruction from resident ia l  and highway construction. 

The intensive survey, directed by D0ugla.s W. Sanford and relying 

predominantly upon volunteer labor, ernp loyed a sys temt  i c  , sub- 

surface sampling procedure which itien-tified , inventor*ied, and 

assessed 30 prehis tc l~ic  and h is tor ic  s i t e s .  Although not d i rec t ly  a 

part of the Division's Survey and Planning (federally-funded) 

Subgrant Program, t h i s  paper was inclucled as it provides an example 

of the  corollary stite-funded program. Data f r o m  the survc:y w i l l  be 
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used t o  enhance both future archaeological research as  well as t o  

provide the basis fo r  Historic Gordonsville's preservation and 

management plan fo r  these resources. 

Frederic W. Gleach, formerly of Virginia Comnonwealth Univer- 

s i t y ' s  Archaeological Research Center, discusses the Richmond 

Metropolitan Area Archaeological Survey (RMAAS) which was undertaken 

with the help of the Division's Survey and Planning Subgrant Program 

in an attempt t o  of fse t  intolerable losses resulting from rapid 

development in and around the c i ty .  Richmond and i ts  suburban 

counties are located a t  the  f a l l s  of the Jaws River in a region 

r ich  in h is tor ica l  and archaeological resources. Both prehistoric 

and h is tor ic  s i t e s  of national significance are being impacted a t  an 

unprecedented r a t e  due t o  the explosive r a t e  of development. To 

provide a base fo r  preservation planning, the survey prepared an 

inventory of mre than 1,000 archaeological s i t e s ,  of which each 

component w a s  evaluated using standardized c r i t e r i a .  In addition, 

an extensive computerized data base on the s i t e s  (including geo- 

graphic and h is tor ica l  data) has been compiled t o  allow predictions 

of s i t e  locations and significance throughout the c i t y  and the two 

adjacent counties. The RMAAS project c lear ly i l l u s t r a t e s  the need 

for ,  and complexities o f ,  coordination between s t a t e  and local  

g o v e m n t s  and academic inst i tut ions.  

The creation and development of a resource protection plan is 

only the f i r s t  s tep in effective magement ; equally important is a 

continuing commitment t o  fu l f i l l i ng  long- and short-term objectives 

of the plan. In Gregory J. Brown's paper, he discusses a plan 

funded in part by the Division's Survey and Planning Subgrant 

Propam and produced by the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation. This 

plan resulted in the proposal t o  create a regional inforrration 
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center a t  the College of William and Mary, dedicated t o  kplement- 

ing, revising, and updating the plan through interaction with local  

planners, developers, and scholars. - : L ~ a a a y  e f fo r t s  in the 

est~~blishment of the center, a s  well as steps in the development of 

the plan i t s e l f ,  are reviewed and analyzed. A p i l o t  study organized 

fo r  the  James City Ccunty Historical  Comnission, involving implemen- 

ta t ion  of crucial  reredial  studies and oxgoizg sensitivi.ty analysis,  

is also discussed. 

In  1985,  the  Heritage Resources p r o p m  of Fairfax County, 

Viqinia, produced two important documents under a Suvey and 

Planning Subgrant from the Virginia Division of Historic Landm~ks. 

The parat called f o r  an integrated mhaeologics l /a rchi tec~aI  

survey of 2,500 acres of western Fai r fax  County. The r e su l t s  of 

t h i s  project were used as a t e s t  case fo r  the Comty s new Heritage 

Resource Management Plan. This plan contained some dis t inct ive 

mdif icat ions,  incluiling merging archaeological and archi tectural  

resources in to  one resource class  (as did Colonial Williamsl~urg) and 

developing a local  "publicq9 significance c r i te r ion  independent of 

the  National Register's c r i t e r i a .  In Michael F. Johnson's next 

paper, he describes the context in which  he plan and the survey 

w e r e  developed. Special emphasis is placed on: integrating preser- 

vation programs in to  the  land use planning system a t  the local  

level;  survey and p l m i n g  as opposed t c  salvage and excavation; the 

special place ci t izens have in t h i s  kind of program; and, the 

Fairfax County experience with po l i t i ca l  and f i s c a l  self-  

sufficiency . 
In  the  f i n a l  symposium paper, Dr. 12. Randolph Twner, 111, 

reviews the Division of Historic Landmarlcs' khaeologiccf i  Survey 

and Planning S u b p a n t  Pmgram. He describes how since 1984 expl ic i t  
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ef for t s  have been made t o  integrate archaeological survey resu l t s  

with newly emerging preservation plans fo r  cul tural  resources. 

Emphasis has been placed on the local  and regional levels with 

par t icular  successes noted where there has been expl ic i t  support by 

local governmnt uni ts  _from a project ' s  inception. The incorpora- 

t ion  of data on archaeological resources with t h a t  of h i s tor ica l  and 

archi tectural  resources in to  preservation plans has proven t o  be 

especially valuable i n  enhancing the  likelihood of archaeological 

resources being considered by local  c o m m i t  i e s  when making deci- 

sions affect ing t h e i r  integri ty  and long-term preservation. 

Concluding the  volume, D r .  Pamela J. Cressey, who has estab- 

lished a nationally recognized local  program i n  archaeology, w a s  

asked t o  be a discussant f o r  t h i s  Society fo r  Historical  Archaeology 

symposium in Savannah, Georgia. Her comments, insights,  and view- 

points serve as a vehicle f o r  connecting the papers of t h i s  

symposium as well as highlighting the  importance of local  resources, 

c i t izenry,  and pol i t ics  in the effective development and implementa- 

t ion  of preservation planning. 

! 
These collected papers i l l u s t r a t e  cer ta in  types of archaeologi- 

---- - , 

/ c a l  subgrants t ha t  have been funded by the  Division of Historic 
I --- --- - _ _ _ -- --l_._._l_ -- - -- - -- - - 

\ bandmarks. It should be again noted tha t  these papers-- - ---- r e f l ec t  the 
1 - ---------- 

--  - 

discipline of h i s tor ica l  - ---------.,.,.-----.? archaeology. 
..-I _.^X___"._^ - 

Applications and proposals fo r  future matching grants are 

encouraged. The m u n t  of money available w i l l  depend upon the 

-mt of m a 1  grants given t o  the Division by the 'National Park 

Service. For fur ther  Information, please contact: 

Survey and Planning Subgrant Program 
Virginia Division of Historic Landrrarks 
2 2 1  Governor Street  
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
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SOCIAL HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY I N  C m R A L  V I R G I N I A  

Jeffrey L. Hantman and Thomas S. Klatka 

This paper discusses the goals, ~ t h o d s  and resu l t s  of the 

University of Virginia's sys temt ic  regional survey research 

conducted in the Virginia Piedmont over the last two years. The 

survey has focused t o  date on the central  Virginia counties of 

Albemarle and Buckingham (see Figure 11, and has been conducted 

within the framework of the Virginia Division of Historic M m k s  

Survey and Planning Subgrant Program. As such, i ts  stated goal has 

been tha t  of bringing two specific counties t o  the "reconnaissance" 

level  of survey according t o  the terms defined by the  Department of 

the Inter ior .  A t  the  same time, t h i s  work represents the f i r s t i  
I 
I 

sys temt ic ,  regional survey undertaken in the inner Piedmant , and , 

has created a data base which serves as the foundation fo r  ongoing 

research which addresses specific questions relat ing t o  the history 

and prehistory of Piedrront Virginia. In 1987-88, the University of 
-- - 

Virginia w i l l  undertake a new survey of neighboring Fluvanna County, 
- -- __ _ -------I-- --_ _ 

which along with recent systematic survey i n  Orange County, w i l l  add 

t o  t h i s  growing data base. 

In t h i s  paper we  w i l l  describe our mst recent survey ef for t  

conducted in Buckingham County, a 582 square mile area located in 

the inner Piedmont (see Figure 1). The James River mkes up the 

en t i re  northern border of the county and was a prirary focus of 

h is tor ic  settlement and economics, particularly following canal and 

railroad construction in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

F i r s t ,  we w i l l  outline how the resource planning and research goals 

of our survey program complement and enhance one another. Next we 



Figure 1. Location of the areas of county level archaeological 
recomaissance survey ccnd~icted by the University of 



w i l l  describe our par t icular  s t ra tegy f o r  data collection and f i e ld  

research in cen t ra l  Virginia, and demnstra te  what kinds of 

inferences can be made concerning basic issues of resource density, 

d ivers i ty ,  and dis t r ibut ion.  Finally,  we w i l l  describe the  par t i -  

cular  research issues re la t ing  t o  h i s to r i c  settlement i n  Buckingham 

County which have been ident i f ied in our survey program. 

The goals of the  Buckingham County survey were specif ic  in some 

areas and general in others. A t  the  broadest l eve l  we sought t o  

gather systematic archaeological data which would contribute not 

only t o  preservation planning goals in Buckingham County, but which 

would a l so  be d i r ec t l y  relevant t o  t he  planning process f o r  Piedmont 

study un i t s  in general. Even with the  number of recent archaeo- 

logical  surveys in the  Piedmont province of Virginia, systematic 

data on the  archaeological resources in t h i s  region remin f a i r l y  

limited. As t he  Buckingham County survey began, only s i x  counties 
*---_l _ _ -- 

in the  Virginia Piedmont were l i s t e d  by the  Division of Historic 

Landmarks as being at L-o_or--@- t he  process of reaching, th_e_- con- 
C -- 

I naissance leve l  of survey. The nearly 30 remaining counties have 
i - -- -- - -- 

1 received only minimal at tent ion.  O f  these,  the  inner Piedmont 

counties are most sorely in need of a t tent ion.  The development of 

an effect ive  preservation plan f o r  the  Piedmont requires a larger ,  

mre systematic and representative regional sample than currently 

ex is t s .  This is necessary i f  accurate e s t k t e s  of archaeological 

s i t e  type, d ivers i ty ,  density, and locational character is t ics  rn t o  

be mde. Thus, at  t h i s  broad level  of study, we sought t o  gather 

I data which would ,be consonant with t h a t  previously collected in such 

j areas as A l b e m l e ,  Fairfax, and Henrico counties, and would thus 
, 
I 

i contribute towards the  Division of Historic LandmarksT goal of a 
I 

regional preservation plan f o r  the  Piedmont. 



On a more specific level ,  the survey was designed in order t o  

generate data which would allow re l iab le  planning in a context 

unique t o  Ruckbgham. This includes the ident i f icat ion of local  

research and interpretive issues,  a consideration of local  

development plans, as well as the  assessment of s i t e  types and 

distributions.  As  t h i s  survey began, there were 211  archaeological 

s i t e s  recorded for Buckingha County in the  State  s i t e  f i l e s .  That 

number of s i t e s  may sound reasonably large. However, in the  context 

of a large geographic area (582 square miles),  and with the 

representa:tiveness of those 2 1 1  s i t e s  iInpossible t o  evaluate, t ha t  

in fc lmt ion  is surprisingly uninformative!. ?he l a t t e r  issue of s i t e  

f i l e  r e p ~ s e n t a t i v e n e s s  w i l l  be discussed in more d e t a i l  l a t e r ,  and 

is the  central  projlem we see i n  the use of s i t e  f i l e s  in 

preservation planning. This issue,  and others,  are considered in 

our review of the  congruence of the  Resource Protection Planning 

Process (RP3 1 with our research goals in central  Virginia. 

A p ~ 1 h a q  aim of the Buckhghm survey was w h a t  the  R e s o u ~ e  

Protection Planning Process - _ RP3 __--I - refers t o  a s   he "ident i f i -  

cati.onW of' h i s to r i c  resources. E i g h t  quest ions re la t ing  t o  resource 

identification are specified by the  Depar-tmnt of the  Interior. in 

fomulating the ident i f icat ion part of ?:he planning process. These 

questions, s m i z e d  br ie f ly  below, m quite  basic, but bear 

repeating. They azx fundamentally the  same issues m y  researcher 

working in a poorly known area would need t o  consider, and a s  such 

they also l a id  the foundation fo r  the design of the  Unive~s i ty  of 

Virginia survey and research program. These questions a re :  

1) What types of h i s to r i c  properties are included in the  study 

uriit? 



2 )  Where are those types located, and what is  the nature and 
b 

density of t h e i r  distributlon? 

3) How many h i s to r i c  resources of each type once existed, how 

many currently ex i s t ,  and what conditions a re  they presently 

in? 

4) Have past surveys been done in the study uni t?  

5)  What is the  quali ty and bias of those past surveys? 

6 )  What data gaps currently ex is t  i n  the study uni t?  

7 )  What are the  appropriate types of survey required t o  

identify and locate h is tor ic  resources in  the  study unit? 

8)  What pr ior i ty  should be given t o  future surveys fo r  the 

study unit? 

In order t o  address these questions, a two part plan of re- 

search w a s  undertaken. The f i r s t  involved the review of previous 

studies in the county and the analysis of a l l  previously recorded 

s i t e s  in the  Buckingham County s i t e  f i l e  at  the  Division of Historic 

Landmarks. The second entailed the implementation of a systematic 

f i e l d  survey, u t i l i z ing  controlled sampling techniques and the 

subsurface tes t ing  methods required by the Piedmont te r ra in .  The 

use of the  systematic sample survey allows f o r  the re l iab le  and 

quantified estimation of s i t e  density and dis t r ibut ion parameters, 

as well as establishing a means of assessing the potential  biases in 

exis t ing s i t e  f i l e  records. The s i t e  f i l e  data and the new syste- 

m t i c  survey data taken together provide suitable infornation on 

what types of h i s to r i c  properties are included in the  study uni t ,  

what data gaps ex is t ,  and what p r io r i t i e s  need t o  be established. 



Finally, the use of systematic sample data enables the projectfion 

(within certain confidence intervals 1 of' a4-e ., t o t a l  ntlmber m d  t~y-pe 

of historic resources projected t o  exist: i i ~  different  areas of the 

county as  well a s  for the county a s  a whole. Such data an? criti(2aal 

in evaluating s i t e  uniqueness and signi:fic,mce in  the preservation 

planning process. 

Finally, establishing research and interpretive issues f o r  a 

study uni t  is a c r i t i c a l  s tep in the  ~tnagernent and evaluation 

pmcess. There are a diversity of ~ : i e i u ? ~ h  topics which can be 

approached based on the archaeological resources of Buckingham 

County. For the h i s to r i c  period, although a good deal is  b 0 w n  

about the po l i t i c s  and l i f e  of the e l i t e  :in the  Piedmont, much of 

the rural his tory can be enhanced with the  recovery and analysis of 

archaeological data. As Glassie's r;ow cla.ssic archi-tectural study 

in neighbring counties of central  Virginia demnstrates , the 
history o f  the  non-elites numerically dominates the  h is tor ica l  

landscape, but is sorely underplayed in t rad i t iona l  perceptions of 

central  Virginia' s f a i r l y  recent pasr (Cllaesie 1 9  7 5 : 64-6 5 1 . Asses- 

sing tha t  perception in l i gh t  of archaeo:Log.ical survey data is a key 

question fo r  Buckinghan County, and the  I'iedmont in general. In 

addition, Buckingham County research issues which we have defined 

r e l a t e  t o  the f luctxi t ing integration of Piedmnt Virginia in the 

greater wmld market, and the social  and economic impact of mil l ,  

roacI, canal, and rai l road constructicn. 

It it? our contention tha t  one cannot comprehensively address 

these types of research issues without con-hrolling fo r  variables 

such a s  population s ize ,  regional settlement pattern,  s i t e  density 

distributions,  and the  variable distri1)ut:ion of material culture.  

Each sf these variables is best reconstructed with the use of 
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regional survey based on probabilist ic sampling s t ra tegies  such tha t  

inferences can be mde concerning regional population densit ies and 

variation in s i t e  types thmughout the county. Even a s  Glassie 

warned tha t  archi tectural  survey not get bogged down in " s t a t i s t i ca l  

deception" (Glass i e  1 9  7 5 : 4 2 , one of the more c r i t i c a l  revelat  ions -- --- 

of h i s  survey in Middle Virginia is  the numerical breakdown of house -- __l-----_l-- - "----- -_ _ 

sizes  which noted the overwhelming predominance of small (2-4 room) 

houses. As he noted "if you can count, you should count. " While 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  based systematic deception1', at  the level  of the 

county planning survey, it is  quite simply the only way t h a t  we can 

count. And, in regional h i s tor ica l  research, counting--houses is - - 

often the best place t o  begin (c f .  Glassie 1975:41-65). It is also 
_. - -.- I _ ^.___ 

the  only way in which the  representativeness of s t a t e  s i t e  f i l e ,  

HABS, and archi tectural  survey data can be evaluated. Finally, a s  

.red in s ta ted previously, such methods are a l so  those which are requl 

order t o  re l iab ly  address the  mnagement and identification issues 

of RP3. Thus, the  dual goals of management and research are ably 

met with the  survey s t ra tegies  and data analysis used on the 

Buckingham County survey. These methods are described br ie f ly  in 

the following section. 

Transects were used as the type of sampling uni t  fo r  the 

survey. Based largely on replications using prehistoric 

archaeological data,  transects have been found t o  provide the 

optimal sampling uni t  fo r  a variety of reasons which are detailed in 

many other surmraries of survey methods (Plog 1976;  see a lso 

McManamon 1983; Custer 1983; Catlin 1986 f o r  Middle Atlantic survey 

research). We hope t o  evaluate such survey s t ra tegies  mre 

c r i t i c a l l y  from the specific perspective of h i s tor ic  s i t e s  research 

in the near future. In any case, existing studies have shown tha t  

1 9  



smaller and more  nurrerous t-ransects provide more precise estimations 

of s i t e  var iab i l i ty  and density than l w g e r  sampli~g uni ts  (Plog 

1976). A s  a cornprorise between the d e s k  f o r  optimal precision and 

the need t o  minimize the log i s t i ca l  constraint of t ravel  t h e ,  the 

s ize  of the transects w a s  kept t o  the area. which could be surveyed 

by a f o u ~  person crew in one day. We have found t h a t  when small 

crews and subsurface tes t ing  are emp:Loyed in P i e h n t  sunrey, a 

t-xxnsect: of one-half mile by 20 yar ls  is  mst ef f ic ien t .  

On the basis of existing informat.ion and previous survey work 

in the  Piedmont, the survey universe (Bilckingham County) w a s  divided 

a t  the outset  into two s t r a t a .  The f i r s t  was the James Rive? area,  

a 55 mile long s t re tzh  of the  r ive r  which defines the county's north 

border. The second xas the  remainder o:f the  in t e r io r  of the county, 

cross-cut by minor and m j o r  t r ibu tar ies  of the  James. Within both 

of these strata, w e  dLso a r b i t r a r i l y  focused at tent ion on areas 

designated by the Euckingham County Comprehensive Plan a s  "gmwth 

and development" areas,  without coqmrnis ing the  randomness of our 

survey. One krportant point needs t o  b? made about t h i s  surrey 

strategy a s  we  employ it: concerning a cc1m(3n misconception about the 

v'restrictiveness" of the systematic survey method. That point is  

simply thz t  a tremendous arnouwt of e f for t  is a l so  invested h the  

f i e l d  in non-random investigation of 1-ikely s i t e  areas,  i n f o n m t  

interviews leading t o  s i t e  recording, and simply keeping eyes open 

while on the  way t o  defined survey units.  In addition, every e f fo r t  

is  made pr ior  t o  beginning the fil-ld survey t o  examine archival 

documentary data (mps ,  t r ave l l e r ' s  accounts, e tc .  1, and t o  f i e l d  

check the presence .md condition of any s i t e s  ident i f ied in .that 

m n e r .  h'hile s i t e s  recorded h these ve12tures are not b u i l t  in to  

the  randomly generated s t a t i s t i c a l  assessment of the county, they 
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nevertheless are a fundamental pa r t  of the data base used in inter-  

preting the archaeological record of the county. Too often,  

systematic sample surveys are perceived a s  ignoring these time 

honored means of s i t e  ident i f icat ion,  and in some cases perhaps they 

have. However, we f ee l  t h a t  our survey methods cover the same 

gmund t h a t  non-systematic surveys do, but include the sys t emt i c  

sample a s  w e l l ,  

By example, the Buckhgham County survey investigated (with 1 
I 

I sub-surface tes t ing)  a t o t a l  of 292 acres; 86 acres were 
I 

"on-transect", while 206 were investigated "off-transect." A t o t a l .  

of 59 previously unrecorded s i t e s  were discovered. Eighteen of 

these are h i s to r i c  s i t e s ,  of which seven were identified on random 

transects.  Of the 18 t o t a l  s i t e s ,  8 are agricul tural  complexes 

consisting typical ly  of a house and one o r  m3re barns; 8 are 

isolated houses; and 2 a re  mills. 
8, h ' -4~  

These figures allow us t o  g a d a t e  an average density fo r  j /  
Buckingham County h is tor ic  s i t e s  of 1 s i t e  per 12.4 acres. In the 

James River area the density figure is lower a t  1 s i t e  per every 2 3  

acres ; however, these s i t e s  are consistently and atypically large. 

In the in t e r io r  of Buckingham County, the  h i s to r i c  s i t e  density is 1 

s i t e  per every 8 acres; these more numerous s i t e s  are  on average 

smaller than the  James River s i t e s .  While t h i s  is  useful baseline 

information in and of i t s e l f  fo r  planning purposes, it takes on mre 

significance fo r  i ts  comparative value in  the Piedmont. It is of 

m r e  than passing in te res t  t ha t  our e a r l i e r  swvey of A l b e m l e  

County, conducted in 1985, revealed a s t r ikingly lower density of 1 

s i t e  per every 27 acres f o r  h i s tor ic  s i t e s ,  although t h i s  density 

was also higher on the  m j o r  drainages ( the Rivanna) than away f r o m  

them. Such patterns require explanation and are worthy of 

2 1  



investigation a s  to  the cul tural  factors underlying them. S51ffice 

it -to say tha t  unsystematic survey cou:Ld not reveal such patterns 

which are k p r t a n t  to th  t o  planning and h is tor ica l  understanding. 

A f i n a l  outcome of our systerratic survey concerns the 

eva:Luation of data in existing s i t e  f i l e s .  It is not the case t:hat 

unsystematic survey kas inherent biases and systematic sample survey 

does not - clear ly ,  both s t rz tegies  have t h e i r  b u i l t  in biases. 

Whai: is  valuable, however, is the  irlergirlg of the two data bases and 

the  acknowledgement of t:heir par t icular  indios y c r a c i e s  . Corrbirling 

the two sor t s  of inf o m t  ion generates a f a i r l y  comprehensive 

assessment of s i t e  var iab i l i ty  within a regional study uni t  such a s  

a county. What we  determined from the  Buckingham County and 

A l b e m l e  County surveys was t h a t  the s i t e  f i l e  data is nmre 

re l iab le  fo r  providing information on the  range of h i s to r i c  s i t e  

types in a area. For instance, the  I3uckingham County systemitic 

survey ident i f ied only three types of s i t e s  - houses, agr icul tural  

complexes, and mills.  'The s i t e  f i l e  data contains information on 

eight s i t e  classes,  including sm11, functionally specif ic  s i t e s  

such as gold mines and cemeteries whizh can eas i ly  be missed in 

transect survey. However, the numbers and re la t ive  percentage of 

these s i t e  t s is  poorly represented in the  s i t e  f i l e  data and 

t h i s  bias should be made clear .  For instance, 44% of the h i s to r i c  

s i t e s  found on our sys t emt i c  survey in Buc:kingham were agricul tural  

corqlexes, while or-ly 2% of the  s i t e s  in the s i t e  f i l e  were 

classi f ied in t h i s  way. Such discrepancies need greater a t tent ion,  

but we suspect t ha t  the p a t e r  sourze of e m r  is  in t3e  un- 

systematic s i t e  f i l e  data. It must a lso  be said at t h i s  point, t ha t  

a rmjor source of e r m r  in comparing h i s to r i c  s i t e  numbers and 

density distributions between study areils l i e s  in the  different  ways 
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his tor ic  wcl--aeologists record h is tor ic  "s i tes .  " To some, the 

agricul tural  complex is  a single s i t e ;  t o  others each building 
4 

within the complex represents a s i t e .  Both methods of recording 

have t h e i r  merits; the  variation in recording does present a problem 

of standardization which w i l l  require some at tent ion a t  the s t a t e  

level.  Until t ha t  time, comparison between regions should include 

some correction factors re la t ing  t o  the recording method used in 

each area, o r  in the case of s i t e  f i l e  data, at each s i t e .  Chmno- 

logically,  on the basis of our experience in two counties, both the 

s i t e  f i l e  and systematic survey data bases reveal the f u l l  temporal 

range of occupation. 

In surmrary, s i t e  f i l e  data provides useable infornation on the 

range of s i t e  types and on ra re  o r  unique s i t e s ;  the systematic 

survey data supplements t h i s  with a control f o r  re la t ive  frequencies 

and densit ies.  As we  s ta ted at the beginning of t h i s  paper, 

perception of such re la t ive  frequencies is often one of the more 

c r i t i c a l  issues in reconstructing the his tory of ru ra l  Piednmnt 

Virginia, and should not be ignored. 

In concluding t h i s  paper, w e  w i l l  review some of the h is tor ica l  

issues we are considering in Buckingham County and the Piedmont in 

general. The h is tor ica l  issues which are of concern t o  us i n  

Buckingham County are rather  typical  of the Piedmnt a s  a whole. 

Westward expansion out from the Tidewater area and the initial 

growth of settlement i n  Buckingham County began in the f i r s t  half  of 

the eighteenth century. The re la t ive  isolation of the area 

f ac i l i t a t ed  the formation of a local  c o m i t y  closely bound 

together by kinship and shared concerns. This isolat ion also 

necessitated the initial development of plantation self-sufficiency 

i n  food items, the t ra ining of ski l led slave a r t i sans ,  and the 
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establishment of local  market and ar t i san  sewices  t o  suppr2  Imth 

the plantations and the smaller farms., Mercantile s tores  3f the 

ear ly  merchant/planters introduced the regional market economy :into 

the area,  and were centered at landings on the  James and Appm-ttox 

Rivers . 
Although much of the  ear ly  farm's output w a s  consumed by the  

J 

family, i t 's  labor force and livestock, a secondary group of 

consumers consisted of residents of the local  area, These residents 

composed a community based primarily 011 t i e s  of kinship, re l igion,  

and language. Fu r themre ,  the local  c o m i t y  structure w a s  

or iginal ly  founded Lpon the  l i nea l  family, an extended family .form 

in which a s e t  of reciprocal r igh ts  and obligations operated t o  link 

individual family members and related families ( H e m t t a  1978). 

Therefore, while the m r k e t  economy tended t o  regulate the  overall  

terms of trade between farmers, a r t i sans ,  and mexhants, ir. dai ly  

Life t h i s  price system was i n i t i a l l y  subordinated by the lineal 

family structure t o  informal transac:tions of barter based on 

exchange value and delayed reciprocity (Memill 1976; Henre~ta  1978; 

Schlstter$eck 19801, 

Heightened Eurrpean d e m d  for tobac:co in the  mid-eighteenth 

century init iated.  a dr.anatic increase in  the output and s ize  of the 

tobacco industry in the  James River a~a.  (Henretta 1978). During 

the l a t e  eighteenth century, wheat was established as an important 

secondary cash crop. The production of tobacco and wheat acted t o  

strengthen local  participation in the  regional market economy. 

However, unstable external w k e t  conditions and changing 

agricul tural  practices precipitating :from the Revolutionary W a r ,  

decreased any focus 3n production f o r  external rrarkets and gradually 

fostered an increased reliance on g-roduction fo r  the local  economy. 

2 4, 



By the ear ly  nineteenth century, t h i s  process led t o  the 

emergence of a diversified local economy in which goods, labor, and 

services moved within the local  community through an elaborate 

exchange network (Memill 1976;  Schlotterbeck 1980) .  Continued 

growth of a non-agrarian population within the  local  community 

increased access t o  goods and services, and provided a s table  market 

fo r  surplus crops. The local  economy became characterized as  a 

comnmity level  of self-sufficiency which operated through t i e s  of 

kinship and the l i nea l  family which had increased i n  complexity and 

extent during the eighteenth century. Small vil lages developed 

through clusterings of re la ted families which offered artisan and 

mercantile services. These vil lages became the primary exchange 

centers of the  local  c o m i t y .  The divers i f ied local  economy 

developed in par t  as a response t o  unstable external market 

conditions, but mre importantly, as an embodiment of the 

r e a f f h m t i o n  of t rad i t iona l  values and relationships inherent in 

the l i nea l  family structure.  

The diversified local  economy of the Piedmont m a  was based on 

mixed farming which provided a localized self-sufficiency in food 

production. This mixed farming economy a lso  required the develop- 

ment of numerous support services. Throughout the nineteenth 

century, tobacco and wheat production had a strong impact on the 

local  economy. Wagon and batteaux construction was necessary t o  

transport hogsheads t o  regional market centers. While tobacco was 

processed on individual farms and plantations, inspection warehouses 

and tobacco factor ies  were bu i l t  and operated along the James and 

Appomttox Rivers (Martin 1835).  G r i s t  and f lour  merchandising 

mills, and cooper services, were required fo r  the processing of 

wheat and transportation of flour t o  local  and regional market 
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centers. Also, the production of agricultural items fo r  subsistence 

and local marketing required an expansion and development of the 

local  service economy. This was facilyitated by the completion of 

the James River and Gmawha M a l ,  and the construction of f e r r i e s  

and bridges along the James River which comected northern 

Buclcingham County t o  the elaborate -transportatim system t o  the 

norTh (Moore 1976;  Pawlett 1981; Rolxrts 1950) .  

By the mid-nineteenth century, the diversified local  economy in 

Buclcingham County w a s  full-y deve:Loped, and united the agrarian 

population with the non-agrarian population. The dai ly  excharges 

enacted by these people bound the:m together thrcugh an elaborate 

sys-ten of %nut-ilal dependency. Yet, lxcause m y  of these people w e r e  

re lated through cohesive l inea l  t i e s ,  o r  were friends o r  fellow 

church ~rebers, these t i e s  transcended economic relationships and 

w e r e  encompassed by social  relationships. 

The pattern of settlement pmduced by the local  economic 

development of the rineteenth cenhury was one of decentralization, 

w i t h  a lack of any specialization of services. Clusters of 

service-oriented establishments were scz.-ttered t?!.r-oughout the co~mty 

and were connected by a m i n i m  number of c:onron mads (see Mitchell 

1836; 1865) .  Notable exceptions t o  t h i s  pattern of dispersed, 

u n s ~ c i a l i z e d  settl n t s  include villi3ge.ges located on the  prirrary 

w a t e r  transportation routes which weR associated with the external 

marketing system of tobacco and wheat, and the vil lage of present 

day Buckinghm where numerous spec iali.zed establishments were 

concewWated as an e x t e n s i o ~ ~  of i ts  role as seat  of coim-ty 

govement  . 
The economic stagnation which occ~rred in Virginia between the 

War of 1812 and the 1850s acted t o  strerlgthen the diversified system 
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of production in the Buckingham County area. During t h i s  time 

period, the unpredictable fluctuations of foreign markets, coupled 

with fa l l ing  farm prices and increasing competit5on from Midwestern 

agricul tural  development, caused increased r i s k  and uncertainty fo r  

external market production (Henretta 1973) .  However, the local  

economy, based on mixed agriculture and ar t i san  services, focused on 

production fo r  local  markets and was therefore strengthened t o  the 

point of community self-sufficiency. The stable internal  markets 

enabled local  farm producers t o  s h i f t  the intensi ty  of cash cmp 

production i n  response t o  changing external market conditions. 

A gradual dissolution of c o m i t y  self-sufficiency and 

diversified local  economy began shortly a f t e r  the Civil  W a r  and 

continued throughout the l a t e  nineteenth century and in to  the 

twentieth century. This coincided . with the slow integration of the 

Buckingham County area in to  the larger  regional economy. The 

building of improved road systems and s table  tobacco and produce 

markets benefited a focus on commercial agr icul tural  production. 

Retail  establishments successfully competed with locally 

manufactured goods, and caused a decline in local  a r t i san  services. 

Infoxma1 economic exchanges of goods, services, and labor, were 

replaced by formal transaction based on cash. The strength of the 

l i nea l  t i e  w a s  diminshed. Finally, with self-sufficiency on the 

decline, m y  large farms and plantations became subdivided, and 

subsistence farmers became increasingly few i n  number. The shif t ing 

economy of the  Buckingham County area was len t  some s t a b i l i t y  by the 

s l a t e  industry and the developing pulpwood industry. But, by the 

ear ly  twentieth century, t h i s  s h i f t  t o  c o m r c i a l  production and 

formal economic transactions signalled a s t ructural  t ransformtion,  

the resu l t s  of which consti tute the present economic structure of 
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Buckinghm County. 

The general socia.1 and economic history of Buckinghan County 

described above provides an example of the type of h i s to r i ca l  and 

regional framework needed for the b t e q c e t a t i o n  of s i t e s  identified 

in archaeological survey. An overview of t h i s  sor t  serves the 

necessary planning purpose of establishing an h is tor ica l  context 

within which resource significance may be evaluated. It a l so  is  

w i t t e n  in such a m m e r  tha t  questions of a broader research 

se may be addressed, with impl.ications f o r  the  region and the  

advancement of ourt understanding of his tcxical  processes in  general.. 

For example, it is of in te res t  t o  us tha t  the h i s to r i ca l  

sequences described in the  preceding section f o l l ~ w  mch the  same 

pattern a s  t ha t  described fo r  counties i ~ o r t h  of tke James River by 

Glassie in Folk Housing in Middle Virginia -- (19'75 1. In that study, 

using archi tectural  data,  Glassie described an initial period of 

social  "balance". ?l-.is is fbllowed by ?:he adoption of the Georgian 

order, which in The Pieltmont is  seen contextually as a 

disequilibriating force - a lack of balance. Findily, he suggested 

a period of synthesis and contraction, or a return t o  local ly  

defined c o m i t y  s tyles  and values. The archaeological and 

architectural  data generated by the University of Virginia s w e y  of 

Buckin- County can be used t o  t e s t  the  correlation between 

Glassieys patterns and those of Bucking;ham County. Such a use of 

the  regional data base w i l l  allow not only an hcncree in under- 

standing of the  st;mlcttlre of hist0ri.c Buc-.kingham County, but a lso an 

evaluation of the struc:tural principles described L? Glassie ' s work. 

While mre study remains t o  be done regarding the  dating and 

archi tectural  de t a i l s  of some of the structures located by the 



survey, the prerequisite tasks of identification and evaluation of 

representativeness ( i. e. counting houses and projecting densities 1 

have been accomplished by the reconnaissance survey. 

As this paper has attempted to demonstrate, when carefully 

designed, reconnaissance level surveys such as those supported by 

the Department of the Interior's matching grant program are a means 

of achieving and enhancing planning and research goals 
/' 

s~ltaneously. In fact, we suggest ,* neither goal can be met 

adequately without careful consideration of the other. 
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A RECONNAISSANCE SURVEX OF THE GERMANNA AREA, 
ORANGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

Douglas W. Sanford 

Long recognized a s  a region of Virginia deserving o f ,  but 

heretofore lacking in, broad and systematic archaeological research, 

the Piedmont has recently received overdue attention and 

investigation. As part of the Virginia Division of Historic 

Landmarks' (DHL) Survey and Planning Subgrant Program, 

archaeological surveys of varying scales have been implemented i n  

Fairfax, Prince William, Chesterfield, and Henrico counties, as well 

as Albemarle, Buckingham, and Orange counties, the l a t t e r  three 

being within the central  portion of the Virginia Piedmnt 

physiographic province. These surveys promise t o  not only further 

define the  region's long term culture history,  but w i l l  generate 

adequate and necessary informtion f o r  large-scale cul tural  resource 

management and local  land-use decision-mking. This paper describes 

a smll-scale  , but intensive reconnaissance survey in northeastern 

Orange County tha t  accomplished the several goals established at i ts  

incept ion. 

In the  case of the Germanna survey, a small private 

preservation organization, Historic Gordonsville, Inc. ( H G I ) ,  

applied f o r  and received a modest grant t o  conduct a Phase I 

archaeological survey. H G I ' s  min interests  center on protecting 

and effectively m a g i n g  i ts  property tha t  encompasses a National 

Register s i t e  and other significant s i t e s  known through h is tor ic  

documents. Highway construction, nearby resident ial  development, 

and at the time of the survey, the very real problem of a protracted 

and potentially unsuccessful land purchasing arrangement by HGI for  

62 acres, threatened these s i t e s  as  well as those suspected but not 
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yet discovered. Other s i t e s  on adjacent properties where permission 

had been given t o  conduct survey work faced similar problems (see 

Figure 1). 

Three b o r n  s i t e  complexes ex is t  in the Germanna area of Orange 

County. Listed on the National Register, the most prominent s i t e  a t  

present consists of the eearly Georgian mansion and plantation es ta te  

of colonial Lt . Govenlor Alexander Spotswood. &own l a t e r  a s  the 

"enchanted castle," t h i s  resident ial  complex sewed as the 

administrative seat both ifor wha-t was then Spotsylvania County 

(1720-17341, and for  Spot:jwood's vast plantation holdings (:see 

Figure 21. A t  the time of the survey (1985-19861, t h i s  s i t e  had 

already undergone partial. archaeological investigation, with 

research conducted by the Virginia Research Center fo r  Archaeology 

(VRCA) in 1984 and by Mary Washington College in 1105 , m n g  others. 

As with othm survey projects, the Genmnna survey hc0kp01piited 

existing i n f o m t i o n  concerriing previously discovered s i t e s .  

The second site complex, si tuated on an adjacent property, 

centers on -the '171Lr f m n t i e r  f o r t  established by Sp-tswood and 

se t t led  by irmnigrant G e m m  iron miners. Naming the  f o r t ,  his 

plantation, and the early t o  mid--eighteenth-century c o m i t y  in 

honor of these Gemms and of Queen Anne of England (i,. e. 

Germanna) , Spotsmod intended the f o r t  t o  defend the f ront ie r ,  t o  

mmage the Indian fur trade of the nearby region, and t o  f a c i l i t a t e  

the settlement of the newly f x ~ ~ d  western agricultural  f ront ier .  

F o e  Germanna also marked the jumping off point f o r  Spotswmd' s 

exploratory expedition of 1?16 which crossed the Blue Ridge 

m m t a k s  and entered the Shenandoah Valley, a trek l a - t e ~  

m m t i c i z e d  by historians as the journey of the "Knights of the 

Golden Horseshoe." More i r p r t a n t l y ,  the expedit5on symbolized the 
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Figure 1. The G e m a  survey m a ,  Orange County, Virginia 



ENCHANTED CASTLE 
PROJECTED PLAN 

Summer 89814 

40' 

Figure 2 .  Plan view of Enchanted Castle,440R3 (darkened areas denote 
excavated portions) .  



future expansion of the Brit ish colonial system by way of land 

speculation. The G e m s  employed by Gov. Spotswood not only 

se t t led  h i s  own land claims, but l a t e r  (1718-1721) erected ironworks 

and mintained an industr ia l  plantation of some 15 ,000  acres t o  the 

east .  

Thirdly, the  Gems area's location on the Rapidan River a lso 

includes the r ive r  ford and the associated Civil W a r  encampments and 

defensive for t i f icat ions tha t  figured into the Chancellorsville and 

Wilderness campaigns. These events signaled significant turning 

points i n  the  w a r  and i n  the local  region's social  and economic 

history. 

But the survey's goals extended beyond the further delineation 

of important components associated with these particular s i t e s ,  

communities, and events. In addition, research aims included 

locating evidence f o r  prehistoric settlements and providing 

re l iab le ,  representative data t o  f i t  into broader-scale, temporal 

and spa t i a l  interpretations of the  Piedmont region's culture 

history. The & m a  data embody a sampling of the region's 

t ransi t ion from prehistory t o  colonial f ront ie r ,  followed by the 

domination of slave-based tobacco plantations. Later in the 

eighteenth century and on into the nineteenth, smll-scale ,  rural 

farm and milling c o m i t i e s  proliferated. After the Civil W a r  the  

G e m a  area developed into a "backwaterTT m a 1  status  tha t  now 

confronts resident ial  and comercia1 development. 

On the ground, the G e m a  survey largely re l ied  upon a 

systematic, subsurface sampling procedure wherein shovel t e s t  p i t s  

w e r e  excavated a t  60 foot intervals along aligned transects spaced 

60 fee t  apart (see Figure 3) .  By imposing t h i s  gridwork of 

transects on the HGI property of 62 acres, the intensive sampling 
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Fi 3 ,  Tnmsect g ~ i d  f o ~  the  ma survey. 



method enabled the e f f ic ien t  recovery of archaeological data. 

Discovered s i t e s  could be (1) located on an easi ly  replicable gr id  

system of compass bearings and measured distances; and ( 2 )  be 

readily assessed a s  t o  date, cul tural  a f f i l i a t i on ,  approximte s ize ,  

and i f  possible, function. Several factors influenced the selection 

of the survey methodology employed. In summary form, these factors 

included f i r s t ,  and on the pract ical  level  probably fo rems t ,  the 

heavily vegetated condition of the survey area. The survey area 's  

physical appearance is best characterized a s  a combination of thick 

grasses, high weeds, brambles, and varying densit ies of t rees .  

Thus, in compiling the inventory of archaeological resources the 

survey gr id ' s  required qua l i t i es  focused on ease of implementation 

and an a b i l i t y  t o  be returned t o  in an area of low surface 

v i s ib i l i t y .  Second, given the  project 's  a l lo t ted  time frame ( s i x  

months f o r  a l l  survey phases ) , and its re la t ive ly  low budget, the 

method effectively accomplished the survey ' s goals within these 

l imitations while relying almsst exclusively on student and 

volunteer labor available only on a weekend basis. 

Subsurface sampling over several acres is both time-consuming 

and labor-intensive. In l i gh t  of the above noted physical 

conditions, and faced with variably ski l led laborers, the procedure 

rmst remain sinple yet e f f ic ien t .  In the  case of the G e m a  

survey, workers operating in pairs  used compasses and s e t  paces t o  

determine t e s t  p i t  locations along transects t i ed  in to  a staked 

baseline. Survey teams excavated shovel probes a t  l ea s t  one foot in 

diameter and in depth, with the  remved s o i l  s i f t ed  through 1/4" 

mesh screen. A t  each t e s t  p i t ,  information recorded included s o i l  

prof i les ;  quantity and type of a r t i f a c t s ,  l i t h i c s ,  and charcoal; and 

local  topographic conditions and features. Stakes and flagging 
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marked located s i t e s ,  and h e r e  condi-tions permitted, surf'ace 

inspections for  a r t i f ac t s  complemented the sampling program. 

M i - f a c t s  o r  a r t i f a c t  c lusters  vis ible  on the ground surf'ace 

received mre exact provenienchg by u t i l iz ing  compass bearings and 

distances referenced t o  the survey grid points. Finally, seleclted 

s i t e s  underwent rrore intensive sampling by use of smaller interval  

t e s t  p i t t ing  in order t o  more precisely determine t h e i r  sizes.  

The survey pmgmn resulted in the recording cf 18 s i t e s  on the 

HGI property and 4 s i t e s  on two forested properties adjacent t o  

HGI ' s ( see Figure 1) . Archaeologis-ts recorded nine additioral  s i t e s  

u t i l iz ing  surface surveys of peop:Le walking a t  regular intervals 

(approx&m.tely 30 fee t  over cleared land of an adjoining property 

undergoing resident ial  development. ?'he t o t a l  of 31 discovered 

s i t e s  consisted of 2 1  (67 .7%) h is tor ic  s i t e s ,  7 (22 .6%)  prehistoric 

s i t e s ,  and 3 (9.'7%) with b ~ t h  p ~ h i s t o r i r - .  and h is tor ic  c o ~ n ~ ! n t s  

and were found over a area of approxk- te ly  75 acres. 

The shovel t e s t  survey method i t s e l f  discovered 1 4  of the s i t e s  

on the HGI property, where a t o t a l  of 483 shovel t e s t  p i t s  were 

excavated, involving &0ut 400 hours of f i e l d  Pdmr. Under the 

fieEd and weather conditions of the Genmna survey project,  a clrew 

of two could, on the average, excavate, record, and backfi l l  20 t o  

30 shovel t e s t  p i t s  per day (4-5 per hour f i n  a s i x  hour f i e l d  day). 

The r e l i a b i l i t y  and val idi ty  of the chosen survey strat:egy 

deserve some commentary. Tlze method, a s  (3 means of controlled and 

uniform data c o l l e c ~ i o n  , pmdtlced qualzti.f i d l e  m d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

acc1:tra-t-e resu l t s  concerning s i t e  s ize , density , and distributi-on. 

l'he perce i~~ed wisdom concerning t e s t  p i t  sampling acknowledges tha t  

the precision of subsurf ace sampling survey methods always involves 



an interplay between (1) the known sampling design (namely the 

factors of the interval ,  s ize ,  number, and pattern of the t e s t  

p i t s )  ; snd ( 2 )  the unknown o r  par t ia l ly  hown nature of the 

archaeological remains, factors such a s  s i t e  s ize ,  shape, and 

associated a r t i f a c t  densit ies and distributions.  Within t h i s  

understanding, the use of systematic sampling does permit 

predictions of the probability of intersecting (or  "discovering") 

s i t e s  of cer ta in  s izes ,  and conversely, estimations about s i t e s  

missed. S t i l l ,  the r e l i a b i l i t y  of observed quantitative trends has 

known limits. 

For instance, with reference t o  recent studies of probability 

formulations related t o  t e s t  p i t  sampling, the survey interval  of 60 

fee t  employed a t  Germanna indicated tha t  s i t e s  with diameters 

greater than 85 f ee t  would have ideal ly  a 100% probability of being 

intersected by our gridwork of shovel probes (Krakker e t  al .  1983; 

Lightfoot 1986; Nance and Ball 1986). Table 1 shows how the prob- 

a b i l i t y  of intersection lessens as s i t e  diameter decreases, so t h a t ,  

fo r  example, s i t e s  60 f ee t  in diameter would be associated with a 

probability of intersection of 7 8.5%. Obviously, the  survey 

method's bias,  in t e r n  of s i t e  "discovery", is against small s i t e s ,  

and mre part icular ly  against those with low densit ies of a r t i f a c t s  

and/or high degrees of spa t i a l  clustering of a r t i f ac t s .  Small s i t e s  

with these character is t ics ,  a t  l ea s t  prehistorically,  occur fre- 

quently in the Piedmont. But as s ta ted,  the method does allow a 

determination of the  chances of missing such s i t e s .  Also, the small 

s i t e s  encountered, together with those located by other survey 

methods, provide some estimation of t h e i r  frequency and areal 

distribution. 



Table 1. Probabi.1it-y of intersecting sfites of given diameter, based 

on sampling interval  of 60 feet: between shovel test pits 

( f r o m  fc$dkIcea? e t  221, 1983:471--472). 

SITE DLBME;TER 

Coupled with t h i s  real izat ion of the survey method's :lhita- 

tiion cone the res-~lts of controlled studies demnstrating that, 

approximately 20-40% of the  t e s t  p i t s  placed within known s i t e s  

retrieved no a r t i f a c t s  (Lightfoot 19 136 : 489 1. Such studies a l so  

indicate t h a t  the para l le l  alignment of shovel t e s t  p i t s  from one 

transect t o  the  next used a t  Germanna lessened the  probability of 

site discovery in comparison t o  shovel t e s t  p i t s  staggered on 

altermate transecrts (Ysa&e:r e-t al. 1983 : 4-27-47 3 1, 

But t o  return t 3  the  Gems survey, the sampling strategy did 

"succeed" i n  sys temt ica l ly  iden t i fykg  and assessing s i t e s .  This 

information w i l l  allow H G I  t~ evaluate their archaeological re- 

sources and better w a g e  them in the sense of kcorporating them 

into a long term program of research, interpretation, and preser- 

vation. Fcr such a local. preservation organization, these data a lso 

improve land-use decision-rraking with respect t o  on-site , t h a t  is,  

pmlperty development, 



On a broader scale,  larger  preservation agencies increasingly 

face similar decisions and thus need systematic, quantifiable 

i n f o m t  ion about archaeological resources and t h e i r  predictabi l i ty  

in addition t o  and in tandem with the data on the m y  s i t e s  already 

recorded and on f i l e  with the VDHL. The development of regional 

predictive models seems t o  be the logical response, and the resu l t s  

f r o m  the Germanna survey can serve t o  t e s t  the accuracy of these 

larger  scale mdels  and t h e i r  broader survey techniques. The data 

from the Germanna project a l so  render a necessary complement t o  

these models by supplying intensive, comunity-level archaeological 

survey inf o m t  ion. 

Comparison of the Gennanna survey data with the resu l t s  from 

other systematic surveys in the  Piedmont can be problemtic.  The 

obtained s i t e  densi t ies ,  a s  well a s  the predictive models derived 

from them, vary according t o  the manner of calculation, t h e i r  

respective f i e l d  methodologies (including sampling design), and 

purpose (examples of recent regional surveys include Hantman e t  al. 

1985; Klatka e t  al. 1986; L e w i s  and Parker 1987). For instance, 

regional-scaled models and survey techniques have acknowledged 

limitations fo r  application t o  smaller survey areas since they deal 

with wider confidence intervals f o r  estirrations of s i t e  discovery 

and density. With respect t o  G e m a  then, these models would most 

l ike ly  underestimate the number of h i s to r i c  s i t e s .  Yet such a 

result is tempered by the f ac t  t h a t  the G e m a  area represents a 

loca l i ty  of known, high h is tor ic  ac t iv i ty  and thus,  a s i t e  density 

higher than n o m l  fo r  other portions of the region. 

This type of discrepancy points t o  two relevant issues of 

survey methodology. One centers on the  ro le  of intensive block 

surveys, such a s  tha t  at Germma. These surveys d i ~ c t  attention 
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t o  concerns of settlement composition rather  than overall  regional 

distribution pat-terris. Their resu l t s  especially provide data on 

spa t ia l  arrangements within and between settlements. 

The second issue cor~sis ts  of s i t e  definit ion and by extension, 

s i t e  count. A t  C e m n a ,  several of the "sitesvv identified p~wbz~bPy 

represent outbuil.dings and work amas associated with the tcx, known 

plantation m o r  houses of the eighteerith and nineteenth centuries. 

Should such "expected" resource loc i ,  namely, the integral  parts of 

h is tor ic  agricultural  complexes, receive separate s i t e  designations? 

A t  the level  of the recomaissance survey logic supports tha t  they 

should, despite the dangers of inf lat ing s i t e  counTs. Such data can 

(1) indicate some portion of what is missing from the larger-scale 

models and t h e i r  s i t e  inventorties; and ( 2 )  be M e l e d  into future 

research and survey designs. 

The resu l t s  of the Gemma survey play a major role  in 

con- t~ ibuthg  t o  21 r of significant local  and regional research 

goals. Prior t o  enumerating and brief ly  describing these, it is 

w r t h  noting tha t  the archaeological survey a t  G e m a  par t ia l ly  

contributed t o  t h ~ e  establishment of a local preservation consortium. 

Two adjacent pru~per-ty owners, one public and one private,  have 

agreed t o  cooperaye with iiGI in future mhs~eologicz l  and 

documentary reseelrch . Cooperative e f for t s  embrace preserving s i t e s  

h o r n  t o  ex is t  on the consortiumvs lands ( a p p r o x k t e l y  270 acres i n  

addition t o  the 62 acres belonging t'o H G I ) ,  and permitting and 

assis t ing future survey work i.1 order t o  discover and protect those 

sites presently e:M13wn fm~n f u . W  developmen-t. 

One overridLng resem:h goal relevant t o  the & m a  survey 

data consists of the study of h is tor ica l  processes in the Piedmont 

region of Virginia. As noted ea r l i e r ,  t h i s  region has yet- t o  
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receive intensive and systematic archaeological work and h is tor ica l  

research, and can perhaps be correctly characterized as  a region 

whose study is s t i l l  dominated by Tidewater-derived models of 

culture, plantation systems, and culture change. While not denying 

tha t  Tidewater planters effectively controlled the i n i t i a l  histo- 

r i c a l  development of the Piedmont, then the western f ront ie r  of 

colonial Virginia's tobacco and slave-based plantation system, t h i s  

region did present new environmental and sociocultural obstacles t o  

the expansion of t h i s  older, agricultural  settlement system. Roads 

rather than r ivers  served as  the pr- means of transportation, 

and eventual changes in agricultural  practices (namely a focus on 

wheat and mixed farming versus tobacco) together with cycles of s o i l  

exhaustion, migration, and settlement resulted in smaller than 

average land and slave-holdings (Fisher 1983:4). Synchronic and 

diachronic aspects of t h i s  Piedmont settlement system rermin t o  be 

specified and modeled. 

Comparing Alexander Spotswmdts eighteenth-century tobacco 

plantation with the  nineteenth-century Gordon family plantation a t  

Germanna tha t  stood amidst a ru ra l  c o m i t y  dominated by fanning 

and milling, suggests one method of integrating the local 

archaeological data with regional models of the Piedmont's social  

and economic history. The mdest-sized G e m a  Mills c o m i t y  

tha t  developed in the vicini ty  of Fort G e m a  from the l a t e  

eighteenth century t o  the time of the Civil  W a r  more accurately 

re f lec ts  the region's basic settlement pattern, one based on 

numerous small towns, farms, and plantations. This same cormunity 

potentially indexes the regional settlement system's shif t ing 

relations of dependence on local ,  regional, and international 

markets as well a s  i ts  response by way of a variable system of local 

44 



agricul tural  diversification and a r t  isan product ion within an 

integrated social. ec~nomy (SchLotterbeclc 1980, 1982). 

The recognition of G e r m ~ a ' s  admittedly l=ted, but s;imboli- 

ca l ly  important role within the periphery of the  Bri t ish colonial 

world system, a s  it pe~ ta ined  t o  Virginia, comprises another per- 

spective on the s w e y  and documentary research 6ata. Within t h i s  

perspective l i e s  G e m a ' s  si-gnificance t o  the  f m n t i e r  phase of 

the  central  Virginia Piechont, 

Hierarchy and rspid change dominated f ront ie r  l i f e  and ctiltures 

in the Germ~ina area. Gov. Spotswood, not surprisingly, stands as 

one key figure during t h i s  process. He established thz 1714 

f ront ie r  f o r t  at  Gernanna as part of h i s  plans f o r  effect ing the  

Virginia colony's western defenses and f o r  funneling the Indian fu r  

trade. Fort G e m ,  a site not yet f2ound archaeologically , stood 

as the northern c:ounterpart t o  Fort Chr:ist:anna, located t o  the  south 

on the  Mehemin River in Bmswick County, The s i t e  of this f o r t  

was discovered arid -partially excavated in 1979 and 1980 by the  VRCA 

and by Mary Beaudry of Boston Universitry (Hazzard 1979; and 3eaudry 

1979, 1980 1. Unl.ike Fort Christanna, F o r t  G e m a  did not success- 

fully sustain an Indian fur t rade,  nor was it p r k i l y  mil i tary in 

nature. The Gernlan residents of the  fo:rt functioned instead t o  both 

s e t t l e  Spotswoody s lands, thus mintaining h i s  legal  claim t o  them, 

and mre h p r t a i t l y ,  t o  begin iron mining and the construcrion of 

nearby ironworks, hnwn as the  Tuba1 Furnace. 

Thus Spotswood's version of speculative capitalism Dn the  

f ront ie r  held several aspects, namely t rade,  agriculture,  and 

industry. Spotswocd ' s behavf~or typi.f ied tha t  of other e l i t e  

Virginians, especially inf  luerrtial Tidewater p l a ~ t e r  families who 

patented much of the newly available Pi.edmont lands. By way of 
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example, nine out of the eleven gentlemen members of Spotswood's 

1716 western expedition obtained large land t r ac t s  along the 

Rappahannock and Rapidan Rivers (Schlotterbeck 1980:13-14). 

El i te  control of the f ront ie r  settlement process went beyond 

land speculation and tobacco plantations. Returning again t o  

Spotswood, he took advantage of h i s  governmental positions, h i s  

wealth, and h i s  prestige i n  order t o  perpetuate r ights  of access t o  

other key resources. Court orders i n  the 1720s  directed roads t o  be 

bui l t  t o  h i s  Germanna plantation and tha t  a fe r ry  operate at the 

road's crossing of the Rapidan River, near where Spotswood would 

l a t e r  build a m i l l  complex. The Spotswood family owned the ferry 

and rented i ts  services t o  the newly formed county, named 

Spotsylvania in honor of i ts  leading ci t izen.  

The county's administrators directed tha t  a courthouse, j a i l ,  

and church complex be constructed a t  G e m a ,  thereby allowing 

Spotswood t o  oversee the county's seat  and the center of its 

sociopolit ical  a f fa i r s .  In l ine  with Kenneth L e w i s '  modeling of 

f ront ie r  settlement within the agricultural  colonization system of 

complex states, the evidence a t  G e m a  portrays t h i s  commmity as  

a quickly developed, focal settlement located a t  a transportation 

node. This settlement formed the nucleus f o r  the local  region's 

social ,  religious,  economic, and po l i t i ca l  ac t iv i tes  ( L e w i s  

1977:155). 

But in keeping with the pattern of rapid change, just  as Fort 

Gennaqna apparently lasted but a few years, so had Spotswood's local 

hegemony dissipated by the mid-to-late 1730s. By then, (1) h i s  

e l i t e  ranking r iva l s  had managed t o  move the courthouse eastward t o  

Fredericksburg ; ( 2 local residents had burned the G e m a  church 

due t o  i ts  inconvenient location; and ( 3 spreading settlement t o  



the west resulted in the formation of Orange County in 1734 ,  of 

which G e m m a  becarre a lesser  par-t. Thus, within two decades the 

Germanna area, seen here a s  exemplary of the P i e b n t ,  c-uickly 

changed from a system of diversified f ront ie r  agriculture based on 

indentured labor in an area of low popul.ation density. In i ts  place 

arose a tobacco plantatio~n system, ~narke?-(3riented agriculture based 

on black slave labor within a l e s s  dispersed settlement pattern. A 

similar, servant-to-slave labop. t ransf (xmt ion  occurred a t  Spots- 

wood % Snworks  . 
Another research theme 1x1-evant tcb the G e m a  data concerns 

ethnicity.  Mutiple ethnici t ies  effected the f ront ie r  process just  

described and comprised the more se t t led  plantation commity  p%~ase 

that followed. E n l y  s e t t l e r s  at  Gen~mna encountered remnants of 

American Indian populations, -then called Saponis, and Spctswood 

himself kept a flemale Indian as a servant (Miller 1985 : 26 ; Scott 

1907:56).  Three German colonies of evangelical Protestart  and 

Lutkm-m fa i ths  se t t led  in o r  near the Gefi~nna area, serving time 

as indentured labore-s (while disagreeing with Spotswood as to  the 

legal i ty  of t h i s  status) before migrating, like m y  others, t o  more 

open areas of' the Piedmont. Mm-Americans embodied the bulk of the 

G e m a  cormromityl s labor fon:e and certainly a m j o r  portion of 

i ts  population. As other researchers l w e  noted, black groups in 

the Piedmont represer-ted h p r t a n t  components of Piedmnt settlement 

processes, particularly du rhg  the ear ly t o  mid-eighteenth-cent:wy 

westward t ransi t ion of the Tidewater plantation system, and again 

during the "resettlement" phase by freed blacks a f t e r  the Civil  W a r  

(Fisher 1 9  83 : 2-4 1 . Finally, Anglo-hricans comprised the ot-her 

m j o r  ethnic p u p  at G e m m a .  In  additon t o  the mre well-hewn 



e l i t e  families, such a s  the Spotswoods and the Gordons, Anglo- 

Americans occupied social  gosit ions as  indentured servants, 

ar t isans,  small farmers, and t'middlin" planters. 

The l a s t  m j o r  theme f o r  present and future research focuses on 

landscape, the cul tural  ordering of space. The G e m a  survey data 

mark the initial assessment of the area's landscape and i ts  changes 

through t h e .  Both e l i t e  and vernacular landscapes are represented, 

ranging from the elaborate resident ial  complex a t  Spotswood's 

"enchanted castle" t o  the famns, servant and slave quarters, and the 

milling c o m i t y  of G e m a ' s  long-term and rrmlti-ethnic occu- 

pations. 

A t  present, Spotswood's house and grounds occupy the foreground 

of archaeological research and public interpretation aims. The 

"enchanted castle" s i t e ,  from one perspective , signif ies  the trans- 

f e r  of Brit ish Georgian architecture and country es ta te  and garden 

design from the Tidewater t o  the Piedmont. The house i t s e l f ,  an 

early Georgian (ca. 1725) rransion of large s ize  (the main house 

measuring approxkrately 40 by 80 f e e t ) ,  represents an unusual 

incorporation of native stone, both fo r  basic s t ructural  and fo r  

ornamental elements. Similarly, t h i s  m s i o n  and i ts  elaborate 

landscape i n i t i a l l y  came about in a f ront ie r  location. These l a t t e r  

two qual i t ies ,  the resident ial  complex's scale (120  by 240 fee t  when 

the two Gshaped dependency wings are added t o  the min house and 

its juxtaposition with the surrounding wilderness supposedly sup- 

plied the basis f o r  the mansion's name. Research t o  date has also 

indicated tha t  remains of the house's gardens and grounds do sur- 

vive. Based on these findings and documentary data, future 

excavations may well reveal t h i s  s i t e  a s  an important t ransi t ion 

between the  f o m l ,  French garden designs of the ear ly t o  mid- 
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eighteenth century, and the English, p ic tor ia l  designs fort 

"naturalized" landscape gardens and grounds tha t  followec- ( see 

Figure  4 ) .  

But the upcoming excava3:ions of the "enchanted cast le 'sqv 

immediate environs w5ll a l so  necessariljr be concerned with defirling 

workyax-ds, f encel ines , and domestic cantexts tha t  concerned them- 

selves more with the servants, slaves, imd other plantation society 

members  t ha t  made up the majority of the G e m a  c o m i t y .  In  

summary then, t h i s  just described move!men-t from a small physi-cal 

context, the s i t e ,  t o  pea-ter social  and cul tural  ramificatj-ons 

mirrors the nature of the Germana swrvey., It embodies the smtEl, 

but necessary initial investmenl: t ha t  w i l l  provide the context for a 

local preservation organization t o  rea l ize  its rescurces and t o  nrake 

plans fo r  organizing how the resources' multiple perspectives wi l l  

be researched and cclnveyed t o  interested scholars and the general 

public, 



Figure 4. Conjectural sketch of the Spotswood period landscape. 
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THE RICHMOND METROPOLITAN AREA ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVCI' : 
PROSPECTS FOR PLANNING I N  A SOUTHEASTERN CITY 

Frederic W. Gleach 

The Richmond Metropolitan Area Archaeological Survey (RMAAS) was 

undertaken through a grant from the Virginia Division of Historic 

Landmarks t o  provide an inventory of known s i t e s  in the area, and 

t o  develop predictive models t o  help locate other s i t e s  t h a t  may be 

threatened by impending development. The Richmond area has an 

extensive prehistoric and h i s to r i c  archaeological record, but it is  

one tha t  is threatened by the explosive r a t e  of gmwth of the ci ty .  

As a major c i t y  in the Southeast, development is inevitable. As 

cap i ta l  of Virginia, a state t h a t  thr ives  on a tourism bu i l t  around 

colonial his tory,  archaeological resources are too valuable t o  be 

carelessly sacrificed t o  developmnt. 

Prehistory in the Richmond area goes back a t  l ea s t  12 ,000  

years, and a number of important s i t e s  are known. The Williamson 

s i t e  (McCary and Bittner 19781, f o r  instance, just  outside the RMAAS 

study area,  is a m j o r  Paleo-Indian s i t e .  Deeply-stratified s i t e s  

are known along the  J m s  River, i n  the heart  of the  c i t y  a s  well a s  

in the  adjacent counties. These m e  l ike ly  t o  include important 

Archaic s i t e s ,  but t h i s  is not cer ta in;  none have been suff ic ient ly  

tested.  A major Late Woodland vi l lage has been completely destroyed 

by construction of a sewage treatment plant in Henrico County. A 

large part of a Late Woodland cemetery w a s  destroyed in Shockoe 

Slip;  the probable location of the s i t e  of the vil lage of Powhatan 

has a l so  been destroyed. Many prehistoric s i t e s  s t i l l  ex is t  in the 

Richmond area tha t  are c r i t i c a l  t o  an understanding of Virginia 

prehistory, but many of these are also threatened. 



Significant h is tor ic  sih?s in the Richmnd area arr also 

abmdant. Thomas Dale's settlements a t  Henrico and Jkmnuda k~undred 

date t o  1613; Henrico has been largely des-tmyed, and h i s  settlement 

a t  Bermuda Hundred has not been located. Parts of the defensive 

palisades at Bernuda Hundred are s t i l l  standing. The s i t e  3f the 

Falling Creek Ironworks, the f i r s t  the New World, has been 

located (MacCord 1964) ; it is extensively disturbed, but m y  

remain intact .  The presence of m y  other seventeenth-century s i t e s  

is known from his tor ic  documents, but fhey have not been loez-tetl by 

archaeologists. The seventeenth cen-tury in central  Virginia, 

particularly the period from 1625 t o  1 6 9 0 ,  is  poorly known. 

Known eighteenth-century s i t e s  i n  the area are dominated by 

plantations, but a lso include port towns at Osbornes and E;emrmda 

H m h d .  The rise of industry and coal mining during t h i s  period 

resulted in a great economic expansion, including associated service 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  but re lat ively few such s i t e s  have been stud:ied o r  

located. The R e v o l ~ i o n  and the Civil  W a x .  w e E  both fought t:hrough 

the area,  but mili tary sites, particularly those related -to the 

Civil War, have not been a rrajcrr focus of investigation. Pb-y f e e l  

t ha t  these s i t e s  are so commar~ there :is no need t o  protect them; 

t h i s  feeling is not shared by those in other par ts  of the country, 

where such s i t e s  a r e  nonexisten-t . 
The developments of the eighteenth century l e f t  an extensive 

archaeological r e c o d .  Many of these s i t s  are known; m y  have 

been destroyed, and m y  are threatened. 

Si tes  and standing structures of t h e  l a t e  nineteenth anC early 

twentieth centuries are perhaps suf feririg the greatest  a t t r i t i o n  and 

receiving the l eas t  a t t en t  ion f m m  are1~ieologist s . Richmnd was the 

s i t e  of the world's f i r s t  e l ec t r i c  strczet:cars, islcludhg an amuse- 
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ment park a t  the end of the l ine.  Prohibition e ra  s t i l ls  are common 

in the counties. It may be argued tha t  such sites are not impor- 

t a n t ,  because there are already suff ic ient  data concerning t h i s  

period; it should be borne in mind, however, t ha t  our eighteenth- 

century ancestors could have said the same things about seventeenth- 

century s i t e s .  A s  increasing numbers of these s i t e s  a r e  destroyed, 

the  remaining examples grow in significance. Few i n  Virginia, where 

history i s  dominated by the  colonial and Civil  W a r  periods, have 

much in te res t  in such recent events, however. 

It is  the  mandate of cul tural  resource management t o  protect 

a l l  types of s i t e s .  In the  Richmond area, s i t e s  and standing 

structures are l o s t  t o  m y  forces, including gravel quarrying, 

construction, and "urban renewal". Faced with the  dai ly  destruction 

of s i t e  a f t e r  s i t e ,  it is necessary t o  have an inventory of s i t e s  in 

order t o  predict the  presence and significance of a s i t e ,  and thus 

t o  be able t o  predict the impact of a development project. It is 

then necessary t o  get t h i s  information t o  the  planners and 

developers, and t o  compel them t o  use it. The al ternat ive is  

constant salvage archaeology, seldom a successful or  productive 

venture. 

The RMAAS project was undertaken t o  supply these needed tools .  

As a re su l t  of long-term survey projects by VCU and others, a great 

m y  s i t e s  were already recorded in the Richmnd area. Much of t h i s  

previous research had been performed under the direction of L. 

Daniel Mouer, who proposed, designed, and directed t h i s  project,  and 

it was largely due t o  h i s  experience in the area tha t  the project 

w a s  successfully completed. 

The study area selected included the City of Richmond, Henrico 

County, and the northern half  of Chesterfield County. It was f e l t  
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t ha t  t h i s  was the m i m u m  area tha t  could be adequately studied in 

the given amount of time of ~1 i i ;h t ly  l e s s  than one year. This would 

also encompass mch of the a r e a  suffering the greatest  destruct:ion 

by development. 

The study was divided into 40 planning uni t s ,  so t h a t  

infornation fo r  a s ~ e c i f i c  could be supplied t o  planners and 

developers working in t h a t  area. These p l . m h g  uni ts  were def b e d  

using geographical, ~ h a ~ ~ o l o g i c a l ,  and h is tor ica l  c r i t e r i a .  

Copies were obtained of the  s i t e  survey regis t ra t ion forms fo r  

a l l  s i t e s  recorded in the s t a t e  f i l e s ,  and these forms were used t o  

code data known f o r  each site. As these regis t ra t ion fonns are 

often lacking in de ta i l ,  and seldom re f l ec t  data recovered from 

subsequent excavation, any other available informat ion, including 

s i t e  reports 2nd study collections,  w a s  a l so  consu1t:ed. 

Approximately 1,000 s i t e  compnents were eventually coded a s   art. of 

th i s  project. 

Each m j o r  comp3nent: of each s i t e  w a s  then coded separately, 

using a s tandvd codebook developed specj-fically f o r  the project. 

Coded data included location and type of component, i ts  in tegr i ty  

and su i t ab i l i t y  f o r  study, i ts  research his tory,  and i ts  "strudy 

unit" and "priority". These l a t t e r  'two were coded from a 

"Priorit ized s tud -y  unit List1' clrawn up fo r  the  pmjec t  , consisting 

of about 250 study wits divideti by temporal period, and sub-divided 

by specif ic  research interests .  Each was assigned a pr ior i ty  

ranging from 1 t o  3 ,  with 1 m!presentLng a low pr ior i ty ,  3 s high 

pr ior i ty .  Any such ranking of p r io r i t i e s  is  inherently subjective ; 

the  resemch 3:erest:s  of others g ~ d  possible future research 

in te res t s  w e r e ,  however, taken in to  accsotmt in the  preparation of 

t h i s  ranking. 



Each s i t e  component, in addition t o  the study uni t  pr ior i ty ,  

had a S i te  Evaluation Index calculated, The Index took into 

consideration not only the pr ior i ty  of the study uni t  represented by 

a component, but a lso i ts  integri ty ,  su i t ab i l i t y  fo r  study and for 

interpretation, and i ts  National Register s ta tus .  The Index gave a 

re la t ive ly  objective measure of a s i t e ' s  significance. 

Since existing survey data were biased toward cer ta in  areas,  

such as floodplains, and par t icular  drainages over others, 

additional survey was determined necessary t o  help f i l l  in the gaps 

i n  the existing data base. William C. Johnson was brought into the 

project t o  d i rec t  t h i s  survey; he also coded s o i l s  and landforms fo r  

the  project area, as I w i l l  describe below. Some areas were 

selected fo r  additional survey simply because they were 

under-represented, others because it was f e l t  t ha t  they were l ike ly  

t o  contain s i t e s  of m j o r  significance. The mild winter allowed 

f i e l d  survey through the f a l l ,  winter, and spring of 1984/85. Over 

1 2 0  new s i t e s  were located and added t o  the  s t a t e  f i l e s  and the 

RMAAS data base. 

In addition t o  recorded archaeological s i t e s  and those located 

by RMAAS survey, h i s tor ic  maps and inventories of h i s to r i c  standing 

strmctures in the two counties were consulted. Unconfirmed s i t e s  

which have not been precisely located, including h i s to r i c  Indian 

vil lages and S i r  Thomas Daler s Henrico and Bermuda Hundred se t t le -  

ments and for t i f ica t ions ,  were a l so  taken into consideration in the 

evaluation and discussions of the various planning units.  

In order t o  provide greater predictive a b i l i t y  t o  the data 

base, a sample of the area was made, and the landscape 

characterist ics of t ha t  sample coded. A 2 ,000  foot grid was placed 

on the USGS 7.5  minute sheets of the project area,  so t h a t  
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characteristics of a giver1 2,00:) foot square could be recorded. The 

sample taken consisted of two ;)arts: a control sample, made up of 

those areas tha t  had beert adequately surveyed, and a m d o n  sample 

(representing approximately 8% of the -.a) t ha t  provided a means 

fo r  checking and corrpensating f o r  any bias in the contml  sample. 

The coded l a n d s c a ~  characteristics included the  presence o r  absence 

of a variety of topogr'aphic feeitures within a square, proximity t o  

streams of various s izes ,  and the four m ~ s t  c o m n  s o i l  ser ies  in 

the square, 

The cha rac te r i s~ ics  of each s o i l  ser ies  were then separately 

coded, so tha t  these data coul..d be rnerget onto the corresponding 

grid squares fo r  analysis.. Data on s i t e  components w e r e  a lso merlged 

with the geographic data. With the use of these three data merged 

together, correlations of any factors could be determined. This 

offered the potential to predicl: the presence o r  absence of s i t e s  in 

an area, by coding geographic data f o r  the area and comparing it t o  

the various models. 'Ihis method was applied t o  prehistoric s i t e  

prediction, with different models being de!veloped fo r  the different  

periods (cf .  Table 1 for sample l i s t ings) .  

Geographic and environmental factors were not used for the 

prediction of h is tor ic  s i t e s  in t h i s  pmject .  As a resu l t  of the 

extent of h is tor ica l  "interest in central  'lirginia, there ex is t s  a 

great store  of docurentation on the h is tor ic  settlement of the m a .  

This is a much mre eff ic ien t  method of si-te location prediction for  

h is tor ic  s i t e s  than would be c~omputerized predictive models. The 

proximity t o  h is tor ic  roads and crossn3ads is a particularly good 

predictor fo r  h is tor ic  si-tes. 

An his tor ic  settlerrent pattern ncldel f o r  Henrico Cow-:y has 

been prepared as part of another VCU project (Mouer e t  al. 1980). 
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TABLE 1 

V a r i a b l e  Name P r o b a b i l i t y  of  a t  l e a s t  one s i t e  

Middle 
Archaic 

Middle 
Woodland 

Rank 1 Streams 
,Rank 2 Streams 
Rank 3 Streams 
Rank 4 Streams 

James R ive r  
Chickahominy River  
Appomattox R ive r  

Stream headwaters  ' 
F a l l s  
H a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  

Below ave rage  
Averarre 
~ b o v e ~ a v e r a g e  
Extremely d l v e r s e  

S o i l  d r a i n a g e  
Poor ly  d r a i n e d  
Moderhte d r a i n a g e  
\ Je l l -d ra ined  
Exces s ive ly  d r a i n e d  

S lope  
Level  
Moderate s l o p e  
Extreme s l o p e  

S o i l  a r e n t  material P A 1  u v i a l  sed iments  
C o a s t a l  P l a i n  sediments  
Piedmont r ocks  
T r i a s s i c  r ocks  

Topographic s i t u a t i o n  
Broad convex r i d g e t o p s  43% 
Broad convex r i d  e t o p s  w i t h  

a l l u v i a l  se % iments  25% 
Narrow convex r i d g e t o p s  60% 
Upland f l a t s  42% 
Ridges and concave 

d e  r e s s i o n s  E 33% 
Broad a l u v i a l  t e r r a c e s  40% 
Low concave t e r r a c e s  and 

de r e s s i o n s  F 50% 
Narrow l o o d ~ l a i n s  a l ong  

s t reams '  50% 
Floodp l a in s  ( f r e q u e n t )  37% 
Side  s l o p e s  

A 

Man-altered l a n d  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  c a p a b i l i t y  c l a s s  

Class I 44% 
Clas s  I1 38% 
Clas s  111 40% 

Woodland s u i t a b i l i t y  c l a s s  
C l a s s  I 37% 
C la s s  I1 38% 
C l a s s  III+ 42% 

* I n s u f f i c i e n t  i n fo r ma t ion  



A review of l i te ra ture  and standing s i t e  inventories suggests tha t  

the general patterns of settlement in Chesterfield County were 

similar. Historic s i t e s  m y  tkus be predicted using t h i s  data base 

of h is tor ic  documentat ion.. 

The preparation of the RMAK data base and development of the 

predictive models m e  the m ~ s t  important contributions 43f the 

project. The data base not orJy allows ?:he prediction of s 3 e s  of 

different periods and t h e i r  significance, but w i l l  a lso support an 

extensive analysis of' settlement patterns and t h e i r  change over 

time, and of the correlation of envirnnmental factors witti these 

settlement patterns. 

One product of t h i s  data base and the predictive mdels  is a 

set of Sensit ivity "laps. These 1 6  maps consist of the USCS 7.5 '  

topographic sheets f o r  the project area, with a serf-es of 

"Sensitivity zones" indicated by three levels of shading. These 

indicate the re la t ive  1.ikelihood of encountering s i t e s  of given 

levels of significance within the various zones. They prcivicle a 

graphic tool  tha t  readily loca.tes areas of sens i t iv i ty  , tha: could 

easi ly  a l e r t  planners and deve:Lopers t o  the need fo r  archaeological 

s w e y  before construction in any given arEa. They were produced in 

such a way tha t  rmilt i-color versions, a12 even mre effective graphic 

tool, could easi ly  be prepared a t  any time should there be a d e m d  

and funding fo r  them. 

A further contribution of the project has been knowledge of two 

previously unidentified m j o r  s i t e s  of great significance. One of 

these is Sir Thorns Dale's Be~muda Hundred palisade of 1613,  which 

w a s  tes ted by the KMAiiS f i e l d  c r e w  (Gleach 1986) .  Conzlusive 

evidence is s t i l l  lacking, but it appears l ike ly  tha t  this feature 

represents the ~ m i n s  of h i s  "Pale cut twer, from r ive r  t o  r ive r ,  
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two miles long," ( H m r  1615 : 31) tha t  served t o  protect the Bermuda 

Hundred settlement. 

The second s i t e  is tha t  of Richard Randolph's Curles Plantation 

(cf . Mouer 1 9  87 ) . This s i t e  w a s  located by the RMAAS crew when it 

w a s  plowed in the spring of 1985, fo r  the f i r s t  t h e  in years. The 

s i t e  is incredibly r ich ,  and has been plowed very l i t t l e ,  and not 

deeply. It is being excavated by VCU1s f i e ld  schools, with three 

seasons already having been spent there. The main house w a s  95 by 

26 f ee t ,  with a half basement. Dependencies located include the 

kitchen, laundry, dairy, and ice house. Not yet def ini te ly 

identified but near the same s i t e  was the house of Nathaniel Bacon 

in the 1670s .  

The identification of these s i t e s  was of inmediate impact; mre 

long-term effects  from the project have been l e s s  impressive. A 

two-volume report was completed (Mouer, Johnson and Gleach 1985 

a ,b) ;  the f i r s t  volume intended f o r  planners and developers, and 

including the sensi t ivi ty  zone maps, the second volume a technical 

report describing the methodology and findings of the project . Two 

hundred copies were printed f o r  distribution t o  planners, 

developers, and archaeologists. While comments from those who have 

read these reports have been favorable, mst s t i l l  await 

distribution. U n t i l  the  informtion is in the hands of developers 

and planners, it is unreasonable t o  expect them t o  be aware of the 

significance of archaeological resources; without such awareness, it 

is unreasonable t o  expect cooperation from developers. Informed 

cooperation is essent ial  i f  there is t o  be responsible management of 

archaeological resources. 

A t  t h i s  t i m e ,  there is no mechanism fo r  the coordination of 

e f for t s  by s t a t e  and local  governments. There is no agency, on any 
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level,  t o  provide an interface between the archaeologists and the 

local planners and private develope-rs. There is no funding 

allocated f o r  anyone 1.0 provide t h i s  service. Without some~ne t o  

administer a preservation plar  , such a p l a ~  serves L i t t l e  use. A t  

t h i s  time, the RMtWS ~ p o m s  consti.tute a powerful tocll for  

preservation planning, with no agency t o  a ~ ~ i s t e r  such planr.ing. 

The f i r s t  half of 1987 has bmught new developments that  of fer  

some promise. A pmposal has been drafted by the Counclil of 

Virginia Archaeologist:; (COVA) :for the re-insti tution of a system of 

regional preservation and research offices.  Such a system could 

serve as the needed l ia ison be-heen arc%~aec3Pogists and developers. 

The Richmond metmpolitan area, with i ts  combination of 

iqx~rtant archaeological resources and i ts  explosive r a t e  of growth, 

is an area ideally suited t o  preservat:ion planning. The Ri-chmond 

Metroplitan Area Archc~eologica:l Survey has produced a powerf~.l fool 

fo r  use in the planning process. What is now needed is funding and 

the organization t o  perform and/or oversee the planning process. 

This w i l l  not be acconlplished l ~ y  the continued allocation of s rna l l  

m m t s  of mney fc,r further survey o r  salvage work; asl active 

statewide program of cul tural  resource nlanagement is necessary. 
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BUILDING THE PROCESS INTO RESOURCE PROTECTION PLANNING: 
AN EXAMPUE FROM TIDEWATER V I R G I N I A  

Gregory J. Brown 

For m y  of us in an ins t i tu t iona l  o r  academic set t ing,  

h is tor ic  resource management has become a m j o r  concern. Yet there 

is a temptation t o  see planning, and the management of h is tor ic  

resources, as a disjointed element of our jobs, important but 

separate from the "pure" academic research tha t  gives us the most 

satisfaction. This paper w i l l  discuss an attempt t o  bridge t h i s  

gap--to create an integrated management and research plan f o r  two 

counties and two c i t i e s  in the b w e r  Tidewater area of Virginia. 

Although it is only one, admittedly imperfect, solution, we  firmly 

believe tha t  the conscious integration of management programs with 

academic research can help us do each bet ter  and more thoroughly. 

In 1984 the Office of Archaeological Excavation of the Colonial 

Williarnsburg Foundation, under the  direction of Marley R. B m  111, 

received a Survey and Planning Subgrant from the Division of 

Historic Landmarks of the  Comnwealth of Virginia, the purpose of 

which was the production of preservation plans f o r  James City 

County, York County, the City of Poquoson, and the City of 

Williamsburg--an area of some 320 square miles in the lower Virginia 

Tidewater (see Figure 1). Specifically, the region is bounded on 

the north by the York River, on the  w e s t  by Charles City and New 

Kent Counties, on the south by the James River, and on the east  by 

the City of Newport News. As such, it encompasses some of the mst 

significant prehistoric and h is tor ic  s i t e s  in the nation, including 

the seventeenth-century settlements a t  Jamstown, the bat t lef ie lds  

of YorMown, and the colonial-period s i t e s  of Williamsburg. In the 

past,  the resources in the area have been m a g e d  by the National 
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0 miles 

Figure 1. Proje!ct area. 

Park Service (custodians of Jarrestown, parts of Yosktown, and h e n  

Springs Plantation); the Colclnial Williamsburg Foundation; the 

federal government, :owners of the ntmerous but ; mstly-unrecorded 

s i t e s  on the U. S. Naval Weapo~s Statio1-1, Cheatham Annex, and Camp 

Peary) ; and the l o u l  counties and nn i . c ipa l i t i e s ,  sometimes in 

concert with pmfessianals frcla the College of William and Mary. 

Unfortunately, however, no plan f o r  the systematic management of 

resources in the en t i re  area hail ever been prepared. 
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The model tha t  we adopted fo r  our plan is  one developed by the 

National Park Service, the Resource Protection Planning h c e s s  

(often known simply as "RP3"). Described a s  "a dynamic process tha t  

imparts greater consistency and direction t o  preservation planning," 

i ts  purpose is : 

To develop a comprehensive h is tor ic  resource magement process 
which ident i f ies  and organizes informtion about a State 's  
h is tor ic ,  archaeological, architectural,  and cul tural  resources 
into a form and process readily usable f o r  producing high 
r e l i a b i l i t y  decisions, recomendations, and/or advice about the 
identification, evaluation, and protection of these resources 
(Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 1980:l). 

The RP3 project undertaken a t  Colonial Williamsburg involved 

three phases: remedial research, organization of the  data into 

study uni ts ,  and production of the plan. A fourth "phase, " in many 

senses mst important, w i l l  be discussed later--the on-going use of 

the plan through the  ac t iv i t i e s  of a regional information center. 

Remedial research was undertaken in order t o  estimate the 

number and condition of archaeological s i t e s  and architectural 

properties in the  study area. Archaeological s i t e  inventory forms, 

architectural survey f o m  , and National Register nomination forms 

were collected the f i l e s  the Virginia Division Historic 

Landmrks , and entered onto microcomputer. Although mre than 900 

archaeological s i t e s  and 100  architectural properties were thus 

recorded, however, t h i s  is unquestionably only a smll fraction of 

the t o t a l  resources t o  be managed. Well over 80% of the study area 

has not yet been archaeologically surveyed, and thus the t o t a l  s i t e  

inventory mst be m y  times larger. Our own research has since 

located over 200 other h is tor ic  properties tha t  have not yet been 

registered. 



The research made it clear) t ha t  the archaeological hventory 

forms were badly in need of updafing, as  most were incomplete o r  

outdated. An attempt was made, using available U. S . G. S . t o p p a p h i c  

maps and known docmnl:ary sour*:es, t o  c o q l e t e  at  l eas t  the major 

locational and descriptive infornation on the forms. Through the 

e f for t s  of an intern specializing in architectural history,  photo- 

graphs w e r e  taken cf standing buildings in the area, and the 

a rch i t ec tu~a1  forms were similarly updatc2d. 

Infornation regarding h is tor ic  rescurces is not limited 1:o the 

regis t rat ion forms alone, and an attempt xas made t o  gather and 

organize some of the subsidiary data scattered in various other 

sources. Annotated bibliographies of i-elevant archzieological and 

architectural reports were prepared by Colonial Williamsburg 

interns,  while analyses of the relevanl: secondary l i t e ram were 

undertaken by students in the History Ikqartment of the College of 

W i l l i a m  and Mary. These bibliogmphies, with mxe than 1 ,000  

entr ies ,  provide one of the mst cmpre~her~sive tools  yet ava:ilable 

fo r  our future research ac t iv i t i e s ,  

Once remedial nsc:arch w a s  completed, study uni ts  were organ- 

ized. Scholars f r o m  the College of William and Mary, the Co:lonial 

Williamsburg Foundatio~~, the V:iirgkia :Division of Historic Land- 

WIG, and several local  inst i tut ions w e r e  consulted before the 

uni ts  were decided upon, and a tentat ive framework was devised. A 

t o t a l  of 23 units were finally established. These include four 

prehistoric Native h - r i c a n  study units, four historic-period Native 

h r i c a n  study uni ts ,  s i x  Euro-American study uni t s ,  and six Afro- 

American study uni ts  ( See Figure 2 ) . Finally, three' c ross -c~~ t t ing  

thematic units w e r e  established, in order t o  focus on the develop- 



ment of three major h is tor ica l  influences in the region: belief 

systems, public welfare inst i tut ions,  and the military. 

The developmnt of appropriate study uni ts  is essent ial  t o  the 

RP3 model, and these units were therefore carefully constructed by a 

committee of archaeologists, historians,  and architectural 

historians.  Designed t o  re f lec t  the development of major h is tor ica l  

themes, they also rmst permit the integration of docmntary  history 

with the physical resources themselves ( tha t  is ,  the archaeological 

s i t e s  and architectural properties). Each unit  was thus defined in 

terms of its m j o r  themes and sub-themes, thus providing a 

research-oriented basis f o r  any determinations of significance. For 

example, one sub-them stresses  the importance of fledgling 

m u f a c t u r e s  in the ear ly nineteenth-century Tidewater. Because 

such s i t e s  are rare in the study area, t h i s  research orientation 

makes each one tha t  rmch more significant,  and correspondingly 

increases the sensi t ivi ty  of any area where such s i t e s  are l ikely t o  

be located. Each study uni t  w a s  a l so  accompanied by an operating 

plan, which discussed the identification, evaluation, and treatment 

options available fo r  each resource o r  category of resources. 

Management plans f o r  each jurisdiction were developed as a resu l t  of 

the merging of the operating plans with an evaluation of current 

developmmt pressures, local  po l i t i ca l  considerations, and the 

overall  planning framework. The operating plans and management 

plans were worked out in consultation with local  planners, as  well 

as  with scholars and other professionals. A two-day conference in 

May 1985, attended by over 45 archaeologists, architectural 

historians,  historians,  and planners, w a s  instrumental in 

establishing a general consensus on the m j o r  issues and most 

significant resources f o r  each study unit .  
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Figure 2 .  Study TJni-ts 

The f i n a l  plans fo r  eac5 of -the f ~ u r  jurisdictions were 

prepared in October 1985 anCl dis-tri-buted t o  local  p l iming  

departments, area libxwries, and concerned individual-s and gmups . 
It is important, however, t o  rea l ize  th'zit the  completed plans are 

only the  f i r s t  s tep t o  effect ive preservi3tic+n planning. It is a lso  

necessary t o  create a program f o r  the i:.se, updathg,  and periodic 

revision of the plans: as well a s  fo r  t h e i r  implementi~tion. It was 

f o r  t h a t  reason, in fat?, t ha t  the finz.1 plans weye inten-~ionally 

en t i t l ed  "Toward a Resz~irce Prot~:ction R~OC~SS. " 
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Plantation Slavery and the Development of Slave Communities, A.D. 1705-1820 
Final Years of Slavery and the Establishment of Free Black Communities, 

A.D. 1820-1865 
Emancipation and Reconstruction, A.D. 1865- 1915 
Tidewater in Black and White, A.D. 1915-present 
Belief Sys terns 
Establishment and Development of Public Welfare Institutions 
The Rise of Fort Virginia 

Figure 2.  Study Units 

The f i n a l  plans f o r  each of the four jurisdictions were 

prepared in October 1985 and distributed t o  local  planning 

departments, area l i b ra r i e s ,  and concerned individuals and groups. 

It is important, however, t o  rea l ize  tha t  the  completed plans are 

only the f i r s t  s tep t o  effect ive preservation planning. It is also 

necessary t o  create a program fo r  the  use, updating, and periodic 

revision of the plans, as well as f o r  t h e i r  implementation. It was 

fo r  t ha t  reason, in fac t ,  t h a t  the f i n a l  plans were intentionally 

en t i t l ed  "Toward a Resource Protect ion Process. " 



The f a c i l i t y  t ha t  we envi:i;ioned t o  implement t h i s  program is 

what. we have t e m l l  the  Tidewater Cultural Re.source Center 

(T.C.R. C.  1. A t  presznt the f a c i l i t y  is located a t  the College of 

W i l l i a m  and. Mary, ad staffed part-time by Colonial Williamsburg 

archaeologists and inzerns . Ultimately we intend tha t  therp- be one 

o r  mre full-time paid s t a f f  mekers working exclusively fo r  the 

f ac i l i t y .  Funding w i l l  'be pmvided under a service contract with 

the counties and c i t i e s .  In order -to cemnstra-te the  Center's 

effectiveness, a p i lo t  program was established i n  con junction with 

James City County, under the supervision of i t s  newly-created 

Historical  Comrriission. The renwinder of t h i s  paper w i l l  be d.evoted 

t o  t h i s  program. 

Our p i lo t  p r o g r a  can be divided in to  two main ac t iv i ty  tracks: 

(1) sens i t iv i ty  analysis,  s i t e  survey, and s i t e  recording, abed 

primwily a t  the identification of unloca~ed archaeological s i t e s  

and archi tectural  properties ; and ( 2 1 associated research pro j ec t s  , 

aimed primarily at improving our a b i l i t y  t o  evaluate the 

significance of such s i t e s .  A flow chart  f o r  the  f i r s t  t rack 

(Figure 31 shows the close interactiort t h a t  we envisioned tetween 

the T.C.R.C. and the planning department. Because of time 

limitations on mst of these protects ,  the  Historical  Comlission 

does not serve as an intermediztry in day-ti3-day operations on t h i s  

t rack,  instead func t icnbg msl:ly t o  j-dent i f y  policy and mi.tigate 

problems as they arise. ,  

When a plan is submitted f o r  review, the  Center cond~~c t s  a 

record search and sertsl~tivity analysis,  along with a physical survey 

i f  possible, before m%ki?g a recommendation about the need fo r  an 

intensive Phase I survey. The ;planning department then reviews the 

recornendation, often with the clevelope~~ and decides on a possible 
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course of action. If' a survey is  cc:impleted, the T.C.R. C.  pm- 

fessionals,  along with the Review and Compliance Officer of the 

Virginia Division of Historic Land~arks,  review the  result:^ and 

recornend a further ccxrse of acti.011-.-Phase I1 o r  IT1 investiga- 

t ions ,  project re-design9 o r  rlo action. Any recommendation w i l l  

again be reviewed by t'he planning department and the developer, and 

t o  date,  possible co r~ f l i c t s  have u:sually been resolved at: t h i s  

point. 

The f i r s t  t ask ,  a recorcil searich an5 sens i t iv i ty  analysis,  

involves the  use of tlle data on f i l e  with the  Center, along with 

locational. models devel-oped a s  a resu1.t of our analyses, t o  evaluate 

the archaeological znd archi tectural  sens i t iv i ty  of a par t icular  

parcel. Jams C i t y  County planner:; now regularly send us 

applications f o r  rezcnLng, requesting our evaluations. When surveys 

have be-en recommendeil, t i e  County has been quickly responsive and 

m m g e d  access t o  tke properties involved. 

Actual s i t e  surve:y, on smaller ~ c e l s ,  is a second a s p ~ c t  of 

the Center's responsibil i ty.  A t  present the Center is  c a 3 l ~ l e  of 

carrying out s m a l l  a a s e  I surveys c3n some of these parcels, 

enabling us t o  t e s t  c)m conclusions in the  f ie ld .  The eventual 

presence of a f u l l - t i i  s ta f f  member w i l l  allow the  Center t o  

perform even mre of these surveys. On larger  parcels, a "wind- 

shield survey" w i l l  enable him or her t o  evaluate current tcpography 

and vegetation, s o i l  condition, and ground v i s i b i l i t y  before making 

a recomndation. 

The acceptance cgf a ~ c o m ! n d a t i o n  f o r  mre intensive survey on 

sensit ive properties is the  obvious goal. In the  past, R a s e  I 

surveys in the  area have been performed by contract archaeclogists , 

the College of Willitm and M r y ,  ;md the  Colonial WilPiamsburg 
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Foundation; thus, the resources for  such surveys are  readily 

available in  both the professional and academic communities. The 

magexent  and research value of these surveys can be demonstrated 

by looking a t  several projects recently undertaken a t  Colonial 

Williamsburg. 

One important investigation, while not a direct  resu l t  of 

recornendations by the Center, w a s  generated largely as a resu l t  of 

local  public concerns raised in part by the RP3 process. The new 

Port Anne cluster-housing development would impact one of the most 

important areas on the periphery of Williamsburg: The eighteenth- 

century port  called College Landing. The Williamsburg Board of 

Supervisors requested the developer t o  allow Phase I and I1 investi- 

gations on the property pr ior  t o  construction, and agreed t o  help 

fund the cost of the project. The resulting survey, performed by 

the Office of Archaeological Excavation of the Colonial Williamsburg 

Foundation, led t o  the discovery of seven archaeological s i t e s ,  

including three important l a t e  eighteenth-century domestic and 

c o m r c i a l  s i t e s .  These s i t e s  w i l l  now be preserved a s  a buffer 

around the development as valuable resources t o  help us understand 

the function and character of the cornunity surrounding the port ,  as 

well as the economic and social  position of the people who inhabited 

tha t  c o m i t y .  

Even mre exciting, and t o t a l l y  unexpected, w a s  the discovery 

of the ea r l i e s t  s i t e  yet found i n  Williamsburg, a second-quarter 

seventeenth-century homestead containing a large ar t i fac t - f i l led  

borrow p i t ,  t rash p i t s ,  several human burials,  landscape features 

such as fence postholes and ditches, and a possible hearth base tha t  

m y  represent the location of the destroyed structure. Although 

t h i s  l a t t e r  s i t e  was located i n  the middle of the active phase of 
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housing development, and thus seriously e n d a n g e ~ d ,  an agreement was 

reached between the  developer, the  Cit:y of Williamsburg, and the  

Colonial Williamsburg Foundation t o  joint ly  fund a salvage excava- 

t ion  of the s i t e .  The salvage work pro(iuced one of the  more impor- 

t an t  assemblages recently found in the City, one tha t  w i l l  t e l l  us a 

great deal about the o ~ i g i n s  of the  precursor of the  colony's 

capi ta l .  

Some of our best, mst conlpreherlsive data sources have been a 

ser ies  of even larger  surveys fo r  the Virginia Department of 

Transportation, James City County, ancl the  Colonial Williamsburg 

Foundation i t s e l f .  Since 1984, the  Office of Archaeol.ogical 

Excavation of the Colorlid Willi-mburg Fou~&tiora has perfirvied "QJo 

surveys fo r  the  Virginia Department of Transportation: th2 Second 

Street  Extension project,  on the nordzhern s ide of the  City of 

Williamsburg; and the  Route 199  Extension project,  in James City 

County northwest of the City. The Route 199 project,  in 

revealed a great deal about a dis t inct ive prehistoric settlement 

pattern, with mst s i t e s  local~ed on small stream terraces along 

in te r ior  streams. A l m s t  every stream -ternace along Long H i l l  Swamp 

contained a prehistoric s i t e ,  and t%>ese data provided a v i t a l  

locational m d e l  for  the evaluation of other,  unsurveyed parcels in 

the  general area. A survey in 1985 by the College of W i l l i a m  and 

Mary, in the vicini ty  of the proposed W a r e  Creek Reservoir in 

n o ~ h e m  James City md southern New Kent Counties, reaffirmed the 

locational mdel developed on the  199 survey, and produced a t o t a l  

of 45 more s i t e s ,  37 of them p ~ ~ h i s t o r i e  . 
The hportance of planning f o r  i ts  own h i s to r i c  resource 

prstection has been realized by the Colonial Wi l l i~mburg  

Fondat ion, and a zamprehens i.ve mch.aeological survey of 3 ,6 0 0 
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undeveloped acres owned by the Foundation is currently underway. 

Clearly inportant from a management viewpoint, t h i s  i s  a lso a 

significant step in our academic program, since u n t i l  now the great 

preponderance of study has been within the Historic Area of the 

City. Yet we know tha t  we cannot fu l ly  understand the development 

of Williamsburg without knowing what took place on the periphery of 

the town, o r  in the countryside surrounding the  town. That part of 

the archaeological survey located in York County w i l l  a lso t i e  in 

closely with the York County Project, an N.E.H. -sponsored study of 

documentary history being undertaken by the Colonial Williamsburg 

Department of Historical  Research. 

S i te  recording and mnitor ing is the th i rd  aspect of our f i r s t  

track. With mre than 900 registered archaeological s i t e s ,  the job 

of closely mnitor ing the* condition through time is obviously a 

mss ive  one, well beyond the  current capabili ty of the  Center. 

Field checking w i l l  be necessary in many cases just  t o  update and 

expand the  s i t e  records i n  order t o  make them useful fo r  management 

and research. In addition, more than 300 of the 841 registered 

s i t e s  in the  area are so-called "mp-predicted" s i t e s  (shown on 

h i s to r i c  maps of the area, but not yet physically located). The 

remains of these s i t e s  w i l l  eventually have t o  be physically located 

on the &round. Our experience in the course of other surveys 

suggests t h a t  most of these mp-predicted s i t e s  are projected f a i r l y  

accurately, but the small discrepancies caused by differences in 

scale or  mpping errors  makes the  pinpointing of these s i t e s  t o  

specific l o t s  an extremely dangerous exercise. Can we ask a 

developer t o  fund a survey merely on the  basis of the proximity of a 

map-predicted s i t e ?  In m y  cases, obviously not--we need something 

more concrete. Therefore, we envision the ins t i tu t ion  of a program 
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of sys temt ic  field checks of these s i t e s ,  perhaps in conjunction 

with interns fmm ths College or avocat.:ionals fmm the Archeo'logical 

Society of Virginia (A.S.V.). 

A valuable tool  fo r  f u t u r ~  management activit i-es w i l l  r esu l t  

from the integration of updated s i t e  =cords with the tax  assessment 

maps fo r  the various jurisdictions. These naps, which show the 

precise placement of individual l o t s ,  c a n  te projected onto oilr s i t e  

location mps  , and vice versa. J w s  City County has asked us,  as  

part of our p i lo t  pmgram, t o  enter a.:L1 known s i t e  locations onto 

these maps, thus pmvidjng a way t o  t i e  d i rec t ly  into the permit 

application process. 

It is the updated a d  revised s i t e  records, however, t ha t  form 

the basis of one of our major researc:l-~ endeavors--1:he c-reat:isn of 

locattonal models tha t  w i l l  'help us explain and predict local  

prehistoric and h is tor ic  settlement pxtterns. As a prel.iminary 

step, data from James City County sites--including period of use, 

probable function, nearest limdfonn, distance t o  nearest road, 

distance t o  nearest c1mssroads, distance t o  water, m d  relat ion t o  

other known sites--has been gathered mi entered onto microcomputer. 

When suff ic ient ly  ref b e d ,  these data can 133 m i p u l a t e d  t o  pmduce 

models, which we hope t o  project onto the mps  using the Atlas m 

napping package, distributed by Strategic Locations Planning, Inc . 
This project is only now getting undeniey, but we  envision il: as  an 

on-going ef for t .  

bca t iona l  mdels , however, w i l l  s:imply provide a tool  for s i t e  

iden-tificat ion. Evt~luatisn and treatmalt of those identified 

resources is clearly a r.esponsibi;ity of -the Center, and it is  in 

t h i s  area tha t  our research orientation takes on added meaning. Our 

existing inventory of l a o m  s i t e s  , along with re f  bed locat ional 
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models t o  help us judge the density of as-yet unknown s i t e s ,  w i l l  

enable us t o  assess the numbers of resources in the area. Each s i t e  

mst then be judged, on a case-by-case basis,  for  significance based 

on i ts  uniqueness o r  respresentativeness. Our present howledge of 

certain categories of resources, however, i s  woefully inadequate. 

Thus we cannot effectively evaluate these resources without further 

information. 

Our second t r a c t  (Figure 4 )  consists of definit ion and 

implementation of a se t  of research projects tha t  w i l l  f i l l  in some 

of the gaps. The James City County Historical Comnission, chaired 

by historian Kevin Kelly of the Deparbnent of Historical Research of 

the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, w i l l  take the lead in the 

actual ranking of projects in terms of t h e i r  importance. The Center 

w i l l  then prepare a scope of work, and suggest appropriate 

participants and funding sources. The Center w i l l  undertake such 

research projects as t i m e  and money allow, but we hope t o  also 

encourage local  students, interns,  A.S.V. mmbers, and volunteers. 

Among the projects now being contemplated are re-analysis of 

existing a r t i f a c t  assemblages, re-organization of se t s  of 

documentary records t o  permit t h e i r  correlation with physical 

resources, and o ra l  history studies. While the projects are 

necessarily far-reaching and time-intensive, we believe tha t  the 

results can be u t i l ized  almost inmediately t o  refine and expand our 

operational definitions of significance. 

The choices between actual treatment options f o r  specific s i t e s  

involve close cooperation with the planning deparhnents and, in 'the 

case of James City County, the h is tor ica l  commission. Our recom- 

mendations fo r  action are forwarded t o  them. Working closely with 

professionals from the Center, and with the advice of the Virginia 
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Division of Historic Landrrarks, a plan is put forward fo r  review. A 

recormendation fo r  further archaeological investigation w i l l  be 

accompanied by a l ist  of local  contract archaeologists and inst i tu-  

t ions who can do the work. Ideally,  however, the choice w i l l  be 

s i t e  preservation in s ib .  So f a r ,  local  developers have been 

highly cooperative, provided they are reached ear ly  in the planning 

process. 

With a supportive and a highly-concerned local  constituency, we 

are in a good position. Clearly, favorable publicity and 

comndat ion by the public w i l l  help ease the inevitable problems 

associated with endangered s i t e s .  But it is  obvious tha t  the only 

way a preservation plan w i l l  work is by reaching the  developer very 

ear ly  in the permit process, before s i t e  plans have been finalized, 

and t ha t  the only way t h a t  t h i s  is possible is through an 

always-available management f a c i l i t y  such a s  the  Center. Our 

arguments , however, w i l l  mean nothing without a well-directed , 
clear ly  thought-out reason fo r  the  actions tha t  we recommend. We 

cannot expect t o  manage our h is tor ic  resources without the research 

orientation tha t  t e l l s  us why. 
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IWLSmENG TKE FAIRFAX COUNTY PEERITAGE FXSOURCE WINAGEMEE\rT PLAN: 
ONE BPRCACH TO CONE'LICTIhTG PRESERVATION GOALS 

i) 

Michael F, Jol.nson 

F'airfax County, Virginia is one of the mst :papidly growing 

counties in the Natior~. A s u b ~ ~ r b  of Washhgt-on, D. C. (Figuule 1 ) , it 

has developed from a m ? a l  farming area t o  a bedroom c o m i t y  of 

Federal c i v i l  servants, and f ina l ly  into a focus f o r  corporate 

headquarters where business men and women ase i ts  location near the 

Nation's Capital as a base fox7 nation& and international ezonomic 

act ivi ty .  From a population of 25,000 in 1930 i t  has grown t o  

contain over 680,000 people (Figure! 2 ) .  The County government's 

budget fo r  FY 1986 was over $1.2 bill.ion, and housing starrs over 

the last eight y e s s  have ranged f r m  just  under 5,000 t o  over 

13,000 per year. 

In response t o  t h i s  growth, Fairfax County fo r  the  last 20 

years has been strongILy and consistently co~~mit ted  t o  preservation. 

Important preservatkn e f fo r t s ,  1arge:ly private, have o c c m d  in 

the County as far back as the 1850s. The Momt Vernon Ladies ' 
Association of the h i o n , ,  w a s  formed the mid-19th centtry t o  save 

George Washington's home and, a.s such, represents the Nation's f i r s t  

major preservation ef for t  (David 1977:3) .  Other F a i r f ~ x  County 

l a n d m k s  preserved since then inclc.de, amng others,  Wmdlawn 

Plantation and George JYason's !;unston Hall. These were a l l  private 

e f f o ~ s .  In 1965, the County Board of Supervisors s tar ted the 

present Fairfax County Historic Lan-ks C~ommission t o  advise it on 

mattem of h is tor ic  presc?rvation. The History CorrmLission9s mle has 

expanded from an initial mission of preserving important standing 

strmc-tures t o  supporting a11 areas of heritage resource preser- 

vation. Extremely sticcessful in its lmdmwks preservation ef for t s ,  
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WontqoDury County 

M r y l d  

Figure 1. Northern Virginia suburbs of Washington D. C. 



Figure 2 .  PopuL~tion. growt:h of Fai~?fax County, Virginia Ixtween 
1790 m d  2000 (numbers f o r  1990 and 2000 represent 
1986 projections by the Fairfax County Office of 
Research 2nd Sta t i s t i c s )  . 



the Cornnission has broadened its scope t o  include creation of a 

county h is tor ic  publications program; the establishment of an 

archaeology s ta f f  and a county archives management program; the 

development of a photo archives; the creation of an o ra l  history 

program; and the achievement of rrany other preservation goals. 

Fairfax County's Heritage Resources Branch had i ts  origin in 

the l a t e  1960s as a s t a f f  f o r  the History C o ~ s s i o n .  Over the 

years it has expanded and now is located in the Office of Compre- 

hensive Planning (Figure 3 ) ,  where it has assumed the county-wide 

management function fo r  landmarks preservation, archaeological 

resource management, and h is tor ic  publicat ions. The Historic 

Preservation Division in the County Park Authority has inter- 

pretation and management responsibil i t ies f o r  the county's many 

h is tor ic  and archaeological sites located in parks, as  w e l l  as 

review of potential  additions t o  the park system and h is tor ic  

preservation easements. Prior t o  1984 the relationship between 

these two functional areas was i n f o m l .  No management plans 

existed beyond individual s t a f f  m a r  work plans. 

This problem w a s  not l o s t  on e i ther  the Heritage Resources o r  

Park Authority s t a f f s .  As early as 1979 an ef for t  was made by the 

archaeology s t a f f  within the Heritage Resources Branch t o  develop a 

heritage resource magement plan. This e f fo r t  met resistance both 

from within the Heritage Resources s t a f f  and from above. Com- 

pounding t h i s  problem w a s  a lack of suff ic ient  data t o  develop 

preservation c r i t e r i a .  The archaeology s t a f f  backed off and sub- 

s t i tu ted  a long-range s t rategic  plan. The f i r s t  f ive years would be 

spent developing a massive s i t e  data base; the second f ive  years 

would be spent creating and implementing a heritage resource m a g e -  



Figure Organization chart (1986) for the preservation of 
archaeological, ilrchitec-tural , and historic landmark 
sites in Fairfax County, Virginia. 



ment plan; and the th i rd  f ive years would represent a s h i f t  toward 

interpretation and a streamlining of implementation procedures. 
d 

The f i r s t  f ive years ended with over 730 inventoried archaeo- 

logical s i t e s  t o  augment the inventory of 240 standing s-tructzes, 

and 11 approved h is tor ic  d i s t r i c t s .  The end of the f i r s t  phase also 

coincided with the departure of Ed Chatelain and the hiring of Sue 

Henry as  s ta f f  Historical Archaeologist. Consistent with the 

s t rategic  plan, a strong preservation planning background was mde a 

major qualification fo r  Chatelain's replacement. As soon as  Henry 

came on board she was given the responsibil i ty of project coordi- 

nator fo r  the plan (Chittenden e t  al. 1985a). Henry's e f for t s  began 

with developing a detailed work plan fo r  pmducing the preservation 

plan. During t h i s  time the Park Authority's Preservation s ta f f  was 

working on i ts  own plan and a joint decision was made t o  cooperate 

on the Heritage Resources Branch e f fo r t  under Henry's direction. 

The Heritage Resources Branch then included Henry, Mike Johnson, who 

was responsible fo r  archaeological surveys and prehistoric re- 

sources, and ElL'zabeth David, who was responsible fo r  h is tor ic  

d i s t r i c t s  and the h is tor ic  landmarks inventory. Near the end of 

plan drafting the Heritage Resources Branch received a $45,600 

implementation grant from the  Virginia Division of Historic Land- 

rrarks (DHL). Although the grant was approved fo r  a s w e y  t o  t e s t  

procedures outlined in the plan, the  DHLfs interest  was clear ly 

directed toward the completed plan. 

From the start, project goals included the integration of 

architectural and archaeological resources into a single broad 

category of heritage resources. Both types of resources were t o  be 

interpreted in terms of h is tor ic  contexts rather than in terms of 

functional o r  s t y l i s t i c  a t t r ibutes .  The relevancy of such 



at t r ibutes  would be impc~rtant only in relat ion t o  the appmpriate 

contexts (Hemy 1984:4). Documentary znd ora l  resources were 

omitted i n  order t o  keep the project manageable. 

Another goal t o  make the plan relevant t o  Fairfax County 

rather  than merely il tool  fo r  the Fede~a l  o r  State regis ters .  From 

the st& the s ta f f  realized who was paying the b i l l s  and therefore 

who must be served by the plan. Fort~mately the national m3od had 

changed toward dece~ltralization which resulted in support for  t h i s  

approach f r o m  both Federal and State a,iiencies. Figure 4 represents 

the hierarchy of resource significance adopted by s t a f f  in f o m -  

la t ing the plan. Note the publically significant resources c i r c l e  

which represents tkose s i t e s  o r  fea-t~lres which rray have dubious 

merit f o r  National Register csPigibil!ity but which. are extreme%y 

isnprtant t o  a local c o r m i t y  (i.e. civic  association, h is tor ica l  

society, town, or any other group of county ci t izens 1. For example, 

a small Civil  War earthwork o r  skirmish area (both common in Fairfax 

County) m y  no longer have good integ~?ity due t o  r e l i c  hunting o r  

bulldozing but such s i t e s  m y  evoke em:>tional attachments in County 

residents. If such interests  are prestznt in a s i t e ,  and s t a f f  has 

deemed the s i t e  s i p i f  icant fo r  record purpose - only, s t a f f  r ecomn-  

dations - may change t o  preserve intact: i f  at  a l l  possible. This 

approach r e f l ec t s  t he  r e a l i t i e s  of local  pol i t ics  and a rejection of 

el i t ism i n  preservation. 

Underlying thiz; a t t i tude  is a strong desire of s ta f f  t o  win- 

t a i n  i ts  independenc:e and self-sufficiency . In 198 2 Fairfax County 

akmst  l o s t  its arc!haeo:logy s t a f f  bec:ause of a cutoff of Federal 

survey and planning funcis t o  Virginia. A t  t ha t  time, the archae- 

ology s ta f f  w a s  depcmdent on a 50-50 nli3tching Federal grant m a g e d  

by the Vi-rginia State I3istori.c ?reserv3t:ion Office. Through the 
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UNIVERSE OF RESOURCES IN 
FAIRFAX COUIITY 

Circle sizes  do not represent actual resource percentages. 

Figure 4. Hierarchy of heritage resource significance in 
Fairfax County, Virginia (Chittenden e t  al. 
1985a:II-11). 



ef for t s  of m y  people, including particularly the County History 

Corruxission and the Northern Virginia Chapter of the Archeological 

Society of Virginia, the County Board of Supervisors picked up the 

Federal portion of the pmgram. Ir was a-: tha t  point t ha t  a s t a f f  

goal was made t o ,  i f  a t  a l l  possible, never again become dependent 

on c~utside funding. The rationale was tha.t despite the best inten- 

t ions of State ancl Feceral government preservation s t a f f s ,  they 

cannot even gummt:ee t%ieir own funding, ~mch l e s s  grants t o  local  

govearwllent s . 
The s ta f f  alsc) decided .to cor~tinue the program's long held 

focus on survey and in-place preserva-t:ion, ra ther  -t%m recovery and 

salvage. Having chosen t h i s  course fo r  architectural resources in 

the l a t e  1960s aaad fo r  archaeology in 19'78 the Her5tage Resotuxes 

Branch now has a p p r o x h t e l y  1,400 sites in i ts  inventory. These 

sites sewe as  a data hase fo r  the c d W a % .  conte*s contahed h 

the plan9 thereby giving s t a f f  firm rationale f o r  presemation 

recornendations and the  allocation of scarce s t a f f  .resou)ces, 

The County preservation plan i t s e l f  is a d i rec t  resu l t  of 

making such h a d  c:hoices. The archaeology s t a f f ,  for example, 

shifted f r o m  an 80% survey e f fo r t  t o  a 40% survey e f fo r t  in 1984 t o  

accomplish a one-year goal t o  pmduce the  plan. Staff did t h i s ,  

kn~wiag tha t  valuable s i t e s  would be l o s t  without even being 

recorded. The long-range pr ior i ty  of having a good plan w e r e  

c lear ly greater than interrupting a v ~ r y  successful survzy e f fo r t  

fo r  one year, 

'Ihe County Heritage Resource Management Plan is  a r e su l t  of a l l  

of these e f f o ~ s  alncl. at t i tudes.  1.t al:so is a ref lect ion of The well 

thought out s t r u c m ~  contained in the Der-nt of the Int:eriorvs 

"Resome Mtect-io:n Planning h c e s s "  (HCRS 1980) o r  W3 guide- 

90 



l ines.  The s ta f f  under the firm direction of Sue Henry made a 

concerted e f fo r t  t o  hold t o  the RP3 format and, as  a resu l t ,  the 

plan is one of the few comprehensive local RP3 plans in existence. 

More importantly, though, than having a plan is having a working 

plan. The plan would have been completed with o r  without the grant. 

From a County perspective the grant enabled the s t a f f  t o  have an 

additional comprehensive s e t  of data t o  use in tes t ing  the plan's 

management s t rategies  (Chittenden e t  al. 1985b:I-1). With the 

assistance of other e lemnts  in the County Office of Comprehensive 

Planning, an area of the County which w a s  projected t o  have the 

highest growth r a t e  between 1985 and 1990 was chosen f o r  survey. An 

architectural historian and archaeologist experienced i n  both 

prehistory and history were hired. These two surveyors w e r e  aug- 

mented. by another part-time graduate student intern,  funded by the 

History Codss ion .  The research design, survey, analysis, and 

report writing w e r e  supervised by the County s t a f f .  

The Frying Plan/Chantilly/Pleasant Valley area of Western 

Fairfax County was chosen (Figure 5). The survey involved a syste- 

matic and comprehensive architectural survey and a comprehensive 

archaeological sample. Because of the mre time-consuming processes 

involved in archaeological as  compared t o  architectural survey 

techniques, the archaeological survey boundaries were more circum- 

scribed (Chittenden e t  al. 1985b: 11-11. The survey located 167 new 

heritage resources including both standing structures,  and h is tor ic  

and prehistoric archaeological s i t e s  (Chittenden e t  a l e  1985b:VI). 

Most s i t e s  which were catalogued as h is tor ica l  standing structures 

also were considered t o  be archaeological s i t e s ,  because of associ- 

ated archaeological features. Photographs, f loorplans ( Figure 6 ) , 



Figure 5. Western Fairfax County survey area selected for 
Fairfcg.x County ' s 19 8 5 survey and planning suktpa.nt. 



Figure  6. Wrem House (ca. 1800) floor plans (Chittenden et al. 
1985b:VII-A13). 



construction sketch,es (Figure 7 1 ,  and archaeological f i e l d  mps  

( F i g u r e  8) were produced as part  of landmrk and archaeological 

regis t ry fomns on ecrzh si-te. 

The grant s t m ~ y  produced severi l  very impoxTant resclts in 

terms of short- and long-range preservation planning. Zegarding 

- -  short-term impact, it pointed out tha t  the County's Landm3~ks 

Inventory was seriously deficient in terms of vernacular types of 

s t r u c m s  including b m s  and other outbuildings. It also 
_ _-- - I__ - 

demns-trated tha t  'ekis current 250 s i t e  Ia&marks Inventory and 1 , 1 2 0  

archaeological s i t e  inventory represent the t i p  o f  the iceberg. 

h u g h o u t  the County there s t i l l  ar?e many ear ly and impoeant 

h is tor ic  s i t e s  which, together with t h e i r  mkaeologica l  components, 

could of fer  significant new infornation on h is tor ic  farming, 

c o m r c , ~ ,  industry, and resident ial  patterns. A direct  r e su l t  of 

the survey w a s  a recomndation t o  the County Architectural Review 

b a d  tha t  a Fryfig Pan Historic Di.strict be created (Figwe 9),  
-- - -  - -  

Mso, f o r  the f k s t  tble the  boundaries of one of the Couw-tyss 

h is tor ic  d i s t r i c t  nominat:ions have been drawn purposefully in such a 

way as t o  incorporat:e prehistoric sites. 

In terms of lclng-range irnpact once the s t a f f  began t o  take 

steps to preserve the Frying Pan Histoxlic Dis t r ic t ,  County planners 

w e r e  quick t o  point out -that the success of the nomination would be 

complicated by the fac t  t ha t  i t  w a s  being offered at the  eleventh 

how. Most of -the land use d.ecision on t h a t  area were made ten 

years ago and developers and investors already were in position t o  

take advantage of the expected boom. As a resukL the Heritage 

Resources s ta f f  learned -that t o  be rmsis effective the plan mst be 

gearted t o  anticipate growth in terns  cf ten rather  than three t o  

f ive years in advance. 



Figure 7. Hutchison House Barn (ca. 18 35 1. Lag portion is in 
the center. Drawing courtesy of Ed Hon (Chittenden 
e t  a l .  1985b:VIII-A53). 



Figure 8. Rela-tive surface collection of prehistoric artifacts 
fmm site 25-3 #P3/M7, recovered during the 1985 
Western Fairfax County grant survey. 



Figure 9. Proposed Fryingpan Historic District (Chittenden e t  
al .  1985b:figure VIII-1). 



A t  t h i s  p i n t  it is important t o  note also tha t  almost a11 of 

t h i s  growth is private with only some roads being covered by State 

o r  Federal l a w s .  Although s ta f f  has been w e l l  aware of t h i s  situa- 

t ion fo r  years, the use of the grant survey data in conjunction with 

the plan has resulted in a fuller understanding of how effective the 

local developmental permitting shuc?xre  can be when preserva- 

t i on i s t s  have a de ta i le l ,  expl ic i t ,  and data-rich preservation plan 

t o  use as a guide t o  making recommendations. As  development en- 

croaches on heritage resources in the grant survey m a , ,  s t a f f  

members contintie .to use the plan as a anems t o  encourage developers 

t o  s e t  aside s i t e s ,  an2 t o  adaptively reuse structures anti t h e i r  

immediate archaeological contexts. 57  the case of important s i t e s  

that c m o t  be pnzserved, the Heritage Resources s t a f f  now has 

bet ter  procedures and more expl ic i t  rationale fo r  using i ts  active 

volunteer program and providing excavation s i t e s  fo r  the County's 

High School Smmr Enrichment Program i n  Archaeology. 

mere are no questions in the minds of the Heritage Resources 

staff t ha t  the  pro(5uction of the  plan f a r  outweighed the loss  of 

s i t e s  caused by a one-year survey hiatus. There also is no question 

tha t  the $46,600 alloca-ted by the Virginia Division of Historic 

h-ks f o r  t:his survey was a wise use of Federal do l lms  . 
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DIRECTING VIRGINIA A K C W O L O G I C  SURVEYS TOWARD 
'TIE D E l T L O P m  OF LOCAL F'BESERVATION PLANS 

As with most, i f  not a l l ,  s t a t e  off ices  representing 

archaeology, the ultimate responsibil-ity of the Virginia Division of 

Historic %asl&wks fmm an archaeoILogical perspective is  the 

long-term protection of archaeological resources. The preceeding 

papers represexlt part of' our ef for t s  toward t h i s  goal in Virginia, 

In particular,  they have focused on two topics - s w e y  and 

preservation p l - m k g ,  both on the local level.  

In order t o  protect a resource, it obviously helps l:o know 

where the resource is arLd why it is hprtant t o  protect. 'This is  

t rue  fo r  histarical. ly significant standing structures as it is  fo r  

archaeological s i t e s .  The problem in archaeology, however, is  

finding the resource. Unlike architec-txral surveys, it is  the rare 

exception f o r  ar~h~zeological  surveys t o  have a s i t e  graphically 

delineated by substantial  standing remains. 

Virginia, we currently have on f i l e  descriptive and 

locational data fo r  over 18,000 prehistoric and h is tor ic  

archaeological si-tes. Average growth per year is  approximately 

1,500 new s i t e  entr ies .  Current estimates, though admittedly crude, 

indicate tha t  there are minimally 750,000 t o  1,500,000 site:; s t i l l  

extant in Virginia. The actual number may well be several :,nillion 

higher. Identi-fying a l l  s i t e s  in the s t a t e  thus very likely would 

take well over 500 years a t  the cmrent r a t e  of archaeological 

e f for t s  (Mitchell ey a l .  1986). Whil-e: it is  ludicrous t o  suggest 

tha t  a11 these s i t e s  wam7ant p r ~ t e c t i o n ,  one s t i l l  i s  faced with the 

d i l e m  of how t o  protect those s i t e s  irest in need of such ef for t s  

when we, in fac t ,  undodbtedly have not yet discovered the vast 

1 0 0  



majority of surviving s i t e s  s t i l l  possessing substantial  archaeo- 

logical and/or h i s tor ica l  significance. 

Another way t o  look a t  the magnitude of the problem is  by s ta te  

s ize .  Virginia, not a par t icular ly  large s t a t e ,  contains over 

25,000,000 acres. Were one person able t o  survey intensively 1 0  

acres a day, and t h i s  is highly questionable given the  vast majority 

of the  s t a t e  covered by dense forest  and pasture, it s t i l l  would 

take a professional s t a f f  of nearly 25 archaeologists working 

year-round merely t o  complete necessary fieldwork fo r  covering the 

s t a t e  within a l i m i t  of 500 years. Artifact  analysis and curation 

needs a s  well as completion of survey inventory forms and sumrrary 

reports could easi ly  double s t a f f  needs. Not only do we have 

nowhere near the appropriate funding fo r  such a s t a f f ,  more 

importantly we do not have the 500 years t o  f in i sh  such a project. 

As elsewhere, s i t e  losses in Virginia from both human and natural  

causes continue t o  increase rapidly far beyond our a b i l i t y  t o  

recover appropriate data before t h e i r  destruction. 

Due t o  the  impossibility, in r e a l i s t i c  terms, t o  survey the 

s t a t e  t o t a l l y ,  prirrary emphasis has been placed on the  recomais- 

sance level  of survey as defined by the  U.S. Department of the 

In te r ior  (1983) .  This type of survey does not intensively examine a 

study area by trying t o  locate a l l  s i t e s  within it. Rather, the  

study area is examined by selecting a sample and then surveying 

merely tha t  portion. I f  the  sample is  properly chosen, then the 

data gathered should be suff ic ient ly  detailed t o  M e  predictive 

generalizations about the types and distribution of archaeological 

s i t e s  over time within the  study area and usually adjacent areas. 

This approach, due t o  the phenomenally lmge  number of extant 

s i t e s ,  i s  viewed a s  the mst feasible mans t o  conduct a state-wide 



archaeological survey program, a key mandate of the Division of 

Histoor%c Landmxrks. It s t i l l ,  is a par subst i tute  fo r  a t o t a l  

inventory. Further), the  quali ty of information, particularly in 

terms of subsur~face deposits, is limited due t o  the general absence 

of intensive tes t ing  at identified s i t e s .  

Virginia encompasses over 43,000 square miles of which 

a p p r o x h t e l y  1 0 , O C O  square miles have been reported t o  the 
i 
) Department of the Int+?rior as having been completed on the 
I 
, reconnaissance level  of archaeological survey. This 2ncEudes 
I 

through 1986, one c i ty ,  1 7  counties, and a l l  coastal  waters. 1 
I Typically, two counties per year are  reported a s  completed on t h i s  

1 level  of survey, resul t ing in roughly twenty percent of the s t a t e  
L 

! 

being covered each decade. While viewed by some a s  an unsatis- 

factory r a t e  since en t i r e  coverage of the s t a t e  w i l l  l ike ly  -take a s  

long a s  50 years, it stil.1 is f a r  mre i?easonable than e a r l i e r  noted 

e s t k t e s  forl m:se intensive stz~t:e-wide surveys. Further , 
individual county P-sults are readily anenable t o  developing general 

predictive sta-tements 013 the  range a-td density by time perliod of 

s i t e  types f o r  poor]-y surveyed counties within the  same region. 

With the  e s t a b l i s h e n t  in 1984 of the  Divisionvs Survey and 

Planning Subgrant Program, funded in prt through the Depar t r a t  of 

the  Inter ior ' s  Historic Preservation Fund, an increasing number of 

archaeological reconnaissance level. survey projects have been 

condplc'ted by outside knstitutions. While e f fo r t s  are m2de t o  

maintain state-wide coverage, p a r t i c : ~ i l a r  emphasis is placed on 

targeting counties fo r  n~comaissance surveys where there an: major 

threats, either7 c u m n t l y  existing or c lemly  predictable for the 

near future,  -to the archaeological. resource base. St2ff time 



requirements in administering these grants t o  date have not been 

substantial ,  particularly i f  compared t o  overall  resul ts .  The paper 

on survey resu l t s  in Buckingham County by the University of Virginia 

serves a s  an excellent example of the use of subgrant funding for  

completion of e f fo r t s  on the reconnaissance level  within counties. 

Not a l l  Division survey ac t iv i t i e s  are res t r ic ted  t o  

reconnaissance level  surveys. Other types of surveys, though of 

lesser  pr ior i ty ,  conducted by the  s t a f f  include (1) surveys of 

state-controlled lands, ( 2 )  National Register surveys, and ( 3 )  

surveys of s i t e  classes facing hown o r  predictable threats  of 

destruction yet possessing high research potential .  

Similarly, the Division has funded through the subgrant program 

other forms of surveys, but only when clear ly  identified with long- 

term programs f o r  the protection of archaeological s i t e s .  The 

Historic Gordonsville, Inc. project f o r  the intensive survey of the 

G e m a  environs is an excellent example of a local  survey closely 

t i e d  in to  long-term plans t o  manage and protect highly significant 

archaeological resources t h a t  recently were. severely threatened with 

destruction. Given l imitations i n  funding, it is precisely t h i s  

type of intensive survey we encourage t o  supplement survey e f fo r t s  

on the  reconnaissance level.  From a s l igh t ly  different  perspective, 

the Division a l so  has committed limited funding fo r  surveys t o  

expand upon pr ior  reconniassance level  e f fo r t s  when such data are 

expl ic i t ly  used t o  develop detailed preservation plans fo r  a locale. 

The papers sumwizing recent projects by Virginia Comnwealth 

University f o r  the  greater Richmond metropolitan area and Fairfax 

Heritage Resources Branch fo r  Fairfax County serve a s  examples here. 

This brings us t o  our next key topic - the  u t i l i za t ion  of survey 

resu l t s  in developing local preservation plans as  one means t o  pro- 



vide bet ter  protecti3n of archaeological s i t e s  on a long-term basis. 

Efforts t o  ensure the long-temn protect ion of archa20 logical 

resources in a s-taTe czn take m y  fcmns. A s  part  01- a recently 

completed Division Strategic Plan ( 198 6 9 t o  guide agency aez t iv i t ies  

over the next few years, par t icular  emphasis i n  Virginia w i l l  be 

placed on three specific ac t iv i t i e s .  These include (1) m o r e  

agressive pursuit of open-space easemesits f o r  archaeological s i t e s  

and d i s t r i c t s  ; ( 2 1 increased interacl-tion wfith s t a t e  and federal 

agencies contrc)lling lant3s of archaeol-ogical significance ; (md ( 3 1 

expansion of e f fo r t s  i n  preservation planning, part icular ly  on the  

local level.  

Ultimately, the single mst effect ive means of protecting 

archaeological resolmes over t h  i.s through h c l u s i c n  in an 

easemnt drawn h ~erpe-tui ty .  While ,there are nwne-rous si-tes in 

Virginia receiving some form of protection as a r e su l t  of' being 

under easements severing h is tor ica l ly  s ignif icant  s-tanding 

structures,  in the twenty years t h i s  propam has been .in ef fec t  in 

V i r g i n i a  only one e a s e ~ e n t  has been obtained expl ic i t ly  f b r  the  

protect ion of c ~ h a ~ o l o g i c a l  resources. C m n t  public inte~?est  in 

archaeological easements thus is v i r tua l ly  nonexistent. 1.f more 

agressive pursuit of such easements by the  Division proves 

successful, t h i s  ac t iv i ty  w i l l  become a c r i t i c a l  component: i n  

Virginia's p r o g ~ m  f o r  -the long-term protection of arcPlaeo:logical 

resources. 

Less than 5% of the  acreage in Virginia (including ;ubmerged 

lands) i s  controlled by s t a t e  agencies -to which m y  be added mughly 

another 10% under tke  co~-itrol of the ffederal govermment, Since the 

vast m j o r i t y  of these :Lands ~ m a . i r ~  an undeveloped s t a t e ,  they 

represent a m j o ~  xchaeological data base potentially msresenta- 
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t i ve  of the phenomenal range of archaeological resources found in 

Virginia and covering over 1 0 , 0 0 0  years of human occupation. While 

outside the scope of t h i s  paper, it should be noted tha t  increased 

interactions in recent years with s t a t e  and federal land-controlling 

agencies have been encouraging, t o  the point t h a t ,  in some cases, 

archaeological surveys and accompanying management plans have been 

considered o r  actually completed and implemented fo r  individual 

properties. When such interactions are combined with extant s t a t e  

and federal legislation related t o  archaeological resources, the 

potential  for  long-term protection of sizeable nwnbe~s of s i t e s  is 

substantial. 

In  sp i te  of such potential ,  it s t i l l  is  apparent tha t  mst of 

the s t a t e  is privately owned o r  t o  a very minor extent under the 

control of local  g o v e m n t  s . Further, easements , while highly 

valuable fo r  individual s i t e s  o r  d i s t r i c t s ,  cannot be expected t o  be 

the principal means of protection f o r  archaeological resources over 

such a large portion of the s ta te .  Accordingly, the Division has 

emphasized the  development of local  preservation plans as  a key 

means of creating public support f o r  the long-term protection of 

archaeological resources. 

Preservation planning a s  defined by the De-nt of the 

Inter ior  (19839 and a s s  u t i l ized  by the Division ( 1 9  establishes 

h is tor ica l  contexts based on the organization of available infoma- 

t ion  around individual cul tural  themes and t h e i r  geographical and 

chronological limits; and ( 2 )  uses these h is tor ic  contexts t o  

develop goals and p r io r i t i e s  f o r  the identification, evaluation, 

regis t rat ion,  and treatment of specific archaeological, h i s tor ica l ,  

and architectural property types. In Virginia, t h i s  process has 

been organized in an hierarchical fashion with, a s  it expands, a 
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state-wide plan a t  the t ~ p  followed by a Simited number of n2gional 

plans followed in tu rn  by a larger number of local county and c i t y  

plans with an even larger number of p:Lans for individual p r o p e ~ i e s  

a t  the bottom. 

An integral part of developing preservation plans is data 

obtained through reconnaissance surveys. This includes not merely 

collecting new survey data during such (3 project,  but a lso assessing 

p ~ i o r  surveys ;md other related data. Both data se t s  then can be 

used t o  define mre precisely prope-rty Types and document. t h e i r  

locational pat-terns by t-ime period ant1 c m n t  condition as well a s  

t o  identify key data gaps tha-t s t i l l  ex is t .  This inf~mmat!~on, in 

turn, can be used t o  define bet ter  the specific goals and p r io r i t i e s  

that &e up a preservati-on plan. 

Since mximum rr-sul-ts w e r e  viewed as coming from e f fo r t s  on the 

l sca l  level, t'imugh our subgrants program we encowaged p ~ p o s a l s  

f o r  the development of county and c i t y  preservation plans. Cr i t ica l  

t o  the evaluation of these proposals (besides a b i l i t y  t o  complete 

the proposed wrk )  were three factors:  (1) wi-llingness to  i r ~ e g r a t e  

available data on archaeological resources with tha t  of hisror ical  

and architectural resources (with such data having reached at: l ea s t  

the level  of reconnaissmce survey e f fo r t s ) ;  ( 2 )  expl ic i t  support of 

the  project by the  appropriate governmental uni t  (s ; and ( 3 docu- 

mentation on the intensity of known o r  projected threats  t o  eztisting 

cubmi31 resources thrithin the area t o  1x2 studied. 

Results t o  date have been sununarized in the papers on plans fo r  

Fairfax County by Fairfax Heritage Resources Branch and the greater 

Williamsburg area (Cit ies  of Poquoson and Williamsburg and Counties 

of James City and Yo'ork) by the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation. 

Both projects f ~ ~ c u s  on areas of rapid g m w t h  tha t  have long needed a 
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detailed plan on how best t o  preserve those cul tural  resources s t i l l  

surviving. In both cases, the d i f f i cu l t  task of integrating data on 

archaeological resources with tha t  of h is tor ica l  and architectural 

resources was successful. I n i t i a l  resu l t s  indicate tha t  t h i s  

multidisciplinary approach has proven t o  be especially valuable due 

t o  the increased likelihood of archaeological resources being 

c o n s i d e ~ d  by local  comnunities when making decisions affecting 

t h e i r  integri ty  and long-term protection. When combined with 

h is tor ica l  and architectural resources, the " v i ~ i b i l i t y ' ~  of archaeo- 

logical resources (both prehistoric and h is tor ic )  within local 

communities tends t o  increase. While not downplaying the importance 

of the greater Williamsburg area plan, the mst expl ic i t  govern- 

mental support was f o r  the Fairfax County plan, and as expected t h i s  

is precisely where the completed plan has been adopted most readily. 

As a further point of comparison, resu l t s  of the greater 

Richmond Metropolitan Area Archaeological Survey by Virginia Comn- 

wealth University were used t o  develop a general archaeological 

preservation plan fo r  t h i s  area. In t h i s  case, however, there was 

min ima l  governmental support, and h is tor ica l  and architectural 

resources were not fu l ly  evaluated. While the resulting report has 

proven extremely valuable f o r  archaeologists working in the area, 

it, nevertheless, has not had the impact on local governments tha t  

w a s  the  case in the other two studies. 

Survey and planning subgrants, as mnifested through the papers 

presented here, have become an integral  part of the  Division of 

Historic Landmark's ultimate archaeological goal - the long-term 

protection of archaeological resources. Surveys and preservation 

plans are viewed as closely related with particular attention t o  

t h e i r  integration on the local level. Reconnaissance level surveys 
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especially are emphasized since through them one can readi ly  def h e  

s i t e  types anti their dist r ibut ion over t h e ,  crbitical da.ta for 

preservation p:lans. Cr i t ica l  t o  the successful implemen~at ion of 

plannkg goals and ~ ~ i o r : i t i e s  is  the obtaining of local  g o v e r m n t a l  

suppl?t. Ex]?licit:ly including h is tor ica l  and archi tectural  

resources with archaeological resources in local  plans a lso  has 

proven advantageous thmi~gh heightening the  public awareness of a l l  

these resources in t h e i r  many diverse f~3nn.s. 
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THE VIRGINIA ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND PLANNING PROGRAM: 
A COMMUNITY ARCHAEOLOGIST'S PERSPECTIVE 

Pamela J. Cressey 

I have been asked t o  discuss the papers tha t  were presented at 

the 1987 Society for  Historical Archaeology symposium organized by 

the Virginia Division of Historic Lanchwks a s  a review of i ts  

survey and planning effor ts .  While much can be said about each 

paper, I would prefer t o  address my comments a t  another end--the 

evaluation of the goals and resu l t s  of archaeological survey and 

planning in Virginia. Each paper was written by well qualified 

individuals who had used contemporary methods of collecting, 

analyzing, and interpreting data f o r  t h e i r  projects. The resu l t s  of 

each survey and planning project have been large reports which 

discuss both very detailed information and broad themes. The level  

of research is admirable, and is the persistence and patience 

necessary t o  produce reports of t h i s  type. 

Let us turn our attention from the  methods and resu l t s  of each 

survey o r  preservation plan t o  questions dealing with the statewide 

product of these endeavors. 

What is the purpose of survey and planning? 

What is the resu l t  of the current SEP approach? 

Is t h i s  the best way t o  approach SEP given the 

current resources and threats?  

In  basic t e r n ,  the survey and planning approach uses a 

management framework f o r  preserving h is tor ic  resources. Rather than 

w a i t  u n t i l  an unexpected c r i s i s  h i t s ,  the magement strategy is t o  

identify your needs (resources), assess your strengths (personnel, 

laowledge, administration, e t c . ) ,  and wealmesses (development 



pressure, funds, people), and devise a plan fo r  accomplishing 

preservation goals. R e  ac t iv i t i e s  which have been e l ig ib le  f o r  

s t a t e  funding have been resource inventories , p~se rva - t ion  planning 

effor ts ,  Nati(2rm.l Register nomination reports,  and educational 

curriculum fo r  elementary and secondary school. Between 1984 and 

1987, slightly. under $275,000 have been awarded t o  local  govern- 

ments, universit ies , and private organizations fo r  archaeologically 

related survey and planning projects. 

How are we doing in m a g i n g  Virginia's heritage resour~ces? A 

paper which atssesses the DHL archaeological program provides one 

perspective. Gobg along a t  the current r a t e ,  the DHL arclhaeola- 

g i s t s  predict t ha t  L t  would take minima-lly 500 years t o  ident:ify a l l  

s i t e s  in Virginia ind 50 years t o  complete a statewide rec:onnais- 

sance level  survey (Mitchell e t  a.1. 1986: 3 ) .  These s t z ~ t i s t i c s  

dramt ica l ly  p ~ t r a y  the magnitude of the issue--there m y  be mre 

than 1,000,000 archaeological s i t e s  to preserve in the Comnwealth! 

They also te l l -  m e  t ha t  such an approach does not work. I have 

d i f f icu l ty  in identifying with a 500, or  even 50, year prcject. It 

is great t o  hiwe long-range plans, but t h i s  is a b i t  ridiculous. 

Clearly, w e  need t o  adclress the preservation of s i t e s  iq another 

m e x - ? .  

While the decisions must h m3de a t  the s t a t e  level  of 

preservation (VDHL), I want t o  express my ideal  of including local  

governments and other inst i tut ions w i t h  archaeological expertise i n  

the decision-making process. As the City Archaeologist of 

Alexandria, I am often struck by the d:iffering goals tha t  the  s t a t e  

and loca l i t i e s  have toward preservation. I see the devel~pnent of 

Alexandria dai1.y and must deal with the constant d e m d  t o  preserve 

s i t e s  NOW. The opportunities fo r  preserving s i t e s ,  and certainly 



our howledge tha t  s i t e s  are about t o  be destroyed, are  a t  the n i t t y  

level local  government decisions and c o m i t y  

t ion. 

My remarks are intended t o  provide a local perspective t o  the 

survey and planning issue in preservation. They are not a cr i t ic ism 

of VDHL survey and planning ef for t s .  However, I must ask: Did we 

get our money's worth? What e f fec t  did we have on the preservation 

of s i t e s  by allocating $275,000 f o r  these projects? Can we say t o  

any c i t izen  of Virginia how the  money contributed t o  the  preser- 

vation of our "his tor ical  and cul tural  foundations. . .as a l iving 

part of our c o m i t y  l i f e  and development. . .?" (National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966 ,  as amended, Section 1[a](2). 

I do not think t h a t  it is suff ic ient  in developing survey and 

planning goals t o  how how m y  s i t e s  are registered nor the number 

of counties surveyed a t  the  reconnaissance level.  These represent 

what may be there,  but not what is threatened o r  gone. Ironically,  

18,000 s i t e s  could be registered and also be los t .  There is  no 

statement of 'significance o r  pr ior i ty  in t h i s  approach. It is 

important t o  determine what areas have the  highest probability of 

s i t e  loss  and what types of s i t e s  are threatened given the environ- 

ment and general history. It is a l so  important t o  how what human 

and organizational resources are in Virginia tha t  are currently, o r  

could in the future,  address the threatened areas and s i t e  types. 

We have a tremendous body of dedicated professional, student, and 

volunteer archaeologists, his tor ians ,  preservationists,  and 

planners. They can be organized toward specif ic  goals. 

The State Historic FYeservation Officer has the responsibil i ty 

t o  "cooperate with local  governments in the  development of local  

h i s tor ic  preservation programs. . . " (National Historic Preservation 
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Act of 1 9 6 6 ,  as  m~?3ded, Section 1 0 1  [b][31[H]). I bel-ieve tha t  an 

active local in i t ia t ive  would r e s ~ l t  in_ a greater knowledge and 

presewation of archaeological resources as  well a s  enhanced public 

appreciation. The Survey and Planning Subgrants a d  the Certified 

b c a l  Government px~3granrs are already a b d  a t  the local  level.  I 

am suggesting tha t  a nore aggressive md organized campaign be 

developed t o  bring local  governments (and a l l  the resources in a 

community tha t  t h i s  tern1 implies) into the s t a t e  h is tor ic  pxeserva- 

t ion  pmcess as  partners. 

This perspective clramatically al-ters the assessment of the 

financLa1, hurr;m, and o~ganizat ional  resources which can be directed 

toward the taslc of ?reserving the Commwealthv s hepita-ge. I would 

venture a guess tha t  a c.2lculation of a19 of the funds awd volunteer 

hours contributed t o  preserving h is tor ic  s i t e s ,  properties, and 

objects in Vix.gini+ wocld produce an amazing statement about the 

value cit izens place on o w  past. Surely these individuals and 

groups can be included in the task a t  hand. In t u n a ,  they w i l l  

generaate even n x a E  {energy t o  preserve and appreciate our heritage. 

A major concern out here in the loca l i t i e s  is the h c l u s i m  of 

archaeological review in the planning and development processes. To 

my knowledge, there an: few i f  any loca l i t i e s  in Virginfia that 

assess the mc?laeolc+gic&L resource base as a norm1 part of planning 

OF review. Yet, th.e loss  t o  BUP whaeo1ogic:al past occurs through 

daily,  and often mutine,  decisions t-n,3.de in planning, transporta- 

t ion ,  and envi r~ ,mne~ta l  departments as well as public review boards. 

This i s  an im~ortant orj~anizational c2c)mponent t o  pmsemation, and 

it ms-t be addressed in several ways. The s t a t e  enabling legisla- 

t ion  ~ m s t  be changed t o  provide mre direct  autkaorit:~ fo r  local  

g o v e m n t s  to include archaeology :in the review process.. Also 
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related t o  t h i s  legal authority, is the need for  local charters t o  

be changed t o  allow fo r  archaeological review. Staff and review 

b a r d s  c w n t l y  dealing with architectural s i t e s  can be given 

t raining and guidance in archaeological assessment. The VDHL can 

prepare m d e l  comprehensive preservation ordinances which w i l l  

a s s i s t  loca l i t ies  in developing t h e i r  own. State awards can be made 

t o  businesses, local  governments, private groups, volunteers, 

students, e tc .  t ha t  have outstanding resu l t s .  Exhibitions and 

lecture ser ies  can be organized with local  and university groups 

with themes related t o  archaeological preservation. 

An additional manner i n  which the local  i n i t i a t ive  can be 

implemented is by the requiremnt tha t  Survey and Planning subgrant 

projects have goals, data collection, analyses, and resu l t s  which 

are useful at the local level. Excellent examples of projects tha t  

have been successful a t  changing local  dec i s ion -d ing  t o  favor 

archaeological preservation are the Fairfax County comprehensive 

heritage resource management plan and the Colonial Williamsburg 

Foundation protection plan fo r ,  in particular,  James City County. 

An archaeologist conducting t h i s  type of project mst learn how 

the jurisdiction works (both s t a f f  and public decision-making ) , use 

scales and organizational devices which are congruent with local 

planning tools ,  and locate people who w i l l  create a focus fo r  
8 

archaeology a f t e r  the project is finished. It is  essent ial  t o  

identify m j o r  areas of development pressure, and particularly those 

projects which could include archaeology (such as planning studies 

f o r  mad widenings , zonings , etc .  1. Results should be distributed 

in public f o m t s  (brochures, lectures,  maps). Resources t o  

identify,  preserve, and interpret  sites need t o  be assessed, so tha t  

the community and s t a t e  are not l e f t  with just  nice ideas. An 
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implementation strategy should be outlined with a timetable and 

responsible per7sons, so tha t  the DHL can encourage these e f for t s .  

I also encourage the DHL t o  serve the role  as  f a c i l i t a t o r  for  

professional training ard interpretation. It is possible t o  of fer  

workshops in pub l i c  administration and the development process, so 

tha t  archaeologists know what t h i s  culture is l ike.  Symposia can be 

offered tha t  analyze and interpret the data which are being 

collected from such local  endeavors. In t h i s  manner, 'bruaad h is tor ic  

themes and s i t e  ty~es w i l l  become apparent and resu l t  in rqgional 

preservation p1.m~ linked t o  the s t a t e  plan. 

It is t rue  t h ~ t  the task is large and complex. Yet, when P 

look at the professional and volunteer archaeologists in Virginia, I 

am moved by the passion and cod"anen-t t ha t  motivates us. We rray 

disagree m n g  ourselves on how t o  proceed in our preservation 

e f f o ~ s ,  but the concern f o r  our past: is  universal. btht2r than 

looking so closely at d i f f i cu l t i e s  and lack of funding, 1 suggest 

t ha t  we  dream a b i t .  I have learned t h i s  a t t i tude  from the 

Alexandria Archaeo1cgica:L Con-mission tha t  has a way of carving out a 

huge, almost o~itrageously impossible goal, and being s u c c e s s f ~ l .  As 

the Conmission Chainran, k n  B m m ,  has m i t t e n :  

We have a h:istory of accomplishment. We have a great 

record of putting in to  practice tha t  which we plan; 

we have a proven capabili ty t o  dream and t o  achieve. 

m i l e  we my not achieve a l l  our goals a t  once, we w f i l  

s t r ive  t o  dc so. We w i l l  continue t o  serve our City, 

our Populace, and our I3r-e- (1984:23). 

This grass roots apbmac11 is infectious and produces resu l t s .  It is  

not a substi tute fo r  the Division of Historic %andinks, but it 

offers some exciting pos:;ibili-ties for  partnership. 
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APPENDIX: ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURE3 AND PLANNING SUBGRANTS, 1984-1987 

Applicant : Colonial Williamsburg Foundation Award: $47,300+< 
Project Ti t le :  Cultural Resource Protection Plan: Williamsburg and 

Surrounding Areas. 
Final Report: Toward a Resource Protection Process: Management 

Plans fo r  James City County, York County, City of 
Poquoson, and City of Williamsburg. By Marley R. 
Brown, I11 and Kathleen J. Bragdon (editors ) , Off ice  
of Archaeological Excavation, Colonial Williamsburg 
Foundation. Three Volumes, 1985. 

Applicant : Fairfax County Award: $45,600* 
Project Ti t le :  Implementation of Fairfax County Comprehensive 

Heritage Resource Management Plan. 
Final Report: Fairfax County Heritage Resource Management Plan. By 

Betsy Chittenden, Elizabeth S. David, Susan L. 
H e n r y ,  Michael F. Johnson, and Martha R. Williams, 
Heritage Resources Branch, Fairfax County. 1985. 
Report of Findings: Survey Portion of the  Fairfax 
County Subgrant Heritage Resources Managemnt Plan. 
By Betsy Chittenden, Andrea Heintzelman, Adena 
Landry, and Susan L. Henry, Heritage Resources 
Branch, Fairfax County. 1985. 

Applicant : Prince William County Historical  Award: $23,800 
Comrnis s ion 

Project Ti t le :  Prince W i l l i a m  County Comprehensive Archaeological 
Preservation Survey - Bull Run, Broad Run ,  and 
Quantico Creek. 

Final Report: A Phase I Evaluation of Three Streams in  Prince 
William County, Virginia:  Broad Run, Bull Run, and 
Quantico Creek. By Jams R. C r o m l l ,  Jr., Robert 
McIver, and Clarence R. Geier. Archaeological 
Research Center, James Madison University. 1985. 

Applicant: Town of Sa l tv i l le  Award: $10,300" 
Project Ti t le :  A Survey of Archaeological and Historical  Places in 

Sal tv i l le  . 
Final Report: A Survey and Inventory of Archaeological Resources in 

the  Town of Sa l tv i l le ,  Virginia: Report of 
Activit ies and Results. By Jerry N. McDonald, 
Department of Geography, Radford University. 1985. 

Applicant : 
Project Ti t le :  

University of Virginia 
Archaeological Survey of 
in Albemarle County. 

Projected 
Award: $17,700 

Development Areas 

Final Report : The Archaeology of- Albemrle County: Results of a 
Systematic Survey of Proposed Developrent Areas in 
Albemarle County, virg&ia. By ~ e f f r e ~  Hantman, 
Department of Anthropology, University of Virginia, 
1985. 



Applicant : Virginia Cornonwealth University Award: $49,600 
Project T i t l e  : Ri-chrond Metro Area Archaeo1og:ical Survey. 
final R e p o r t :  Richrond Eletropolitan Area Archaeological Survey: 

Vo%we One - Archaeological S i tes  of the R i c h n d  
Metrcpolitan Area, A Guide t o  Planning and 
Manageml:; Volume Two - Technical Report. By L. 
Daniel M G U ~ F ,  W i l l i a m  C. Johnson, and Frederic W e  
Gleach , O f f  ice of Cul-~ural and Environmental 3tudies , 
Virginia Comnwealth University. 1 9  8 5. 

Applicant : Historic Pordonsville , 11lac . / b ~ ~ d :  $2,500"" 
Project- T i t le :  Asrlcha2olog;ical Survey of Gernanna, Orange Coun.:y. 
Final Report: Fsom Frontier t o  Plantation: The Archaeological 

Reconnaissance of the ( % m a  Area, Orange County, 
Virginia. By Douglas W e  Sanford and Scott K. Pmker, 
Historic Cardonsville , Inc. 1986. 

Applicant : University of Virginia Award: $13 ,!500 
Project. T i t le :  kchaeo1og;ical Reconnaissance of Buckinghm County: 

Results of a System-tic S w e y  of Selected Areas of 
Buckbghanl County, Virginia. By T~O'IMS KLatka, 
Michael BLein Gary W H h ,  and Jeffrey Him-, 
'Depar.tment of Anthropology, University of Virginia. 
1986. 

Applicant : 
1986 

Applicant: IvTa-tional Trust fo r  Historic Award: $19,700 
:&sewat ion 

Project Ti t le :  Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey, Orange County. 
Final Report: :From Aborigines t o  Aristocrats: Archaeological Survey 

:in Orsnge County, Virginia. By Lynne G. L e w i s  and 
!Scott K. E'arker, Nation,&l Trust fo r  Historic IYeser- 
va-tion. 1984. 

AppPismt : University of Tennessee Award.: 51,500"* 
Project Ti t le :  Archaeological Survey of 44T292, 
Findl Report: Archaeological and Osteological Survey of Bull 

ThistLe Give (44TZ921, Virginia. By P. Willr-y and 
( k r g e  Crowthers, h i v e r s i t y  of Tennessee. L9E6. 

Applicsnt : E4ontgomery County Award: $11,50Ofi 
Project Ti t le :  140ntgomery County Multiple Resome Area Register 

N h a t i o n  Report and Education Grant. 
Final Report : Project in Progress. 



Applicant : Prince William County Award: $1O,0OOf: 
Project T i t l e  : Thematic National Register Nomination fo r  Civil  War 

Si tes  in Prince William County. 
Final Report : Project in Progress. 

Applicant : University of Virginia Award:  $13,200 
Fmject Ti t le :  Archaeological Survey of Fluvanna County. 
Final Repofi: Project in Progress. 

"Includes projects covering not merely archaeological resources but 
a l so  architectural/historical properties. 
$:"Denotes survey projects f o r  which s t a t e ,  not federal ,  funding was 
used. 




