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REPOR" ADSTRACT 
PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY, ROUTE 236, DUKE STREET, 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

A Phase I Archaeological Survey for the Prop_aged Widening of 
Route 236, Duke Street, City of l\lexandria, Virsinia, by John 
Milner Associates, Inc., has recommended that further documentary 
and archaeological work be conducted on the 1100 through 1900 
blocks of Duke Street to be affected by the proposed widening 
(figure 1). This research concludes that there is the potential 
to recover data about the prehistoric inhabitants of the area, 
the Civil war, ear.ly Alexandria industrial development, 
railroading, and residential areas. 

Land in the project area was developed in the late 18th and 
early 19th centuries. Light industrial development of the project 
area coincided with the establishment of transportation networks 
that exist to this day: Li.ttle River 'l'urnpike (Rt. 236, Duke 
Street) and the Norfolk and Southern and Orange Line railroads. 
During the Civil War, the railroad yard in the 1100, 1200, and 
1300 blocks of DukE'! Street was stockaded, and served as a 
hospital (Camp Convalescent), passenger depot, and staging area 
for Union troops (figure 2). 

Because of the presence of the railroad and Little River 
Turnpike, this area of Duke Street became a small scale 
industrial zone containin9 industries such as tanning and 
brewing. The nature of these businesses and the presence of the 
transportation networks encouraged residential development of the 
area, including a free black. community . Therefore, additional 
archaeological research has the potential to provide information 
on archaeological resources important to Alexandria 
Archaeology's ongoing study of social and urban stratification in 
the City_ 
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NlSlRACT 

The Phase I archeological survey reported herein was conducted at the 
site of the proposed w1dening of Route 236, Duke Street, Alexandria, 
Virginia. The project was undertaken by John Milner Associates. Inc. as 
part of an environmental assessment study conducted by T1ppetts-Abbett­
McCarthy-Stratton (TAMS) on behalf of the Virginia Department of 
Highways and Transportat1on (VOH&T). Implementat10n of the proposed 
plans would disturb an area that ranges from five to approx1mately 7S 
feet on the south side of Duke Street, between South Henry and Elfzabeth 
Street. Documentary research indicated that prehistor1c and historic 
archeolog1cal resources may exist 'fn the project area. An evaluation of 
the degree of previous disturbance on Duke Street in comb1nation with 
the background research revealed that four blocks have the potential to 
conta1n prehistoric archeological resources. Five blocks, and one area 
located adjacent to Hooff run, may contain historic archeological 
resources relating to early residential occupations, as well as the 
Civl1 War. It is recommended that additional documentary and 
archeological work be undertaken in order to determine whether 
properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places exist 
within the project area. 
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1.0 INlROOOCTION 

1.1 purpose and Goals of the Investigation 

The project reported herein consisted of a Phase I archeological survey 

of the proposed widening of Route 236~ Duke Street, Alexandria, 

Virginia. The proposed construction will occur between South Henry 

Street and Elizabeth Street (Figure 1) and wl1l provide easier 

automobile and bicycle access east bound into the Old Town District of 

Alexandria. 

T1ppetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton ClAMS) was selected by the Virginia 

Department of Highways and Transportation (VDH&T) to conduct an 

environmental assessment study of the proposed project area. The Phase 

I archeolog1cal 1 nvast1 gat10n was undertaken by J aho Miloar Associ ates, 

Inc. in order to assist in compliance with the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; the National Environmental Pol icy 

Act of 1969; the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974; 

and other federal and state mandates. The purpose of the survey was to 

locate and identify potentially significant archeological resources that 

might be affected by the proposed construction. Following a brief 

description of the project area and of the proposed undertaking, 

subsequent report sections provide the prehistoric and historic cultural 

context, describe the methods and results of the survey and offer 

preliminary evaluations of signif1cance and National Register 

eligib11ity of identified and potential archeological resources. 

Sections 6 and 7 present a summary and recommendations and l1st of 
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references cited, respe:t,vely. Figures and an appendix complete the 

report. 

1.2 Description of the Pro1ect Area 

The project area 1s a 3,150 foot sect10n of Duke Street that extends 

from the intersection of Duke and South Henry Streets to El fzabeth 

Street. Alexandria and the project area are located 1n the Coastal 

Plafn Physfographic Province. The C1ty of Alexandria extends from the 

Potomac River west almost to the Piedmont Phys10graphic Province. The 

original town (discussed 1n more deta1l below) was built on a low 

terrace that varies from five to thirty feet fn elevation and extends 

approximately 1.5 mlles inland from the banks of the river to an area of 

higher elevat10n. The former area has been called 'the "lowlands" (Henry 

1983:22) and extends along the Potomac and along Cameron Run on the 

south side of Alexandria. The higher zone ranges from 30 to 280 feet 

above sea level and consists of older marine and riverine deposits 

overlyfng eroded Piedmont material (and extends westward to the 

Piedmont). These two divisions correspond roughly to the high and low 

Coastal Plain divfsions defined for neighbor1ng Fairfax County (Porter 

1I1 41. 1963:2l. 

The Coastal Plain can also be divided 1nto an inner and an outer zone. 

The outer zone is marked by the penetration of salt water from the 

Chesapeake Bay up the Potomac while the fnner zone 1s upstream and 

characterfzed by fresh water that is brackf sh at t1mes. Although the 
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transft10n between these two zones has fluctuated over tfme, Alexandria 

is well upstream and located in the Inner Coastal Plain. 

Alexandrfa is bordered to the north by Four Mile Run and to the south by 

Cameron Run, whfch becomes Great Hunting Creek as ft flows fnto the 

Potomac. The upland zone is drafned by several streams that flow south 

fnto Cameron Run or north fnto Four Mile Run. Holmes Run and Taylor Run 

are the primary streams draining the uplands into Cameron Run wh1ch 1n 

turn becomes Great Hunting Creek. Hooff Run appears to have drained 

both the uplands through a trfbutary named T1mber Run, as well as some 

of the lowland area. Exactly which areas were drained by Hooff Run is 

somewhat obscure today sfnce it courses through the developed sectfon of 

Alexandria. Hooff Run crosses the project area and drains tnto Great 

Huntfng Creek. Another small, unnamed, stream today flows completely 

underground; however, 1n early historic times, it flowed southwest from 

the corner of South Henry and Duke Streets to the Potomac River. Thfs 

small stream 15 just outsfde the eastern end of the project area. 

1.3 Desert pt 1 00 of the Proposed Undertak 1 og 

As noted above, VDH&T proposes to wfden a section of Duke Street. 

Construction on the north sfde of the street will consist of the 

replacement of the present concrete sidewalk wfth brick. On the south 

side, the street will be widened an average of 20 feet throughout the 

length of the project area (Figure 2) • . The exceptions to thfs occur in 

the 1600 block where the street has already been widened, at the corner 

of South Henry and Duke Streets where the corner w111 be cut back to 
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facilitate turnfng, and on the west edge where the fmpact will be 

slightly less. Add1tfonally, the edge of the roadway w111 be provided 

with a bike path four feet wide. 

Accordfng to sources at the VOH&T, the depth of the disturbance for the 

new sections of the road w111 be two feet. Both the bike path and the 

sidewalks will be essent1ally at grade and will not disturb the ground 

for more than four to s1x inches below the surface. 

4 
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2.0 BACKGRruND RESEAROl 

2.1 Prehhtor"jc Cultural Context 

A summary of the archeology of the Potomac Valley around Washington, 

D.C. and Alexandrf a has been issued by Humphrey and Chambers (1975). 

They review the results of the early pioneers 1n the archeology of the 

area, such as William Henry Holmes, who worked at the turn of the 

century, and of more recent research which began in the 19305 and 

contfnues to the present. The d1scussion that fol1ows 15 based upon 

this source and on the work of Carbone (976)~ Cheek, Friedlander and 

Warnock (1983): Johnson (1981): and Gardner (1982). The cultural 

periods defined for the Potomac River parallel those fn other areas on 

the East Coast, and include: Paleo-Indian (l1,QOO to 8,000 B.C.), Early 

Archaic (StOOD to 6,5000 B.C.), Middle Archaic (5,500 to 3,000 B.C.), 

Late Archalc/Transltlonal (3.000 to '1.000 B.C.). Early Woodland 11.000 

to 500 B.C.). Mlddle Woodland ·(500 B.C. to A. D. 900) and Late Woodland 

(A.D. 900 to 1.500). 

A hunting and gathering or foraging economy was characteristic of all 

prehistoric cultural periods except the late Woodland. During the 

latter pertod subsistence was based, at least in part, on the 

cultivation of domesticated plants. Although the earlier societies 

utilized a hunting and gathering economy, there were considerable 

differences in the kinds of protein sources exploited and in the 

intensity with which particular resources were collected. During the 

Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic periods the adaptive poattern seems to 
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have concentrated on larger game animals, and the relatively small human 

populat10ns l1ved in bands that exploited relatively extens1ve 

territories. Vegetative sources of food were not ignored and probably 

co"ntributed a considerable portion of the calorie intake. It is 

probabl e, " however, that game movements were more 1 mportant 1 n 

determining scheduling of g~oup behavior than was the seasonal 

aval1abl1ity of plants. It is also likely that the seasonal round was 

at least partially determined by a need to res1de near depOSits of 

particular types of f1ne-grained stone which were necessary for the 

manufacture of tool s and weapons (Gardner 1980). 

Although the basic adaptive strategy seems to have been the same during 

the first two stages, the game sources might have been different. 

During the Paleo-Indian stage, Pleistocene fauna such as mammoth, 

mastodon, and caribou may have been the focus of the hunt. At the end 

of the Pleistocene the vegetation 1n the eastern United States changed 

as the weather grew warmer and the glac1ers retreated. As a result of 

these environmental changes, perhaps exacerbated by over-hunting, much 

of the large Pleistocene fauna became extinct. More solitary animals, 

such as deer and other smaller game became the only available meat 

sources. However, some scholars (Gardner 1980) believe that even the 

Pale~Indfan groups hunted primarily deer and moose rather than caribou 

or mammoth. 

During the Middle Archaic, subsistence seems to have been attuned more 

to seasonal plant resources and to their more fnttJns1ve exploitation. 
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This is ref1ected 1n the-l!r;e!" llu.cter of environf:ents fn whfch sftes 

are foun~ an~ the appearance of tools specfffc~lly made for plant 

preparation. The increase in the number of sites attrfbuted to this 

period implies a substantial increase in population. 

The next three cultural periods (the late Archaic/Transitional, the 

Early and M1ddle Woodland) can be cons1dered together (Cheek. 

Friedlander and Holt 1983:71> as has been done for other areas of the 

M1d-Atlant1c (Custer 1984), 

The deciduous Eastern Woodland environment had become established by the 

beginning of this period, and a wfde-ranging adaptation to it was 

developed by the indigenous societies of the regibn. The subsistence 

economy was based on an intensfve exploitation of the flora and fauna of 

the woodlands as well as riverine and estuarine resources. Sea level 

continued to rise and gradually leveled off, creating salt- and 

brackish-estuarine marshes attractive to migrating birds and suitable 

for the development of extensive shellfish beds. Anadromous fish such 

as shad and herrfng traveled upstream seasonally to find fresh water 1n 

whfch they could spawn, creating large-scale fish runs. Seasonal camps 

along the Potomac were located to exploit this resource. 

Seasonal fty was a prfmary determinant of economic organization through­

out this perfod, and there was a great deal of varfatfon fn settlement 

pattern and seasonal group movement whfch depended on local patterns of 

resource distribution and densfty, and on local responses to population 
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1ncrease (Gardner 1~82). In the Middle Atlantic regton, 1t is likely 

that major aggregations of populat10n would have occurred seasonally on 

the major streams during the annual migrations of f1sh. 

The late Archa f clTrans t t1 ona 1 and Ell. rl y Woodl and per10ds w 1tnessed the 

1ntroduct1on of pottery. It 1s, ' however, un11kely that the pattern of 

adaptation changed s1gnificantly with the adopt1on of ceramic 

technology. Most archeologists agree that, during both the Early and 

M1ddle Woodland in the Coastal Plain and the Piedmont, subsistence was 

based primarl1y on intensive hunting and gathering strategies. There 

may have been some manipulation of wl1d plants to 1ncrease their yields, 

but there is no firm evidence for this, nor for the establishment of 

true horticulture wfth actual plant domesticates in the Coastal Plafn 

unttl approximately A.D. 900. 

late Woodl and (after A.D. 900) soct et1 es supported themsel ves with 

horticulture based on the cultivation of corn, beans, and squash. 

Hunt1ng, gatherfng. and f1shing still played a major role in the 

subs1 stance economy but were now schedul ed around the requ1 rements of 

the hort1cultura1 cycle. People tended to 11ve for most of the year in 

semi-permanent villages (1.e., vlllages ,that were moved only every 

generation or so), and that were often stockaded, at least fn the area 

at and above the Fall Line (Potter 1980). V111ages of th1s type were 

witnessed by Captain John Sm1th when he explored the Potomac in the 

early part of the seventeenth century. Contact between Europeans and 

the local Indians 1n northern V1rg1nia started with the exploratfon of 
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the Potomac by John Smith 1n 1608 (Feest 1978) and became more intense 
. 

by the mfd-1600s. By 1700, most of the tribes 1n northern Virginh and 

southern Maryland "had been d1spersed. Some had been placed on 

reservatfons, while others had left the regton altogether (Feast 1978). 

Informat1on on the location of prehistorfc sites 1n and about Alexandria . 
comes from several sources. The map made by John Smith (Feast 1978; 

Figure 2) recorded s1tes on both sides of the Potomac. Four were noted 

on the west sfde of the river in the vicinity of Alexandria. From south 

to north these were called Tauxenent, Nanassfngalent, Assoameck and 

Namaoraoughquend. Because of the 1nherent problems 1n superfmposfn.g 

Smith's map on modern maps, there have been disagreements about the 

exact locations of the settlements. Many scholars .follow Mooney <lBB9) 

and place Tauxenent at Mt. Vernon; however, Feest <1978; Figure 2) has 

recently placed it on the Occoquan south of Mt. Vernon. Mooney and 

Feest both pl ace Namaoraoughquend near the modern 14th Street Bridge 

(formerly known as Long Bridge), whfle Humphery and Chambers (1975) 

place 1t further upstream. The only v111age that m1ght have been cl ose 

to Alexandria 1s Assoameck (Mooney 1889), but Feest places it south of 

Hunting Creek. In summary, the precise locations of these contact 

period sites are unknown, but it is un11 kely that any of them were 

located 1n Alexandria and therefore are not within the project area. 

A survey of the earl1er archeological l1terature revealed that only two 

sites were recorded for the area around Alexandria and none from w1thin 

Alexandria itself. Proudfit1s map (1889; F1gure 5) of. the locetion of 
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known sites included one just north of Alexandria on the site of the 

modern National Airport. The site was apparently located just above the 

mouth of Four Ml1e Run which enters a sma11 bay on the south side of the 

airport. The map does not note any sites close to Alexandria although 

it does include some sites opposfte the city on the east bank of the 

river. A 6hore11ne archeolog1cal survey undertaken at about the same 

time Proudfit was preparing his map located traces of a small settlement 

one half ml1e below the mouth of Hunting Creek (Holmes, Dinwiddle and 

Fowke 1891-93:7). 

Modern archeological survey of the City of Alexandria was not initiated 

until the Alexandria Urban Archeology Program was founded in the late 

19705. Th1s survey. part1ally reported by Henr.y (1983) and on f1le at 

the Alexandria Archeologfcal Research Center (AARC), recorded 22 

locations of prehistoric 'mater1als that were recorded as archeological 

sites in the V1rginia State Site Inventory. One additional s1te, 

44AXS3, was identified by a collector at Jones Point and further defined 

by test1ng (LeeOecker and Fr1edlander 1984). Add1t10nally. ev1 dence of 

prehistoric mater1als has been recorded along Duke Street, west of Hooff 

Run, during previous construction epfsodes. However, the records of 

these locations are not currently available (Cressey, personal 

communi cati on 1986). 

Most of the prehistoric sites in the site files are located on the less 

developed upper reaches of streams that drained into Cameron Run/Hunting 

Creek. Nineteen sites were located on Holmes Run and.only one on Taylor 
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Run , a stream that 15 c:loser to Alexandr1a. The remaining two sftes 

were found 1n the drainage of a tributary of Lucky Run which drains 

north tnto Four Mlle Run. The fact that more sites were not found and 

that none have been identified 10 the developed areas of Alexandrfa may 

attest to .the modern development which has destroyed. or perhaps buried, 

the evidence of prehistoric habitation sites. 

2 . 2 H1stori c Cultural Context 

2.2.1 C1vil Boundaries 

The lands known today as Ar) fogton and Fairfax Counties. Virginia, are 

only a small section of the orig1nal Fa1rh. x County set aside 1n 1742. 

The City of Alexandria was planned as a coordinating port for the 

colonyts tobacco economy 1n the upper Potomac area. The sixty acres set 

aside on the shore of the PDtomac River were bounded on the south midway 

between present day Duke and Wolfe Streets, on the west midway between 

Royal and Pitt Streets, and on the north by a line from the jall 

(located at the northwest corner) to the rfver, which was the eastern 

border. The f1rst sale of lots 1n one-half acre parcels was held 1n 

1749. By 1763 the town had expanded. w1th the add1t1on of fHty-e1ght 

one-half acre lots that were sold to the h1ghest bidder. Notices of 

public auctions were published in both the Pennsylvania and Maryland 

Gazettes in the winter of that same year (Pre1sser 1977:193). 

In 1789 Virginia proposed to cede ten square miles of land to the United 

States Government, to be used as a permanent seat of the general govern­

ment (Mitchell 1979: 1). Boundaries were drawn up for "the new di stri ct, 
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under the January 24, 1791 procl amation set forth by President 

Washington (Rose ·1967:10-12). Al exandrfa became a part of the Distri ct 

of Columbia in 1801, w1th the boundary crossing Duke Street at Hooff Run 

(Ffgure 3). In 1846, Alexandria was returned to Virginia as Alexandria 

County, no longer being contained w1thin Fairfax County as it was prior 

to its cession to the District • .. -

The City of Alexandria was chartered in 1852, and its corporate bounds 

were extended on the north and west as follows: 

Begi nnf n9 1 n the Potomac River at a p01 nt di stant 
northerly in the direction of Fairfax Street four 
hundred nineteen feet and two 1nches from the north 
11ne of the present corporate limits of the town of 
Alexandria in said river, and runn1ng thence 
westerly, parallel with said north line, to a point 
at whiCh it would intersect the present western 
line but the said city council shall have 
authority to make such police and sanitary 
regulations of the territory reaching ten feet west 
of the western bank of Hooffs [sic] or Mushpot Run; 
then parallel to and at that dfstance from safd run 
to the line dividing Alexandria from Fairfax 
county; then southeasterly with said d1v1ding 1 fne 
to the present southwest corner of the said town of 
Alexandrfa. fChapter 358. Acts of Assembly 1852. 
p. 241>. 

By 1853 the above charter was amended and the boundaries were once again 

changed. The year 1858 brought another addition to the town; · however, 

the boundary running ten feet west of and parallel with Hooff Run 

rema1 ned the same. 
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In 1870, Alexandria City separated from Alexandria County, and on April 

1,1915, 866 acres from Alexandria County and 450 acres from Fairfax 

County were anne xed to Alexandria. By 1920, the County was renamed 

Arlington and nine years later, Alexandria annexed additional portions 

of Arlington County. The court ruled that: 

••• it 1 s necessary and expedIent that the 
corporate lim1ts of the C1ty of Alexandria shoul d 
be extended and that the territory to be annexed 
from Arlington County is a reasonably compact body 
of land and contains no land which is not adapted 
to city improvement, and the Court being also of 
the opinion that no land is included which the City 
will not need in the reasonably near future for 
development ••• (Rose 1967:31) 

Al though the eastern portion of the study area from South Henry Street 

to South West Street was incorpor ated into the City of Alexandri a 1 n 

1763, the remainder of the' western porti0.n did not become a part of 

Alexandria until the early twentieth century (Figure 3). Since then, the 

city has expanded to the north, west, and south through annex~t1ons 

which occurred in 1930, 1952, and 1973 respectively (Cressey 1983). 

2.2.2 History Of the project Area 

The land contained within the study area was originally part of a 6,000 

acre tract granted to Robert Hows1ng (Howson~ on October 21, 1669 

(Mitchell 1979: 59). Howson, a shipmaster, was granted the land under 

the Headright Law, and was given 50 acres of land for every 150 people 

he transported (Mitchell 1979:60) . Howson, however, did not settle upon 

thh tract and sold it immediately to John Alexander. The unsigned w111 
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of Alexander, bearing t~e date of October 5, 1677, stated that 200 acres 

"where John Coggins lives" goes to Elizabeth Holmes (Mitchell 1979:60). 

This tract included the western portion of the study area. The 

remaining tracts were divided as follows: 500 acres to John Dry, 

including the northernmost section of the total 6,750 acre tract, and 

the remaining acreage divided between Alexander's two living sons, 

Robert and Philip. Robert's inheritance included the eastern portion of 

the study area. 

The western port10n of the study area, or the tract i nher1ted by 

Elizabeth Holmes, was sold to Bur r Harrison soon after Holmes married 

Richard Nixon. Harrison bequeathed the land to his son Thomas, who then 

passed it on to his son, also named Burr. Burr Harrison, son of Thomas, 

and his wife Ann sold the property to John West, Jr. deputy surveyor of 

Fe1 rfax County. West purchased the 1 and for 300 pounds on November 19, 

1762. These 250 acres situated on Hunting Creek were described as being 

the same lands that John Alexander wflled to Elizabeth Holmes (Fairfax 

County Deed Book E:186) . 

John West, Jr. held onto the majority of h1s lands on the south side of 

the project area. The first tract sold ~1th1n the project area was 

located on the north side of the road. This property was conveyed to 

L •• renee Hooft 1 n 1792 (F.l rfox County Deed Book X:548) . Hooff p.l d 

John West , Jr. and his wife 250 pounds for the 1 and that was "dev 1 sed 

unto John West, Jr. by his father John.lt This parcel was described as: 
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.. _---------

••• beginning at a locust ••• fn the east side of a 
ditch on the east side of a gutt or creek [Hooff 
Run) wh1ch empties into Great Hunting Creek about 5 
poles above the brfdge ••• Thence up the ditch ••• tc 
the south 51 de of the Al exandr1a Road 1 eadf n9 1 nto 
King Street by the Eplscop.l Church •••• long side of 
the said road west ••• to the run, thence down the 
meander of the run ••• to the beg1nning" (Faf rfax 
County Deed Book X:548) . 

------------

In September of 1794, John West, Jr. leased Will1am Simpson five acres 

and seven perches situated on the north side of Duke Street (Fairfax 

County Deed Book X-485). On the 19th d.y of M.rch 1796. Simpson .nd his 

wife Sarah purchased the same tract for 40 pounds. This included a half 

acre of land upon which their house was situated, which he had 

previously purchased for 20.50 pounds (Fat rfax County Deed Book Y:443). 

On October 21,1796, about the time that the D1strict of Columb1a was 

be1ng planned, John West, Jr. began to develop h1s hold1ngs along the 

south s1 de of the present Duke Street. Each conveyance was one-hal f 

acre to two acres 1n s1ze, and each was leased for twenty dollars to 

f1fty dollars, depend1ng on the s1ze of the lots. Rents were due each 

year on 19 September. Each tract of land was also leased with the 

prov1s10n that 

on or before 19 September 1797 [he w111] ra1·se a 
house of Br1ck, Stone, or Frame on each 1/2 acre 
lot hereby leased ••• each 16 feet square at least, 
w1th a br1ck ch1mney, two w1ndows w1th twelve 
l1ghts each and to complete same by plastering and 
whitewash1ng 1t 1n a workman like" manner together 
w1th everyth1ng necessary to make it a comfortable 
and conven1ent dwel11ng house on or before 19 
September 1798" (F.lrfax County Oeed Book~: 189. 
197.201.222.243) 
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No records were located to f nd1 cate whether these homes were actually 

constructed at thfs time. The Gilpfn map of 1798 does not refer to 

structures, wfth the exception of the Fafrfax House, Cameron M111s and 

ho·uses of worship, none of which are located w1thin the project area 

(Flgure 3). Thus. by 1796 John West. Jr. had begun to develop hls 

property on both the north and south sldes of the Llttle Rlver Turnplk~ 

The tracts of land in the eastern portfon of the study area were 

1nher1ted by Robert Alexander who, 1n 1690, conveyed a one-half interest 

in the Howson patent to Ph111p Alexander, h1s brother. In 1693, Phflfp 

reconveyed his half-fnterest to his brother Robert, but reserved 500 

acres 1n the southeast corner of the patent for hfmself. Phi11p 

Alexander's son, also named Ph111p, 1nherited thfs property and had 

quarters on the tract by 1741. It 1s part of this 500 acre tract that 

became a portion of the present site of old town Alexandr1a (Mftchell 

1979:61> • 

Followlng the death of the latter Ph1l1p Alexander ln 1753. John 

Alexander, hfs son, became the owner of the or1ginal Howson tract as 

well as town lots 1n Alexandria. W1llhm Thornton Alexander, son of 

John, 1nherited the property through John's .w111 dated May 1. 1775, and 

the executors of the w 111 surveyed and sol d tracts adj of n1 ng the cfty 

between Hooff Run and the west boundary of Alexandria (between Royal and 

Pftt Streets). On December 13,1794 W111fam Thornton Alexander and 

Lucy, hf s w ffe, conveyed a 1 arge tract of 1 and to John W 1 se for 1222 

pounds. Thfs tract was described as follows: 
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Beg1 nn1 ng 1 n a poi nt 1 n Duke Street and Henry 
Street[,] ~irect1y produced(,] will intersect at 
right angles on the west side of Henry Street and 
the south side of Duke Street. •• Para11e1 with Duke 
Street to Gibbon Street ... west to Gl1lbrand 
Street ••• south to Hunting Creek to Mr. West's land 
then north to the intersection, of the south edge 
of Duke Street to the beginning (Fairfax County 
Deed Book A2:216). 

Wise then leased this portion of what was referred to as "Spring Garden 

Farms, II including the east project area (Figure 4), to Matthew Franklin 

Broune and Theodorus James Hamilton, who then purchased the same land 

from John and Elizabeth Wise on February 27, 1795. Broune and Hamilton 

procured Colonel George Gilpin, a noted land surveyor, to layout 

"squares with lanes or allies of the breath [sic] of 16 feet each 

dividing and separating the square from each other and conform to the 

grid of streets already there" (Fairfax County Deed Book A2:123). Each 

square contained a total of two and one-quarter acres. 

On May 6, 1796, Jesse Sims purchased the same tract, subject to a yearly 

rent of 300 pounds due the f1 rst of May every year (Fat rfax County Deed 

Book Y:407). The rent agreement was then ext1nguished three days later 

by a deed dated May 9, 1796. The tract was descrt bed as: 

Beginning at the intersection of Henry Street,· 
(lately laid out by William Thornton Alexander, 
contiguous to the town of Alexandria and 
conformable to the plan prescribed by an act of the 
assembly) and Duke Street, upon the west side of 
Henry Street and the south side of Duke Street and 
running thence Southwardly with Henry Street and 
binding therewith 873 feet 7 inches to the north of 
Gibbon Street (extended) along the north sille of a 
piece of ground granted and conveyed by William 

17 



Thornton Alexander unto John G111 thence 
northwardly.w fth G111 line 50 feet then southwardly 
wfth the d1v1sion 11ne between the safd John Gfll 
and him the sa1d John Wise and parallel to Henry 
Street (extended) untfl ft reaches Hunt1ng Creek 
thence westwardly wfth meander of Creek and bfnd1ng 
therew1th to the north of the Gutt. northward on 
the meander bfndfng therewfth to that part of the 
said Gutt where the Branch of the spring at the 
place called Sprfng Gardens enters the Gutt. thence 
a straight 11ne to the west corner of a fence 
erected by Wise on Duke" Street. thence eastward to 
the 8eg1 nn1 ng ••• (Fa1 rfax County Deed Book Y:403). 

Upon purchas1ng the land. Jesse Sfms, on May 24,1796, began to dfvfde 

the property by selling or leasing the Sprfng Garden lots that conformed 

to those previously laid out wfthin the city (Figure 4; Fairfax County 

Deed Book Z: 11,25,31,132,268,361, 479). 

Apparently, there was a controversy over the limits and bounds of John 

West, Jr.'s property. An Article of Agreement was drawn up on November 

22. 1798 between John West and Peter Wise, Francis Peyton. James Patton, 

and Amos Alexander, who owned the lands contfguous to John West's 

property. The boundary agreed upon began on the north 11ne of Duke 

Street (1n the town of Alexandr1a extended), westward of West Street 

(786 feet five fnches) and "a little to the westward of the arch of the 

New Stone Bridge across a run [Hooff Run] fn the said Duke Street 

extended" (Fa1 rfax County Deed Book A2:527). The boundary then extended 

1n a strafght l1ne tn a southwest dt rection to the root of a wh1te oak 

tree on the west side of the "gutt" at the place "formerly known as 

Oysterki11 landing," and from the root of the tree south seven degrees 
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west to a channel of Hunting Creek. John West's property was never to 

extend farther east than the above descri bed bounds. 

Beginning in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the area 

located to the west of the stone bridge became known as tIThe West End.1t 

Several local historians believe that there are two reasons for this 

name, one befng its association with John West, Jr. and the other that 

the area is in reality the west end of the City of Alexandria. 

Follow1ng the death of John West. Jr. 1n the early 18005. Bartholomew 

Ratchford purchased a majority of West's holdings from his heirs; 

however, the area retained the name "West End" (Fairfax County Deed 

Books U2,6B; W2,1; W2,1l6; X2,417; X2,419; Y2,223; A3,4Bl; B3,162). 

About this time, a large 2-1/2 story five bay brick house was 

constructed at 1707 Duke Street. It is thought that the house was built 

and owned by John Longden. who died flat his residence in West End" on 

April 1. 1830 (Cox 1976,33). Th1s area began to develop at a more rap1d 

rate as the city of Alexandr1 a expanded. Transportation routes were 

established during the early nineteenth century. thus enabling easier 

access both in and out of West End. 

2.2.3 little Riyer Turnpike 

In 1801, the same year in which Alexandria became part of the District 

of Columbia, a commission was organized by an act of the Virginia 

Assembly to construct a turnpike from the beginning of Duke Street at 

Hooff Run to the Uttle River at the town of Aldie. Through documentary 

research it is known that a road existed .1n this area prior to 1801 
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(Fairfax County Oeed Books X:485; Z:189. 197. 201. 222. 243). It is 

unce r tain, however, whether the planned turnpike was to follow thfs 

existfng road. Mitchell (pe rsonal communfcation 1986) believes that the 

proposed turnpike road was designed to remove the curves and hazards of 

the pre-existfng road, thus creating easter and quicker access to the 

tobacco warehouses located near the wharfs. It is unknown whether the 
.. " 

pre-ex isting road was utilized as a "rolling road" to these same 

locations. Several roads located 1n Alexandria as well as Fairfax have 

been referred to as ''the Rolling Road," and "e. Rolling Road," adding to 

the dffficulty tn pfnpointing the exact modern road location (M1tchell 

persona 1 commun 1 catf on 1986) . 

The turnpike road, mode1ed after the Lancaster Pike in Pennsy1vania as 

seen and admired by Richard Bland Loe. required a serIes of rules and 

regulations prfor to construction. The primary regu1ations were in 

regard to the overall road grade, and construction of the brfdges and 

tOllgates (Evans, persona1 communication 1986). other concerns inc1uded 

the sale of turnpfke stock and the use of the power of emInent domain 

(Shepherd 1970:383-386) . One unique aspect of the construction of the 

Little River Turnpike was that the builders of the road were able to 

confiscate materials from any lands over which the turnpIke would pass. 

Due to this, strict rules and regulations were required to eliminate 

probl ems. 

In 1802, an amendment to the origi nal regul ations was passed. This 

required that the road, when completed, be fffty feet .wfde wfth a center 

20 



of crushed and pounded stone to enable passage during winter and wet 

months. The amendment also called for the establ1shment of scales along 

the turnpike to ensure the observance of the weight restrictions 

(Shepherd 1970:452-453) . The subscription books for the Little River 

Turnp f ke were finally opened in Alexandria in the year 1803 by two 

merchants, Wllliam Hartshorne. and John Thomas Ricketts (Alexandria 

Advertiser and Gazette, August 31, 1896) . 

Fund1ng for the construct10n of the turnp1ke was antic1pated to be 

primarily through public support as well as the sale of turnpike stock. 

This funding, however, was slow to accrue: therefore, one year after the 

opening of the subscription books, the Assembly authorized the State to 

purchase 100 shares with excess fines from mllitia musters (Wllliams 

1917:50). This apparently spurred funding as by the year 1806 a sect10n 

of the thirty-four m1le turnpike was completed, and the first ten miles 

were opened that same year (Netherton Itt Al. 1978:198; Terrie n.d.:14) . 

The road was finally completed in 1815 (Figure 3) and collected tolls 

unt1l 1896 (Shepherd 1970:II:378-388; III:198; Wood 1919:8) . 

As stated above, the primary function of the turnpike was to create easy 

access to the busy Alexandria waterfront • . The farmers in the valleys to 

the west were able to sell thei r wheat, flour, tobacco and ·other cash 

crops for market rates, thus aiding in Alexandria's reputation as a 

v1able port c1ty. At the same tfme the farmers supported the turnpike 

through the payment of tolls. Today, known as Route 236, the little 
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-- ------~---------

River Turnpike is stl1l the major east/west access from Old Town 

Alexandrfa to the City of Fa1 rfax. 

2.2.4 Commerc1al/Industrial Develppment 

From its inception, Alexandria was an important port city along the 

Potomac River, and the town emerged from its colonial years as the 

commercial center of northern Virginia (Stoessel 1969:45). The town 

conti nued to grow commercf ally through the ni neteenth century and was 

ranked as a principal trade center in slaves as early as 1802 (Green 

1963:53). Alexandria also ranked hfgh nationally in both tobacco and 

flour through trade with the West Ind1es (Stoessel 1969:15.19). By 

1820, activfty at the port virtually ceased, as the Potomac River was no 

longer a viable port with world trade shifting 'to Baltimore and New 

York. By 1828 Al exandrfa ranked onl y fourth in tobacco trade (Stoessel 

1969:23). Some contemporar1es blamed a large part of Alexandria1s 

economic distress on its pol1t1cal posftion as a stepchl1d to Washington 

and Georgetown in the District of Columbia (Stoessel 1969:23). 

Historians, on the other h",nd, now stress several other factors, 

including the shift in farm1ng from tobacco to wheat and the increase in 

mechanizatfon over slave labor, as major reasons for the decline. Added 

to this was the fact that the town d1d not industrialize as quickly as 

neighbors who were nearer to the necessary raw mater1 al s and water power 

(Stoessel 1969: 24, 27). Its industrial growth came later, fn the age 

of steam. 
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The Ewing map of 1845 shows a tannery situated to the east of Hooff Run 

(1456 Duke Street), as indicated by the number 16 (Figure 5). It 

appears that this tannery, located on lots 112, 113, and lIS of the 

Spring Garden Farm (Figure 4), and purchased by John Wise in 1796, was 

in existence long before the 1845 map. An indenture made the eleventh 

day of May, 1816 between E1fsha Talbott and Sarah, his wife along with 

Daniel McPherson and Elizabeth, his wffe and Phineas Janney refers to an 

existing tannery on the lots purchased by Janney (Fairfax County Deed 

Book: R2:23). The land. situated partially 1n Alexandr1a and part1ally 

in Fairfax or Spring Garden, was purchased for one dollar. 

Although it is known that other commercial ventures were in operation 

during this time, no other fndustries were noted on the Ewing map. 

There was, however, a notation to "Drove Tav" situated to the west of 
. 

the project area (Figure 5). The Drover Tavern is the oldest known 

tavern in the vicinity of the project area, and was situated on a tract 

of land that John West, Jr. originally sold to Wl1liam Simpson. The 

property was later passed on to Samuel Catts, as were various other 

tracts 1 nherited by he1 rs of the 01 der Simpsons (Fai rfax County Deed 

Books A3:48; 303; 374; 377; E3:238; F3:1B2) . The Drovers or Catts 

Tavern was in business for a number of years, as it appears on the 1878 

Hopkins map (Figure 6) . other businesses also noted on the Hopkins map 

include a blacksmith shop, a store and a brewery (Figure 6). All of 

these were located outside of the project area. 
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The brewery, located in the 2000 block of Duke Street, directly west and 

adjacent to the project area, was owned by Richard Rotchford, an hefr of 

Bartholemew Rotchford. On November 1, 1838, Alexander Strausz and John 

Klein leased the property from Rotchford. The lot contained a total of 

10,710 square feet of land, and was the same property that Strausz and 

Klein were "digging a large bier cellar and constructing a frame house" 

(Fai rfax County Deed Book A4:347l. 

The brewery was operated by several owners throughout the n1 neteenth 

century. Henry Englehardt of the "West End" acquired the property in 

1872 for 15.000 to be paid in fifteen installments of 1333 (Fairfax 

County Deed Book P4;180). Englehardt operated the brewery for a number 

of years and apparently changed the name to Engleh~rdt Brewery. He also 

acqu1red other tracts of land in the area, including the area called the 

"tan yard," the site of the· tannery, on May 6, 1880 (Faf rfax County Deed 

Book A5:52l. 

On July 20, 1892, Englehardt sold the Brewery to C. Dickson of 

Washington. D.C. The Englehardt obituary. published in the Alexandria 

Gazette, August 23, 1898, states that the brewery had been destroyed by 

fire; however, the date of this event was not stated (Barbash 1985:11). 

Another business, located at 1315 Duke Street, was the Franklin and 

Armfield Slave brokerage, which opened for business in May of 1828. 

Armfield operated the wholesale end of the business out of Alexandria, 

whtle the retatl portion of the business was supeN1s~d by Franklin in 
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New Orleans, louisiana (Wise 1978:5). Their operation was one of the 

most successful slave sale serv1ces of its k1nd. The fo110w1ng 

advertisement was pub11shed in the August 1831 issue of the Alexandria 

Gazette: 

We wish to purchase 150 likely Nigroes of both 
sexes 12-25, field hands, also mechanics of every 
description. Persons wishing to sell would do well 
to give us a call, as we are determined to give a 
higher price for slaves than are purchasers who are 
or may hereafter be 1 n th1 s market, and no 
cert1 fteates requ1 red. Any commun1 cat1 ons promptly 
attended to. We can at all times be found at our 
res1dence, West end of Duke Street, Alexandria, 
D.C. 

It is reported that Franklin and Armfield shipped 100 or more slaves to 

New Orleans every two weeks (Rosenthal 1975:88). Slaves awaiting 

shfpment were kept in cells, or slave pens, surrounding the Duke Street 

building (1301-1311 Duke). 

The company, advert1sed as Armf1el d and Franklin in Boyd's 1834 

directory, became the largest slave brokerage in the County by 1835. 

The brokerage was sold to George Kephart, one of their collection agents 

in 1837 (Rosenthal 1975:88; Wise 1978:6). Kephart later sold the 

business 1n 1858 to Charles M. Price and John C. Cook. The dealership 

then became known as Price, B1rch and Co. who dealt in slaves untl1 1861 

(Arteme) and Parker 1985:3). 

Franklin and Armfield was not the only slave business in the project 

area. Brutn and Hl1l, another slave trading bus1ness, was located west 
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of the stone br1dge at the head of Duke Street (1101) . Th1s company al so 

"boarded" servants for 25 cents a day (Rosenthal 1915:88), 

Other businesses known to be 1n the project area 1ncluded the Orange and 

Alexandria Railroad, wh1ch was chartered 1n 1848 to buil~ railroad 

tracks from Gordonsville to Alexandria (Williams 1911:53). A roundhouse 

and shops were constructed on the southwest side of Duke Street, at 

South Henry Street, as part of the Orange and Al exandri a cempl ex. 

The 1811 City Business Directory lists businesses, houses of worship, 

and persons living in the area, as well as the1r occupations. It does 

not state, however, the dwel11ng they resided 1n. Although the majority 

of the residences cannot be pinpointed exactly, the'1811 directory 11sts 

one frefght clerk, a baker and a shoemaker as living on Duke Street near 

Henry, a wfdow on Duke near Fayette, as well as two laborers and a widow 

on Duke near Payne. Others listed include ill laborer on Duke near Wes~ 

a grocer at Duke and Commerce and a laborer, a butcher and a widow on 

Duke near Peyton. Those listed as 11v1ng or work1ng at West End Duke 

include two blacksmiths, two butchers, and one each of the following -

1 aborer, carpenter, brakeman, eng1 neer and a w f dow, and a restaurant 

owned by Englehardt. Two people are listed as residing at Drovers 

Hotel and include a machinist and a man named Catts, possibly "the owner, 

with no occupation l1sted. Eleven others are l1sted as ltving at West 

End, but it cannot be determined whether they resided with1n the project 

area. 
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The earliest map showing structures in the eastern portion of the 

project area is Hopkins 1877 (Figure 7). Non-residential structures on 

this map are Lawyer Yateman and the Sh1loh Bapt1st Church. The church 

was of frame construction until May 1, 1891, when W. F. Vincent was 

issued a bul1d1ng perm1t for a "b1-ed1fice buflding" to be located on 

the corner of Duke and South West Street (Morrell 1979:36-37', 

The 1881 Chatalgne City Directory lists the Shiloh Baptist Church under 

the subtitle "Colored Churches,'1 and has L. Waring as the pastor. 

Occupations 11sted in this directory include a boot and shoemaker on 

Duke, .13 [houses?) West of West Street,!! Henry Englehardt's Brewery, a 

butcher at the corner of Duke and Commerce and a markethouse at 1871 

West End (1.e., Duke Street). There was a confectioner at the northwest 

corner of Duke and Fayette, and an oyster dealer and a restaurant on the 

northwest corner of Henry and Duke Streets. None of these appear on the 

1885 Sanborn Insurance Map. 

The Chata1gne Gazetteer and Business Directory of 1891 lists the 

Englehardt Brewery, a fl orist on the west end of Duke, and two saloons 

located at 1101 and 1201 Duke. The 1891 Sanborn Insurance Map also 

lists a confectioner at South Fayette and Duke Street (F1gure 8). Thh 

confectioner still appears on the 1896 Sanborn Map and ill grocer had 

become established at the corner of Henry and Duke Streets. 

By 1900. two taverns were located in the project area at 1201 and 1450 

Duke Stre$t, and ill meat market was situated at 1441' Duke (Richmond 
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1900). other bus1nesses and merchants 1n the project area 1ncluded 

board1ng houses at' 1207 and 1313 Duke. a dressmaker at 1103 Duke, and 

grocers at 1123,1807. and the corner of Duke and Commerce. The Shl10h 

Bapt1st Church 1s also once aga1n listed as a Colored Church (R1chmond 

1900). A florfst located west of the project area at 2012 Duke 1s noted 

1n thfs directory as be1ng owned by Constant Ponnet. An article 1n the 
.. " 

September 16. 1893 A1 exandrh Gazette described the f1 orl st .5 c10l mlng 

the largest violet grove 1n the Un1ted States. with the conservatory 

covert ng ten acres. 

Although no other busfness director1es were consulted, the 1902, 1907, 

1912, and 1921 Sanborn Insurance Maps show the Shlloh Bapt1st Church 

(Figure 9C), as well as saloons, grocers, barbers, and board1ng houses 

(Figures 9a, 9b. ge, 10, ll. and 12). 

2.2.S The C1y11 War Era 

Numerous works have been compiled concernfng Alexandria and the Civll 

War. Po11tically Alexandr1a was a southern town and. thus, a clear 

threat to the capftol once the War Between the States began. Federal 

authori tf es al so recogn ized f ts geographf cal potential as a ra 11 center, 

underscorfng not only fts established port facflity, but also its 

control of the overall Potomac area. As res1 dents fl ed to the more 

dfstant south, the city was occupfed by Unfon forces; wfthin a month 

after the Confederates fired on Fort Sumpter, Alexandr1a was undergoing 

all the regimentat10n of a mflftary camp. 
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With the threat of the Cfvil War, all ral1road fac111ties with1n the 

cfty became property of the U.S. m1l1tary, with the operat1onal 

headquarters being the shops, carbarns and roundhouse on Duke Street 

(W1l11ams 1977:59). By 1855. the m1l1tary rallroad employed more than 

2.000 clvl1lans ln Alexandria (Hurd 1975:99). As a precautlon agalnst 

Calvery raids, and protect10n of . government property, General Haupt 

ordered the construction of a stockade across streets leading to the 

waterfront. A 12-block area occup1ed by the m111tary ra11road was 

barrlcaded (Hurd 1975 :99). 

Other Civl1 War facl1itfes within the project area include Soldiers 

Rest, also called Camp Convalescent, located on the south side of Duke 

Street ln the present 1300 and 1400 blocks (Hurd"1970:54-55). Thls 

fac111ty, establ1shed by the United States Sanitary Commiss10n, provided 

eatlng and sleeplng areas (Hurd 1975:99) . The Franklln and Armflel d 

slave pen was also utllized dur1ng the C1vl1 War as a prison for 

Confederate sol d1 ers. 

The Cfty of Alexandria was occupfed for a perfod of four years. In 

January of 186~ the Army estab11shed a hosp1tal for freed slaves, 

located just south of the project area. A sh.ort tfme later, l'Ouverture 

Hospital and Contraband Barracks were constructed for freedmen (Hurd 

1975 : 99). Thls hospltal .as contalned on the entlre block bounded by 

Duke Street, South Payne Street, Prince Street and South West Street 

(Hurd 1970:54). 
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On May 24, 1665, the occupation of Alexandria ceased, and the job of 

deactivating military installations began. Within six months the 

ml1itary rail road and other facilit1es were disbanded and on July 7, 

the Office of the Mil1tary Governor was also abolished. In September of 

the same .year the mil 1tary pol fce were rel ieved of duty and on the 

second of October the Offtce of Provost Marshal was also abo11shed. At 

war's end, the Federal Government responded to cla1ms of damage and 

loss, but most of the 1nstitutions wh1ch had suffered the greatest from 

occupation were never able to regain the1r stature. Alexandria was 

describec in 1869 "as melancholy and miserable a town as the mind of man 

can conceive" (Trollope 1968:22), and the problem contfnued through the 

decade of the Reconstruction. The southern plantation culture had been 

devastated by the loss of slave labor and indus.tr1a1ization had not 

show nits potent1 a 1. 

There was 1ittl e progress duri ng the era of Reconstructt on untl1 the 

c1ty could take advantage of the growth of ranroad1ng and the eventual 

poo11ng of freight systems. With 1ts rail road yards and steam-powered 

manufactories, Alexandria developed as a small-scale 1ndustrial c1ty. 

alterfng the small town 1mage that the core of the town had ma1nta1ned. 

A block-sized city hall was bullt. as were mllls and foundr1es. and the 

res1dential area, which once could have been defined as "houses 1n 

rows," became row housing with simllar facades and roofl1nes addressing 

the picturesque styles of the time. 
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2.2.6 Twentieth Century Deyelopment 

Our1ng the twent1eth century, Alexandria grew and developed fnto the 

suburban communfty that exists today. The raflroad industry was 

prfmarlly responsible for the growth 1n development throughout the cfty. 

In 1901 an agreement was made to form a R1chmond to Washington rafl 

lfne. The Potomac Yard, construc;ted 1n 1906 for the classff1cation and 

interchanging of freight. quickly became the finest facility in the 

country (Williams 1977:64). These facilities greatly influenced the 

growth of the area and for a number of years the cfty operated as a 

small-scale industrial town. 

Durfng the early twentieth century, the majority of the rafl lines owned 

by the Washfngton/South and Southern Raflroads were moved westward to 

connect w1th the construct1on of new lines. These included the lines 

located within the project area. 

By the m1d-1900s the area began to de1ndustral fze and the Orange and 

Alexandria Raflroad on Duke Street finally ceased operatfon 1n 1975. 

The area. however. continued to grow w1th the construction of a .. ajor 

highway system in the western portions of the city. Th1s is the major 

influence of the 1nflux of suburban res1~ents to the Washington, D.C. 

area. Today the town is an equal cross section of the old and new w1th 

seventeenth and eighteenth century construction neatly fnterspersed with 

modern dwellings, shops, and commerci al 1ndustr1es. 
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2.2 .7 Histor1cal SIIlMlary 

According to the historical records and information on land trans­

actions, development of the project area did not occur until after the 

Revolutionary War. Its development was possibly linked to the transfer 

of Alexandr1a to the District of Columb1a. This event was befng 

discussed In the late 1790s and eventually took place by 1801 . The land 

was divided and sold in the late 1790s with requirements to build 

structures on the properties. One 1 arge brick house (Number 1707) was 

constructed 1n the area at this time as well. This evidence and the 

small s1ze of the lots suggests that the area was init1ally perceived as 

a potent1 al resi dent1al area. However, the establ1 shment of the little 

Rfver Turnpfke provided an easy access route for agricultural products 

to enter the city, fnfluenc1ng a number of unattractive industries to 

grow up along the road. 

The early commercfal development along the Lfttle River Turnpike and 

Duke Street was characterfzed by small scale rural processing industr·fes 

such as tanning, brewing and possibly cattle selling and slaughterfng as 

witnessed by the "Orovers Tavern." Such processing 1ndustries were 

dependent on the rural hi nter' ands for the1 r raw materf al sand 

transformed them into other 1tems (beer, meat, hides and leather) which 

coul d be consumed by the local towns and cities or shipped to other 

markets . 

The continued use of the area for commerefal and 1ndustrh.l activ1ties, 

fncluding the estab11shment of the railroad, indicates that the 
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resident1al development did not occur as antic1pated. The presence of 
, 

both free black communities and slave pens emphasizes that the project 

area was not a desi'rable residential neighborhood fn the antebellum 

period for people of wealth and status. After the Civil War, this use 

of the area cont1nued. Today, res1dential areas exist on part of the 

north sf de of Duke Street, but none at all are found on the south s1 de. 

Similar processes occurred 1n other c1t1es and towns. One such case was 

in Frederick, Maryland. There processing industries focused on a stream 

which "flowed through the town. Inft1ally, h1gh status individuals and 

institutions resided along the stream, but as the processing industries 

expanded, the high status groups moved to other sections of town, befng 

replaced by free blacks and other industrial. activfty (Cheek §t 41. 

1984), 
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3.0 I£1HOOS AND PROCEll/RES 

The goals of the project, which comprised ident1fication of the probable 

occurrence of archeological resources and evaluations of their potential 

significance, were accomplished through a multi-staged research program. 

The first stage involved review·ing existing data and synthesizing it 

into the cultural and historical overviews presented in the previous 

sections of the report. The second stage involved a complete pedestr1an 

survey of the proposed right-of-way. The ffnal stage in the research 

program involved the descriptfon, presentation, and interpretation of 

the historical and archeological data generated during the 

investigation. The following is a discussfon of the research methods 

employed. 

3.1 Existing Data Reyfew 

The initial stage of the archeological investigation consisted of a 

review of existing data in order to develop prehistoric, environmental 

and historical overviews of the area and to ascertain if any 

archeological sites had previously been determined sign1ficant. 

Repositories visited or consulted include the Alexandria LIbrary Lloyd 

House; the Off1ce of City Planning, Alexandria; the V1rg1n1a Historic 

Landmarks Commission, Richmond; the Library of Congress Geography and 

Map Room; the H1storic Alexandria Resource Committee; the Her1tage 

Resources Branch of the Off1ce of Comprehens1ve Pl ann1 n9' Fa1 rfax 

County; the Fa1rh.x County Archives; the Virginia Room at the Fairfax 

County Library, and the Alexandria Archeological Research Center (AARC). 
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A varfety of unpubl fshed as well as publ 1shed sources was examfned, 

including archeological reports concerning Alexandria and the 

surrounding regions, local and special1zed histories. newspaper 

articles, and historic maps and atlases. local avocational historians 

were fnte.rv1ewed regarding thefr knowledge of historic archeological 

resources in the vicinity of the study area. The archeological site 

fl1es for Alexandria, which are located at AARC, as well as at the 

Virgfnia Research Center for Archeology. were also examined. 

3.2 Field Exam1nation 

Upon completion of the existing data review, a pedestrian f1eld survey 

was undertaken. The purpose was twofold. The first was to confirm any 

previous assessments of significance and to f dent' fy sites of potential 

significance not previously noted. The second was to record areas of 

severe df sturbance, incl udf ng those areas contei ni og underground utflity 

lines. 
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF RESULTS 

The following sections of this report present the results of the 

archeological and arch1tectural h1storical fnvestfgations. 

4.1 Pptentia) Preh1storic Archeological Resources 

The revfew of existing data has shown that, with the except10n of Jones 

Point, there are no known s1tes 1n the original town of Alexandria nor 

on the section of Duke Street that 15 the subject of this investigation. 

It 15 also unlikely that any of the Indians towns noted by John Smith 

fell within the city limits. However. settlement pattern studies in the 

area around Alexandria provide data to produce a model of prehfstoric 

settl amant pattern which, 1n a general fzed fashton, predicts the 

probabflity of oI!i prehfstor1c site befng located within the project area. 

One of the primary factors in the location of sites is the presence of 

water. Henry (1983:25) has suggested that for the sample of sites 

discovered during the survey of the western periphery of Alexandria, 

there does not seem to be a correlation between the presence of water 

and the location of prehistoric sites. However, in examining the maps 

associated with the site forms, it is clear ~hat while the sites may not 

be directly adjacent to water, all sites. except a very few, ' are within 

easy walking d1stance of this resource. 

Two sources of water are found in the project area that existed in early 

h15toric and therefore presumably in prehistoric times. The first 15 
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Hooff Run, located bet~een 1456 and 1600 Duke Street. The second is an 

unnamed stream smaller than Hooff Run whose origin, according to an 1845 

map (Figure 5) was at the southeast corner of Duke and Henry Streets; 

from there, it flowed southeast. Hooff Run today is heavily channelized 

and in some areas is completely covered with streets or buildings. The 

unnamed stream is no longer visfble at all. 

Hooft Run is basically simllar to Taylor Run, located to the west of the 

project area. Theyare both low order streams and both pass through 

the same resource zone--the uplands west of the lowlandS on which the 

city of Alexandrfa was built. They also both drain into Cameron Runl 

Hunting Creek. The unnamed stream drains only the lowlandS and flows 

into the Potomac. 

Another factor that is considered important in evaluating the 

probabl1ity of the existence of prehistoric sftes 1s the variabllity of 

food resources present w fthin the study area. A qua11tative studi of 

food resources used to define a predictive model for prehistoric sites 

has been completed recently just south of Alexandria in the Fort Belvoir 

area (LeeOecker ll:t AI. 1984). The phys1ograph1c sett1ng and 

environmental resource zones defined there are also found in the 

Alexandria area, and include the Riverine, Wooded Terraces and Uplands 

Zones. The Riverine zone was defined as that area adjacent to the 

river, streams and marshes at the juncture of the streams and the 

Potomac situated between 5 and 25 feet above sea level . Sites in this 

zone would have had direct access to aquatic resources' (anadromous fish, 
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mussels), seasonally aval1able plant and animal food associated with 

wetlands (such as migrating ducks), and the greater variety of food 

resources associated with valley bottomlands. The wooded terraces were 

defi ned as the 1 andscape occurri ng approximately between 25 and 100 feet 

above sea level, with nearly level to undulating topography. This zone 

tends to have the so11s best su1.~ed for primitive agriculture and could 

support a hardwood forest which woul d provide food for the woodl and 

animals hunted by prehistoric peoples such as deer and turkey. The 

Upland Zone was considered to be higher than 100 feet above S8a level 

and characterized by scrubbier vegetation, among which oak would be 

common. This zone would also support a woodland wl1dl1fe assemblage. 

In the Alexandria area, the Riverine Zone is found primarl1y in a small 

band along the Potomac and in larger areas around the mouth of Hunting 

Creek and along Cameron Run. Most of the lowland area discussed above on 

which the City of Alexandria is bul1t can be classified as the Wooded 

Terrace Zone. The 1 andscape between 50 and 100 feet 15 generally the 

steep transition between the terraces and the upland areas. The Upland 

Zone is class1fied as the areas above 100 feet. 

At Fort Belvoir there were proportionatel>: more sites 1n the Riverine 

Zone than in the Wooded Terrace Zone and proportionately more sites in 

the Wooded Terrace Zone than in the Upland Zone. The three zones were 

ranked respectively as having a high, medium and low probabl1ity of 

sites (LeeDecker Il1 41. 1984:74). 
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The project area under evaluation here 15 located 1n the Wooded Terrace 
. 

Zone and is relat1vely close to the other two zones as well. Thus, the 

area as a whole would be classed as hav1ng a medfum probabfl fty for 

prehistoric sites. The two sections of the project area where a site is 

most likely are adjacent to the two water sources. 

The blocks on which potent1al preh1storfc archeologfcal resources might 

be found are 1100. 1400. 1600. 1700. 1800. and 1900. The 1100 block Is 

on the east end of the project area and 15 adjacent to the unnamed 

stream that flows southeast from the corner of Duke and South Henry 

Streets. The 1400 block Is on the east side of Hooff Run. while the 

1600,1700,1800, and 1900 blocks are on fts west side. There 15 no 

block numbered 1500 on the south side of Duke S,\:reet. Whether these 

blocks may contafn undfsturbed prehfstorfc archeologfcal resources 1s 

discussed In Section 5.1.1. 

4.2 Pgtential Historic Archeological Resources 

A number of potent1al historic archeological resources were identif1ed 

1n the Duke Street project area. The following 1s a block by block 

discussion of these resources, focusing on the south sfde of Duke 

Street, the area that w 111 be disturbed. 

4.2.1 1100 Block (Figure 2a) 

This block, bounded on the north by Duke Street, on the south by Wol fe 

Street, on the east by South Henry Street, and on the west by T. J. 

Fannon and Company (South Fayette Street), is presently the site of an . 
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existing and operat1onal ral1road yard owned by the Southern Railroad 

Company. The 1100 block was the northeast corner of Sprfng Garden Farms 

that were subdfvfded fnto lots and sold fn 1796 (Ffgure 4). Thfs block 

contained lots 1, 2, 27 and 28 which were purchased by Jonathan 

Mendevf11e. Mandeville, however, owned other tracts 'If 1th1n the city and 

it is uncerta1n whether he would have erected structures on lots 1 and 

28, which are located in the 1mpact area. 

The Orange and Al exandrf a Ra 11 road, chartered 1 n 1848, and successor 

railroad compan1es have been present on this block for a number of 

years, as evidenced in Figures 7,8, and 9. Numerous rail lines were 

also present on the block, and are ev1denced 1n Figure 7 as ly1ng 

directly wfthin the project area. Although a number of railroad related 

structures were present on this block for several years, 1t appears as 
. 

though the proposed constructfon w111 not d1sturb any of these areas 

(Ffgure 7). 

During the Civil War, the area was contained w1thin the 12 block 

m11itary stockade erected in order to protect the m11itary installat10n, 

as well as to close off d1 rect access to the waterfront. A structure 

was located at the southwest corner of Duke and Henry Streets in 1845 

(Ffgure 5). Whfle the maps do not fndfcate resfdential structures after 

the estab11shment of the ra1lroad, Cressey .e.t Ill. (1984) noted 

residents of lower mfddle class status l1ving on the Duke Street side of 

the block during the period between 1860 and 1910, as well as free 

blacks residing on Henry Street between 1870 and 1~10. The proposed 
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development on the eastern half of the block will take 75 feet of Duke 

Street frontage, while the western half will take only 30 feet of 

frontage. 

Potent1al archeolog1cal resources include those relat1ng to the Orange 

and Alexandria Railroad Complex ( .. i.e., set of tracks 1n northeast corner 

of block in 1877) and the Civil War stockaded area. Residential data 

could be ga1ned from the structure present in 1845 (Figure 5), or from 

the community noted by Cressey §.t AI. (1984). 

4.2.2 1200 Block (Figure 2a) 

The 1200 block is bounded on the north by Duke Street. on the south by 

Wolfe Street, on the east by the existing Southern Railroad yard (South 

Fayette Street), and to the west by South Payne Street. Originally part 
. 

of the Spring Garden Farm, this block was surveyed and sold in 1796 to 

William Hartshorne as lots 29. 3D. 53 and 54 (Figure 4). 

Once aga1n the early history of the development of the block during this 

period is unknown. However. it later functioned as a residential area. 

During the early nineteenth century the block was inhabited by both free 

blacks and Euro-Amer1cans, containing between 26 and 76 or more 

occupants in 1810 (Cressey 1983:13, Henry 1983:27). Later in the 

nineteenth century, the residential area became displaced by development 

of the railroad. By the Civil War this block was incorporated in the 12 

block stockade as military property, since it contained a port1on of the 

railroad 11ne, as well as Camp Convalescent. 
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As evidenced in Figure 7, ral1road facilities continued to be present 
. 

throughout the late nineteenth century and into the early twentieth 

century. During the m1d-twentieth century the property was purchased by 

T. J. Fannon, who constructed the bul1ding comprising T. J. Fannon and 

Sons. The proposed constructlon on thls block .111 result ln the loss 

of appro x 1mately 30 feet of Duke Street frontage. Potential 

archeological resources within this area consist of those related to the 

railroad, the m11itary and an early n1neteenth century occupation. 

4 . 2 .3 1300 Block (Figure 2a) 

The 1300 block is bounded on the north by Duke Street, on the south by 

Wolfe Street, on the east by South Payne Street, and on the west by 

South West Street. It was originally designated as Spr1ng Garden Farm 

lots 55, 56, 73 , and 74. lots 55 and 56 were purchased in 1796 by 

Charles Scott, .h1le lots 73 and 74 .ere purchased by a Mr. [1) M1l1. 

Thls block was prlmarl1y resldentlal ln character untl1 the mld­

twentleth century. In 1810, 1 to 25 persons of the total free-black 

populatlon reslded on the 1300 block, and lt appears that a black 

popul ation rema1 ned there until 1850 (Cressey 1983: 13; Cressey 111.4,l. 

1984) • 

The 1300 block was contained within the m11itary stockade during the war 

s1nce Camp Convalescent was located on a portion of the block. 

Following the Civl1 War the block was occupied by lower middle class 

residents. One dwelling appears on the 1877 Hopkins map (Figure 7) and 

two dwellings are shown on the Sanborn Insurance Maps of 1902, 1907 and 
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1912 (Figure 9b) . Durfng the mid-twentieth century, the block became 

more commercial. The eastern portfon contains a converted gaso11ne 

statfon and the western half today is used as a car dealersh1p. 

The proposed development will take 30 feet of Duke Street frontage. 

Potential archeo10g1cal resour!=es include structural remains of 

dwe1lfngs as well as possible in ~ occupat1on depos1ts in the western 

one-half of the block. It appears unlfke1y that any res1dentfal 

resources remain intact 1n the eastern portion of the block 1f the major 

excavation and ground movement dur1ng the installation of underground 

9as011 ne tanks occurred w1thi n the area of di reet construction 1mpact. 

However, if these gasoline tanks are located elsewhere on the property, 

this half of the block might also contain in s..1.1u. deposits. 

4 .2 . 4 1400 Block (Figure 2b) 

The bounds of the 1400 block consist of Duke Street to the north, Wolfe 

Street to the south, South West Street to the east and Hooff Run to the 

west. The block was sold as lots 75, 76, 93, 94, 95, 96, 112, 113, 114, 

and 115 of the Spr1ng Garden Farm (F1gure 4). lots 75 and 76 were 

purchased by John Darby, lots 93,94,95, and 96 by Franc1s Peyton, and 

lots 112. 113 . 114. and 115 by Jonathan Wise. 

Thfs block appears to have been pr1marily resfdent1al during the 

nineteenth and twentieth centur1es and is known to have conta1ned free 

black residents during the period of 1810 to 1850. In the year 1810. 

the area 15 noted as be1ng a lower middle class ne1ghbClrhood (Cressey n 
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.a.l. 1984}. However, before (Figure S) and after the Cfvl1 War (Figure 

7), only one house, across from the juncture of Peyton and Duke Streets, 

appears in the project area. The 1902, 1907, 1912 and 1921 Sanborn 

fnsurance maps fndicate a number of row houses along this block (Figures 

9c and 12). 

This block also contained commercial/industrial sftes, the most recent 

of which is the present Santullots Market, which fronts Duke Street and 

is bounded to the east by a present driveway and to the west by Hooff 

Run. A tannery was operated as early as 1819 on this property, which 

was the western boundary of the old District of Columbia corporate line. 

Thfs tannery fs evfdenced on the Ewfng map of 1845 (ffgure 5). The 

present Santullo's Market appears on the 1912 Sanborn insurance map as a 

grocery, and may be the same structure that appears on the 1845 (Figure 

5) and 1877 (Figure 7) map. However, the build1ng was not constructed on 

the site of the tannery related bufldings, which were set further south 

from the road. 

The proposed development on the eastern half of the block will take 20 

feet of Duke Street frontage. Potential archeological resources consist 

pr1mar1ly of front yards and open space. It is un11kely that the 30 feet .' 
of frontage required for the western portion of the block will contain 

any in ~ deposits relatfng to the tannery. Historic documents reveal 

that the tannery was situated well behind the present Santullo's Market. 

Any in ~ depOSits recovered will relate to the present market or the 
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earl ier dwell fnG that appears on the 16(5 ca~ (Figure 5) anc! the 1677 

CFi gure 7} map •. 

4.2.5 1500 and 1600 BlOcks (Figure 2b) 

There are no structures or open space on the south sf de of Duke Street 

w 1th the street numbers 1 n the 1500s. 

The 1600 block, located outside of the Distr1ct of Columbia boundary, 1s 

the first block located 1n the "West End." It 15 bounded by Duke Street 

to the north, Wolfe Street to the south. Hooff Run to the east and 

Holland Lane to the west. This property was subdivided in 1796 by John 

West, with the prov15ion that houses be constructed before September 19, 

1797, and it appears that the block functioned a,s a residential area 

(Figure 12) untl1 very recently. when modern off1ce complexes were 
. 

constructed. Potent1al archeological resources with1n this area cons1st 

primar11y of those relat1ng to the residential community of the 

nineteenth century. No construction will occur on the 1600 block of 

Duke Street and. therefore, there w 111 be no di sturbance to these 

archeological resources. 

4.2.6 1700. 1800. And 1900 Blocks (Figures 2b and 2c) 

These blocks, w h1 ch comprfse the West End. are bounded on the north by 

Duke Street. on the south by Wol fe Street. on the east by Holl ands Lane 

and on the west by Elizabeth Street. The blocks are div1 dad by Georges 

lane. between the 1700 and 1800 block. Today they are open areas and 
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function as paved parking in front of a small shopping center. An offtce 
. 

bu 11 df ng f s proposed for the 1900 block. 

These areas part of John West, Jr.ts lands, were divided and sold by 

West in 1796. Each one-half-acre lot sold or leased was required to 

have a house erected upon it by 1797. It is posstble that some of the 

structures tr.,t appear on the 1845 Ewfng map (Ffgure 5) represent these 

It is known that this area of the "West End" was primarlly residential, 

with industrhl complexes adjacent (1.e., brewery and tannery) and with 

small er commerci al ventures 1 nterspersed (i.e., taverns). The Sanborn 

maps of 1902 (F1gure 9d) and 1921 (Figure 12) reveal several structures 

on these three blocks whtch seem to continue from the 1678 Hopkins Map 

(Figure 6). The western end of the 1900 block may contain evfdence from 

an occupation datfng prior to 1845 (Figure 5). The ethnfc group and 

status level of the residents, are not presently known, since this area 

has not been covered by AAAC (Cressey itt .a.l. 1984). 

Although the impact area measures five feet at the western extreme of 

the project area and twenty feet at the eastern portion of the blocks, 

potential archeological resources relating to the residential occupation 

of thts block in four distinct t1me periods m1ght possibly be present. 

The time perf ods are 1) late 1700s (location unknown); 2) pre 1845 (west 

corner of 1900 block): 3) post 1845 and post 1877 (numbers 1916-1920 fn 
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Figure 9d) and the 1700 block (Figure 12); 4) post 1877 and pre 1902 

(1800 block). 
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5.0 EY ALUATIONS OF P01EHTIAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Accordfng to the crfteria establfshed for the evaluation of sfgnificance 

pursuant to a determination of eligibi11ty for the National Register of 

Hfstoric Places (U.S. Department of the Interfor 1976:xv): 

The quality of llgnJ.flcance In American history. 
architecture, archeology, and culture 15 present 1n 
districts, sites. buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess 1ntegrity of location, design, 
setting, materfals, workmanship, feeling, and 
assoc1ation, and: 

A. that are associ ated w fth events that have made 
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; or 

B. that are associated with the 1 1ves of persons 
significant tn our past; or 

C. that embody the dfstinctfve characteristics of 
a type, period Of. method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess 
high artistic values, or that represent a 

. significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack indfvidual distinctfon; or 

D. that have yfelded, or may be lfkely to yfeld, 
fnformation fmportant in prehfstory or hfstory. 

Archeologfcal sftes in the urban envfronment are most frequently 

consfdered signif1cant accord1ng to Criterion 0 of the National Register 

because their further study may address current research questions and 

provide informatfon not readf1y obtainable elsewhere. less frequently, 

urban sites may also be considered Significant because of their 

historical or cultural associations as defined by Criteria ~ S, or C of 

the National Register. 
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The determination of s~fentiffc s1gnificance (Criterion 0) with regard 

to archeological resources 1nvolves both a theoretically-oriented 

evaluat~on of current research questions as they apply to the study 

aroea fn quest10n and a substantive evaluation of the degree to which 

predicted .resources can provide viable analytical data from whfch the 

desf red resul ts can be obta 1 ned. . .-

5.1 prehistoric Archeplogical Resources 

5.1.1 Impprt~nt Rese~rch Oyestipns 

Several research questfons relating to settlement and subs1stence 

patterns of the preh1storic inhabitants of the region could be addressed 

w1th informatfon from intact prehistoric sites. Gardner (1982) has 

proposed a model of settlement for the Late Archafc, Early Woodland and 

Middle Woodland settlement system for the Inner Coastal Plain that can 

be tested. However, informat10n on Paleo-Indian, Early and Middle 

Archa1c settlements is so scarce that no detailed model can be produced 

at this time. 

To simpl1fy Gar.jJerls (1982) posit1on, he suggests that, during the Late 

Archaic fn the fresh water zone of the Inner Coastal Plain, the 

settlement pattern was one characterized by ffssion and fusion rithin 

the fresh water zone rather than seasonal movement between the oyster 

beds of the Outer Coastal Platn and the anadromous fishing resources of 

the Inner Coastal Platn. Large base camps of the macro-social un1ts 

would form at sites along the Potomac during the spring fish runs. At 

the end of the f1sh runs the macro-social units wou1d break up 1nto 
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m1cro-soc1a1 un1ts and set up base camps in other areas. Thus, the 

largest sites 1n the zone, except at the fishing spots along the 

Potomac, should be micro-social unit base camps surrounded by small 

resource exploitation sites. 

Dudng the Early Woodland the seasonal fission and fusion model 
.. -

continued but w1th the major d1fference that the macro-social unit moved 

from the sprfng fishing sites to the oyster collect1ng sites, creat1ng 

an 1nterzonal settlement pattern. This new pattern resulted 1n macro­

soc1 al un1t base camps surrounded by small resource expl o1tat1 on s1tes. 

Micro-social unit base camps would not have ex1sted. Thfs pattern 

continued with minor differences through the Middle Woodland. 

In the Late Woodland, with the adoption of horticulture, the settlement 

pattern changed. Permanent settlements arose on lands su1tab1e for 

prim1tfve agriculture and were surrounded by resource exploitation 

sites. Micro-social unit base camps would no longer have ex1sted, or 

would have been very rare, sfnce the populat1on could have remained in 

any spot throughout the year. 

5.1.2 Eyoluet10n of potent1al Integr1ty 

Whl1e preh1storic sites could address the models noted above, 1t is 

necessary that the sites have the integr1ty to produce analytical data 

that are useful. In this regard, each of the blocks adjacent to water 

1n the project area w111 be reviewed for potential disturbances. The 

blocks under conslderatlon are 1100. 1400. 1600. 1700. 1800 and 1900. 
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The corner of the 1100 block that is closest to the unnamed stream at 

the corner of Duke and South Henry Streets has been the subject of 

probable disturbances during the historic perfod and 15 unlikely that 

undisturbed prehistoric remains are contained in this area. 

The 1400 block is adjacent to the west side of Hooff Run and has been 

relatively undisturbed by historic activity. The tannery and associated 

activities on the property were located toward the back of the lot. Two 

structures appear on the lots adjacent to Hooff Run on the 1921 Sanborn 

map (Figure 12). Unt11 the late 1800s or early 1900s, maps indicate 

that there was only one structure in the area (Figures 5 and 7) . Except 

for the removal of one of the two structures and the transformation of 

the other into Santuno's Market, no modern activity has taken place on 

this space and it has been sealed by an asphalt parking lot. For these 

reasons it is considered that this section of the 1400 block 1s 1 ikely 

to have a relatively intact ground surface that coul d contain an 

undisturbed prehistoric archeological site. 

The 1600 block is toda y covered either with a new office building or 

with the modern Duke Street. For this reason, although it is adjacent 

to the Run, the site is considered too d1sturbed to contain any 

archeological resources. 

The three westernmost blocks, 1700, 1800, and 1900, are on a rise or 

terrace (referred to earl ier as the Wooded Terrace Zone) that overlooks 

Hooff Run. Such locat1ons are often 1deal for prehistoric sites and the 
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AAAC has reported finding art1hcts along this terrace. Although there 

has been some historic construction on these properties. the historic 

maps indfcate that there was consfderable front and side yard space 

around the structures. On the 1700 block the lots with structures 1706, 

1712, and 1724 on the 1921 Sanborn map (Figure 12) have such spaces. 

Larger amounts of open space can . .be noted on the 1900 · block (Figure 9d) 

1n the lots with structures 1916 and 1920. Similar amounts of upen 

space were not found in the 1800 block (Figure 9d) . Thus, sections of 

the 1700 and 1900 blocks also have the potential to contain prehistoric 

archeol og1 cal resou rce s . 

5.1.3 Potent1ally El1g1ble Prehistoric Archeolog1cal ResQurces 

In urban environments it is difficult or 1mposs.ible to identify pre­

histor1c sites during a Phase I investigation and therefore it is 

difficult to address the question of whether such are potentially 

eligible to the National Regfster. However. if sites were found in the 

project area and they possessed integrity. they could be used to address 

important research questions relating to the evaluation of settlement 

pattern models for the Inner Coastal Plain. Therefore, the following 

sections of the project area are considered to be potentially eligible 

to the National Register of Historic Places if they contain a 

prehistoric site, 1) the lot which today contains Santullo's Market 

(number 1458); 2) three lots I n the 1700 block (which contained 

structures 1706, 1712, and 1726 shown on the 1921 Sanborn map): and 3) 

two lots 1n the 1900 block (which contained structures 1916 and 1920 on 

the 1902 Sanborn map). 

52 



5 .2 Hi storie Archeo) ogi cal ResQurces 

5.2.1 ImportAnt Research Quest10ns 

A ser1es of fmportant research questfons have been establ fshed by the 

Al exandrf a Urban Archeelogy Program through a model for the 

archeologf ca 1 f nvest f gatf on of changes 1 n urban strat1f1 catf on (Cressey 

1983). The model focuses on the .c:~uses for the changes as expressed in 

the behav10ral manifestation of settlement and consumer patterns. 

Part of thfs model focuses on the sectoral fzatlon and differentiation 

processes. As industrfal fzation and capftalfsm lead to fncreasing 

dffferences 1n wealth and power between groups, groups wfll be separated 

from each other physfcally (sectorfal1zation) to prevent conflfct and 

consumer behavior .111 begin to diverge (dlfferen~latlon) as the gulf 

between groups becomes larger (Cressey 1983:10). Another factor 1n 

sectoralfzat1on fs the 1ncreasing separatfon of industrtal, residential, 

and commercf al act1v1ties. 

As documented earlier, the project area may have originally been sub­

divided for residential use. However, the development of the Little 

River Turnpike as an early and major transportation route from the 

agrfcultural hinterlands to the west led .to the estab11shment of a 

series of small scal. agr1cultural processing 1ndustr1es 1n the area. 

After this t1me the area developed into a mixed commercial, 1ndustrhl 

and residential area . The project area represents a "sector" of the 

urban area of Alexandria that is distinctly dtfferent from that already 

sampled by the Alexandria Urban Archeology Program'. Much of the 
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excavation research in Alexandria has been carr1ed out at res1dent1al 

s1tes of contrasting socia-economic/ethnic affiliations. 

There are two research domains that can be addressed by the potential 

historic ~rcheolog1cal data in the blocks on the south side of Duke 

Street. The first is the relat1.onsh1p between the core of Alexandria 

and the development of its industrial and commercial western edge. The 

second is the affect of this relationship on residenthl (consumer and 

spatial) bahavlor. 

In the first domain is the reletionship of the processing sites. such as 

the tannery site. to Alexandria's economy. While tanning is dependent 

on rural products and is also found as a suite of ·industries (including 

brew1ng and slaughtering? in small rural towns, the complex in 

Alexandria was not in a rural setting but an urban one with access to 

more than local markets. As the nature of the markets for the tanning 

industry changed 1n the nineteenth century, the place of the tannery in 

the developing capitalist economy changed also (see Beauregard n.d. for 

an extens1ve d1scussion of tanneries and their relation to cap1ta11sm in 

rural America). While many tanners cont1nued to participate totally or 

partially in local procurement or trade, others participated pr1marl1y 

in a contracting system that depended not on local sources of hides but 

on imported hides which were processed locally and then sold back to the 

merchants who had provided them. These merchants in turn sold the 

processed hides on the open market. Under this system there was In 

emphasfs on the max1mizat1on of production of tanne'd hi des for the 
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larger market which stimulated the invention and introduction of 

mechanical technology to 1ncrease the productfon of tanned hides. The 

tannery site could present information on the part1cipation of the 

tannery in the development of the Alexandria economy from a commercial 

to a capital fst stage (Cressey 1983:10) and whether it reflected the 

changes in economy that took place throughout the nineteenth century 

CCressey 1983:12). 

The second research domain relates to various aspects of demographic and 

spathl pattern1ng. Demographic pattern1ng is generally addressed 1n 

terms of two principal variables : soc1o--econom1c status and ethn1cfty 

(e.g. Spencer-Wood and Riley 1981, Shephard 1983; Roberts, Cosans and 

Barrett 1982; Cressey Il1 Al. 1984). These studle. rely heavily on the 

analysts of pr ivy-related trash deposits on the assumption that 

vart ati on among the contents of these deposfts f s di rectly rel ated to 

d1fferences in the status or cultural background of the site's 

occupants. 

Spatf a1 patterni ng f s generally addressed f n terms of the dad si ons an 

urban community makes about how land is used (e.g., Pendry 1977: 

Cressey 1978 Il1 Al. 1984; Cheek Ii Al. 1984), and may be structured 

synchronfcally or diachronically. There is also growing interest among 

urban archeologists concerning spatial patterning within the individual 

urban site as exempl ffied by. the development of owner-occupant models 

(Roberts, Cosans, and Barrett 1982), the study of multi-occupant 

residential patterns (Sal.en 1973; Spencer--Wood and Rl10y 1981), and the 
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development of methods for predicting intra-site spatial patterns from 

arch1v~l resources (Roberts and Cosans 1980). 

The effect of the sectoral1zat1on and d1 fferent1 atf on process, a1 ready 

subjected to study In Alexandria (Shephard 1983). can be further 

examined through the study of res1dent1al deposits in the project area. 

Data from this area could provide a significant contrast to the material 

co11ected from prfmarily resfdent1al or mixed res1dent1al/commercial 

areas of Alexandria. The presence of the ral1road and industries such 

as tanning and brewing in the West " End would have made residence in the 

area increasingly unattractive as the nineteenth century progressed. 

This may have led to the concentration of lower status income and ethnic 

groups 1n the area. It has already been noted th'lt black communities 

were found across Duke and South Henry Streets on the edges of the 

project area, as well as on the south s1 de of Duke Street. 

In summary, 1f archeolog1cal resources are present in the project area, 

they could be used to provide information on at least two research 

quest10ns that rel ate to the ong01 ng city-sponsored research 1 n 

Alexandria. The data generated could be used to investigate the response 

of a local and essent1a11y rural industry " to economic trends effecting 

Alexandria as a whole, and also to investigate the effect that the 

industrial character of the project area had on the residential and 

consumer behavior of the Alexandrians that 1 hed there. 
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5.2.2 Ev§luat1on of poten±1§1 Integrity 

On the basis of the Phase I investigations reported herein, seven of the 

eight blocks to be disturbed through construction have been ident1f1ed 

as contain1ng potential significant archeological resources. These 

include: 

• 1100 Block 

South side of Duke Street at the site of the present railroad yard. 

Potential archeological resources in this block include railroad 

related resources, military resources (relating to the Civl1 War 

stockaded area) and possfb1y deposfts related to the mfdd1e class and 

bl ack res1 dents that Cressey n Al. (1984) note as resi d1 ng on the 

block during the m1d-nineteenth and early twentieth century. 

• 1200 Block 

South side of Duke Street at the present site of T. J. Fannon & Sons. 

Potentfa1 archeo1ogfca1 resources on thfs block fnclude those related 

to the ral1 road, the ml1itary occupation of the Civil War era, 

including Camp Convalescent, and the residents of the early 

n1 neteenth century. 

• 1300 Block 

South s1de of Duke Street between South Payne Street and South West 

Street. Potenthl archeological resources include those related to 

the C1vtl War mtl1tary occupation, and to the residents of th1s block 

who resided there during the early nineteenth through twentieth 

centuries. 
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• 1400 Block 
. 

South side of Duke Street at the present site of Santu11o's Market. 

Potent1al archeological resources include those relating to the early 

residents of 1456 Duke Stree~ 

• 1700. 1800. and 1900 Blocks 

South sfde of Duke Street from Holland lane on the east to Elizabeth 

Street on the west. Potential archeolog1cal resources include those 

re' at1 ng to the 1 nfthl 1797 davelopment of the nWest End" as well as 

the Industrial and residential lots from this time through the 

twentf eth century. 

The eastern one-half of the 1400 block has been subjected to a series of 

modern developments that have most likely disturbed any archeological r\. 

resources that were present 1n the block. These developments include 

the construction of modern office complexes and excavation within the 

proposed proj ect a rea for the 1 nsta 11 at1 on of underground ut1l1ty 11 nes. 

It 1s be11eved that no archeolog1cal resources relating to the early 

occupation of the block remain 1ntact. There 1s no 1500 block on the 

south s1de of Duke Street. This proposed block is the locat1on of Hooff 

Run, The 1600 block will not be Impacted by the proposed widening of 

Duke Street. 

On all blocks, only narrow segments of the historic propert1es are 

w1thin the right-of-way. Pract1cal considerat1ons requfre an 

examfnation of whether those portfons of the sites that are antiCipated 

to be disturbed contain the informatton necessary to Address 1mportant 
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research questions. Two industrial locations were defined: 1) the 

tannery on the west end of the 1400 block and 2) the ral1road on blocks 

1100 and 1200. The tannery. was sufffciently far back on the lot that it ;' j 
( 

f 5 out of the rf ght-of-w ay. On the ral1road site, none of the historic 

maps show. structures in the right-of-way. Thus, no archeologfcal 

evidence pertaining to either indu~.~ry is with1n the construction zone. 

As stated above, the majority of useful informatton acquired from urban 

residential sites has been recovered from privies and trash-related 

deposfts located fn the rear portfon of the sftes. Of the blocks that 

contain reSidential sites (blocks 1100, 1200, 1300, 1700, 1800, 1900 and 

Santullo1s Market) , the historic structures on the 1300 block are set 

far enough back from the street that only f ront and side yard deposits 

are within the construction zone. This spatial relatfonship can be 

determined with certainty because the relationship between the modern 

and historic Duke Street east of Hooff Run 15 clear. 

On the 1100 bloCk the structure represented on the 1845 map (Ffgure 5) 

w111 be d1sturbed. However. prior dfsturbance by activities assochted 

wfth the railroad make ft unlikely that the sfte retafns fts fntegrfty. 

No hfstoric structures are known from maps ~.~r the 1200 block, although 

AARC suggests there was a population there early in the 18005. Since 

the site seems not to have been bul1t upon in the m1d-l900s , r ema1ns 

from these occupations could exist 1n a relat1ve1y undisturbed state. 

However, 1t is unlikely that the front and side yard deposits would 

provide the 1nformatton necessary to address important research 
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questions. The structures that were on the Santullo Market lot (see 

Section 5.1.2) were close"r to Duke Street. Accordingly, larger portions 

of the side yards will be within the construction zone. 

West of Hooff Run, along with what was originally an unnamed road which 

then became the little River Turnpike, it 15 not known which portions of 

the sites might be with "ln the construction zone. There is currently no 

evidence of the relationshfp between the present right-of-way of the 

Little River Turnpike and the original right-of-way nor of the 

relationship between the road that preceeded the Little River Turnpike 

and the the Turnpike itself. Except for the 1600 block which will ·not 

be disturbed, significant portions of the earl fer historic sites could 

be located within the construction right-of-way. 

Of the three blocks wh1ch 'contained information on the Civil War 

activities, block 1100 seems to have been disturbed by the extension of 

the rail road. However. the 1200 and 1300 blocks are probably at least 

partially intact. It is possible that Civil War features such as 

stockade l1nes and remnants of other mil1tary constructions could be 

present on these blocks. However, these data would most likely not be 

sufficient to contribute important information to the study of the Civil 

War. 

5.2.3 Potenthlly El1g1ble Histpric Archeological ResQurces 

The problems which are currently befng studied by the Alexandria Urban 

Archeology Program are specifically concerned with the processes of 
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sectoralization and .differentiation as they affect the process of 

stratifIcation in urban contexts. The data from the Duke Street context 

could make a substantial contributfon to these questions because of the 

large data base that already exists in Alexandria 'for comparative 

purposes and because the project area is complementary to that explored 

by the Al exandria Archeologi cal Research Center. The data coul d provi de 

a test of whether the relatfonships that have been hypothesized between 

settlement location and socia-economic and ethn1c consumer behavior can 

be extended to the peripheral areas of the cIty; and, 1f so, whether the 

similarities and dffferences hypothezied to ex1st are expressed more or 

1 ess strongly. 

Thus, 1t is suggested that all of the propertIes not mentioned 1n the 

preceedlng sectlon as to~ dlsturbed or as outslde of the rlght-of-way 

are potentially ellglble to the Natlonal Reglster. The locatlons that 

could provide information to address the residential questions are the 

1200,1700,1800, and 1900 blocks and the Santullo's Market lot. None 

of the lots with industrial activitfes have evIdence of those activitIes 

within the r1ght-of-way. 
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6.0 SUIl4ARY AHO RECXHENDATIONS 

The tracts of 1 end " compr1 51 ng the Duke Street project area were 

orfginally granted to Robert Howson who promptly sold the lands to John 

Alexander. As time progressed, the eastern portion of the pr:'oject area, 

from South Henry Street westward to Hoeff Run, WillS 1n the possess1on of 

numerous land owners, whfle the western extreme remained 1n the 

possessi on of John West, Jr. By 1796 the 1 ands on both sf des of Hoeff 

Run were befng subdivided and sold 1n tracts containing one-half to two 

and one-half acre lots. This development coincided with the plans to 

establish Alexandria as a part of the permanent seat of governmen~ 

By the early 18005 the commercial development of the project area was 

already character1zed by small scale processing industries such as 

tannlng. brewlng and posslbly the buylng and selllng of cattle. as 

indicated by the "Drover's Tavern." These processing industries were 

dependent upon the rural areas surrounding the main city of Alexandria 

as suppliers of raw materials used in the manufacturing. The raw 

materials were then transformed into other items including leathert beer 

and meat products that were consumed by the residents of Alexandria's 

higher income core area. The manufactured products were also, in some 

caseSt shipped to other areas by way of the port. The establishment of 

a good road network, such as the Little R1ver Turnpike, opened in 1806, 

provided an easy access of goods transported in and out of the city. 
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Tanning and brewing industries are both what have been referred to as 

"noxious" industries. The project area functioned as an industrial area 

through the nineteenth century. The construction of the railroad in 

this section of Alexandria 1ndicates that the area did not fUnction as 

an upper class neighborhood. It may be s1gn1ficant to note that the 

slave businesses were located w.ithin the project area area on the 

outskirts of the Distr1ct, along with a free black community. The 

presence of th1s black commun1ty, on the north side of Duke Street, 

coul d well be expected, as low 1 ncome, d1 sadvantaged groups often are 

located in the less desirable areas. A similar process occurred in 

Frederick. Maryland (Cheek JI1 Al. 1984). 

The project area was greatly affected dur1ng the .civil War. The town 

was occup1ed by Federal troops and industrial activity 1n A1exandr1a 

came to a virtual standstl11. Ra1lroading became the life 11ne of 

Alexandria during the Reconstruct1on era and, through th1s, the town 

became a small-scale 1ndustr1a1 c1ty. The project area during this t1me 

became primar11y residential with small commercial ventures 

1nterspersed. 

During the twentieth century, development of the railroad industry has 

slowed as the majority of goods began to travel overland on the newly 

constructed h1ghways. The project area rema1ned pr1marily resident1a1 

as well as contain1ng commercial activ1ty and some light 1ndustry. This 

Is evidenced by modern office buildings. car dealerships and shopping 
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centers situated adj acent to the row houses constructed during the 

nineteenth century. 

Th1s Phase I survey was undertaken to identify potentially e11g1ble 

archeolog1cal resources 1n the immediate vicinity of the proposed 

widening project of Duke Street • . .. The sections which follow summarize 

the results of this investigation, present recommendations, and discuss 

potentf al effects. 

6.1 preh1stor1c Archeplog1cal Respurces 

No recorded prehistoric s1tes were located in the project area. 

Evidence does exist, however, that preh1stor1c s1tes were to be found on 

the area called the "Wooded Terraces" on wh1ch Duke Street (the former 

l1ttle Rlver Turnpike) was constructed. Three locations were identified 

that may contain prehistoric remains: on either s1de of Hooff Run and 

at the east end of the project area adjacent to a former southeast 

flowing unnamed stream. An investigation of the impact of historic 

construction activity 1n these areas revealed that the lot which 

contains Santullo's Market and the lots with structures numbered (on 

early 19005 Sanborn maps) 1706, 1712, 1726, 1919, and 1920 have the 

potential to produce archeological material . from a s1.te with integrity. 

Accordingly, these locations should be field tested to determine the 

presence or absence of prehistor1c archeological resources and, if 

present. to evaluat. theIr elIgIbIlIty to the NatIonal RegIster by 

determining their nature, extent, and integrity. 
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6.2 Histpric Archeplpgical Respurces 

The documentary research conducted during this investigation has 

determined that historic properties were present in the project area and 

that the historic archeological resources which they may contain could 

contribute important information on significant research problems as 

deflned by the research deslgn establ1sh for the Clty of A1exandrla by 

the Alexandria Archeological Research Center. Because of these 

flndlngs. 1t ls suggested that the resldentla1 and lndustria1 sltes 

located on the south side of Duke Street are potentially eligible to the 

Natf ona 1 Regt star of Historic Pl aces. 

However, on some blocks the only segments of the sites that will be 

dlsturbed (the front and slde yards) most 11ke1y do not contaln the data 

which can be used to address the important research questions discussed 

above. For this reason, no additional work relat1ng to historic 

archeological resources is recommended for the blocks east of Hooff Run, 

wlth the exceptlon of block 1200 and the property assoclated wlth 

Santullo's market. The 1200 block has also been noted .. potentially 

contalnlng archeo10g1ca1 lnformatlon on the Clv1l war occupatlon of 

Alexandria. Additional archival work in association with archeological 

testing is recommended for these two locations. 

West of Hooff Run, on what was originally the Little Rtver Turnpike, al' 

blocks except the 1600 block are recommended for Phase II archeological 

evaluation gu1ded by supplemental primary documentary research. The 

1700.1800. and 1900 blocks have the potentla1 to conJ;aln undisturbed 
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historic archeological d!3pos1ts. While most of the structures on the 

hfstoric maps relate to the mid and late 18005, there is a strong 

poss1btl1ty that structures from the late 1700s mentioned in the deeds 

for John West, Jr.ls lots could occur in the project area. These 

structures, at 16 feet square, could fall completely within the 

construct10n zone. 

6.3 Conclusions 

It is recommended that additional documentary and archeological work be 

undertaken to determine whether historic archeological properties 

eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places 

exist in the project area. The research reported herein has 

demonstrated that archeological information on pr"ehistor1c research 

questions, on the C1vtl War,. and on questions relating to the evolution 

of urban stratification may exist In the project ar... The 1700. 1800. 

and 1900 blocks and the Santullo Market property may contain Information 

on both prehistoric settlement patterning and on urban strat1f1cat1on~ 
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