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[SLIDE 1]: Project Title [Read Title from Slide]

In January of 2008, Dovetail Cultural Resource Group began a year-long, multi-phase, survey investigation of architectural, archaeological, and cultural landscape resources located within twenty-three (23) specified Areas of Historic Interest (AOHIs) in Culpeper County, Virginia. The project was completed at the request of the Culpeper County Department of Planning in satisfaction of requirements outlined in the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) cost-share survey program contract.

[SLIDE 2]: Overview of Presentation 
The following presentation will begin with a brief overview of the survey project outlining its general scope, goals, the project areas, and methodologies employed. 

Part two will comprise a general review of survey results and an evaluation of findings within the broader context of Culpeper County’s historical development. Also covered will be Dovetail’s general assessment of the integrity and NRHP eligibility of surveyed resources. Finally, the results and raw data presented in these first two sections will be evaluated to identify underlying trends and prevailing themes, and then discussed within the larger context of Culpeper County’s historical development and contemporary preservation milieu.  References to information and findings noted in Eugene Scheel’s 1994 survey report will also be made for comparative purposes.

The presentation will conclude with a discussion of the survey findings and implications for Culpeper County’s present and future heritage management and land use planning efforts. A set of recommendations regarding additional survey work and historic preservation activities are provided to help guide the County’s efforts going forward. 

[SLIDE 3]: Project Summary:  Scope & Goals 

The survey project herein discussed comprised a cultural resource survey of twenty-three (23) bounded areas of historic interest, or AOHIs, distributed throughout Culpeper County. Specific goals included: one, identify all properties over 50 years in age within each AOHI; two, document the general architectural character and composition of each AOHI’s complement of built historic resources and the potential for intact archaeological sites; three, complete Preliminary Information Forms (or PIFs) for three potential NRHP- eligible districts; and four, make recommendations regarding additional work and/or specialized planning strategies designed to facilitate the effective management of heritage resources in each of the surveyed areas.  The project tasks pursued in connection with these goals and their results are the subject of the following presentation and discussion.
[SLIDE 4]: Project Summary:  The Project Area(s)
The 23 AOHIs varied in terms of size, function, cultural history, and physiographic attributes. Their total combined area equals approximately 7,500 acres.   The areas selected were previously identified and delineated during a countywide historic resource survey conducted by Eugene Scheel during the early 1990s and summarized in his 1994 report of findings. Scheel’s areas of interest were later adapted by Culpeper County for use as planning areas and highlighted in the 2005 comprehensive plan. 

The AOHIs were sub-divided into one of three general types. The first included eight (8) locales described as crossroads communities, villages and/or cultural centers: Brandy Station, Griffinsburg, Jeffersonton, LaGrange, Lignum, Mitchells, Rapidan, and Stevensburg
The second area type, battlefield sites and landscapes, consisted of the following six (6) locales: Cedar Mountain, Cunningham Farm, Hansbroughs Ridge Winter Encampment (1863-1864), Rappahannock River Fortifications, and St. James Church.

The third category of AOHIs, designated as ‘Other,’ included ten (10) areas deemed to contain a particular concentration of historic resources and/or to possess a unique set of historically significant attributes: Beverlys Ford, Fleetwood Hill, Hansbroughs Ridge, Hazel River/Ryland Chapel, Jonas Run, Mount Pony, Mountain Run, Kellys Ford, Raccoons Ford, and Richards Ford/Hassininga.

[SLIDE 5]: Project Summary:  The Project Area(s)
This map shows the 23 bounded AOHIs and their locations within Culpeper County. As you can see, they were widely spread, extending from the hamlet of Jeffersonton in the north to the village of Rapidan on the south, and the community of Griffinsburg on the west to the Richards Ford/Hassininga area in the east. The AOHIs also differed greatly in terms of their size and composition. Some, like Mount Pony, covered vast rural/agricultural sectors while others like Brandy Station were more densely concentrated around a village center.
[SLIDE 6]: Project Summary: Methodologies
The project primarily consisted of three main tasks: background research, field survey, and post-survey documentation & analysis. The background research phase included a thorough literature review and records search relating to previously-recorded properties in Culpeper County. Dovetail obtained copies of all architectural and archaeological documentation forms and any additional support materials acquired during these prior surveys in and around the 23 areas of interest. Repositories visited during this phase of work included the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (or DHR), Culpeper County Planning Department, the Culpeper County Circuit Court, and the Virginiana Room at the Central Rappahannock Regional Library in Fredericksburg. Also, an online search was conducted of electronic records and historical materials accessible through the web portals of the Library of Congress in Washington D.C., the Library of Virginia in Richmond, and several other historical institutions.

Fieldwork comprised a reconnaissance-level evaluation of all previously-identified architectural properties and the recordation of all undocumented historic properties over 50 years old within each of the 23 AOHIs. This target group included standing buildings, objects, and structures. Though the survey was primarily focused on architectural properties, attention was also given to documenting previously-recorded archaeological sites and cultural landscape resources, such as battlefields, within each AOHI. 
Each of the 23 areas of interest was inspected through a combination of a pedestrian and vehicular survey to locate and identify all properties within the area’s boundaries. Individual properties were documented through survey forms, written notes, black & white photographs, and digital imaging. Site plans of each property were sketched in the field and property locations were plotted on topographic quadrangle maps. This resulting documentation, in conjunction with materials obtained during the background review and a review of each area’s local historic context, helped researchers evaluate which properties and AOHIs were potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.

The associated archaeological survey consisted of several steps, all conducted for the purposes of evaluating the potential of each area to contain intact, NRHP-eligible archaeological sites. Using information obtained during the background review, each previously-recorded archaeological site within all 23 areas of interest first received a pedestrian survey examination. The purpose of this work was to relocate recorded sites, document their current condition, and evaluate the potential for additional intact archaeological deposits. No subsurface excavations were conducted during the reconnaissance, but surface artifacts and features were noted and recorded through written records, digital photographs, and drawings.

Following completion of the research and fieldwork, Dovetail began compiling documentation packets for each surveyed resource. The packets included site forms for each property and other relevant supporting documents such as maps, photographs, and site plans. The data was compiled and formatted for inclusion in the DHR’s Data Sharing Sysem, or DSS—the State’s official historic resource inventory. 
In addition, Dovetail conducted more in-depth investigations on three of the AOHIs selected in consultation with the DHR and County representatives. The three targeted areas chosen—Jeffersonton, Mitchell’s, and Mountain Run—were each deemed to possess sufficient historical integrity and significance to warrant their consideration as potential NRHP districts. As part of this phase of the project, a Preliminary Information Form (PIF) was completed for each area, providing extended physical descriptions of the bounded locale and its constituent architectural and archaeological resources, an assessment of each area’s potential to contain additional intact archaeological sites, and a brief statement regarding the historical significance and potential NRHP-eligibility of the selected AOHI. 

[SLIDE 7]: Survey Results: Overview
In total, Dovetail surveyed 274 new and previously-recorded historic properties, including 247 architectural resources and 27 archaeological sites located within 21 of the 23 targeted areas of historic interest. Two of the AOHIs, the Rappahannock River Fortifications and Hansbroughs Ridge Winter Encampment, 1863-1864, along with portions of the Cunningham Farm, Fleetwood Hill and Beverleys Ford AOHIs, were not surveyed due to access and scheduling issues. 
An analysis of the resulting survey data revealed several notable patterns among the pool of documented resources relating to geographic distribution, temporal affiliations, and thematic associations. These patterns, along with site-specific information, helped inform recommendations regarding the integrity and significance of each surveyed property. The general findings of this evaluation will be discussed.
[SLIDE 8]: Survey Results: Geographic Distribution
The 274 documented properties were divided into their respective AOHIs to analyze general geographic distributions. The area with the highest number of surveyed resources proved to be Brandy Station, with 47 recorded properties or 17.2 percent of the total. As one of the smallest AOHIs, containing just 59 acres, the village of Brandy Station also had one of the highest resource-to-total area ratios with one historic property per every 1.25 acres. Stevensburg produced the second highest number of documented resources at 30 or 10.9 percent of the total, and a resource-to-area ratio of one property per every 1.7 acres. The communities of Mitchells and Mount Pony tied for third with 21 constituent resources recorded in each (7.7 percent). In the case of Mount Pony, the largest AOHI surveyed at 1,773 acres, the ratio ended up significantly higher with 1 property noted per every 84.4 acres. This largely rural district contains a group of plantations-turned-farming properties,\ situated on large tracts of land. Such properties typically contain a complex of loosely clustered buildings including a primary dwelling and an associated complement of outbuildings, surrounded by big open fields and scattered groves of trees.

The prize for the fewest number of resources, one, goes to the Hansborough Ridge Civil War Winter Encampment area situated on the north side of Route 3, just east of the village of Stevensburg. The Cunningham Farm AOHI proved to have the lowest density of properties per area with one per every 285.5 acres. Again, these numbers does not tell the whole story. In the case of Cunningham Farm for instance, Dovetail field personnel were unable to complete a thorough and comprehensive survey of the area due restricted access in certain privately owned sections.  It should also be noted that a significant portion of this AOHI is lies within the boundaries of a larger part Civil War-era Brandy Station Battlefield. The latter is itself a large district resource containing a diverse assemblage of sites, features, and built elements. 
[SLIDE 9]: Survey Results: Temporal Distribution
The resultant pool of surveyed resources spans the entire spectrum of Culpeper County’s cultural development, dating from early prehistoric periods through the current millennium. During the survey, every effort was made to document the dates of construction for each of the visited properties. When a specific year could not be determined, attempts were made to narrow the window down as much as possible (e.g., to the 1870s or first quarter of the nineteenth century). 

The temporal distribution of individually recorded sites is consistent with the pattern seen in many other areas of the state: a scattering of pre-Civil War-era buildings intermixed with a preponderance of buildings dating to both the postbellum period and the years between the two world wars. In Culpeper County, 99 of the 274 recorded properties (36.1 percent) were constructed between 1865 and 1917. This span roughly coincides with a period of fairly strong economic growth in Culpeper, which manifested in the wake of the Reconstruction era and sparked a building boom in the later decades of the nineteenth century. During this time, the county’s residents began rebuilding homes, outbuildings, and businesses that had been damaged or destroyed during the Civil War, and the agricultural tenancy system took hold resulting in a dramatically different pattern of building and arrangement of built resources on the landscape. 

The second highest number of resources dated to between 1917 and 1945, the result of another regional building boom that took place in the years following World War I. Although a number of post-1958 resources (i.e., less than 50 years old) were found within each AOHI, only those that had been previously recorded within the DSS system or noted by Scheel in his early 1990s survey were resurveyed during the current project. As such, the percentages reported within the 1945–Present category reflect properties constructed primarily between 1945 and 1958 with a scattering of more modern buildings eschewing the curve slightly toward the present. 

Nearly all of Culpeper’s eighteenth-century buildings have been lost. In his 1994 report, Scheel observed that only about 40 of the county’s estimated 400 original eighteenth-century dwellings remained extant. During this most recent survey, only six standing eighteenth-century buildings were documented within the 23 AOHIs combined: Zimmerman’s Tavern (023-5162), Salubria (023-0020), Clover Hill (023-5029), Inn at Kelly’s Ford (023-5143), Wollam Gardens (023-5269), and Level Green (023-5147). Zimmerman’s Tavern was the oldest domestic property surveyed, followed shortly after by Salubria. The oldest historic period resources surveyed overall however, were actually a group of transportation-oriented sites and built elements—early-eighteenth century road beds, fords, ferries, and canal structures—that date to the early 1700s. Collectively, this group reflects Culpeper County’s long history as a major crossroads community and hub in Virginia’s evolving transportation network. 

It is probable that additional eighteenth-century cultural fabric still exists below ground, but relatively little archaeological investigation has been performed in the county relative to its size and extensive prehistoric and historic period cultural histories. 

[SLIDE 10]: Survey Results: Thematic Distribution
In addition to describing the physical and stylistic attributes of individual properties, each surveyed resource was also evaluated with regard to its purpose and function, and in terms of how each reflected the broader historical themes that characterize various aspects and phases of Culpeper County’s cultural development. As part of this process, individually documented properties—and more specifically, a particular property’s primary resource such as a main house—were assigned to one or more historical theme categories selected from a standardized list [REFER TO LIST ON SLIDE] that best described their noted historical functions and respective contextual histories. This methodology, though useful for pursuing regional comparative studies and limiting the universe of possible theme descriptions, creates a singular interpretation regarding the use of each resource. Many of the properties documented were re-purposed for variety of uses over time and therefore may embody more than one thematic association. Moreover, as a general rule, a domestic theme classification was ascribed to properties whose primary resource was a home. In fact, in the vast majority of cases, an investigated property’s primary resource was identified as a single domestic building. Consequently, the ‘domestic’ theme category predominated among the pool of surveyed sites with 67.9 percent of the 274 recorded resources being classified as such. In reality, in many cases, that main house may have been part of a larger complex of buildings—a farm for example with a primary dwelling and complement of barns, silos, sheds—that embodied other thematic associations as well. Some residential properties, including several plantations and farms surveyed, contained up to 25 associated outbuildings in addition to the described primary dwelling. ‘Agriculture’ proved to be the theme category most impacted by this reality and steps were taken to address the issue.
Other represented themes among the surveyed resources included for example: Religion, Funerary, Industry, Education, and Settlement Patterns, to name a few. Collectively, the region’s multi-faceted built heritage reflect most major areas and phases of Culpeper County’s political, economic, and socio-cultural development.

Yet despite this depth and diversity, a few aspects of this larger historical narrative proved to be more clearly and prevalently manifested among the pool of surveyed resources—in particular those associated with the County’s rural heritage (Agriculture themes), its long-standing role as an important crossroads area (Transportation themes), and its significant historical ties to the Civil War era (Military themes). These three will be discussed in detail next.
[SLIDE 11]: Survey Results: Prominent Historical Themes
The pool of surveyed resources is indeed a diverse lot, spanning a broad spectrum of types, functions, styles, and periods of occupation.  And as noted on the previous slide, they range widely in terms of reflected historical themes as well.  On this point however, closer examination does reveal a few predominant thematic associations that appear to weave themselves through the majority of documented resources: agriculture/agro-industrial, transportation, and military—particularly Civil War-related properties. Each of these relates to the most fundamental aspects of the region’s historical development and regional identity and are discussed in slightly greater detail here. 
[SLIDE 12]: Prominent Historical Themes: Agricultural
Agriculture has persisted as a fundamental component of Culpeper County’s economic and cultural development for over 250 years and this tradition continues today. As late as 2004, over 87 percent of the county’s delineated tax parcels (213,468.9 out of 243,840 total parcels) were still zoned Rural/Agricultural.

Very few of the county’s early-nineteenth century farming properties remain, with the exception of a few surviving examples among the built resources of the Hazel River and Fleetwood Hill areas of historic interest. Of the 274 properties recorded during the survey, a total of 88 have some connection with Culpeper agriculture (32 percent of all recorded properties). 

What is interesting is that the agricultural properties reflect not just the large farming activities often associated with Culpeper County, but the entire historical spectrum of agricultural pursuits in the region. What began as a tobacco-based culture in the 18th century gave way to a multi-crop milieu dominated by grains production in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. With this transition came new industries, such as milling, that evolved to meet this new legion of local grain farmers grinding and processing needs. Two of the surveyed resources—the remains of Norman’s Mill and Kelly’s Mill and their associated dams & tail races located in the Jonas Run/Mountain Run and Kellys Ford AOHIs, respectively--still exist today as physical reminders of this phase of agricultural development.
In the 1930s, dairy farms emerged and proliferated, developing into one of the predominant sectors of Culpeper County’s agricultural economy. This shift manifested physically on the ground in the form of large, sprawling farm complexes, each punctuated by the now familiar and iconic multi-story, gambrel-roofed dairy barn. The image on the left side of the screen was selected for a photo exhibit displayed during the 1939 New York World’s Fair Commission to highlight the County’s dairy operations. The caption accompanying the photo read, “The large storage barns in Culpeper County indicate the importance of dairy cattle to this section of Virginia”. 
[SLIDE 13]: Prominent Historical Themes: Military
Military-oriented themes, in particular those relating to the Civil War (1861–1864), constitute another important and fundamental component of Culpeper County’s collective historical memory and are widely embodied and reflected in the region’s extant architectural, archaeological, and cultural landscape resources. 

The reasons for this are not hard to understand. During the four-year conflict, over 100 individual engagements took place across the county, including the largest cavalry battle ever fought in North America: the Battle of Brandy Station, which occurred on June 9, 1863. The latter encompassed a wide area and included several distinct sub-sectors of fighting—Brandy Station, Stevensburg, and the Mountain Run/Jonas Run areas to name a few. Among the large number of other battles, skirmishes and engagements that took place in Culpeper County during this time were:

· The Battle of Cedar Mountain (August 1862)

· The two main Kelly’s Ford engagements (March and November 1863)

· The fight at Rappahannock Bridge (November 1863)

· The Battle of Morton’s Ford (February 1864)

· And, the Jeffersonton skirmish (November 1862; October 1863) 

During the winter and early spring of 1863–1864, over half of Culpeper County was also occupied by Union soldiers. The Hansborough Ridge area was home to a particularly large encampment (023-0068) during the winter of 1863–1864 and a number of landscape features including trenches, hut hole depressions and constructed earthworks, are still visible on the ground today. The system of Union encampments across the Brandy Station/ Hansborough Ridge area was so extensive and so significant that the collection was documented and listed on the NRHP in 1992 as the Army of the Potomac Winter Encampment Multiple Properties District (023-5052).

The War also had a broader and less direct impact on many other aspects of the county’s built heritage.  Homes from this period and other types of buildings (schools, churches) were often used as officers’ headquarters, hospitals, or simply as shelter during the fighting. Old stone walls built to mark the boundaries between neighboring properties or to contain a farmer’s livestock were repurposed as cover for engaged soldiers on both sides of the conflict.

[SLIDE 14]: Prominent Historical Themes: Transportation
One of the most striking results of the theme-based analysis related to the quantity of transportation-related properties recorded during the survey. This category accounted for almost five percent of the resources. Culpeper County has been the location of a collection of notable crossroads for millennia. The abundance of these kinds of resources recorded during this survey speaks to the substantial impact that transportation had on the area’s built and natural landscape. 

The roads used by Culpeper County’s early settlers, including the Kirtley Trail, the Old Orange Road, and Fredericksburg Plank Road, in many instances followed the even older migratory trails used for hundreds of years by local Native American groups. Such was the case with regard to the Old Carolina Road, a major north-south travel route during much of the eighteenth century.  Portions ran along the current alignment of Stevensburg Road (Route 663), which connects the villages of Stevensburg and Brandy Station. Kirtley Road was another major east-west artery through Culpeper during the eighteenth century. Portions of it too followed and once served as a Native American trail. It extended east-west through the middle of Culpeper County connecting the Town of Culpeper on the west with areas to the east and west. Sections of this road trace, including a portion extending through the northwestern section of Croftburn Farm in the Mount Pony AOHI (44CU0137), and a newly recorded segment located just west of the community of Lagrange (023-5248) were documented during the current survey. 

Other transportation-related features associated with these roads included fords, ferries, canals (and their constituent parts: locks, dams, guard gates, etc.), and later bridges. Some of the earliest engineering accomplishments of the white settlers who populated Culpeper County involved built elements designed to facilitate travel over waterways like the Rappahannock and Rapidan Rivers. Examples of water-crossing related properties recorded during this survey include Norman’s Mill Ford (023-5352) in Mountain Run, Kelly’s Ford (44CU0020) in the AOHI of the same name, and the later Kelly’s Ford Bridge (030-0136), which replaced the ford as the main source of water crossing in the mid-nineteenth century.

The same waterways that sometimes impeded travel along roadways made the county conducive to the introduction of the canal in the nineteenth century. Powell’s Canal, located west of the Rappahannock River within the Richard’s Ford-Hassininga AOHI, was another notable canal in the county. Unfortunately, very little archival or archaeological research has been conducted on this system to date. A brief inspection proved that the general canal area remains undeveloped, thus the potential for intact archaeological remains related to this nineteenth-century canal system are excellent.   

[SLIDE 15]: Survey Results: Overview – Archaeology
The existence of Powell’s Canal as an archaeological site highlights one of the most exciting finds of the survey: the high probability for intact archaeological sites within each of the AOHIs. This is especially true for eighteenth century resources. The above-ground remains only represent those resources that survived the war and were occupied or used after that time period. It is probable that a high percentage of pre-Civil War archaeological sites have not been recorded within the county. Undisturbed eighteenth century below-ground resources are likely present at Kelly’s Ford, Jeffersonton, Hazel River, Mount Pony, Fleetwood, and Stevensburg, among others.
One of the largest and most notable archaeological resources in the entire county is Hassininga (also known as the Richards Ford Site, 44CU0014). This prehistoric village was occupied during most of the Woodland period, which dates from 3200–400 B.P. The Native American village of Hassininga was shown on John Smith’s 1606 map of the area as a larger Native American settlement at the mouth of the Rapidan. Archaeological evidence gathered from excavations on other villages denoted by Smith recorded numerous postholes, boundary ditches, and an abundance of Woodland-period artifacts. As such, it is probable that Hassininga was also a larger village that contained numerous buildings, landscape features, and other cultural modifications. The only formal archaeological investigations at the site were conducted by David Bushnell, a Smithsonian archaeologist, in 1934. Since this area has not been modified, the potential for intact archaeological resources is very high. These resources could reveal an enormous amount about Native American society prior to European contact. 
[SLIDE 16]: Survey Results: Resource Integrity
Upon completion of the survey and the subsequent analysis of temporal and thematic trends, each resource was evaluated for its individual NRHP potential using standardized criteria as defined by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior. This process highlighted those properties possessing significant local, state, or national historical associations and/or unique architectural qualities, as well as good physical and historical integrity. In evaluating the physical condition of each resource, a number of lost and “at-risk” properties were also identified. “At-risk” resources include those threatened by, among other things, demolition, neglect, historically inappropriate alterations, and encroaching development.

With a few exceptions, the vast majority of the properties recorded during the survey were in generally stable condition. Notably, some resources that had been identified as ‘At Risk’ properties by Eugene Scheel in the 1990s have been restored due to diligent efforts by local owners. Examples include the Farley residence in Fleetwood Hill and the William Massey House in Mount Pony. 

However, the survey pool as a whole manifested fairly pervasive signs of neglect and varying degrees of deterioration among many of the documented homes, outbuildings, and other building types. Properties such as Clover Hill in Mount Pony (seen here in a 1937 WPA photograph and today) and the George Stone House in Brandy Station are in poor condition. Unless immediate action is taken, these properties will be lost—an unfortunate fate that has already taken several properties in the AOHIs such as the Button Tenant House and several homes in Stevensburg. In fact, at least three tenant houses recorded by Scheel in the 1990s are now gone—a testament to the growth of transportation routes and agricultural lands where these homes were once located. 
[SLIDE 17]: Survey Results: NRHP Eligibility
Although several properties were found to be in poor condition or, in some cases gone altogether, Culpeper County still retains a large and diverse collection of significant resources with good historic and physical integrity. Several have already been listed on the NRHP including Signal Hill (023-5023) and Croftburn Farm/Sprinkel-Bushong House (023-5020/023-5040) in Mount Pony, Farley (023-0005) in Fleetwood, Salubria (023-0020) in Hansboroughs Ridge, and Mitchells Baptist Church (023-0051) in Mitchells. 

An additional 73 properties are recommended as potentially eligible for the NRHP based on the results of this survey. Resources span all thematic categories and temporal periods and represent the spectrum of Culpeper County historical development. The list of potentially eligible resources includes homes, churches, cemeteries, industries, post offices, stores, educational facilities, and archaeological sites. Some resources, like the sites of Beauregard (023-0003) in Fleetwood and Soldier’s Rest (023-5249) in Giffinsburg, have been locally admired as notable architectural elements for years. Neither has been formally evaluated however with regard to their potential NRHP eligibility. Others, such as Brandy Rock in Fleetwood, North Cliff in Hazel River, and Brown’s Shop/Second LaGrange Post Office in La Grange, have not been previously recorded and are significant properties that deserve in-depth study.

[SLIDE 18]: Survey Results: Potential NRHP Districts
In addition to survey and analysis of individual properties, one of the project tasks was to identify areas that had the potential to be eligible for the NRHP as historic districts. Dovetail noted several areas that had good significance and integrity, but three areas stood out as exemplary case studies: Jonas Run/Mountain Run, Jeffersonton and Mitchells. Each of these three areas received additional inquiry to complete a Preliminary Information Form (or PIF).
It should be noted that Dovetail’s research on these areas was only a preliminary search to highlight the integrity and significance of each area. The goal was to compile data from the reconnaissance survey with limited historical research to determine if an area should receive additional study. Primary research and consultation with local historians should be conducted prior to actual nomination.
[SLIDE 19]: District PIF:  Jonas Run/Mountain Run
The proposed Mountain Run Historic District is a largely pristine and distinctly representative rural landscape in Culpeper County, comprising a complementary mix of cultural and natural resources that embody and reflect several important themes and phases of local and regional development from the eighteenth century through the present. The remains of a nineteenth century mill and dam site (Normans Mill and Dam, 023-0028) on Mountain Run, which operated continuously from the early 1800s through the early 1950s, along with a nearby ford site (Normans Mill Ford) and adjoining section of the Old Carolina Road—an important Colonial-era travel route—speak to the development of Culpeper’s early transportation and communication infrastructure.  The area also contains several large, late nineteenth-early twentieth century farming complexes that reflect and provide invaluable insights on the region’s evolving agricultural economy during that period. Each of these properties is marked by a prominent main house of particular architectural distinction, including four of the most notable examples of the Late Victorian architectural styling (e.g., Queen Anne, Shingle, Vernacular-Victorian) in the County. 

The Mountain Run area also saw action during the Stevensburg-sector fighting of the larger June 9, 1863 Battle of Brandy Station (023-0053/023-5055)—the largest Cavalry battle fought during the Civil War.   Extant trench sections, artifacts, and other landscape features dating to the described engagement, along with a modern interpretive turn-off /kiosk element (023-5338), speak to, and reveal important information concerning, this intense, though still largely understudied, chapter of the War. 

In recognition of the area’s associations with the region’s early settlement patterns and the development of Culpeper County’s transportation networks and industrial and agricultural sectors, its architectural heritage, and its additional historical ties to the Civil War-era Battle of Brandy Station, the Mountain Run Historic District is recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, C and D.  
[SLIDE 20]: District PIF:  Jeffersonton

Jeffersonton was among the earliest and, during the first half of the nineteenth century, most prominent towns established in Culpeper County.  Though no longer the bustling population center it once was, it still persists as a crossroads community, retaining much of its nineteenth century sense of place and rural character. This community is an excellent representation of a crossroads community that was founded in the eighteenth century by foreign settlers looking for a new homestead, rapidly grew in the antebellum years through commerce and industry, and struggled to rebuild after the war. During the automobile age, the main road bypassed Jeffersonton, and development stalled. Because of its association with regional and Culpeper County planning and development, it is recommended that the Jeffersonton Historic District is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A.  

Architecturally, a core of roughly 12–13 extant historic properties are visual representations of the spectrum of Jeffersonton’s history, including two churches dating to the 1840s and 1907, respectively, 10 nineteenth- through early-twentieth century homes, and a twentieth-century Colonial Revival school. Although some of the buildings have moderate physical and historic integrity as individual properties, together they represent the architectural heritage of this community, retaining a good degree of their location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. As such, it is recommended that the Jeffersonton Historic District is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C for its architectural merit.

Finally, there are two known archaeological sites that represent very important aspects of the development of town (Jeffersonton Academy and the Jeffersonton Store/Old Stage Tavern), and several additional sites related to the town’s earliest homes and commercial venues (e.g., stores, taverns) likely remain intact beneath the soils of now-fallow town lots. The Jeffersonton Academy and the Jeffersonton Store are both already recorded as archaeological sites with intact remains. Although an archaeological survey is required to confirm the locations of several additional now-lost properties, enough evidence exists on the surface and within the written records to confirm the presence of numerous archaeological sites in the district. These sites represent aspects of the once-thriving town that are now gone, including domestic, commercial, industrial, scholastic, and ecclesiastic sites, among others. It is therefore recommended that the Jeffersonton Historic District is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to reveal information on area history.

[SLIDE 21]: District PIF:  Mitchells
Like many Virginia communities, the town of Mitchells was originally part of a larger agricultural plantation. Development arrived with the railroad in the 1850s. Although most of the original buildings in town were decimated during the Civil War, the area population grew dramatically in the 1870s and 1880s, and many new businesses and community organizations were established within town. Over the next several decades, the growth in population led to the creation of several new schools, churches, and businesses. The existing community of Mitchells still reflects the developmental history of this area. Trains still run through the center of town, blowing their whistle to announce their arrival; streets still run parallel to the tracks; homes and businesses still face the rails and are clustered within a tight network in the center of town. Mitchells is an excellent representation of a community founded by railroad traffic, and this connection is still very visible today. Because of its notable ties to the creation and proliferation of the railroad industry and associated depot communities in Virginia, it is recommended that the Mitchells Historic District is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A.

The existing architectural fabric of this community reflects Mitchells’ turn-of-the-century growth and its emergence as one of the County’s more notable railroad towns. Buildings associated with the evolving domestic, ecclesiastic, academic, commercial, and industrial sectors of this historic town still exist today. Many also still retain a high degree of historic and physical integrity. As such, the Mitchells Historic District was also recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C for its architectural merit. 

There is no known association between this community and important individuals, thus the district is not recommended eligible under Criterion B. As very little archaeological investigations have been completed in town, the district was not evaluated under Criterion D. However, based on the known history of the community and the confirmation of the previous existence of now-lost structures, it is probable that several intact archaeological sites could be located within the district. Subsurface investigations within the district boundaries are warranted to identify notable archaeological deposits.
[SLIDE 22]: Summary: Potential Threats & Challenges
The first and foremost potential threat to Culpeper’s historic resources is one faced throughout the Northern Virginia area: encroaching development pressures from the expansion of Washington D. C. and its Northern Virginia suburbs. According to the 2004 census, Culpeper County’s estimated population was just over 40,000 people; up approximately 17 percent from the 2000 estimate of 33,000. Just last year, Culpeper was ranked number 61 on a list of the nation’s 100 fastest growing communities between 2000 and 2007, and the fourth fastest among the six Virginia counties that made the list. The rise in population has spurred a concurrent increase in new development—both residential and commercial. 

Growth and development are direct threats to historic resources for several reasons. One, historic properties were often constructed on the most desired land including topographic knolls, plateaus near waterways, or along important transportation corridors. These same conditions make such properties prime targets in the local real estate market. Second, while this is most certainly not always the case, new residents may not have the same public memory as those whose families have lived in the county for generations. In the absence of such memory and long-term associations, new owners are often unable to fully appreciate the significance of a historic resource to the local area or community. And third, the increase in new facilities to accommodate the increase in population means that county funding is directed towards the creation of new schools, new roadways, and the establishment of other public services. In some instances, the funding that is allocated to these facilities could have been used for preservation purposes.
In addition to the pressures of population growth and encroaching development, Virginia communities face another land-based challenge: navigating the complicated and often contrary relationship between interests in support of the communal good and those emphasizing the protection of individual property rights. Counties are further hampered in this struggle by limitations placed on their regulatory authority. Virginia operates under the “Dillon Rule”, where local governments possess few, if any, powers of self-regulation except those granted by the state legislature. 

In the Hansborough Ridge area, for example, the owner of the property containing the large Civil War encampment (023-0068) has allowed relic hunters to metal detect and dig on the site. This action has likely resulted in the loss of at least portions of the archaeological deposits associated with this NRHP-listed property. The rights of individual property owners preclude most direct actions to limit looting or to compel said owners and relic hunters to share what, if any, data they obtain with local historians and the county for the purposes of adding to our collective knowledge regarding the nature and history of Civil War encampments.

Other potential threats include economic declines and/or periods of economic instability, as well as related concerns on prevailing public perceptions of, and attitudes towards, historic preservation.  Preservation is often a hard sell.  Certain events in recent years relating to, for example, the attempts to designate and preserve portions of the Brandy Station Battlefield, sparked a fair amount of disagreement and misunderstanding between all parties involved, and engendered some hard feelings on both sides of the debate.  A directed effort should be made to address any lingering concerns and promote broader understanding of preservation and its potential benefits. 

[SLIDE 23]: Recommendations for Preserving Culpeper County’s Cultural Heritage
Despite these threats and challenges, there are numerous steps that County officials, planners, and local citizens can take to help ensure the short- and long-term safeguarding of the area’s cultural heritage. These short-term steps range from general to specific and include actions related to property maintenance and monitoring, to large-scale, focused preservation efforts that could be expanded over time.

First, the County should maintain a consistently updated historic resource inventory. The basis for any effective preservation plan or program is a comprehensive and up-to-date historic resource inventory—a catalog identifying, describing, locating, and evaluating historically significant and potentially significant architectural and archaeological properties, sites, districts, and cultural landscapes. This inventory of cultural heritage resources should contain data compiled by professionally trained staff during periodic surveys and be maintained in electronic format to ensure timely access and to facilitate dissemination of information for the purposes of informing local and countywide planning efforts. 
The data generated through the survey project herein summarized and from other recent surveys conducted in the county by cultural resource professionals will serve as the basis upon which such an inventory can be built and sustained. Effective preservation decisions are possibly only if planners have the up-to-date and comprehensive resource information required.
However, the simple creation of the database is not the end goal. This database must be maintained and regularly updated with documentation of any changes to the county’s cultural fabric or modifications to specific resources. Such a maintenance schedule will ensure that County officials have the data they need to make informed decisions regarding future land use and development planning. It can also provide a snapshot at any time of the prevailing status of Culpeper’s evolving cultural heritage.

The inventory is also an excellent way to move beyond the physical realm of preservation and examine the will and perspectives of local residents. The pattern of what is saved and lost depends a great deal on changes in local population and demography, as well as on the ebb and flow of collective values and priorities.  Understanding these changes can help reveal those aspects of the built landscape—historic and modern—that residents in each region feel are important to their community’s character and identity. In Mount Pony, one local resident, Ms. Laura Campbell, has worked tirelessly to promote the area’s long and rich agricultural history in the face of intensifying new development along the Route 3 corridor. Others have joined Ms. Campbell in acknowledging the important contributions this area has and continues to make to Culpeper County’s larger agricultural heritage and economy. Cognizance of public perceptions and attitudes can help inform zoning decisions, land-use choices, and other local planning pursuits.
[SLIDE 24]: Additional Survey Work: Architectural Resources
While data collected during this most recent survey project should certainly aid County officials and planners in their ongoing efforts to manage the region’s heritage resources, additional reconnaissance-level investigations of all still-undocumented sectors of the county and intensive-level investigations of certain targeted areas, should remain an ongoing priority.  

Additional architectural survey work is recommended for the following:

· At historic properties, community centers, rural districts, battlefields, and other cultural landscapes identified during this most recent survey as potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

· Areas containing properties described as being ‘at-risk’ or threatened like Brandy Station, Stevensburg, Fleetwood, and Raccoon Ford.

· Areas along major transportation arteries, particularly those targeted for industrial, commercial, and/or high-density residential development in the County’s Future Land Use plan such as Fleetwood, Mitchells, Rapidan, Cedar Mountain, Brandy Station, and Rappahannock River Station.

· And, areas in between and surrounding each of the 23 AOHIs for the purposes of documenting and fostering a better understanding regarding how both the individual AOHIs and their respective complements of individual resources relate to one another across geographic distances and within the larger historical narrative of Culpeper County’s cultural development. 

[SLIDE 25]: Additional Survey Work: Archaeological Resources
Additional archaeological survey work is recommended at the following locations:
· Sites identified during current survey as possessing potential NRHP eligibility like the Jeffersonton Academy site in the hamlet of Jeffersonton
· Areas along major transportation arteries & sectors targeted for new development (industrial, commercial, and high-density residential) as outlined in the County’s 2005 Future Land Use plan 

· Areas along landforms lining major waterways and drainages, particularly near the confluences such as Richards Ford-Hassininga 

· And, 18th & early 19th century cultural landscapes, districts and communities such as  Kellys Ford and the Jonas Run/Mountain Run AOHI
[SLIDE 26]: Recommendations: Preservation Planning
While vital, the maintenance of a cultural resource inventory and the completion of additional studies are only one part of the puzzle. Emphasis needs to be placed on preservation planning within Culpeper County’s growth & land use management efforts. This includes drafting and implementing a formal, comprehensive preservation plan, possibly hiring a trained preservation planner on a full-, part-, or consultancy-basis, and the hiring of qualified consultants as needed to update the inventory.
The County should also make a concerted effort to explore and utilize a range of preservation-friendly growth management tools--tools like preservation easement programs, historic zoning overlay districts, and demolition delay/review ordinances. Many of these measures exist at, and are administered by state- and/or federal-level agencies that can help the county identify, develop, and implement the most effective tools and approaches in regional areas and local communities.
These agencies also administer programs designed to help fund and incentivize preservation through tax credit/exemption programs available for appropriate rehabilitation and adaptive re-use projects and matching grants. These programs can be utilized directly by the county or adapted to address county-based programming needs as other Virginia counties and localities have done.
Preservation planning should also include expanding, diversifying & enhance heritage-based education and outreach efforts and heritage tourism and programming. Spread preservation to visitors and residents alike, thus benefiting all involved parties and educating the next generation of county residents to the cultural heritage of the area.
The county, like all Virginia localities in this day and age, needs to be creative in search for funding and non-traditional, preservation-friendly measures, tools & incentives. Other localities such as nearby Spotsylvania, Fredericksburg, and Fauquier are dealing with similar issues. Perhaps a regional approach could be beneficial to help “think outside the box”. 
In sum, this most recent survey and analysis have revealed and affirmed both the remarkable breadth and diversity of Culpeper County’s built heritage resources. A project initiated by the County is now placed back in their hands for safe-keeping. Hopefully, the data and recommendations summarized here will help guide the county’s short- and long-term planning efforts going forward, and help generate interest and greater participation among the public and private stakeholders in Culpeper’s future.  The AOHIs and their respective complements of historic resources constitute the county’s cultural heritage—a tangible legacy that so intimately informs the region’s character and identity. Now it is up to the County and its citizenry to steward this important and collective past into the future
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